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Executive Summary  
Nearly one in six US children lives in poverty according to the supplemental poverty measure (SPM). 

The SPM provides a somewhat lower estimate of child poverty (15.6 percent) than the official poverty 

measure (17.5 percent). The SPM captures the impact of benefit programs, which the official poverty 

measure does not; that the SPM child poverty figure is lower than the official child poverty measure 

shows that safety net programs can alleviate child poverty. 

To better understand how various policy proposals might further reduce child poverty, the 

Children’s Defense Fund (CDF) contracted with the Urban Institute to assess the impacts and costs of 

nine policy options that they are recommending: 

 Increasing the minimum wage to $15.00 in 2024 dollars for covered workers and to 70 percent 

of that for tipped workers. 

 Creating a transitional jobs program for unemployed and underemployed people in families 

with children. CDF assumes a participation rate of 25 percent for unemployed individuals with 

the lowest family incomes. 

 Implementing a full pass-through and disregard of child support income for Temporary 

Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and a $100 monthly child support disregard per child in 

the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly food stamps). 

 Expanding access to housing vouchers for low-income households with children. New vouchers 

would be available to any household with children and income under 150 percent of the federal 

poverty guideline that also satisfied a test of rent burden, with the assumption that 70 percent 

of those households would be able to use the voucher. 

 Increasing SNAP benefits for families with children. The maximum SNAP benefit for families 

with children would be based on the Low-Cost Food Plan levels computed by the US 

Department of Agriculture rather than the Thrifty Food Plan currently used, increasing the 

maximum benefit 31 percent. 

 Expanding the earned income tax credit. The parameters of the credit would be adjusted to 

increase the benefits; for example, the maximum credit for a single parent with two children 

would increase from $5,548 to $6,567.  

 Expanding the child tax credit, making the credit refundable beginning with the first dollar of 

earnings and increasing the 2015 credit to $2,000. (A supplemental policy was also modeled to 
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assess the impact of making the credit fully refundable for low-income families regardless of 

earnings.) 

 Increasing the child and dependent care tax credit. 

 Expanding access to child care subsidies for low-income families with children under age 13. 

Specifically, child care subsidies would be available to employed families with income under 

150 percent of the federal poverty guideline, with no family copayment required. 

All the options have the potential to directly improve families’ economic well-being in the same year 

that the policies are implemented (as opposed to policies such as improved education, which could 

improve children’s well-being in the medium- to long-term). 

Urban Institute staff analyzed the CDF policies by applying a microsimulation model—the Transfer 

Income Model, version 3 (TRIM3)—to a large representative sample of US households: the Census 

Bureau’s Current Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC). The TRIM3 

model is a comprehensive and detailed model that can capture both the current operations of tax and 

benefit programs and the potential impacts of changes to those programs; it has been used for both 

national and state-level analyses of the antipoverty impact of taxes and benefits. The CPS-ASEC data 

include information on almost 70,000 households, and the information can be used to make reliable 

inferences about impacts on the entire population; it is the same survey data used to generate official 

poverty estimates. The analysis used the CPS-ASEC data that captured families’ incomes and 

employment during 2015. We applied the TRIM3 model to the survey data to estimate the economic 

circumstances of families with children before any of the proposed policies, after each policy 

individually, and after all policies combined. TRIM3 captures the direct impacts of policies and the 

interactions among policies. For example, an increase in a family’s earnings affects their tax liability and 

can affect the amount of safety net benefits they are eligible to receive. We also used the model to 

impose external estimates of how much increasing tax credits and child care subsidies might increase 

labor supply and how much increasing the minimum wage might reduce employment. 

To assess the results in terms of poverty, we used the SPM poverty measure. Unlike the official 

measure of poverty, which considers only a family’s cash income, the SPM looks at families’ resources 

more broadly, including the value of in-kind benefits and refundable tax credits but subtracting taxes 

that a family must pay, the cost of child care, and other work expenses for families with employed 

parents. The SPM allowed all the policies to be considered using the same metric. 

Because of complexities in modeling selected tax policies as of 2015 rather than under current tax 

rules that incorporate the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, the final combined policy package proposed by 
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CDF combines all the proposed policies except the child tax credit expansion. The final policy package 

resulted in the following: 

 Overall, the number of children in poverty in 2015 according to the SPM is estimated to fall 

from 9.6 million to 4.1 million as a result of the CDF-proposed policies—a drop of 57.1 percent. 

 Among the children who are not raised out of poverty by the policy package, the great majority, 

3.6 million, nevertheless see an increase in family economic resources. 

 The poverty gap for families with children, or the aggregate amount of money by which the 

resources of poor families with children fall below their poverty thresholds, fell from $39.3 

billion to $16.6 billion, a drop of 57.7 percent. 

The individual policies had varying impacts on child poverty (figure ES.1). 

 Increasing the minimum wage: The proposed minimum wage increase reduces child poverty 

8.3 percent when we assume wages would also increase for workers earning slightly below the 

current minimum or slightly above the new minimum; a small amount of jobs would be lost. 

 Creating a transitional jobs program: When transitional jobs are available to individuals in 

families with children, and with an assumed maximum take-up rate of 25 percent (for 

nonworkers with below-poverty income), we estimate 2.0 million parents and guardians would 

take the jobs, earning an average of $12,041 in the year. Child poverty falls 8.6 percent from 

this policy.  

 Modifying treatment of child support by the TANF and SNAP programs: This policy reduces 

child poverty 0.5 percent. The impact is muted because relatively few families receive TANF, 

and only a minority of those families have child support paid on their behalf. 

 Expanding access to housing vouchers for low-income households with children: This was one 

of the most effective individual policies, reducing child poverty 21.9 percent. New housing 

vouchers were provided to 2.4 million households, with an average annual subsidy of 

approximately $10,150 for newly participating households.  

 Increasing SNAP benefits: This was the second most effective individual policy, reducing child 

poverty 15.8 percent. The benefit increase helped all 9.5 million families with children receiving 

SNAP in the average month of the year under actual 2015 policies, with an $1,840 increase in 

the maximum annual benefit for a three-person family; an additional 1.2 million families began 

receiving SNAP because of the benefit increase. 
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 Expanding the earned income tax credit: When modeled with the assumption that the 

increased earned income tax credit would cause some nonworking single parents to enter the 

labor force, child poverty was reduced 11.6 percent.  

 Expanding the child tax credit: Of the three changes to tax credits, this change had the greatest 

antipoverty impact. It allowed an additional 2.1 million tax units to receive the nonrefundable 

portion of the credit and an additional 4.1 million tax units to receive the refundable portion of 

the credit, and it increased the credit available to others, reducing child poverty 12.6 percent. 

(This policy was not included in the final policy package due to consideration of more recent tax 

law changes.) 

 Increasing the child and dependent care tax credit: This had the least impact of the three 

proposed changes to tax credits, reducing child poverty 4.1 percent when we also modeled an 

assumption that the higher credit might induce some nonworking parents to enter the labor 

force. 

 Expanding access to child care subsidies: The policy that guarantees child care subsidies for 

families under 150 percent of the poverty guideline and assigns no family copayment for these 

families reduced child poverty 7.6 percent when we modeled that some families might begin 

working as a result of the new policies. 

The antipoverty impacts of the package are broad. Poverty declines for all racial and ethnic groups, 

in all regions of the country, in both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas, and for children living 

with both working parents or guardians and nonworking parents or guardians. 

The individual policies also had varying impacts on the poverty gap (figure ES.2). The increase to 

housing vouchers had the largest impact on the poverty gap for families with children, and the SNAP 

benefit increase was the next most effective.  

Considering both the number of children in poverty and the poverty gap, the impact of the final 

policy package is much larger than the impact of any individual policy. Different policies address the 

needs of children living in different circumstances. For example, although several policies focus on 

parents who are already employed, the transitional jobs policy would assist parents and guardians who 

are currently unemployed or underemployed, and the increases to SNAP benefits and housing vouchers 

are not tied to employment. 
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FIGURE ES.1 

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty (millions) 

 

Note: CC = child care; CDCTC = child and dependent care tax credit; CTC = child tax credit; EE = employment effects; SNAP = the 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TJ = Transitional Jobs 
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FIGURE ES.2 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ billions) 

 

 

Note: CC = child care; CDCTC = child and dependent care tax credit; CTC = child tax credit; EE = employment effects; SNAP = the 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TJ = Transitional Jobs 
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The model is also able to estimate the costs of the policies to the extent that those costs can be 

calculated at the family level. (Administrative costs and macroeconomic implications are not assessed.) 

Key findings regarding costs were as follows: 

 The combined policies, excluding the expanded child tax credit, would have increased 

government expenditures by $52.3 billion if enacted in 2015. 

 Considering the benefit programs that are directly modified by the proposed policies (housing 

subsidies, SNAP, and child care subsidies) and several others that interact with the proposed 

policies (unemployment compensation, TANF, and others), the estimated costs of benefit 

programs increase by $92.7 billion, or 46.9 percent. 

 Considering payroll taxes and federal and state income taxes, tax collections increase by an 

estimated $40.4 billion because of the combined impact of increased tax credits, the increased 

minimum wage, transitional jobs, and the assumed increase in labor supply caused by the EITC 

policy and the policies related to child care. 

 The three most expensive individual policies included in the final package are the transitional 

jobs program, housing voucher expansion, and SNAP benefit increase (figure ES.3). The 

expanded child tax credit, which was not included in the final package of policies, had the 

highest individual cost (as well as one of the highest antipoverty effects). 

In relative terms, the estimated cost of the final policy package equals 0.3 percent of the size of the 

US’s gross domestic product in 2015 ($18.4 trillion), 5.9 percent of the aggregate 2015 benefits paid in 

Social Security retirement and disability benefits, or about 71 percent of the total cost of SNAP for 

2015.1 

The change in the poverty gap—a total reduction of $26.6 billion across all poor families—is 50.8 

percent of the total estimated cost of the package. In other words, for each dollar of new government 

spending, the poverty gap is reduced by 50.8 cents. The remaining money increases families’ incomes to 

levels above the SPM poverty threshold or helps families whose incomes were already above the SPM 

poverty threshold before the simulation. 
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FIGURE ES.3 

Total Government Costs of Proposed Policies ($ billions) 

Increase in program benefits minus increase in tax liability 

 

Note: CC = child care; CDCTC = child and dependent care tax credit; CTC = child tax credit; EE = employment effects; SNAP = the 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TJ = Transitional Jobs 
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Several caveats relevant to individual policy options are important in considering the results of the 

analysis: 

 The estimated employment effects of a minimum wage increase—higher wages for workers 

earning slightly above the new minimum, and some job loss—are based on the economic 

literature and are uncertain. 

 The modeling of new jobs caused by increased tax credits is based on the economic literature 

and involves uncertainty. 

 We do not capture potential broader impacts of the minimum wage increase on the economy 

(such as impacts on small employers), which could in turn affect either low-income families or 

government tax collections; we also do not capture the potential broader economic impacts of 

increased labor supply. 

 In modeling the policies related to child support income, we do not capture the fact that some 

noncustodial parents might increase their child support payments if they knew that their 

children would be able to retain those benefits. Also, the estimates capture the effect of passing 

through and disregarding currently due child support. Additional antipoverty effects would be 

achieved if all past-due support (arrears) were distributed to current and former welfare 

recipients. 

Other important caveats apply to the analysis as a whole: 

 The analysis is based on data representing the population, economy, and policies in 2015; the 

relative impacts of policies would be different today (especially some individual tax policies, 

such as expanding the child tax credit). 

 We do not incorporate into the model how the new programs would be paid for. Different 

approaches could affect families’ economic well-being in different ways. For example, if new 

programs were paid for by reducing spending on existing programs or by altering the tax 

system in some new way, this could have direct impacts on the economic well-being of some 

low-income families. 

 In the longer run, reductions in poverty for today’s children could benefit their education, 

health, and employment as young adults and as parents, which could reduce future poverty 

levels. 

Despite the caveats, the analysis shows the potential for a comprehensive package of policies to greatly 

reduce the child poverty rate and to improve the economic circumstances of almost all poor children.  
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Introduction 
Nearly one in six US children lives in families that face substantial economic hardship. The exact 

numbers vary by methodology, with the most recent official poverty statistics counting 17.5 percent of 

the under-18 population as poor in 2017 (Fontenot, Semega, and Kollar 2018). The US Census Bureau’s 

supplemental poverty measure (SPM), which considers the impacts of in-kind benefits and taxes, shows 

15.6 percent of children under the age of 18 as poor in 2017 (Fox 2018). Research also shows that 

children’s economic hardship would be even greater without the current safety net. For example, Fox 

(2018) estimates that the SPM poverty rate for families with children would be 21.7 percent instead of 

15.6 percent absent refundable tax credits. However, even with the current safety net, and regardless 

of methodology, the child poverty rate is high. In the long term, reductions in child poverty could come 

from improvements in the economy and in education, leading to higher incomes for the next generation 

of parents. But to alleviate economic hardship for today’s children, analysts have proposed more 

focused approaches, including changes to taxes and benefit programs. 

This report examines the potential impacts of a set of antipoverty policies proposed by the 

Children’s Defense Fund (CDF). This work builds on a previous analysis completed for CDF (Giannarelli 

et al. 2015); additional details on that study are provided in appendix D of this report. The policies 

assessed for the current analysis include a minimum wage increase, a transitional jobs (TJ) program, 

expanded tax credits, increased availability of housing and child care subsidies, increased nutrition 

benefits, and changes to how benefit programs treat families’ child support income. Using 

microsimulation, we estimated how much each policy and the entire package of policies would reduce 

child poverty and how much they would cost. Poverty was assessed using the SPM because that 

measure considers a family’s cash income as well as the value of the in-kind benefits they receive and 

the amount of taxes they must pay. 

In addition to capturing the direct impacts of each policy, the analysis incorporates interactions 

across policies and programs, such as that a minimum wage increase would reduce spending on 

government benefits and a TJ program would create increased eligibility for child care subsidies. The 

analysis also incorporates some potential behavioral impacts, including the possibility of job loss from a 

minimum wage increase and the possibility of increased employment caused by newly available child 

care subsidies. 

However, three key limitations of the analysis should be kept in mind. First, the analysis is based on 

data for 2015, when the population, economy, and policy rules all differed somewhat from today. We 
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did not perform any type of “aging” of either the population or the economic data, and we left policy 

rules as they were in 2015. Thus, we estimate the potential impacts of the policies if they had been in 

effect in 2015. The specific costs and antipoverty impacts of each policy described here would be 

somewhat different in a different year. Most notably, significant changes have been made to the tax 

code since 2015; we provide more context about the potential significance of these changes in our 

discussion of the results. Second, the analysis does not incorporate any method of paying for the policies 

through new taxes, reductions in spending, or other policy changes. Different approaches to pay for new 

policies could have direct impacts on low-income families (if a different benefit were reduced) or 

secondary impacts (by affecting the economy in a way that would affect employment or prices). Third, 

the analysis provides single-year estimates and does not capture potential long-run benefits. Reducing 

the economic hardship of today’s children could improve their economic circumstances as adults, but 

that is not captured in the analysis.  

We first describe the data and methods that we used to estimate the costs and antipoverty impacts 

of the CDF policy package. Next, we present information on the baseline level of child poverty in 2015, 

overall and for different subgroups of children. This is followed by the core of the report—a discussion 

of each of the CDF policy proposals. For each proposal, we present the proposal, describe how we 

operationalized the proposal through the microsimulation model, and present the results. After 

presenting the results of each policy individually, we show the results that are obtained when the 

policies are combined. Four appendices provide additional information. Appendix A compares the 

simulation model’s baseline data to actual figures, appendix B provides detailed simulation results 

beyond what is presented in the body of the report, appendix C provides information on an alternative 

child tax credit (CTC) simulation performed as part of this analysis, and appendix D provides a brief 

overview of the differences between the current analysis and prior analysis. 
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Data and Simulation Methods 
The estimates presented in this report are obtained by applying a comprehensive microsimulation 

model—the Transfer Income Model, version 3, or TRIM3—to data from the Census Bureau’s Current 

Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC) describing families’ economic 

circumstances during 2015. TRIM3 applies the rules of government tax and benefit programs to each of 

the households in the survey data, either mimicking their real-world operations or simulating 

hypothetical policy changes. Although the CPS-ASEC contains a wealth of information on families’ 

demographic characteristics, economic circumstances, and receipt of government benefits, some 

information needed for poverty analysis is missing or inadequate; the TRIM3 model adjusts the data 

before the simulation of the policy options. Here, we provide more details on the survey data, the 

TRIM3 model, the use of microsimulation to augment the survey data, and the general approach for 

modeling the alternative policies. 

The Current Population Survey 

The CPS-ASEC data used in this analysis were collected primarily in spring 2016 and capture 

individuals’ incomes and employment during calendar year (CY) 2015. At the point this analysis began, 

the CY 2015 TRIM3-adjusted CPS data were the most recent available for use.2 This is the same data 

file that produced the official poverty statistics for 2015, showing that 19.7 percent of children were 

living in poverty (Proctor, Semega, and Kollar 2016). 

The CPS-ASEC is well suited for this analysis for two reasons. First, the sample is sufficiently large 

to provide information not only for children overall but also for subgroups of children with different 

characteristics: children living with single parents versus two parents, children in different racial or 

ethnic groups, and so on. The file includes information on 185,487 people in 69,484 households. The 

Census Bureau attaches “weights” to each person such that the weighted sample adds up to the entire 

civilian noninstitutionalized population at the time of the survey (318.9 million people in 126.0 million 

households). 

Second, the CPS-ASEC includes a wealth of information on the demographic characteristics and 

economic circumstances of US households—information that is needed to apply the antipoverty policies 

and to assess their impacts. The survey contains detailed information on individuals’ demographic 

characteristics and their relationships to other household members as well as extensive information on 
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each adult’s employment and earnings during the year. The survey also includes information about 

many types of unearned income, including safety net benefits such as Supplemental Security Income 

(SSI) and cash assistance from Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), as well as 

unemployment compensation, workers compensation, veterans’ benefits, retirement and disability 

benefits, and investment income. Noncash resources covered by the survey include public housing, 

other housing assistance, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly food 

stamps), the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), and the Special Supplemental 

Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC). The survey also includes information on 

households’ work-related child care expenses. 

However, the CPS-ASEC does have some limitations for analysis of families’ economic resources. 

One limitation is that both cash and noncash benefits are substantially underreported. For example, 

comparison with actual program totals shows that the CPS-ASEC data for CY 2015 captured about 61 

percent of actual TANF benefits and about 53 percent of actual SNAP benefits.3 Also, the CPS-ASEC 

does not ask respondents about the amount that they paid in taxes or received as a tax refund. These 

limitations are addressed through the TRIM3 baseline simulation process, which augments the 

underreported information and adds in the missing information as we explain in the next section. The 

augmented data can then be used as the foundation for the analysis of policy options. Another limitation 

of the CPS-ASEC, not addressed in this analysis, is that it includes only the noninstitutionalized 

population. Thus, US children who are in institutions, such as homeless shelters, juvenile detention 

facilities, or residential programs for children with special needs, are not included in the analysis. 

TRIM3 and the Resources of US Families at the Baseline 

TRIM3 is a comprehensive microsimulation model of the tax and benefit programs affecting US 

households. The model is developed and maintained by staff at the Urban Institute with funding 

primarily from the US Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for 

Planning and Evaluation (HHS/ASPE).4 TRIM has been used for over 40 years to assess the current 

operation of the US safety net and to estimate the potential impacts of policy changes.5 Below, we 

summarize the procedures used to develop the baseline data for this analysis. We then touch on the 

changes in the economy and in policies since the year represented by the input data and the implications 

of those changes for the analysis. 
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TRIM3 Simulations of Benefits and Taxes 

The starting point for this analysis is a version of the CY 2015 CPS-ASEC data that was previously 

augmented by Urban Institute staff to create a richer view of families’ resources and program 

participation under actual 2015 policies.6 For each of the households in the CPS-ASEC data, we used 

TRIM3 to simulate the major benefit and tax programs, creating new items of information for each 

household indicating if they are eligible for various programs, their level of tax liability, and so on. The 

simulations follow the same steps that a person would use to compute his or her income taxes or that a 

caseworker would use to determine a family’s eligibility for benefits. For example, TRIM3’s simulation of 

TANF benefits includes state-specific variations in income eligibility tests, income disregards, assets 

tests, and benefit computation. TRIM3 models benefit programs month by month, capturing that a 

family with part-year work might be eligible for different benefits during months of employment than 

during months of unemployment. The simulations are described briefly here and in more detail in 

TRIM3 technical documentation.7 Appendix A compares the simulated amounts of taxes and benefits 

with program administrative data.  

The TRIM3-adjusted data file includes some elements that augment information that is available in 

the CPS-ASEC survey and other elements that are entirely imputed using TRIM3. Two types of survey-

reported cash income amounts—SSI and TANF—are augmented through the modeling to adjust for 

underreporting. For each program, the TRIM3 simulation first identifies whether each individual and 

family in the data appears eligible for the program. Eligible individuals and families that report receiving 

the benefit are assumed to have reported correctly. Then, the model selects a portion of the apparently 

eligible individuals and families who did not report the benefit to represent the unidentified recipients. 

For each program, the selection is made such that the size and key characteristics of the simulated 

caseload comes acceptably close to the size and characteristics of the actual caseload. The model also 

simulates potential and actual benefit amounts consistent with a family’s survey-reported income and 

demographic characteristics. 

Similarly, TRIM3 was used to augment the CY 2015 survey-reported data for four in-kind benefit 

programs: SNAP, WIC, LIHEAP, and public and subsidized housing. In simulating SNAP, WIC, and 

LIHEAP, the model identifies the eligible population, computes potential benefits, and augments the 

survey-reported receipt to reach actual caseload levels.8 The simulation of public and subsidized 

housing assumes that all current beneficiaries report their status in the survey; however, the simulation 

computes the rental payments that assisted households are required to pay and uses assumptions about 

the full value of their residences to estimate the value of the subsidy. 
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TRIM3 also models one additional in-kind program—child care subsidies funded through the Child 

Care and Development Fund (CCDF)—for which the CPS-ASEC contains no data. TRIM3 simulates 

eligibility for CCDF-funded child care subsidies using state-specific policies and selects a portion of the 

eligible families as CCDF enrollees to come close to the number and characteristics of actual subsidy 

recipients. The model also computes each subsidized family’s copayment. 

The CPS-ASEC does not ask respondents any questions about their taxes, but that information is 

needed to compute the expanded poverty measure (discussed in more detail below).9 The simulation 

computes payroll taxes, federal income taxes, and state income taxes. The simulation of both federal 

and state income taxes includes estimates of tax credit amounts. 

All the simulations and adjustments are internally consistent. For example, if a family is simulated to 

receive TANF, the simulated TANF amount is used by the SNAP simulation in computing a family’s 

eligibility for SNAP and their SNAP benefit. This internal consistency allows the simulation to estimate 

the secondary impacts of policy changes. 

Another important aspect of the simulations is their treatment of noncitizens. The CPS-ASEC 

survey asks respondents to report their citizenship status, country of origin, and year of entry. However, 

a noncitizen’s eligibility for benefit programs depends in part on immigrant status—whether the person 

is a refugee or asylee, lawful permanent resident, temporary resident (nonimmigrant), or unauthorized 

immigrant. Because immigrant status is not reported in the CPS-ASEC but is important to eligibility 

determination, procedures are applied as part of the baseline modeling to impute immigrant status in 

such a way that the imputed number of immigrants of each type is consistent with independently 

derived estimates (Passel, Van Hook, and Bean 2006). The simulations then use the imputed immigrant 

status information in determining whether a person is potentially eligible for a government benefit. In 

particular, unauthorized immigrants are not eligible for most government benefits, although families 

that include both unauthorized and authorized immigrants may receive help for the authorized 

immigrant family members. 

The result of the TRIM3 simulations is a data file that comes as close as feasible to capturing the 

real-world levels of benefits and taxes in 2015. In many cases, the simulations produce figures very 

close to the actual figures reported in administrative data. For example, simulated caseloads for TANF, 

SNAP, LIHEAP, and WIC all come within 1 percent of administrative targets. The most substantial 

deviation from targets is in the modeling of the federal earned income tax credit (EITC). The simulation 

identifies only 19.7 million tax units apparently eligible for the EITC, falling 30 percent short of the total 

28.1 million units who benefited from the EITC on their 2015 tax return.10 In general, however, the 
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TRIM3 simulations bring income and expenses into close alignment with available administrative data 

for 2015. (Table A.1 shows the simulated data for each benefit and tax program compared to the 

administrative targets for that program.) 

Changes since 2015 

Since 2015, the US population, economy, and government policies have all changed. The population is 

slightly larger than it was in 2015, increasing from 321.0 million in July 2015 to an estimated 325.7 

million in July 2018.11 In terms of the overall health of the economy, the average annual unemployment 

rate dropped from 5.3 percent in 2015 to 4.4 percent in 2017, with an average of 4.0 percent for the 

first eight months of 2018.12 The official poverty rate for children was 19.7 percent in 2015 and had 

fallen to 17.5 percent in 2017 (the most recent year of official poverty data available). 

There have been at least some changes in policies for all the tax and benefit programs that affect 

the SPM computation. Most significantly, the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act changed several aspects of 

the tax code, including one modeled in this analysis—the child tax credit (Gale et al. 2018). Another 

change since 2015 is in the level of the minimum wage for some workers. The federal minimum wage 

has not changed since 2015, at $7.25. Between 2015 and early 2018, however, 25 states and the 

District of Columbia increased their state minimum wage in nominal terms; about three-quarters of 

those increases exceeded inflation.13  

Because of all these differences, the impact of imposing a policy change now could be somewhat 

different than the impact of imposing that change in 2015, in terms of the reduction in child poverty and 

in terms of the cost of the policy. However, creating a baseline file that attempts to more closely mimic 

the 2018 population, economic circumstances, and policy environment was outside the scope of this 

project. Instead, all the policies are assessed as if they had been implemented in 2015. 

Simulation of Alternative Policies 

This study estimates the degree to which alternative policies might alleviate child poverty, using the 

baseline data described above as the starting point. We use TRIM3 to apply the desired policy—either a 

new program or a change in an existing program—to each household in the survey data. The model 

determines not only the direct impact of the change (for example, new earnings from a TJ, or a higher 

SNAP benefit) but also picks up other impacts on programs and on behavior. The TRIM3 simulation 
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results presented here are single-year estimates, showing the impact of the policy changes if they had 

taken place in 2015. 

TRIM3 captures the key secondary impacts that a policy change can have on tax and benefit 

programs. For example, if a parent receives higher earnings because of an increase in the minimum 

wage, the family could receive a lower TANF benefit or a lower SNAP benefit; could have to pay higher 

contributions toward subsidized housing or subsidized child care; would owe higher payroll tax; and 

might see a change in income tax liability. The model captures secondary impacts on SSI, TANF, child 

care subsidies, housing subsidies, SNAP, LIHEAP, WIC, payroll taxes, federal income taxes, state income 

taxes, and unemployment benefits.14 Note that although LIHEAP, WIC, TANF, and child care subsidies 

operate with fixed budgets, we did not attempt to recalibrate caseloads or benefits to hold spending 

constant. 

Although the model captures all the key changes in program eligibility, benefit levels, and taxes, we 

generally assume that a family’s behavior stays constant across the simulations. In particular, we 

assume a family does not change their decision about whether to participate in a government benefit 

program. In reality, an increase in income (because of minimum wage increase, for example) causes 

some families that are receiving benefits from SNAP, TANF, or other programs to be eligible for lower 

benefits from those programs, which could lead to some of those families ending their participation. 

Research consistently shows that families are more likely to participate when they are eligible for a 

larger benefit (Cunnyngham 2018); but whether a family already receiving a benefit will drop that 

benefit when the value falls might depend in part on the complexity of the recertification procedures. 

Despite the real-world possibility of a change in a decision to participate in a program, simulating such 

changes would complicate the interpretation of results. Thus, in most cases, the simulations assume that 

families who are eligible both before and after a policy change make the same decision in both scenarios. 

However, we include changes in the SNAP participation decision when we model higher SNAP benefits, 

we allow some increase in TANF and SNAP participation among previously eligible families caused by 

changes in the treatment of child support income, and we allow for increased CCDF participation 

caused by assumed changes in the availability and amount of child care subsidies. 

The modeling also assumes that family decisions regarding housing and child care arrangements 

generally stay constant. Like the assumption of constant program participation behavior, this 

assumption is important so that the results of a policy change on a family’s economic well-being are not 

complicated by behavioral changes. Of course, for a family with a housing subsidy or child care subsidy, 

the required rental payment or copayment could change because of a change in income, and those 
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changes are picked up by the simulations. Also, in simulations that model some parents to begin new 

jobs, a subset of those new workers may be modeled to begin paying for child care. 

Two other categories of expenses—out-of-pocket medical expenses and child support payments—

are treated as constant across the simulations for technical rather than conceptual reasons. In reality, a 

family could change their medical spending in response to an income change or because they change 

health insurance plans after taking a new job; however, the model is not programmed to estimate 

changes in out-of-pocket health spending. Finally, we are not able to estimate how income or 

employment changes could affect a noncustodial parent’s payment of child support. In reality, if a 

noncustodial parent earns more money, he or she might pay additional child support, increasing the 

resources of the family where the children reside. 

A final type of behavioral question is whether a policy change might induce a person who is 

currently not working to begin to work. In general, we would expect that if the benefits of working 

increase—because of higher wage-related tax credits or lower out-of-pocket child care expenses—some 

people who are not currently working might start to work. For this analysis, policies that would be 

expected to increase the number of workers are simulated both with and without those impacts. We 

rely on the economic literature to suggest the likely employment impacts; therefore, we only model 

employment effects for policies with a reasonably large body of literature from which we can draw our 

estimates. After determining the likely employment impacts, we then use capabilities within TRIM3 to 

select specific individuals as the new workers. Those individuals are assigned a job, and the tax and 

benefit simulations are then rerun using the newly assigned earnings in determining tax and benefit 

amounts. Predictions of the change in employment caused by a particular policy change are uncertain; 

further, our methods do not account for the dynamic impacts of increases in labor supply on wages and 

prices in the economy. 
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Child Poverty in 2015 
Estimates of the number of children living in poverty vary by methodology. In 2015, the official poverty 

measure estimated 19.7 percent of US children were living in poverty; alternatively, the SPM estimate 

was 16.2 percent (Proctor, Semega, and Kollar 2016; Fox 2017).15 As noted, the SPM considers the 

impacts of in-kind benefits and taxes, and research shows that children’s economic hardship would be 

even greater without the current safety net. Our analysis uses this alternative poverty measure to 

understand the antipoverty implications of changes to the safety net. 

The Importance of Using the SPM 

The metric used to estimate the impacts of the alternative policies is the supplemental poverty measure, 

or SPM. The US Census Bureau and the Bureau of Labor Statistics developed the SPM to provide an 

“improved understanding of the economic well-being of American families and of how Federal policies 

affect those living in poverty,” building on earlier work by a panel convened by the National Research 

Council (Citro and Michael 1995).16 Relative to the official measure of poverty, the SPM uses an 

expanded definition of resources and a different approach to determining poverty thresholds. Although 

many variations of expanded poverty measures have been used since the initial National Research 

Council analysis, we use the 2015 research version of the SPM as closely as possible for this analysis 

(Renwick and Fox 2016). 

The SPM provides a more complete picture of child poverty than the official poverty measure. Many 

of the government benefits directed largely or wholly at families with children—such as the EITC, WIC, 

and child care subsidies—have no impact on the official poverty measure, but their impact is captured by 

the SPM’s broader resource measure, which includes noncash benefits, taxes, work expenses, medical 

out-of-pocket expenses, and cash income. Research found that government programs in 2012 reduced 

child poverty by 12 percentage points and deep child poverty (children with family income less than half 

of the poverty level) by 11 percentage points, further emphasizing the importance of capturing these 

resources (Fox et al. 2015). Although the official poverty measure only captures a family as moving up or 

down the poverty scale if the family’s cash income changes, the SPM is sensitive to all the different 

policy changes assessed in this study, allowing us to use a single metric to compare the policies’ impacts. 

Of course, the SPM is a measure of economic well-being, not a complete measure of overall family 

well-being. For example, a family’s poverty status as measured by the SPM is not affected by changes in 
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the quality of child care arrangements for the family’s children, only by changes in the cost that the 

family pays out of pocket for that child care. 

The SPM Resource Measure 

The SPM’s resource definition—the dollar amount compared to the poverty threshold—is intended to 

capture the total amount of economic resources a family can apply toward food, clothing, shelter, and 

other needs. The components of the measure (table 1) fall into four categories: 

 Cash income. The SPM resource measure starts with the same definition of cash income used in 

the official poverty measure. This includes wages; self-employment income; child support; 

social insurance income; investment-based income; both government and private retirement 

and disability benefits; means-tested cash aid (SSI, TANF, and other cash assistance from the 

government); and educational grants. In our implementation of the SPM for this project, most of 

these amounts are taken from the CPS-ASEC survey data. However, the SSI and TANF income 

components are taken from the TRIM simulation results. Also, for TANF recipients, child 

support income amounts are adjusted to reflect only the portion paid to the custodial parent, 

and not any amounts retained by the government. 

 Noncash benefits. The SPM resource measure adds on to a family’s cash income the value of 

the noncash benefits that they receive. This includes the value of food assistance (including 

SNAP, WIC, and school lunches), the value of living in public or subsidized housing, and the 

value of LIHEAP benefits.17 For this analysis, the values of SNAP and WIC benefits are 

estimated through TRIM3 simulation procedures; the value of school lunches is taken from US 

Census Bureau estimates and is assumed to not change due to the policies.18 (Note that child 

care and medical subsidies enter the resource measure through their impact on 

nondiscretionary expenses, as discussed later in this list.) 

 Taxes and tax credits. The family’s SPM-defined resources are reduced by the amount that 

they pay in payroll tax, federal income tax, and state income tax. However, if the family benefits 

from the tax system by qualifying for a refundable tax credit that more than offsets any positive 

tax liability, the amount of that net benefit is considered income to the family. All the tax and 

tax credit amounts are simulated, for both the baseline assessment of poverty and the 

measurement of poverty under the alternative policy scenarios. 
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TABLE 1 

Resource and Threshold Definitions in the Official and Supplemental Poverty Measures 

Concept Official poverty definition Supplemental Poverty Measure 

Resources Cash Income, composed of 
 wages, salaries, and self-employment 

income 
 interest, dividends, rent, trusts 
 Social Security and Railroad Retirement 
 pensions 
 disability benefits 
 unemployment compensation 
 child support receiveda 

 veterans benefits 
 educational assistance (grants) 
 Supplemental Security Incomea 

 Temporary Assistance for Needy Familiesa 

 other cash public assistance 

Cash income, composed of the same 
components as the official measure with the 
following additions and subtractions: 
+ SNAP (formerly the Food Stamp program)a 
+ WICa 
+ school lunch  
+ housing subsidiesa 
+ LIHEAPa 
+ federal EITC and refundable CTCa 
+ state EITC and other refundable creditsa 
- payroll taxesa 
- federal income taxesa 
- state income taxesa 
- child care expensesa 
- other work expenses  
- out-of-pocket medical expenses  
- child support paid 

Thresholds National thresholds vary by age (less than 65 
and 65 or older) and number of children and 
adults. The original thresholds were based on 
the share of income spent on food under an 
Economy Food Plan developed from a 1955 
expenditure survey, multiplied by three 
because food in 1955 accounted for one-third 
of total household spending. The thresholds 
are adjusted annually for price changes using 
the Consumer Price Index. 

Thresholds vary by number of children and 
adults and by housing status (rents, owns 
with mortgage, or owns without mortgage), 
and reflect the 33rd percentile of 
expenditures by families with two children on 
a basic set of goods (food, clothing, shelter, 
utilities), plus 20 percent more, based on five 
years of Consumer Expenditure Survey data.b 
Geographic adjustments are applied to the 
housing portion of the threshold.  

Notes:  
a These elements are different in TRIM3’s estimate of the baseline SPM versus the US Census Bureau’s implementation. 
b See Garner (2010) and Short and Garner (2012) for a description of the SPM thresholds. 

 Nondiscretionary expenses. The SPM resource measure subtracts from other resources four 

types of nondiscretionary expenditures, reducing what a family can use to meet other needs. 

Those expenses are child care expenses, other work-related expenses, medical out-of-pocket 

expenses, and child support payments. Child care expenses are reported in the CPS-ASEC, but 

TRIM3 augments that information by simulating the receipt of child care subsidies and 

calculating the copayments paid by subsidized families; the model also captures changes in child 

care expenses caused by some of the policy options. Work expenses are imputed by assuming 

that each person age 18 and older spends $40.07 on transportation and other work expenses 

during each week of work; this assumption is used in the Census Bureau’s SPM calculations.19 

Both medical out-of-pocket costs and child support payments are taken from the CPS-ASEC 

survey.20 Medical expenses and child support payments are not altered in the simulations of any 

policy options, although in reality, a person who takes a new job and joins an employer’s health 
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insurance plan might face lower or higher out-of-pocket medical costs as a result, and a 

nonresident parent who was previously not paying the full amount of a child support award 

might begin to do so after taking a new job. 

The SPM Poverty Thresholds 

The SPM poverty thresholds—the cutoff points that determine whether a family is considered poor—

attempt to capture what a family needs to obtain food, clothing, shelter, and utilities, with a multiplier of 

1.2 to provide for additional basic needs. The starting point for the thresholds is the amount spent on 

those items by a two-child family with spending at about the thirty-third percentile point—that is, a 

family that spends more on those items than about one-third of two-child families and spends less than 

the other two-thirds of two-child families (Garner, Gudrais, and Short 2016).21 The calculations use five 

years of data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey data. The expenses counted in establishing the 

thresholds do not include items that are subtracted on the resource side of the equation (taxes, child 

care expenses, or other work expenses), only items a family is assumed to need to buy with its SPM-

measured resources. 

Note that the SPM poverty thresholds differ markedly from the official poverty thresholds in both 

concept and computation. The official thresholds, generally intended to capture the amount of cash 

income that a family needs to be nonpoor, were computed in 1963 by starting from the government’s 

Economy Food Plan amounts and multiplying by three (because one-third of income was estimated to 

be spent on food at that time). The official thresholds have been adjusted yearly for price changes but 

have otherwise not been altered since their original development. 

The SPM thresholds vary by several characteristics. In addition to varying by family size and 

number of children (like the official thresholds), they also vary by geographic location and by housing 

tenure. The geographic adjustments are intended to capture differences in the cost of housing across 

and within states. The adjustments for housing tenure—whether a family rents, owns a home with a 

mortgage, or owns a home without a mortgage—produce thresholds 14.8 percent lower for families 

who own their home and no longer have a mortgage compared with otherwise identical families who are 

renting; thresholds for those who own their home but still have a mortgage are 1.4 percent higher than 

for renters.22 

The differences in concept and computation produce different sets of poverty thresholds. In 2015, 

the official poverty threshold was $24,036 for a two-adult, two-child family. The equivalent SPM 
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thresholds (before adjusting for differences in geographic variation in housing costs) are $25,583 for a 

family who rents their home and $25,930 for a family with a mortgage (Renwick and Fox 2016). The two 

sets of thresholds are not directly comparable because the official thresholds are intended for 

comparison with cash income, while the SPM thresholds are intended for comparison with SPM-defined 

resource amounts, which may be higher than cash income because they include noncash government 

benefits or be lower than cash income because they include taxes and necessary expenses. 

Geographic adjustments can have substantial impacts on the SPM thresholds. For example, the 

threshold for a four-person, two-child family who rents their home is $22,430 in Fort Wayne, Indiana 

(an area with lower-than-average housing costs), $25,710 in Houston, Texas, and $32,495 in Los 

Angeles, California (table 2). The thresholds for nonmetropolitan areas are generally lower than for 

metropolitan areas in the same state. For example, the threshold for a four-person, two-child family 

who owns their home with a mortgage is $26,060 in Houston compared with $22,313 in 

nonmetropolitan areas of Texas. 

Focusing on families who rent their homes, table 3 illustrates the variation in the SPM poverty 

thresholds by family size and composition. Relative to the thresholds for a family with two adults and 

two children, thresholds are 30.1 percent lower for a single parent with one child, 17.0 percent lower 

for a single parent with two children and 4.7 percent lower for a single parent with three children. 
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TABLE 2 

Variation in Poverty Thresholds by Housing Tenure and Location, 2015 

Thresholds for a family with two nonelderly adults and two children 

 

Indiana 
(Fort Wayne vs. Rural) 

Texas 
(Houston vs. Rural) 

California  
(Los Angeles vs. Rural) 

Owner w/o 
mortgage 

Owner w/ 
mortgage Renter 

Owner w/o 
mortgage 

Owner w/ 
mortgage Renter 

Owner w/o 
mortgage 

Owner w/ 
mortgage Renter 

Official poverty thresholda $24,036 $24,036 $24,036 $24,036 $24,036 $24,036 $24,036 $24,036 $24,036 
SPM poverty thresholdb          

Urban $19,588 $22,689 $22,430 $21,895 $26,060 $25,710 $26,668 $33,034 $32,495 
Rural $19,192 $22,110 $21,866 $19,330 $22,313 $22,064 $21,677 $25,742 $25,400 

Source: Official poverty thresholds available from “Poverty Thresholds,” US Census Bureau, last revised September 6, 2018. SPM thresholds available from “Poverty Thresholds: 2015,” 

US Census Bureau, last revised September 12, 2017. 

Notes:  
a The official poverty threshold is not adjusted by housing tenure or geographical location.  
b SPM thresholds are adjusted to reflect differences in rents across geographic areas. Separate adjustments are applied to the 298 metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) identified in the 

public use version of the CPS-ASEC. For each state, there is an adjustment for the combined remaining MSAs in the state and for the combined nonmetropolitan areas within the state. 

This produces a total of 385 geographic adjustment factors (Renwick and Fox 2016). 

TABLE 3 

Variation in Poverty Thresholds by Number of Children, 2015 

Thresholds for a single-parent family who rent their home 

 

Indiana 
(Fort Wayne vs. Rural) 

Texas 
(Houston vs. Rural) 

California  
(Los Angeles vs. Rural) 

Single parents, by number of children 

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Official poverty thresholda $16,337 $19,096 $24,120 $16,337 $19,096 $24,120 $16,337 $19,096 $24,120 

SPM poverty thresholdb          
Urban $15,687 $18,623 $21,372 $17,981 $21,346 $24,498 $22,726 $26,980 $30,963 
Rural $15,293 $18,155 $20,836 $15,431 $18,319 $21,023 $17,764 $21,089 $24,202 

Source: Official poverty thresholds available from “Poverty Thresholds,” US Census Bureau, last revised September 6, 2018. SPM thresholds available from “Poverty Thresholds: 2015,” 

US Census Bureau, last revised September 12, 2017. 

Notes:  
a The official poverty threshold is not adjusted by housing tenure or geographical location.  
b The urban thresholds are for the specific metropolitan area in the column heading; rural thresholds reflect thresholds for nonmetropolitan regions of each state. 

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/historical-poverty-thresholds.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2015/demo/supplemental-poverty-measure/poverty-thresholds.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/historical-poverty-thresholds.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2015/demo/supplemental-poverty-measure/poverty-thresholds.html
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Results: Child Poverty in 2015 Using the SPM 

Using the SPM and TRIM3 methods, and before applying any of the alternative policies proposed by CDF, 

13.0 percent of children (under age 18) are living in poverty—in other words, they live in families with total 

resources as defined by the SPM (including noncash benefits and tax refunds but subtracting tax liabilities 

and nondiscretionary spending) that fall below the amount the family needs to meet its basic needs, based on 

family characteristics and where they live. In aggregate terms, there are 9.6 million children in SPM poverty 

and 4.9 million families with children in SPM poverty. 

The TRIM3 2015 SPM child poverty estimate is lower than the US Census Bureau’s estimate of 16.2 

percent (table 4). TRIM3-simulated values for several elements of SPM resources correct for underreporting 

of the survey-reported amounts, and TRIM3’s imputations of taxes differ from the Census Bureau’s. After 

these adjustments, TRIM3 estimates that 13.0 percent of children were poor in 2015 using the SPM. 

TABLE 4 

Poverty Rate for Children, 2015 

 SPM poverty rate 

Census Bureau 16.2 

Urban Institute  
With Census resource amounts 16.3 
With TRIM3-simulated resources 13.0 

Sources: Census Bureau rate from Fox (2017). Urban Institute rate calculated by the authors. 

Note: SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. Children are defined as those under age 18. 

The child poverty rate varies by age group, race and ethnicity, family composition, metropolitan status, 

and region of the country (table 5). Younger children have higher SPM poverty rates than older children, with 

a rate of 13.6 percent measured for those age 2 and under versus 12.6 percent for those ages 13 through 17. 

By race and ethnicity, the SPM poverty rate is highest for Hispanic children (21.7 percent) and very high for 

black children (17.8 percent); the rate for white children (7.9 percent) is lower than the average. Children 

who live in families with at least one full-year full-time worker are much less likely to be poor (6.5 percent) 

than children in other families. Among children in families with a nonelderly or nondisabled adult and no full-

year full-time worker, the poverty rate is 27.4 percent if at least one adult works part year or part time and 

over 50 percent if the family has no working adult. Poverty rates for children living with only elderly or 

disabled adults range from 20.1 percent (for those living with elderly adults only) to 45.1 percent (for those 

living with disabled adults only). The poverty rate is also higher for children in a metropolitan area (13.3 

percent) than for children in a nonmetropolitan area (11.1 percent). By region of the country, SPM poverty 

rates are higher in the South (14.4 percent) and West (14.0 percent) than in the Northeast (12.8 percent) or 

Midwest (9.6 percent). 
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TABLE 5 

Children in SPM Poverty, Using TRIM3-Adjusted Data, 2015 

          Poverty rate 
Number of poor 

children (thousands) 

All children (under age 18 a) 13.0% 9,633 
 By age    
  ≤2  13.6% 1,621 
  3–5  14.2% 1,683 
  6–12  12.6% 3,656 
  13–17  12.6% 2,673 
 By race/ethnicity   
  White  7.9% 3,008 
  Black   17.8% 1,830 
  Hispanic  21.7% 3,970 
  Other races 11.1% 824 
 By family composition b   
  In families with any nonelderly or nondisabled adults 12.1% 8,693 
   At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 6.5% 3,823 
   No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 27.4% 2,815 
   No working adults, all adults are students 53.1% 211 
   No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 68.1% 1,845 
  In families with only elderly or disabled adults 38.8% 812 
   All elderly, none disabled 20.1% 101 
   All disabled, none elderly 45.1% 650 
   Both elderly and disabled adults 40.6% 62 
 By metropolitan status   
  Metropolitan area 13.3% 8,482 
  Nonmetropolitan area c 11.1% 1,151 
 By regiond   
  Northeast 12.8% 1,529 
  South  14.4% 4,080 
  Midwest 9.6% 1,507 
  West  14.0% 2,517 

Notes:  
a Children are defined as under age 18, even if married or living separately from parents.  
b Elderly adults are those age 65 and over, and disabled adults are identified based on reason for not working and receipt of 

disability income. Full-time (FT) workers are defined as working 35 or more hours per week, and full-year (FY) workers work 50 or 

more weeks; part-time (PT) and part-year (PY) workers are those working at least one week and one hour but not FT or not FY.  
c Households whose metropolitan status is suppressed in the CPS public-use data are counted as nonmetropolitan.  
d See appendix A for a listing of states by region. 

Most of the children in poverty have family incomes that are at least half of the SPM poverty 

threshold. However, 2.9 percent of children are in deep poverty—that is, with family incomes less than 

half of the threshold (table 6). Compared with the official poverty measure, the SPM tends to show 

fewer children in deep poverty and more children in families with incomes of 50 to 100 percent of the 

poverty threshold; this is because many low-income families receive supports that raise them above the 

deep-poverty level. An additional 22.6 percent of children are in families with income no more than 50 

percent above their family’s poverty threshold. 
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TABLE 6 

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level, Using TRIM-Adjusted Data, 2015 

    Percent of children 
Number of children 

(thousands) 

Distribution of children by family income level   
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2,136 
 50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 7,497 
 100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 16,715 
 150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 12,322 
 200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 35,392 
 Total 100.0% 74,062 

Notes: SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. Children are defined as under age 18, even if married or living separately from 

parents. 

Another way to assess the extent of poverty is to consider the “poverty gap”—the aggregate 

amount by which the income of poor families falls below their poverty thresholds, or the aggregate 

amount of resources that would have to be distributed to poor families to bring each family exactly to 

their poverty threshold. In this analysis, the poverty gap for poor families with children is $39.339 

billion.  
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Policy Changes to Reduce 

Child Poverty 
The CDF proposal offers nine policy changes for reducing child poverty. For each policy change, we 

describe the general concept, explain how it was implemented within the simulation model, and present 

the results. We consider the policies in four groups: 

 Policies that are primarily increases to cash income: a higher minimum wage, transitional jobs 

(TJ), and allowing TANF recipients to retain more child support 

 Policies that increase in-kind income: increasing housing subsidies and SNAP benefits 

 Policies that reduce income taxes: increasing the EITC, the CTC, and the child and dependent 

care tax credit (CDCTC) 

 Policies that reduce work expenses: increasing the availability of child care subsidies 

We then present the results of simulations that combine selected elements of the overall proposal:  

 Combining the proposed EITC, housing, and SNAP policies 

 Combining the proposed EITC, CDCTC, Child Care, minimum wage, and TJ policies 

 Combining all nine policies 

 Combining all proposed policies except for the CTC expansion 

The discussion of each policy includes a table showing key impacts on poverty and overall impacts 

on government benefit spending and tax collections. Appendix B shows additional details on the 

simulation results, including additional poverty details, changes for each benefit and tax program 

individually, and information on how benefits and taxes change by family poverty level. 

As discussed, all the policies are modeled with the 2015 population, economy, and program rules as 

the starting point. 
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Increasing Cash Income 

One of the most direct ways to address poverty is to increase families’ cash incomes; in fact, it is the only 

kind of policy that changes resources as defined by the official poverty measure. This first set of policies 

provides greater income to families through the labor market or cash assistance. 

Higher Minimum Wage 

The first component of the CDF policy package increases the minimum wage to $15.00 per hour for 

covered workers and to 70 percent of that level ($10.50) for tipped workers by 2024. The minimum 

wage currently stands at $7.25 nationally, although 29 states and the District of Columbia have higher 

minimums, with the highest being $13.25 per hour in the District of Columbia.23 The federal minimum 

wage has been set at $7.25 since July 2009, and the “subminimum wage” for tipped workers has been 

unchanged since 1996, at $2.13.24 

METHODS 

For people identified as covered by the minimum wage laws and currently earning a wage lower than 

the new minimum, we raised their earnings to reflect the higher wage. For example, if it seemed that a 

person’s hourly wage would increase 10 percent with the new minimum, we raised their earnings 10 

percent. Implementing these concepts required deflating the desired minimum wage to 2015 dollars; 

identifying the current hourly wage; and increasing the earnings of affected workers, with different 

treatment of nontipped and tipped workers. After the earnings increases were in place, we simulated 

the impact of individuals’ higher wages on the full range of benefit and tax programs. Also, in one version 

of the simulation, we modeled the potential job loss from a minimum wage increase. 

Deflating the wage to 2015 dollars. Because the analysis uses 2015 data and the 2015 poverty 

thresholds, the $15.00 wage is deflated from 2024 dollars to 2015 dollars, lowering the nominal wage 

to $12.29 per hour for most workers and to $8.61 for tipped workers.25 This ensures that the earnings 

of a full-time, full-year minimum-wage worker are at approximately the same percentage of poverty in 

our 2015-based analysis as they would be if the new minimum wage was implemented in 2018—

something that is of key importance for this analysis. For 2015, full-year full-time wages at $12.29 equal 

134 percent of the poverty threshold for a single parent with two children. Note, however, that this 

means that the percentage increase in the minimum wage is understated. Specifically, an increase from 

$7.25 to $15.00 is a 107 percent increase in wages, but the increase from $7.25 to the deflated value of 

$12.29 is only a 70 percent increase. 
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Determining the current hourly wage. For each person with a job at any point in the year, we 

determined their current hourly wage, using a combination of information available in the survey data. 

For 24 percent of workers we use an exact hourly wage; for the remainder we estimated an hourly wage 

based on their reported annual earnings, weeks of work, and hours per week.26 Note that the 

procedures use a single wage for each person and do not capture the real-world complexity that a 

person may have changed jobs or worked multiple jobs during the year. 

Minimum wage increases for non-tipped workers. Among workers who do not receive tips, the 

people who are assumed to be affected by the new minimum wage ($12.29 in 2015 dollars) are those 

whose current wage is no more than 25 cents below their state’s minimum wage and is less than $12.29. 

We assume that workers whose hourly wage is more than 25 cents below the actual minimum wage (i.e., 

less than $7.00 per hour in states that use the federal minimum wage or more than 25 cents below their 

state’s minimum wage) must have been in jobs not covered by the minimum wage law, so their wages 

are not increased to $12.29. (We allow the 25-cent difference because of the imprecision when hourly 

wages are calculated.) Self-employed people are assumed to be unaffected by the minimum wage 

increase.27 

An affected worker’s earnings were increased by the ratio of the new minimum wage to the current 

hourly wage.28 For example, the earnings of someone making $7.25 per hour in the baseline data are 

increased 70 percent, and the earnings of someone making $9.00 per hour in the baseline data are 

increased 37 percent. The same proportional increase is made to both annual and monthly earnings.  

We also assumed there would be “spillover effects” on the wages of some workers whose wages 

would not legally have to be increased. The rationale for modeling spillover effects is that employers 

might need to maintain some consistency in relative wage rates for workers earning just below or above 

the new minimum wage rates. For example, if Worker A previously earned $12.50 and Worker B earned 

$7.25, the employer would be required to raise Worker B’s wages to $12.29, but might also decide to 

raise Worker A’s wages somewhat. Following the approach to spillover effects used in the 

Congressional Budget Office’s (2014) analysis of a hypothetical minimum wage increase, we assumed 

that in a state currently using the federal minimum wage, spillover increases would occur between 

wages of $9.77 and $14.81 (a range that has the same width as the increase from the current minimum 

to the new minimum). Specifically, workers with wages from $7.00 to $9.77 received an increase to 

exactly $12.29, and those with a current wage from $9.77 to under $14.81 were raised to higher levels, 

with progressively smaller increases through that range and no increases for those currently earning 

$14.81 or more (figure 1). (In states with a higher state minimum wage, the spillover range was 

somewhat narrower.) 
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FIGURE 1 

Spillover Effects of $12.29 Minimum Wage, 2015 

 

Minimum wage increases for tipped workers. Tips are a substantial part of compensation for 

workers in the following occupation groups: waiters and waitresses; bartenders; gaming service 

workers; dining room, cafeteria attendants, and bartender helpers in hospitality industries; barbers, 

hairdressers, hairstylists, and cosmetologists; massage therapists; hosts and hostesses in restaurants, 

lounges, and coffee shops; personal care and services workers; taxi drivers and chauffeurs; and 

miscellaneous personal appearance workers (CBO 2014; Allegretto and Cooper 2014). In the survey 

data used for this analysis, 5.1 million people are in one of these occupations (3.4 percent of all people 

with wage or salary income). When workers receive tips, employers have the option of paying the tipped 

minimum wage—currently $2.13 at the national level—but only if the workers’ tips raise their total pay 

to at least the federal minimum wage; if that does not occur, employers are legally obligated to provide 

additional pay to raise the total compensation to at least the minimum wage. However, many workers 

who often receive tips also receive base pay at or above the minimum wage. We made a simplifying 

assumption that people in the first three occupations listed—waiters and waitresses, bartenders, and 

gaming services workers—all receive the tipped minimum wage (if their state uses it) as their base pay; 

workers in the other listed occupations were treated as receiving the regular minimum wage or higher, 

plus tips.29 
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For the 2.6 million workers treated as receiving the tipped minimum wage, we compared their total 

hourly pay (capturing base pay plus tips) to their state’s minimum wage to determine the appropriate 

wage increase.30 Those with current hourly pay below the current regular minimum wage (suggesting 

their employer is not following the requirement to increase wages to the minimum when tips fall short) 

received a wage increase equal to $8.61 minus their state’s minimum for tipped workers (an increase of 

$6.48 in a state using the federal tipped minimum of $2.13). Those with current hourly pay between the 

current regular minimum wage and $12.29 were raised to $12.29. Those with current hourly pay higher 

than $12.29 (i.e., their tips already raise them above the new minimum) nevertheless received an 

increase equal to $8.61 minus their state’s tipped minimum wage, since the employer would still be 

obligated to pay the higher tipped minimum. (We make an implicit assumption that their tips would be 

unchanged. To the extent that customers would decrease their tipping, our assumptions would 

overestimate the total increase in pay.) 

For the 2.4 million workers assumed to receive tips in addition to a base wage that is higher than the 

tipped minimum, we determined their base wage by subtracting an estimated amount of tips from their 

total hourly wage.31 We raised their estimated base wage, if lower than the new minimum, to $12.29, 

and we assumed tips were unchanged. After increasing earnings, the model resimulates all the benefit 

and tax programs before recomputing the SPM poverty results. 

Potential reduction in jobs. After simulating the impacts of the proposed minimum wage increase 

following the above methods, we performed a second simulation that assumes higher minimum wages 

would cause some reduction in employment. Whether job loss would occur, and how much would occur, 

is uncertain. Some studies have found no impact (such as Schmitt 2013), while among studies that do 

find impacts, the probability of losing a job is estimated to range from a few percent of the percentage 

change in earnings to about one-quarter of the percentage change in earnings (Neumark and Wascher 

2006). More recently, two studies looked at the impact of Seattle’s decision to raise its minimum wage 

to $15 an hour. The studies came to different conclusions, with one finding that employment in the food 

services industry was not affected by the higher minimum wage and the other concluding that the 

resulting job losses and hours reductions for low-wage workers outweighed the benefits of the higher 

wages (Reich, Allegretto, and Godoey 2017; Jardim et al. 2018). 

For this study, we followed the assumptions made by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) 

(2014) with different treatment of teenagers and adults. In the case of the higher of two minimum 

wages assessed by the CBO, they assumed that overall teen employment would fall 1 percent for every 

10 percent increase in the minimum wage and that overall adult employment would fall 0.33 percent for 

every 10 percent increase in the minimum wage. In technical terms, these are referred to as 
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“elasticities” of -0.1 and -0.033, respectively. The CBO adjusted these elasticities to apply only to 

directly affected workers and to apply to the average percent change in wage that is required (less than 

the percent increase in the statutory minimum, since many workers are already earning above the 

minimum wage). These adjustments produce elasticities of -0.45 for directly affected teenagers and -

0.15 for directly-affected adults. 

We applied the CBO’s adjusted elasticities to the average percentage increase in wage under the 

new policy, with separate calculations for teens and adults, obtaining an estimate that total employment 

would fall by 1.494 million. (As context, the CBO [2014] analysis of an increase in the minimum wage 

from $7.25 to $10.10—an increase of 39 percent—estimated that the number of jobs would decline by 

500,000.) Because there has not been a national increase in the minimum wage of the magnitude of the 

proposed increase to $15.00, it is uncertain whether applying the CBO methods—which use economic 

research based on past increases, which were smaller—results in appropriate targets for job loss. 

Nevertheless, using the CBO’s elasticities provides a point of comparison with the simulation that does 

not assume any job loss. 

The selection of which directly affected workers would lose their jobs involved a random 

component, but with a higher chance of job loss for workers whose wage increases would be higher in 

percentage terms. For an adult earning exactly $7.25 per hour in 2015 whose wage would have to be 

increased 69.5 percent to reach the new (deflated) minimum of $12.29, the chance of job loss was 

slightly less than 10 percent.32 The probabilities were lower for those with higher current wages and 

higher for teens. The likelihoods of job loss were calibrated to reach the calculated total job loss. We did 

not model any reductions in hours of employment. We assume that most workers imputed to lose their 

jobs would be eligible for unemployment compensation, and we assign unemployment compensation for 

up to 26 weeks of unemployment; this assumption mitigates the impacts of the simulated job losses on 

family resources. 

The analysis does not capture broader potential “ripple effects” of a minimum wage increase. For 

example, the owner of a small business who now pays more to his workers might lower his own salary 

and so might pay less in taxes. Any increases in prices would have some impact on the SPM thresholds 

because those thresholds are computed using expenditure data. Workers with higher earnings might 

increase their spending, with impacts on other businesses. Our analysis does not capture any of those 

broader potential impacts. 



 

R E D U C I N G  C H I L D  P O V E R T Y  I N  T H E  U S  2 5   
 

RESULTS 

When the minimum wage increase is implemented without job loss, 43.8 million people are estimated to 

obtain a wage increase, with an average increase in annual earnings of $3,337 (table 7). The total 

number of workers receiving a wage increase includes 17.2 million who are in families with children, 

who see their earnings increase by an average of $3,239 (appendix table B4.1b). The increase in the 

minimum wage reduces child poverty from the baseline level of 13.0 percent to 11.6 percent—a 10.5 

percent drop. Not surprisingly, the percentage reduction is larger (18.5 percent) for children in families 

with full-year, full-time workers. The percentage reduction is larger in the South (13.1 percent), likely 

because of a combination of the minimum wage laws in the Southern states (only one-third of Southern 

states have a state minimum higher than the federal) and the number and characteristics of minimum 

wage workers in that region. When government programs are resimulated with the modified earnings, 

the higher earnings mean that some families are no longer eligible for certain programs, others are 

eligible for lower benefits, and families owe more in taxes. In the aggregate, benefits fall by $6.7 billion, 

and net taxes increase by $46.8 billion.33  

When job losses are modeled with the assumptions described above, 42.3 million workers receive 

higher wages, including 16.5 million people in families with children. An estimated 1.5 million workers, 

including 0.7 million in families with children, lose their jobs. The number of jobs lost equals 0.1 percent 

of total employment (there were 151.3 million employed people on average in 2015).34 In the aggregate, 

the higher minimum wage with spillover effects and job loss is estimated to increase the earnings of 

workers (in families with and without children) by $126 billion (appendix table B4.1b). 
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TABLE 7 

Impact of a Minimum Wage Increase on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts  Baseline 

MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE 

With Spillover, No 
Job Loss 

With Spillover and 
Job Loss 

Level Change Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 11.6% -10.5% 11.9% -8.3% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 11.6% -9.0% 11.8% -7.5% 
Distribution of children by family income level      
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.8% -4.4% 2.8% -2.5% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 8.9% -12.2% 9.1% -9.9% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 21.5% -4.6% 21.5% -4.8% 
Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 8,625 -10.5% 8,836 -8.3% 
 By race/ethnicity      
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,747 -8.7% 2,819 -6.3% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,655 -9.6% 1,695 -7.4% 
 Hispanic  3,970 3,477 -12.4% 3,560 -10.3% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 746 -9.4% 763 -7.4% 
 By current status of adults in the familya      
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 7,712 -11.3% 7,923 -8.9% 
  At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,117 -18.5% 3,113 -18.6% 
  No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,543 -9.7% 2,564 -8.9% 
  No working adults, all adults are students 211 209 -0.8% 211 0.0% 
  No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,843 -0.1% 2,036 10.4% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 787 -3.1% 787 -3.1% 
 By metropolitan status      
 Metropolitan area 8,482 7,612 -10.3% 7,789 -8.2% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 1,013 -12.0% 1,047 -9.0% 
 By region      
 Northeast 1,529 1,406 -8.0% 1,424 -6.9% 
 South 4,080 3,546 -13.1% 3,638 -10.8% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,356 -10.0% 1,426 -5.4% 
 West 2,517 2,317 -8.0% 2,349 -6.7% 
Other poverty data      
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 4,363 -10.7% 4,469 -8.5% 
 Single-head families with children in poverty (thousands) 1,686 1,552 -7.9% 1,597 -5.3% 
 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $35,619  -9.5% $36,646  -6.8% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $125,761  -6.1% $127,646  -4.7% 
Persons with higher earnings (thousands)   43,777  42,284 
Average per-person annual earnings change   $3,337  $3,294 
Net persons who gain a job (thousands)     -1,493 
Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)      
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  -$6,685  $2,503 
 Tax collections (net of credits; direct effects only) $2,701,384  $46,759  $40,383 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   -$53,444  -$37,880 
Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     n.a.   n.a. 

Notes: FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 
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Families with higher wages may become eligible for lower benefits and will generally owe higher 

taxes; families with someone who loses a job may become eligible for increased benefits and will owe 

lower taxes.35 The benefit programs with the largest aggregate changes are unemployment 

compensation (an increase of $8.1 billion, or 39.1 percent), SNAP (a reduction of $3.4 billion, or 5.4 

percent), and housing subsidies (a reduction of $874 million, or 2.4 percent). SSI benefits, TANF 

benefits, child care subsidies, LIHEAP benefits, and WIC benefits also decrease. Overall, the cost of 

benefits increases by $2.5 billion. The overall increase in tax liability is $40.4 billion, with increases of 

$17.9 billion (1.6 percent) in payroll tax (including the employer and employee shares), $18.6 billion (1.5 

percent) in federal income tax, and $3.8 billion (1.2 percent) in state income tax. Combining the 

aggregate increase in earnings ($126.1 billion) with the increase in benefits ($2.5 billion) and increase in 

taxes paid by workers ($8.9 billion), the minimum wage increase with job loss and spillover effects is 

estimated to add $119.7 billion to families’ resources. 

Focusing on government costs, the combined impact of the estimated changes in tax liability and 

benefits costs is an increase in government revenue of $37.9 billion. However, that figure does not 

incorporate any increases in government spending due to having to directly pay higher wages. To the 

extent that some government jobs currently pay less than the proposed new minimum wage, that 

revenue gain would be offset by higher wage costs. Also, there could be macroeconomic impacts of a 

minimum wage increase that are not factored into this analysis, and any macroeconomic changes could 

also affect government revenues in various ways. 

The increase in family resources causes child poverty to fall to 11.9 percent, an 8.3 percent drop, 

with a drop of 18.6 percent for children living with a full-time full-year worker. The poverty gap for 

families with children—the aggregate amount by which their incomes fall below their poverty 

thresholds—falls by $2.7 billion, or 6.8 percent. An increase in the minimum wage also reduces poverty 

in families without children. Overall—for people of all ages—the minimum wage increase with the job 

loss and spillover effects reduces poverty from 12.8 percent to 11.8 percent, and the overall poverty 

gap is reduced by $6.2 billion, or 4.7 percent. 

Transitional Jobs 

A second key component of the CDF policy package is a transitional jobs (TJ) program directly focused 

on families with children. Specifically, the proposal envisions that publicly funded TJs will be available to 

people in families that include children under age 18, who are ages 16 to 64, who have a valid Social 

Security number for work purposes, and who are either not working or working 32 or fewer hours per 
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week. The jobs would not be available to people receiving SSI or Social Security income, but they would 

be available to people with disabilities not receiving either of those benefits, assuming appropriate 

employment could be found. Note that parents who do not live with their children (noncustodial 

parents) were not modeled as receiving TJs in the simulation, although they might be eligible under 

some program designs.  

The conceptual design assumes that a TJ position would be available for a maximum of 30 weeks 

and that a person would have to look for a non-TJ for four weeks before taking another TJ. TJ workers 

would be able to work 40 hours per week but could also choose to take the TJ part time. The TJ workers 

would earn the prevailing minimum wage. These aspects of the program design are the same as in the TJ 

program proposed by Community Advocates Public Policy Institute and modeled in our prior analysis 

for Children’s Defense Fund (Community Advocates Public Policy Institute 2012; Giannarelli et al. 

2015). 

The jobs would be available to anyone who qualified, although it is assumed that not everyone who 

qualifies would want to take the job. For example, an unemployed person who previously worked for 

well above the minimum wage and who was able to go without pay while looking for another position 

would likely not take the job.  

A final key aspect of the proposal is that subsidized child care would be made available to any TJ 

worker who desired a subsidy and who was eligible for subsidies under the standard CCDF rules in his 

or her state of residence. Implicitly, this assumes that the TJ program would include sufficient funding 

for additional child care subsidies. 

METHODS 

To identify the potential TJ workers, we define families broadly to include all related people living in a 

household. Thus, if a grandparent lives with a young-adult daughter and the daughter’s child, both the 

parent and the grandparent could be eligible for a TJ. To capture the Social Security number 

requirement, the jobs are not available to people who have been imputed to be unauthorized 

immigrants. We assume that people taking up a TJ will do so for 48 weeks per calendar year—that is, 

working full year but allowing a four-week gap between TJ spells (as specified by the policy rules). This 

approach assumes that no TJ participants will transition into regular (unsubsidized) jobs during the 

study period, so it gives an upper-bound estimate of the program’s cost. 

A key driver of the cost and impact of a TJ program is the assumption about what percentage of 

eligible people would sign up for the program. The largest federally funded public service employment 
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programs in recent history, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act programs of the 1970s, 

had approximately 7 percent take-up at their height (Mirengoff et al. 1980). Similarly, the Job Training 

Partnership Act of the 1980s, although providing only job training rather than employment, had less 

than 10 percent take-up (Doolittle et al. 1993). TJ programs provided under TANF emergency funding 

during the 2008–2010 recession served no more than 15 percent of eligible people, but these programs 

had constrained funding and thus might have had higher take-up if more jobs had been provided.36 

Another factor to consider in determining an appropriate take-up rate is the impact of scale. A national 

program with very broad eligibility might have a higher take-up rate than a more focused program.  

Considering the various factors, project staff and CDF staff jointly agreed to assume a participation 

rate of 25 percent for people in SPM poverty who are currently unemployed, with decreasing rates for 

people at higher income levels and people who are already working in part-time jobs (table 8). However, 

people currently working part time who report in the CPS-ASEC that they are part time by choice (36 

percent of all part-time workers in SPM poverty) are assumed to not want a TJ. People who are 

employed for part of the year and whose total earnings from wages and self-employment exceed what 

could be earned from 48 weeks of TJ employment are also assumed to not want a TJ. Further, people 

who are not working because they are “taking care of home or family” are assumed to have a probability 

of take-up that is one-quarter of the rate shown in the chart (e.g., a nonworker with family resources at 

125 percent of the SPM threshold who is “taking care of home or family” would have a five percent 

chance of taking a TJ). 

TABLE 8 

Take-Up Rates for Transitional Jobs 

 

Family resources as a percentage of 
SPM poverty threshold 

Number of Hours Usually Worked per Week in Regular 
(Nontransitional) Jobs 

0 1 to 16 17 to 24 25 to 32 

Up to 100% 25.0% 20.0% 10.0% 7.5% 
101–150% 20.0% 15.0% 7.5% 5.0% 
151–200% 15.0% 10.0% 5.0% 2.0% 
201–250% 5.0% 2.0% 1.0% 0.0% 
251–300% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Above 300% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Note: SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 

We continued the assumption used in the Urban Institute’s analysis of the Community Advocates 

TJ package and our prior analysis for Children’s Defense Fund (Giannarelli et al. 2012; Giannarelli et al. 

2015) that students, early retirees, and people with disabilities (who meet all the other requirements, 

including that they do not receive Social Security or SSI), might still choose to take up a TJ, but with 
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reduced likelihood. Specifically, we assumed that early retirees take up TJs at 25 percent of the rate for 

their poverty and hour categories, students at 50 percent of the standard rates, and people with 

disabilities at 75 percent of the standard rates.  

For people not working in the baseline who are selected to take a TJ, we assumed that 58 percent 

desire full-time jobs (40 hours per week) and 42 percent desire part-time jobs (20 hours per week). That 

distribution is based on the distribution of full- and part-time employment for workers in SPM poverty 

in the 2015 CPS-ASEC data. For people working part time in the baseline who are selected to take a TJ, 

we increase their hours of work to 40 per week. 

After identifying people eligible for the TJs, selecting specific recipients (based on the probabilities 

described above combined with a random element), and determining desired hours for new workers, we 

modified all employment data for the affected people to reflect the new TJs. For a person who did not 

work at all in the baseline simulation, the amount of new earnings equals the desired weekly hours (20 

or 40) times the minimum wage (either the federal minimum wage or their state’s minimum wage), in 

each of 48 weeks. We then used the modified information to resimulate all the benefit and tax 

programs. 

As mentioned, child care subsidies are assumed to be available to any TJ worker who desires a 

subsidy and who is eligible for subsidies under the standard CCDF rules in his or her state of residence 

once he or she begins working (or once he or she moves from a part-time job to a full-time TJ). (Note 

that in a two-parent family, both must be participating in a qualifying activity for the family to be eligible 

for subsidies.) We assumed that half of the families that became eligible for CCDF because of the TJ 

program in the average month of the year would want to enroll in CCDF. In selecting which newly 

eligible families would participate, the probability of participation was based on the same demographic 

characteristics used to identify the baseline CCDF enrollment: whether a one-parent or two-parent 

family, race or ethnicity, lower or higher income, and ages of children.37 For families with new workers 

who are assumed to not take the CCDF subsidy (including those who were not eligible for CCDF), a set 

of imputation equations was used to estimate the probability that the family would have positive 

expenses and, if so, the level of those expenses.38 

RESULTS 

Under the participation assumptions discussed above, 2.1 million people who are currently not working 

or who are working part time are simulated to take a TJ, with an average annual increase in earnings of 

$12,041 (table 9). Consistent with the program specifications, all the TJ workers are in families with 

children. The aggregate increase in earnings for families with children is $25.6 billion—about $21.9 
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billion less than the earnings increase for families with children when the minimum wage is increased, 

including spillover effects (appendix table B4.1b).  

After factoring in the impacts of the new earnings on families’ safety net benefits and tax liability, 

the TJ program reduces the number of children in SPM poverty by 0.8 million, reducing the SPM child 

poverty rate from 13.0 percent to 11.9 percent, a drop of 8.6 percent. The number of families with 

children in SPM poverty falls by 0.4 million. Compared to the number of new jobs, it is clear the TJs do 

not necessarily raise the families of the new workers out of poverty. However, the TJs have a 

substantial effect on the rate of deep poverty, which falls 14.0 percent. Also, the poverty gap for families 

with children falls by $4.7 million, or 12.0 percent—a somewhat greater relative impact than the impact 

on the child poverty rate. (Because the TJs are available only to families with children, there is no 

change in the poverty gap for families without children.) 

The TJ policy produces somewhat lower benefits for Hispanic children (a 7.1 percent reduction in 

poverty) compared with children of other racial and ethnic groups, with the largest impacts for white 

children (a 10.4 percent poverty reduction). The fact that the impacts are lower for Hispanic families is 

partly because a higher portion of Hispanic adults are estimated to be unauthorized immigrants 

compared with adults of other racial and ethnic groups. 

Because the policy is designed to include jobs for people with disabilities, it produces a 7.6 percent 

reduction in the number of children in poverty who live in families in which all adults are elderly or have 

disabilities. Also, the policy primarily benefiting people without jobs means the number of poor children 

living with nonworking (and nonelderly, nondisabled) adults falls substantially, by 0.6 million. (Note that 

many of these children remain poor in the TJ simulation but are classified as children living with working 

adults.) 

The TJ policy requires substantial government spending. The cost of the wages alone is $25.6 

billion, and the government pays an additional $2.6 billion in the employer share of payroll tax (appendix 

table B4.1b). Further, we estimate an increase of 0.3 million in the number of families with CCDF-

funded child care subsidies in the average month, costing an additional $1.9 billion annually.39 After 

factoring in reduced payments in other safety net benefits (in particular, a $1.9 billion reduction in 

SNAP benefits), and the net impact of changes in tax liability and tax credits, total government costs are 

estimated to increase by $23.1 billion. 
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TABLE 9 

Impact of a Transitional Jobs Program on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Transitional Jobs 

Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 11.9% -8.6% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 12.2% -4.4% 
Distribution of children by family income level    
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.5% -14.0% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 9.4% -7.1% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 22.5% -0.2% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 8,804 -8.6% 
 By race/ethnicity    
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,696 -10.4% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,676 -8.5% 
 Hispanic  3,970 3,687 -7.1% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 746 -9.5% 
 By current status of adults in the familya    
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 7,926 -8.8% 
  At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,533 -7.6% 
  No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,934 4.2% 
  No working adults, all adults are students 211 156 -26.1% 
  No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,304 -29.3% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 750 -7.6% 
 By metropolitan status    
 Metropolitan area 8,482 7,776 -8.3% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 1,028 -10.7% 
 By region    
 Northeast 1,529 1,428 -6.6% 
 South 4,080 3,737 -8.4% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,328 -11.8% 
 West 2,517 2,310 -8.2% 

Other poverty data    
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 4,465 -8.6% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 1,583 -6.1% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $34,602  -12.0% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $129,150  -3.5% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)   2,122 
Average per-person annual earnings change   $12,041 
Net persons who gain a job (thousands)   1,972 
Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $27,233 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  $4,151 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $23,082 

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     20.5% 

Notes: FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 

One way of assessing the cost effectiveness of an antipoverty policy is to consider the increase in 

government spending relative to the reduction in the poverty gap. In this implementation of a TJ policy, 

the aggregate reduction in the poverty gap ($4.7 billion) is 20.5 percent of the net increase in 

government spending ($23.1 billion). In other words, for each dollar of new government spending, the 
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poverty gap is reduced by just below 20 cents—and all of that reduction is for families with children.40 

The remaining money increases families’ incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold or helps 

families whose incomes were already above the poverty level before the simulation. 

Child Support Pass-Through 

The next component of the CDF policy package envisions a national-level pass-through and disregard 

policy for child support income that is paid by the noncustodial parents of children receiving TANF or 

SNAP benefits. Under current law, families receiving TANF benefits must surrender their rights to child 

support to the state, so that the state collects all child support received by that family to reimburse the 

state’s TANF expenses. However, some states allow a portion of child support to be “passed through” to 

the family, so that the family receives both its TANF benefit and some child support; such states usually 

also disregard some or all of the child support that is passed through when determining the family’s 

income, so that the family’s TANF benefits are not reduced because of having the child support income 

in-hand. In 2015, almost half of the states transferred and disregarded some amount of child support 

income, with only a few states transferring and disregarding all child support income (Cohen et al. 

2016). The policy proposed by CDF would allow TANF families in all states to keep all child support that 

is paid on behalf of the children in the family, and all child support income would be fully disregarded 

when calculating the TANF benefit amount. The estimates show the effect of a full pass-through of 

currently due child support. Although a policy could be designed to pass through all collections of past-

due child support (child support arrears), modeling the effects of such a pass through was beyond the 

scope of this study.41 

SNAP does not include a disregard of any of the child support income received by a family (although 

the amount of child support a noncustodial parent pays is deducted or disregarded from that parent’s 

income). The CDF proposal for SNAP would also allow $100 in child support income to be disregarded 

each month for each child on whose behalf child support income is paid. The disregard would be used 

when calculating both SNAP eligibility and benefit amounts. 

METHODS 

To implement this policy proposal, we adjusted the parameters of the TANF simulation to allow the full 

amount of child support paid by the noncustodial parent to be passed through to the family, in all states. 

Also, all states were modeled to disregard all the passed-through child support when calculating the 

family’s benefit. However, the state rules for counting child support in the family’s income when initially 

determining TANF eligibility were left in place. (Note that if all child support income was disregarded for 
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TANF eligibility purposes, families with high child support income amounts but very little other income 

could be found eligible for TANF.) We also adjusted the parameters of the SNAP simulation, 

incorporating the $100 disregard per child for both SNAP eligibility and the benefit amount.  

Two technical notes are important. First, the CPS-ASEC likely underidentifies the child support paid 

on behalf of families receiving TANF; because they do not necessarily receive the income themselves, 

they may not report it as income.42 Second, our simulation assumed that the payment of child support 

by the noncustodial parents was unchanged from the baseline simulation. Some research has found that 

child support pass-through and disregard policies can increase payments. For example, Lippold, Nichols, 

and Sorensen (2010) found that noncustodial parents of children receiving TANF who had a current 

child support order paid 5.6 percent more child support after a $150 pass-through and disregard was 

instituted. For both these reasons, the simulation may understate the antipoverty effectiveness of this 

policy. 

RESULTS 

When TANF includes a full child support pass-through and disregard for benefit determination and 

SNAP includes a partial disregard of child support income, the child SPM poverty rate decreases very 

slightly—from 13.0 percent in the baseline to 12.9 percent, a decrease of 0.5 percent (table 10). The 

poverty gap for families with children falls by $291 million, or 0.7 percent. The relatively limited impact 

of the policy in aggregate terms is related to the relatively small number of children who receive TANF; 

among the families with children who are measured in this study as being in SPM poverty, fewer than 

one in seven received TANF income. Furthermore, not all TANF and SNAP families have child support 

income. For example, among the 7.6 million children in SPM poverty who receive SNAP during the year, 

only 12.8 percent had any child support income paid on their behalf at any point during the year.  

Implementing the full child support pass-through and disregard in the TANF program substantially 

increases the amount of child support income distributed to TANF families, slightly increases the TANF 

caseload, and slightly increases TANF benefits. Among families with TANF in the baseline, the average 

monthly number with any pass-through increases from 64,000 to 108,000; an additional 23,000 

families that were previously eligible are estimated to begin to participate in TANF because of the 

policy. Among families receiving TANF in the baseline, the aggregate amount passed through increases 

from $93 million in the baseline (of which $50.7 million is also disregarded for benefit computation) to 

$527 million (all of which is also disregarded for benefit computation; see appendix table B4.1a). The 

changes increase aggregate TANF benefits by $116 million (1.7 percent), in part because of the new 

participants and in part because of higher benefits for some existing participants. In states that 
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currently retain all child support, passing through and disregarding all child support did not result in a 

change in benefits for any current recipient; of course, the proposed policy would let those participants 

have the same TANF benefit plus all the child support income. In states that currently pass through a 

portion of child support but do not disregard all of it, the full disregard policy could result in a higher 

TANF benefit.  

In the much larger SNAP program, the proposed policy leads to 1.0 million assistance units being 

able to deduct a total of $2.4 billion in child support income (an average of $189 per month, for families 

with child support income). Because the program previously counted all child support income, the 

disregard increases SNAP benefits for many families, by as much as 30 percent of the disregarded child 

support income.43 However, for families with child support receiving both TANF and SNAP, any increase 

in TANF works in the direction of decreasing SNAP benefits. Aggregate SNAP benefits increase by $514 

million, a 0.8 percent increase from the baseline. 

Other programs also show secondary impacts from the TANF changes. Because housing subsidy 

programs consider TANF as income when computing a subsidized household’s required rental payment, 

the increased TANF income increases rental payments, decreasing the value of housing subsidies by 

$20 million (0.1 percent). The changes also result in a small ($0.2 million) reduction in the value of child 

care subsidies, because some states count TANF as income in determining CCDF eligibility and 

copayments. 

Of course, a final key financial change for the government is that $435 million in child support that 

was previously retained by the government to offset TANF costs is now transferred to families. 

Combining that change with the changes in program spending, overall government spending is 

estimated to increase by $1.0 billion. The aggregate change in the poverty gap is 28.1 percent of the 

$1.0 billion increase in government spending. In other words, for each dollar of new government 

spending, the poverty gap is reduced by about 28 cents—and all of that reduction is for families with 

children. The remaining money increases families’ incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold 

or helps families whose incomes were already above the SPM poverty level. 
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TABLE 10 

Impact of Child Support Pass-Through on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Child-Support Pass-
Through 

Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 12.9% -0.5% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 12.8% -0.2% 
Distribution of children by family income level    
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.9% -0.2% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 10.1% -0.6% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 22.5% -0.3% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 9,582 -0.5% 
 By race/ethnicity    
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,996 -0.4% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,806 -1.4% 
 Hispanic  3,970 3,956 -0.4% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 824 0.0% 
 By current status of adults in the family    
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 8,645 -0.6% 
   At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,821 0.0% 
   No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,801 -0.5% 
   No working adults, all adults are students 211 211 0.0% 
   No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,812 -1.8% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 809 -0.4% 
 By metropolitan status    
 Metropolitan area 8,482 8,437 -0.5% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 1,145 -0.5% 
 By region    
 Northeast 1,529 1,526 -0.1% 
 South 4,080 4,048 -0.8% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,507 0.0% 
 West 2,517 2,501 -0.6% 

Other poverty data    
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 4,858 -0.5% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 1,665 -1.2% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $39,048  -0.7% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $133,587  -0.2% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)    

Average per-person annual earnings change    

Net persons who gain a job (thousands)    

Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $1,045 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  $0 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $1,044 

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     28.1% 

Note: FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 

As mentioned, the simulation did not model any change in the payments made by noncustodial 

parents. If those parents increased the amount of child support they pay because they knew the 

custodial families would be able to keep it, government costs might be lower than shown here (e.g., 
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some families might become ineligible for certain programs), and the antipoverty impacts might be 

somewhat higher. 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

A second avenue to reducing economic hardship for families with children is to increase a family’s 

resources from in-kind benefits, such as by providing assistance in paying for food or housing. Because 

the SPM counts these benefits in the resource measure, the antipoverty impacts of these sorts of 

changes can be captured through the SPM and compared with the impacts of other types of policy 

changes. The CDF package includes expansions to housing subsidies and an increase to SNAP benefits. 

Expanded Housing Assistance 

The housing component of the CDF policy package provides additional housing vouchers to low-income 

households with children that have income under 150 percent of the poverty guideline and that satisfy a 

test of rent burden. Although most public housing authorities (PHAs) do not test for rent burden, we 

include the test here to focus the benefits on households that could benefit the most. There would be no 

change in the availability of vouchers for households without children. A subsidized household’s 

required rental payment would be computed as in the existing Housing Choice Voucher program, 

generally equal to 30 percent of net income. Also, as in the current program, the new vouchers would 

not be available to unauthorized immigrants or temporary residents.44 

The income limit for the proposed expansion—150 percent of the federal poverty guidelines—

differs from the current program’s income limits. Under current policies, to be initially eligible for a 

housing voucher, a household’s income must be no more than half of the median income in the PHA area 

where the household resides (area median income); this is considered “very low income” by the US 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).45 Median incomes vary widely across the 

country. For example, for fiscal year 2015, 50 percent of the area median income for a family of four was 

$54,600 in Fairfax County, Virginia; $41,500 in Los Angeles County, California; and $21,350 in Adams 

County, Mississippi.46 In contrast, 150 percent of the poverty guideline for a family of four in 2015, in all 

of the contiguous states and Washington, DC, was $36,375.47 Thus, the income limit for the proposed 

expansion could be higher or lower than the regular program’s income limit depending on the area of 

the country. 
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A key difference between the proposed expansion and the current program is that the proposed 

policy would not include waiting lists. Many households that are eligible for vouchers (or public housing) 

are not able to obtain assistance because of waiting lists. Under the CDF proposal, a housing voucher 

would be available to any household with children meeting all of the eligibility criteria. 

METHODS 

Simulating the housing program involved applying the initial program eligibility requirements, 

estimating the required number of bedrooms, estimating the fair market rent, imposing the rent burden 

test, and estimating what percentage of eligible households would use the voucher. The new policy was 

imposed only to identify additional housing vouchers; households in public or subsidized housing in the 

baseline simulation retain those subsidies. 

Households with children were considered potentially eligible for a new voucher if they were not 

already in public or subsidized housing; they reported in the survey that they rent their home (i.e., they 

do not own their home and do not live rent free); the household included at least one citizen, refugee, 

asylee, or lawful permanent resident; and the household’s income was under 150 percent of the federal 

poverty guideline (table 11).  

TABLE 11 

Income Limits Used to Model Housing Policy 

 

Family size Annual income limit Monthly income limit 

2 $23,895  $1,991  

3 $30,135  $2,511  

4 $36,375  $3,031  

5 $42,615  $3,551  

6 $48,855  $4,071  

Notes: Income limits shown are for the contiguous states and Washington, DC. The income limits are 25 percent higher than in 

the contiguous states in Alaska and 15 percent in Hawaii. Limits were higher for larger families but are not shown in the chart. 

Among potentially eligible households, the number of bedrooms that a household would require 

was estimated based on household size and characteristics, consistent with HUD guidelines and with 

the apartment sizes of currently subsidized households.48  

To impose the rent burden test and to estimate the value of the subsidy for households chosen as 

subsidized, we used fair market rent (FMR) data from HUD. HUD computes FMRs in each of 2,575 

geographic areas, and they vary widely both across and within states.49 For example, the 2015 FMR for 

a two-bedroom unit was $786 in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, $1,458 in Washington, DC, and $905 in 
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Tallahassee, Florida. In New York State, the 2015 FMRs for a two-bedroom apartment ranged from 

$656 in Chenango County to $1,621 in Nassau County and Suffolk County.50 We matched the FMRs 

onto the CPS-ASEC data at the finest geographic level possible; if the finest geographic level included 

multiple FMRs, a weighted average was used. 

A low-income household was considered to need a voucher only if the applicable FMR for the size of 

apartment needed by the household was higher than 50 percent of the household’s gross cash income. 

For example, because the two-bedroom FMR for Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania in 2015 was $786, a 

household needing a two-bedroom apartment was considered to need a subsidy if gross monthly 

income was less than two times that figure, or less than $1,572. This aspect of the eligibility test is based 

in part on analysis by HUD (Watson et al. 2017), which considers a household with rent equal to more 

than half of its income to have “worst case housing needs.” 

Among households passing all the eligibility criteria, including the rent burden test, the model 

selects 70 percent to successfully use a voucher. The assumption is that all eligible households would 

want a housing voucher but that 30 percent of those households would not be able to find an apartment 

and use the voucher. The assumption of 70 percent is based on a 2001 HUD study of success rates in 

the Housing Choice Voucher program (Finkel and Buron 2001). The research found a range of success 

rates across public housing agencies, from 37 percent to 100 percent, but the most common outcome 

was that 61 to 70 percent of households successfully used vouchers. Nationally, the study estimated 

that 69 percent of households receiving vouchers from large metropolitan PHAs succeeded in using 

them to lease units. In the simulation, the specific households chosen as successfully using the new 

vouchers are selected randomly from among those satisfying all the eligibility criteria. 

For each household simulated to receive and use a new voucher, we computed the required rental 

payment, following the rules of the current Housing Choice Voucher program regarding deductions 

from income and rent computation. We also computed the value of the subsidy, all or part of which is 

considered an element of resources in the SPM poverty computation. (The amount of housing subsidy 

included as an SPM resource is capped at 49.8 percent of the level of the SPM threshold, minus the 

family’s required rental contribution.) The subsidy is computed as the assumed FMR minus the 

household’s required rental payment. This implicitly assumes that PHAs compute payments to owners 

using the FMRs and that each subsidized household finds an apartment with a total rent exactly equal to 

the FMR. Thus, the simulation does not capture the real-world nuances that some households might find 

apartments with rents lower than the FMR and that PHAs are allowed to set their “payment standards” 

(for payments to apartment owners) between 90 percent and 110 percent of the published FMRs.51  
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The fact that many households pay lower rents after receiving the voucher has a secondary impact 

on SNAP benefits. The computation of SNAP benefits involves a deduction from income that is based on 

a household’s shelter expenses; lower shelter expenses lead to higher net incomes for some families, 

which in turn lead to lower SNAP benefits. For some families, a lower shelter deduction could make 

them ineligible for SNAP benefits. 

The simulation does not model any behavioral impacts that could result from housing vouchers. 

Vouchers could improve long-run employment outcomes by improving family stability, but could also 

reduce the incentive to work because of increasing family resources and because the voucher program 

includes an implicit “tax” on earnings (because the family’s required rental payment is higher when 

earnings are higher). A 2006 study for HUD focusing on families receiving welfare (Mills et al. 2006) 

found that using a voucher reduced employment rates and earnings amounts in the first year or two 

after random assignment, but the impact was small and vouchers had no significant impact after several 

years. 

RESULTS 

The specifications above resulted in 2.4 million households with children newly receiving housing 

subsidies, or a 46 percent increase from the 5.2 million households who are in public or subsidized 

housing in the baseline (appendix table B4.2a). On average, the annual value of the subsidy for newly 

subsidized households is $10,152, or about $846 per month.  

The housing voucher policy was one of the more successful individual programs in the CDF package 

in terms of reducing child poverty. Compared to the baseline, the housing program reduced child 

poverty 21.9 percent, from a rate of 13.0 percent to a rate of 10.2 percent (table 12). The poverty gap 

for families with children fell by $10.8 billion, or 27.5 percent from the baseline level. (The poverty gap 

for all families falls by $10.9 billion; the slight difference is because a small number of newly assisted 

households have more than one family for poverty calculation purposes.) 
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TABLE 12 

Impact of Expanded Housing Vouchers on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Increased Housing 
Vouchers 

Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 10.2% -21.9% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 11.6% -9.4% 
Distribution of children by family income level    
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.1% -28.6% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 8.1% -20.0% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 25.0% 10.6% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 7,524 -21.9% 
 By race/ethnicity    
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,569 -14.6% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,356 -25.9% 
 Hispanic  3,970 2,919 -26.5% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 679 -17.5% 
 By current status of adults in the family    
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 6,836 -21.4% 
   At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,014 -21.2% 
   No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,111 -25.0% 
   No working adults, all adults are students 211 177 -15.9% 
   No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,534 -16.9% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 560 -31.1% 
 By metropolitan status    
 Metropolitan area 8,482 6,504 -23.3% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 1,020 -11.4% 
 By region    
 Northeast 1,529 1,161 -24.0% 
 South 4,080 3,364 -17.6% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,207 -19.9% 
 West 2,517 1,791 -28.8% 

Other poverty data    
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 3,923 -19.7% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 1,303 -22.7% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $28,526  -27.5% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $122,953  -8.2% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)    

Average per-person annual earnings change    

Net persons who gain a job (thousands)    

Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $22,340 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  $0 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $22,340 

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     48.9% 

Notes: FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 

Children in the lowest income levels saw the greatest impact because these families are more likely 

to face rents that exceed 50 percent of their gross income. The greatest reductions were also seen in 

metropolitan areas as well as the Northeast and West, places where families likely face higher rents. 

With equivalent income, households were more likely to pass the rent-burden test in high-rent versus 
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low-rent areas. The percentage reduction in child poverty is smaller for white children (a 14.6 percent 

reduction) than for nonwhite children (a reduction of 25.2 percent combining all the nonwhite 

categories), which may be partly because of variations in the geographic locations of white children in 

poverty versus nonwhite children in poverty. 

The net cost of the program (excluding administrative costs) is estimated at $22.3 billion during 

2015. The aggregate annual value of the subsidies increases by $24.3 billion, a 65.6 percent increase 

from the baseline. This cost is slightly offset by a reduction of $1.9 billion in SNAP benefits caused by 

the interaction between rent payments and the SNAP program’s shelter deduction. The change in the 

poverty gap as a percentage of the change in government costs is 48.9 percent. In other words, for each 

dollar of new government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by almost 49 cents; and almost all of 

that poverty gap reduction is for families with children. The remaining money increases families’ 

incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold or helps families whose incomes were already 

above the poverty level before the simulation. 

SNAP Benefit Increase 

Another component of the CDF policy package increases the SNAP maximum benefits for SNAP 

assistance units with children. The proposal leaves SNAP benefits for households without children 

unchanged. We compute SNAP benefits by starting from a set of maximum benefits (which vary by 

household size) and then subtracting 30 percent of a household’s net income (because the household is 

assumed to be able to spend that portion of their income on food). The maximum benefits currently 

used by the program are a set of values known as the Thrifty Food Plan. However, the US Department of 

Agriculture also computes other food plan values. Under this proposal, SNAP benefits for households 

with children would be calculated using the Low-Cost Food Plan, a set of values approximately 31 

percent higher on average from Thrifty Food Plan values and the second-lowest tier of food costs 

computed by the US Department of Agriculture.52 The maximum increase in the annual benefit for a 

three-person family would be $1,840. 

METHODS 

Simulating the higher SNAP benefit amounts required computing a specific set of hypothetical benefit 

amounts and determining the impact on program participation. The computation of the hypothetical 

benefits was complicated because SNAP benefits are computed based on family size, regardless of 

family composition, but the US Department of Agriculture provides food plan amounts only at the 

individual level (e.g., for women ages 14 to 18 or men age 71 or older), and for four prototypical family 



 

R E D U C I N G  C H I L D  P O V E R T Y  I N  T H E  U S  4 3   
 

compositions (e.g., the Low-Cost Food Plan required that a couple with two children ages 6 to 8 and 9 to 

11 spend $852.00 per month in June 2015, compared with $647.60 for the Thrifty Food Plan).53  

Taking this complication into account, we decided to start from the 2015 maximum allotments for 

each family size and increase them 31 percent, the average percentage by which the Low-Cost Food 

Plan exceeds the Thrifty Food Plan for the reference family of two adults plus two children. The 

resulting maximum monthly SNAP benefits for the 48 contiguous states and Washington, DC are shown 

in table 13. Following CDF specifications, we applied the benefit increase only to households with 

children (those under age 18). 

TABLE 13 

Maximum Benefit Amount Used to Model SNAP Policy 

SNAP unit size 

Maximum Benefit 

2015 With 31% increase 

2 357 464 

3 511 664 

4 649 844 

5 771 1,002 

6 925 1,203 

Note: SNAP = the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program. 

We assumed that the policy would be implemented with no additional outreach. However, even 

absent additional outreach, some households who are currently eligible for SNAP but not taking the 

benefits might be induced to begin participating when there is a 31 percent increase in benefits, and 

some households in states with broad-based categorical eligibility might become newly eligible because 

of the higher benefit.54 Therefore, although our alternative simulations in general kept participation 

decisions the same as in the baseline simulations, for this simulation we allowed for some increase in 

participation. Specifically, we assumed that after the benefit increase, a household’s probability of 

participation would be the same as the probability observed for households with the same 

characteristics who had that level of benefit in the baseline. Most households did not change their 

participation decisions, but some households were simulated to begin taking the benefit. 

RESULTS 

The SNAP benefit increase raised aggregate SNAP benefits by $21.7 billion (appendix table B4.2a), or 

34.4 percent. Most of the change was caused by benefit increases for households already receiving 

benefits, but the higher benefits were estimated to increase the monthly caseload by 1.2 million units, or 

5.5 percent. The average monthly benefit for units with children increased from $357 to $485.  
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The increase in SNAP benefits reduced the SPM child poverty rate from 13.0 percent in the baseline 

to 10.9 percent, a drop of 15.8 percent (table 14). Although poverty was reduced for children in all the 

subgroups shown in the table, the size of reduction varied by demographic; in particular, the reduction 

in poverty was smaller for Hispanic children (13.4 percent) and children in the Northeast (11.0 percent). 

The policy also has large impacts on deep poverty and on the poverty gap. The number of children in 

deep poverty fell 21.7 percent and the poverty gap for families with children fell by $6.6 billion, or 16.7 

percent. (The drop in the poverty gap across all families is slightly larger; the difference is attributable to 

SNAP households with children that include multiple families for poverty calculation purposes.) 

The increase in SNAP enrollment had a secondary effect of increasing benefits paid through WIC by 

$3 million (appendix table B4.2a). This is because WIC gives automatic (“adjunctive”) eligibility to people 

enrolled in SNAP. We assumed that the families of the 3,000 infants and children who became eligible 

for WIC because of their SNAP enrollment would also choose to take the WIC benefits. 

Overall, the change in the poverty gap as a percentage of the change in government costs is 30.6 

percent. In other words, for each dollar of new government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by 

about 31 cents, and almost all of that reduction is among families with children. The remaining money 

increases families’ incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold or helps families whose incomes 

were already above the poverty level before the simulation. 
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TABLE 14 

Impact of SNAP Benefit Increase on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Higher SNAP Benefit for 
Units with Children 

Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 10.9% -15.8% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 11.9% -6.9% 
Distribution of children by family income level    
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.3% -21.7% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 8.7% -14.2% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 22.3% -1.0% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 8,109 -15.8% 
 By race/ethnicity    
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,489 -17.3% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,486 -18.8% 
 Hispanic  3,970 3,438 -13.4% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 696 -15.6% 
 By current status of adults in the family    
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 7,315 -15.8% 
   At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,105 -18.8% 
   No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,369 -15.8% 
   No working adults, all adults are students 211 181 -14.2% 
   No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,662 -9.9% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 666 -18.0% 
 By metropolitan status    
 Metropolitan area 8,482 7,237 -14.7% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 872 -24.3% 
 By region    
 Northeast 1,529 1,360 -11.0% 
 South 4,080 3,356 -17.8% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,239 -17.8% 
 West 2,517 2,154 -14.4% 

Other poverty data    
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 4,202 -14.0% 
 Single-head families with children in poverty (thousands) 1,686 1,439 -14.7% 
 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $32,771  -16.7% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $127,245  -5.0% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)    

Average per-person annual earnings change    

Net persons who gain a job (thousands)    

Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $21,712 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  $0 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $21,712 

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     30.6% 

Note: FT = full time; FY = full year; SNAP = the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; SPM = Supplemental Poverty 

Measure. 
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Reducing Taxes 

Changes to the tax code can have considerable impacts on the SPM because tax liabilities are 

subtracted from SPM resources and tax credits are added to SPM resources. The CDF package includes 

three types of tax credit expansions: an expanded EITC, an expanded CTC, and an expanded CDCTC. 

Consistent with the other policies modeled for this analysis, we modeled the tax policies from the 

starting point of the 2015 baseline, using rules in place in 2015 and then making adjustments to 

incorporate the policies proposed by CDF. The results presented below address the impacts of the 

policies if they had been implemented in 2015. As previously noted, however, the 2017 Tax Cuts and 

Jobs Act changed the tax code in several ways. Rerunning the full baseline to model the new tax rules—

potentially providing an alternative baseline from which to start—was outside of the scope of this 

project. Therefore, the methods and results presented here might understate or overstate some results 

(where appropriate, we include notes to this effect in the discussion below). 

Expanded Earned Income Tax Credit 

This policy would expand the current EITC for adults with children, providing a larger credit at lower 

levels of income while phasing out at the same rate. Specifically, the revised credit would phase in at a 

greater rate but reach the “plateau” region (where the credit does not increase with earned income) at 

an earlier point, and it would begin decreasing the credit at a lower level of income (but at the same 

marginal tax rate; see table 15). The overall effect of these changes would be to increase the credit for 

families with lower levels of earned income, as indicated in figure 2 for the example case of a single tax 

filer with one child. The maximum credit for a one-child family would increase from $3,359 to $4,409. 
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TABLE 15 

Parameters for EITC Proposal 

    2015 Baseline Values 

Filing 
status Children Phase-in rate Plateau begins Max credit Plateau ends Phase-out rate 

Single 0 7.65% $6,580 $503 $8,240 7.65% 
 1 34.00% $9,880 $3,359 $18,110 15.98% 
 2 40.00% $13,870 $5,548 $18,110 21.06% 
 3+ 45.00% $13,870 $6,242 $18,110 21.06% 
Joint 0 7.65% $6,580 $503 $13,760 7.65% 
 1 34.00% $9,880 $3,359 $23,630 15.98% 
 2 40.00% $13,870 $5,548 $23,630 21.06% 
  3+ 45.00% $13,870 $6,242 $23,630 21.06% 

    CDF Proposal 

Filing 
status Children Phase-in rate Plateau begins Max credit Plateau ends Phase-out rate 

Single 0 7.65% $6,580 $503 $8,240 7.65% 
 1 68.00% $6,484 $4,409 $11,541 15.98% 
 2 74.00% $8,875 $6,567 $13,269 21.06% 
 3+ 79.00% $10,300 $8,137 $15,199 25.00% 
Joint 0 7.65% $6,580 $503 $13,760 7.65% 
 1 68.00% $6,484 $4,409 $17,061 15.98% 
 2 74.00% $8,875 $6,567 $18,789 21.06% 
  3+ 79.00% $10,300 $8,137 $20,640 24.94% 

Notes: CDF = the Children’s Defense Fund; EITC = the earned income tax credit. 

FIGURE 2 

EITC Amounts for Single Filer with One Child Under Actual and Proposed Policies, 2015 

 

Note: CDF = the Children’s Defense Fund; EITC = the earned income tax credit. 
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METHODS 

We modeled the CDF EITC policy both with and without employment effects. For the first simulation, 

without employment effects, we simply replaced the actual 2015 EITC parameters (the figures in the 

top half of table 15 above) with the alternative parameters (the figures in the bottom half of table 15). 

This produced direct changes in federal income tax liability and secondary impacts on state income tax 

liability because of the connections between federal and state EITC policies. In 2015, 25 states 

computed a state-level EITC as a percentage of the federal EITC, so absent an explicit policy change in 

the state income tax system, any change in the federal EITC alters state income tax liability. We 

assumed that states would leave their formulas unchanged (continuing to take numbers from the 

federal tax form), meaning an increase in the federal EITC would also increase the state EITC. 

The second simulation of the EITC policy adds a behavioral impact: an increase in the number of 

single parents who are working. There is substantial uncertainty in estimating these types of effects, in 

part because the assumptions are based on the impacts of prior policy changes at prior points in time. 

The EITC increases an individual’s effective wage, and studies generally agree that EITC increases 

can increase labor supply (see, for example, Eissa and Hoynes 2006). For this analysis, the econometric 

estimates of the impact of an increase in the EITC on employment are taken from Hoynes and Patel 

(2017). Their study finds that across all single mothers (regardless of education) each $1,000 increase in 

the EITC led to a 5.6 percentage-point increase in employment. 

To convert the estimates in the articles to impacts appropriate for CDF’s proposal, we view the CDF 

proposal as an increase in the EITC of approximately $1,500. (The maximum credit increases by $1,100 

for one-child families and by $1,800 for two-child families.) We then made a downward adjustment in 

the estimated percentage-point change, multiplying by the approximate portion of single parents who, 

when they work, are in the phase-in range or plateau area. This gives a final estimate of a 4.5 

percentage-point increase in labor supply for unmarried mothers, or about 460,000 newly working 

mothers. 

We assumed no effect on employment for married couples. Eissa and Hoynes (2004) also find that 

married mothers might reduce their hours in some circumstances. However, because most of the impact 

of the CDF proposal is in the phase-in area, and because few married couples with employed mothers 

are in the phase-in area, we did not model any hours reductions for married mothers. 

To select which additional single family heads would begin to work, we identified women who were 

not working; were unmarried; were heads of a family including children under age 18; were eligible for 

the expanded EITC after taking a job; and were not disabled, students, or over age 69 (as we considered 
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these people unlikely to begin to work). We then randomly selected enough of these women to take jobs 

to reach the targeted number of newly working mothers, with higher probabilities of taking a job for 

women with lower educational attainment.55 For women assigned to start to work, the weeks of work, 

hours per week, and hourly wage were based on average job characteristics of employed unmarried 

mothers taking the EITC in 2015, including variations by educational attainment. For example, among 

women with exactly a high school education who were assigned to start working, 53 percent were 

assigned a full-time full-year job at $11.78 per hour, and 47 percent were assigned to work 31 hours per 

week for 38 weeks at $10.64 per hour. 

Single parents with new jobs and with younger children would likely need to arrange for child care. 

For parents who became eligible for CCDF child care subsidies, we assumed the same probability of 

enrolling in CCDF as for families with similar characteristics in the baseline simulation.56  

One overall point regarding our methods for modeling the EITC is that the model’s baseline 

simulation is unable to reach the targets for actual usage of the credit. The baseline simulation identifies 

only 19.7 million tax units apparently eligible for the EITC, falling 29.8 percent short of the total 28.1 

million units who benefited from the EITC on their 2015 tax return. In dollar terms, the model simulates 

$41.8 billion in EITC in 2015 compared to the total $68.5 billion paid that year (table A1). This issue 

occurs across multiple tax simulation models based on CPS-ASEC data (Wheaton and Stevens 2016) 

and is likely caused by a combination of factors, including complexities in how taxpayers claim children 

for the credit in complex family situations, limitations of the survey’s income data (some survey-

reported earnings are nontaxable), and noncompliance with some portions of the credit’s rules. To the 

extent that the model does not capture all the families with children who receive the EITC, the 

simulation could underestimate the impacts of the policy change. 

RESULTS 

With no employment effects, expanding the EITC in the manner proposed by CDF increased the total 

amount of the credit by $8.2 billion, or 19.6 percent (appendix table B4.3b). Because of the design of the 

expansion, there was no change in the number of units with the credit; as noted, the model’s 

underidentification of units with the EITC means that the dollar increase is also likely underestimated. 

The average value of the federal EITC for a one-child family increased from $2,154 in the baseline to 

$2,550 with the expanded credit. For a family with two or more children, the average credit increased 

from $3,536 to $4,294.  

State income tax liability fell by a total of $450 million across the states that compute a state EITC 

as a percentage of the federal EITC. The largest portion of the reduction was in New York, with a state 
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EITC equal to 30 percent of the federal credit in 2015; New York tax liability fell by $158 million or 0.5 

percent. Combining the federal and state income tax results, there was a total reduction in government 

tax collections of $8.7 billion. The reduced taxes increased families’ resources, reducing the SPM child 

poverty rate from 13.0 percent to 12.2 percent, a 6.0 percent reduction (table 16).  

When we modeled employment effects, 454,000 people were identified as starting to work because 

of the increase in the effective wage caused by the EITC. As explained above, the new workers were 

unmarried parents who became eligible for the EITC by starting to work. The new workers thus all begin 

to take the EITC, increasing the total number of federal tax units with the credit 2.2 percent. Including 

the tax units of the new workers, the average credits are $2,575 for families with one child and $4,351 

for families with two or more children. The aggregate increase in the federal EITC is estimated at $10.4 

billion when employment effects are modeled, and there are also increases in state EITC, the federal 

CTC, and the federal CDCTC. However, payroll taxes increase as a result of the new earnings. 

Combining the impacts on payroll taxes, federal income taxes, and state income taxes, tax liability falls 

by $10 billion when the expanded EITC is modeled with employment effects. 

The new earnings modeled in the employment effects scenario lead to some decreases in 

government benefits, the largest of which is a $1.1 billion reduction in SNAP benefits. However, the 

costs of child care subsidies increase, as 49,000 of the new workers are estimated to begin taking 

CCDF-funded child care subsidies. On net, the cost of government benefits decreases by $1.6 billion in 

this scenario, offsetting a portion of the reduction in tax liability to produce an overall $8.4 billion 

increase in government costs. 

Combining all the impacts—additional earnings, higher tax credits, lower benefits—the EITC policy 

with employment effects reduces the child poverty rate to 11.5 percent, an 11.6 percent drop from the 

baseline. The largest decrease in poverty was for black children, with a 14.3 percent reduction assuming 

more single-family heads begin to work. The percentage reduction in poverty was greater in families 

where adults work part time or part year (12.1 percent) compared with families with a full-year full-time 

worker (9.1 percent); this is because part-year or part-time workers tend to have lower earned incomes 

and so are most likely to be in the range of incomes affected by the EITC expansion. The number of 

children in poverty who live with nondisabled working-age adults who are not working or in school falls 

22.5 percent because of the new employment; these children are then classified as living with working 

adults, although they may still be poor. 



 

R E D U C I N G  C H I L D  P O V E R T Y  I N  T H E  U S  5 1   
 

TABLE 16 

Impact of Expanded EITC on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EXPANDED EITC 

No Employment 
Effects 

With Employment 
Effects 

Level Change Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 12.2% -6.0% 11.5% -11.6% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 12.4% -2.6% 12.2% -4.9% 
Distribution of children by family income level      
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.8% -4.3% 2.6% -9.7% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 9.5% -6.4% 8.9% -12.2% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 22.6% 0.2% 22.8% 0.8% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 9,059 -6.0% 8,511 -11.6% 
 By race/ethnicity      
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,801 -6.9% 2,616 -13.0% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,692 -7.5% 1,569 -14.3% 
 Hispanic  3,970 3,800 -4.3% 3,599 -9.3% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 766 -7.0% 726 -11.9% 
 By current status of adults in the familya      
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 8,139 -6.4% 7,591 -12.7% 
  At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,571 -6.6% 3,476 -9.1% 
  No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,514 -10.7% 2,475 -12.1% 
  No working adults, all adults are students 211 211 0.0% 211 0.0% 
  No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,843 -0.1% 1,430 -22.5% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 792 -2.5% 792 -2.5% 
 By metropolitan status      
 Metropolitan area 8,482 8,027 -5.4% 7,559 -10.9% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 1,032 -10.3% 952 -17.2% 
 By region      
 Northeast 1,529 1,470 -3.8% 1,394 -8.8% 
 South 4,080 3,827 -6.2% 3,553 -12.9% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,390 -7.8% 1,291 -14.3% 
 West 2,517 2,372 -5.8% 2,273 -9.7% 

Other poverty data      
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 4,636 -5.1% 4,380 -10.3% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 1,580 -6.3% 1,433 -15.0% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $37,039  -5.8% $35,210  -10.5% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $131,366  -1.9% $129,536  -3.2% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)     454 
Average per-person annual earnings change     $18,425 
Net persons who gain a job (thousands)     454 
Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and 
state) 

     

 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $0  -$1,611 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  -$8,652  -$10,004 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $8,652  $8,393 

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     29.1%   51.8% 

Notes: EITC = the earned income tax credit; FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 
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The poverty gap for families with children fell by $4.1 billion, or 10.5 percent, when employment 

effects were included. Overall, the poverty gap fell by $4.3 billion, or 3.2 percent. The difference is 

because some families with children older than 17 benefit from the EITC. The change in the overall 

poverty gap as a percentage of the change in government costs is 29.1 percent with no employment 

effects and 51.8 percent in the scenario with employment effects. In other words, for each dollar of new 

government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by about 29 cents without considering employment 

effects and by about 52 cents if there is new employment. (Because the new employment is assumed to 

be from private jobs, it increases family incomes without increasing government costs.) The remaining 

money increases families’ incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold or helps families whose 

incomes were already above the poverty level before the simulation. 

Because of the underidentification of actual EITC discussed above, the estimates likely understate 

both the number of families that would benefit from the expansion and the aggregate increase in the 

credit. The effect on EITC costs would depend largely on how often the unidentified EITC recipients are 

in households with children in the portion of the EITC income range affected by the EITC expansion. The 

effect of the shortfall on child poverty also depends on how often the dollars not identified in the 

simulation would go to taxpayers without qualifying children. The IRS estimates that over half of the 

total amount of EITC overclaims is paid to taxpayers without qualifying children (IRS 2014), although 

some of those recipients could live with children or use the credit to benefit children living elsewhere. 

Thus, the simulation likely understates the antipoverty impact of the EITC expansion, but the extent of 

the understatement is not known. 

Expanded Child Tax Credit 

In 2015, the CTC provided a tax credit worth a maximum of $1,000 for each child under age 17. The 

credit was partially refundable: some families could receive at least some portion of the credit even 

when the amount of the credit exceeded the family’s tax liability; however, the maximum amount of the 

credit that was refundable was equal to 15 percent of earned income over $3,000, meaning that families 

with low levels of income could not claim the full amount of the credit. For example, a family with two 

children who made $10,000 in annual earned income and had no positive tax liability could claim only 

$1,050 (15 percent of $7,000) of their total $2,000 in potential CTC. For higher-income families, the 

CTC phases-out. 

The CDF policy package includes a proposal for a CTC with a maximum amount of $2,000 per child 

that is refundable beginning with the first dollar of earnings.  
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CDF proposed an additional policy option that further adjusted the credit, effectively creating a 

child allowance, which would be available to families with no earnings as well as families with earnings. 

This supplemental policy and analysis are presented in appendix C. 

METHODS 

The policies modeled here begin with the 2015 tax laws and apply the policies proposed by CDF as if 

they were implemented in 2015. (As noted, the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act made several changes to 

the tax code, including significant changes to the CTC.) 

To model the credit, we set the maximum credit equal to a set percentage of earned income (rather 

than limiting the refundable portion of the credit to 15 percent of the tax unit’s earnings over $3,000). 

The percentage used to calculate the credit depends on the age of the child. For families with children 

under age 5, we used a rate of 50 percent (or 50 cents on the dollar). For families with children ages 5 

through 16, we used a rate of 15 percent (or 15 cents on the dollar).  

The income levels at which the phase-out begins were left at $75,000 for a single head of household 

and $110,000 for a married head of household (consistent with 2015 tax rules). As in the baseline, the 

credit phases out at $50 per $1,000 in income over the point where the phase-out begins. This led to no 

credit for families with income above $115,000 (single-parent households) or $150,000 (two-parent 

households). 

RESULTS 

Making the CTC refundable beginning with the first dollar of earnings would have allowed an additional 

2.1 million tax units to receive the nonrefundable portion of the credit and an additional 4.1 million tax 

units to receive the refundable portion of the credit. The tax units that become eligible for the 

nonrefundable portion of the credit are primarily higher-income tax units; this is a result of increasing 

the maximum credit from $1,000 to $2,000 while leaving the phase-out point and phase-out range 

unchanged. 

The additional family resources are estimated to reduce the child poverty rate to 11.4 percent, a 

reduction of 12.6 percent (table 17). The effects of the credit were strongest for families with income 

from 50 to less than 100 percent of the SPM poverty threshold, with a decline of 14.4 percent. In terms 

of work status, the families that saw the greatest poverty reductions from the credit (22.5 percent) 

were those with at least one adult working full time for the full year. 
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Overall, compared to 2015 policy, the expansion of the credit cost $52 billion, and 7.3 percent of 

these costs went to reducing the poverty gap (by $3.8 billion). In other words, for each dollar of new 

government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by about 7 cents; all of that reduction is for families 

with children. The remaining money increases families’ incomes to levels above the SPM poverty 

threshold or helps families whose incomes were already above the poverty level before the simulation. 

TABLE 17 

Impact of Expanded CTC on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Refundable CTC 

Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 11.4% -12.6% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 12.1% -5.6% 
Distribution of children by family income level    
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.7% -6.3% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 8.7% -14.4% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 20.7% -8.4% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 8,418 -12.6% 
 By race/ethnicity    
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,639 -12.3% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,638 -10.5% 
 Hispanic  3,970 3,397 -14.4% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 744 -9.7% 
 By current status of adults in the family    
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 7,500 -13.7% 
   At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 2,963 -22.5% 
   No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,483 -11.8% 
   No working adults, all adults are students 211 211 0.0% 
   No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,844 -0.1% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 790 -2.8% 
 By metropolitan status    
 Metropolitan area 8,482 7,411 -12.6% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 1,007 -12.5% 
 By region    
 Northeast 1,529 1,375 -10.0% 
 South 4,080 3,590 -12.0% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,296 -14.0% 
 West 2,517 2,156 -14.3% 

Other poverty data    
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 4,381 -10.3% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 1,575 -6.6% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $35,539  -9.7% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $130,079  -2.8% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)    

Average per-person annual earnings change    

Net persons who gain a job (thousands)    

Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $0 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  -$51,952 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $51,952 

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     7.3% 

Notes: CTC = the child tax credit; FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
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The estimated cost of the CDF CTC proposal is likely somewhat overstated because some portion 

of the cost of the policies proposed by CDF might already be accounted for under the new tax law. The 

new tax law also raises the credit to $2,000, and it increases the per child limit on the refundable portion 

of the credit to $1,400, lowers the phase-in point to $2,500, and increases the phase-out point to 

$200,00 and $400,000 (it also restricts eligibility to children with Social Security numbers). These 

changes will lead to increased government costs associated with the CTC. In an alternative simulation 

that modeled only these aspects of the new tax law related to the CTC, we found a similar increase in 

cost as the policies proposed by CDF. However, this does not factor in the non–child tax credit changes 

in the 2017 tax law, most notably removing the personal exemption, which would offset some portion of 

the cost increase associated with the changes to the CTC. 

Higher Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit 

The CDCTC is a nonrefundable tax credit that reimburses a portion of taxpayers’ child care expenses, 

with the percentage that is reimbursed declining from 35 percent for tax units in the lowest category of 

adjusted gross income (AGI) to 20 percent for the highest AGI category. CDF’s proposal would increase 

the rate at which the credit reimburses expenses (table 18), and would make the credit fully refundable 

(so the credit could be claimed to reimburse expenses even if taxpayers did not have any tax liability). As 

shown, CDF proposes a schedule that begins with a 50 percent credit percentage for the lowest-income 

group. In other words, a tax unit with AGI under $25,000 would be entitled to a refundable credit equal 

to half the amount of out-of-pocket child care expenses. 
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TABLE 18 

Proposed Changes to CDCTC Reimbursement Schedule 

Baseline Schedule CDF Proposed Schedule 

AGI Rate AGI Rate 

 0 — $15,000 35%     0 — $25,000 50%    
15,000 — $17,000 34%    25,000 — $27,000 47%    
17,000 — $19,000 33%    27,000 — $29,000 44%    
19,000 — $21,000 32%    29,000 — $31,000 41%    
21,000 — $23,000 31%    31,000 — $33,000 38%    
23,000 — $25,000 30%    33,000 — $35,000 35%    
25,000 — $27,000 29%    35,000 — $37,000 32%    
27,000 — $29,000 28%    37,000 — $39,000 29%    
29,000 — $31,000 27%    39,000 — $41,000 26%    
31,000 — $33,000 26%    41,000 — $43,000 23%    
33,000 — $35,000 25%    43,000 — No limit 20%  
35,000 — $37,000 24%      

37,000 — $39,000 23%      

39,000 — $41,000 22%      

41,000 — $43,000 21%      

43,000 — No limit 20%      

Note: AGI = adjusted gross income; CDCTC = the child and dependent care tax credit; CDF = the Children’s Defense Fund. 

METHODS 

We altered the TRIM3 simulation of federal income taxes to capture the revised CDCTC percentages 

(table 18) and to make the credit fully refundable (without being constrained by tax liability). 

In addition to simulating a static estimate of the credit, we simulated the credit with employment 

effects. For parents who must pay for child care, reimbursing a portion of child care expenses essentially 

increases the economic gain for working, and the economic literature suggests that in general, labor 

supply increases when the gains to work increase. Although the literature on the employment effects of 

the CDCTC is relatively sparse, the available studies (Averett et al. 1997; Miller and Mumford 2011) 

treat the credit as simply reducing the price of child care and compute elasticities of labor supply with 

respect to this reduced price. We thus based the employment effects for the credit on the change in net 

child care price, using the same method and elasticity used for the child care subsidy expansion 

(discussed later in this report). In brief, we assume that the percentage change in employment among 

unmarried mothers is one-fifth as large as the percentage reduction in aggregate out-of-pocket child 

care costs caused by the policy. (Further details are provided below in the discussion of labor supply 

impacts for the CCDF expansion.) We also assumed there would be no increase in funding for CCDF 

subsidies to accompany the CDCTC increase, meaning no new families would receive child care 

subsidies. 
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RESULTS 

When the CDCTC expansion is modeled without employment effects, the number of tax units taking the 

credit increases by 1.2 million (19.4 percent) because the credit becomes refundable, and the total 

amount of credit increases by $1.6 billion (44.2 percent) because of a combination of the credit 

becoming refundable and the credit percentage increasing (appendix table B4.3b). Total tax liability falls 

by $1.7 billion because of secondary impacts on other aspects of federal taxes and impacts on state 

income taxes. 

The simulation of employment effects results in approximately 277,000 new jobs being modeled 

(table 19). All the new workers are parents who would benefit from the CDCTC and who would benefit 

more from the modified CDCTC than from the actual credit. With the new workers also taking the 

CDCTC, the aggregate credit increases by $2.0 billion relative to the baseline. Aggregate tax liability 

falls by $2.7 billion in this scenario, and there is a $1.0 billion reduction in spending on government 

benefits because some families now have new earnings. On net, government costs increase by $1.7 

billion.  

Child poverty is reduced 0.8 percent without employment effects and 4.1 percent when 

employment effects are included. The poverty gap for families with children is reduced by $1.6 billion, 

or 4.0 percent with employment effects; expanding the CDCTC did not affect the poverty gap for 

families without children. The impact of the policy is minimized because many low-income families do 

not incur out-of-pocket child care expenses. According to data from the US Census Bureau (Laughlin 

2013), 18.5 percent of employed mothers with children under age 15 and monthly income under $1,500 

(equivalent to annual income under $18,000) paid for child care in spring 2011. 

Twenty-three percent of costs went to reducing the poverty gap for families with children, although 

this proportion increased to 91.0 percent assuming employment effects. In other words, for each dollar 

of new government spending, the poverty gap for families with children is reduced by about 23 cents 

without employment effects and by 91 cents with employment effects. The remaining money increases 

families’ incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold or helps families whose incomes were 

already above the SPM threshold before the simulation. 
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TABLE 19 

Impact of Expanded CDCTC on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EXPANDED CDCTC 

No Employment 
Effects 

With Employment 
Effects 

Level Change Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 12.9% -0.8% 12.5% -4.1% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 12.7% -0.3% 12.6% -1.7% 
Distribution of children by family income level      
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.9% -0.7% 2.8% -4.4% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 10.0% -0.8% 9.7% -4.0% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 22.5% -0.4% 22.6% -0.1% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 9,554 -0.8% 9,242 -4.1% 
 By race/ethnicity      
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,974 -1.1% 2,862 -4.9% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,822 -0.5% 1,758 -3.9% 
 Hispanic  3,970 3,934 -0.9% 3,829 -3.6% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 823 -0.1% 792 -3.9% 
 By current status of adults in the familya      
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 8,614 -0.9% 8,302 -4.5% 
  At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,758 -1.7% 3,722 -2.6% 
  No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,801 -0.5% 2,807 -0.3% 
  No working adults, all adults are students 211 211 0.0% 211 0.0% 
  No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,845 0.0% 1,562 -15.3% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 812 0.0% 812 0.0% 
 By metropolitan status      
 Metropolitan area 8,482 8,413 -0.8% 8,184 -3.5% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 1,141 -0.9% 1,057 -8.1% 
 By region      
 Northeast 1,529 1,499 -1.9% 1,447 -5.4% 
 South 4,080 4,066 -0.4% 3,925 -3.8% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,493 -0.9% 1,437 -4.6% 
 West 2,517 2,496 -0.8% 2,433 -3.3% 

Other poverty data      
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 4,850 -0.7% 4,716 -3.4% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 1,663 -1.4% 1,595 -5.4% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $38,949  -1.0% $37,784  -4.0% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $133,490  -0.3% $132,325  -1.2% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)     277 
Average per-person annual earnings change     $17,006 
Net persons who gain a job (thousands)     277 
Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)      
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $0  -$963 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  -$1,681  -$2,671 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $1,681  $1,709 

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     23.2%   91.0% 

Notes: CDCTC = the child and dependent care tax credit; FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 
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Reducing Expenses 

A final way to reduce poverty in the SPM framework is to reduce out-of-pocket expenses, which are 

subtracted from resources when determining SPM poverty. Thus, reducing expenses can reduce child 

poverty rates. 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

The final component of the CDF policy package expands CCDF subsidies to guarantee assistance for 

eligible families with income below 150 percent of the federal poverty guidelines that want subsidies, 

with no limitations based on available funds. The proposed policy also exempts families with incomes 

below 150 percent of the federal poverty guidelines from paying any copayment; in other words, the 

child care provided through the subsidy program would be provided at no cost to these families. 

Table 20 shows the income limits equal to 150 percent of the federal poverty guidelines for families 

in the contiguous 48 states and Washington, DC. States that currently use an income limit for child care 

subsidies that is higher than 150 percent of the federal poverty guidelines were assumed to continue 

using those higher limits. 

TABLE 20 

Income Limits Used to Model Child Care Policy 

Family size Annual income limit Monthly income limit 

2 $23,895  $1,991  

3 $30,135  $2,511  

4 $36,375  $3,031  

5 $42,615  $3,551  

6 $48,855  $4,071  

 

The proposed policy did not envision any changes to the states’ other CCDF eligibility policies (such 

as the definition of family units) or how copayments are calculated for families with income above 150 

percent of the federal poverty guidelines. 

METHODS 

Simulating expanded child care assistance involved determining how the eligibility rules would be 

defined at the state level, identifying which families with income below 150 percent of the federal 

poverty guidelines would want to begin receiving child care assistance, exempting families with income 

below that level from paying any copayment, and computing the value of the subsidy. In a second 
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version of the simulation, we also modeled the effects this child care guarantee would have on 

employment. 

The existing child care subsidy program follows broad federal guidelines, but most of the policies 

affecting eligibility, family payments, and provider payments are established at the state level. Although 

this policy proposal guarantees assistance for families with income below 150 percent of the federal 

poverty guidelines, states may set their income eligibility limits higher than this—up to 85 percent of the 

state median income. States are also given substantial leeway to establish policies for work 

requirements (the minimum hours per week required for a family to be eligible for subsidies), define the 

assistance unit, and determine what types of income are counted. Because of these complexities, the 

simulation left current state-specific policies in place but imposed a national-level policy that any family 

eligible according to the state rules and with income under 150 percent of the federal poverty 

guidelines would be guaranteed a subsidy. Additionally, for families with income below that level, the 

simulation assigned a $0 copayment. 

To model the guarantee, we identified eligible families with income under 150 percent of the 

federal poverty guidelines that were not previously receiving CCDF-funded subsidies. In reality, not all 

families would choose to use the subsidy, even when eligible for assistance. For example, families might 

not take up the subsidy because they have access to less expensive child care arrangements, such as a 

family member who does not ask for payment. To account for the fact that not all eligible families would 

choose to use assistance, but that some who previously did not take the subsidy would choose to do so 

now that that there would be no cost to them, we modeled a 50 percent take-up rate among families 

who were eligible but not participating in the baseline simulation. All families with a child care subsidy in 

the baseline simulation were modeled to retain the subsidy. 

To assess the policy package and its potential costs, the simulation must estimate the amount that 

families are required to pay (the family’s copayment) and the total value of the child care. In both the 

baseline simulation and this simulation, we first probabilistically assign a type of child care (center-

based care, group or family child care, and informal in-home care) using administrative data on actual 

subsidy recipients. We then assume that each family locates child care with a full cost equal to exactly 

the “maximum rates” that their state paid for that type of care in 2015. Finally, we computed the 

copayments, either $0 for families with income below 150 percent of the federal poverty guidelines or 

using the same state-by-state policies used in the baseline simulation for higher-income families. The 

cost of each family’s subsidy (the government’s cost for that family’s subsidy) equals the maximum rates 

(summed across the family’s children) minus the family’s copayment. 
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One consideration in expanding child care assistance is the potential impact that access to child 

care may have on employment. Summaries of the literature (Blau 2003; Ziliak, Hokayem, and Hardy 

2008) find considerable uncertainty about the effects of child care costs on employment, with modal 

elasticities of -0.3 to -0.4 for single mothers and lower estimates for married mothers. This implies that a 

1 percent reduction in child care costs would correspond to a 0.3 to 0.4 percent increase in employment 

for single mothers. However, more recent studies (Fitzpatrick 2012; Herbst 2010; Tekin 2007) find 

smaller effects, which some authors have attributed to the economy-wide increases in mothers’ labor 

supply over time. Additionally, two large-scale randomized experiments in Illinois and Washington state 

(Michalopoulos, Lundquist, and Castells 2010; Michalopoulos 2010) found no effects of increased child 

care subsidy eligibility or reduced copayments on employment. 

Given this uncertainty, we modeled an employment effect at a 0.2 elasticity (the approximate 

midpoint presented in the summary of research by Blau [2003]) to provide a comparison to the 

simulation without employment effects. We computed that among currently working families, the 

CCDF expansion would lower aggregate out-of-pocket child care costs by 28 percent for unmarried 

mothers and 1 percent for married mothers. Combined with the “elasticity” and the numbers of 

currently working mothers, we estimated that 400,000 unmarried mothers and 29,000 married 

mothers would start to work. The new employment was distributed randomly across nonworking 

mothers who, if they started to work, would become eligible for CCDF subsidies. Women who were 

simulated to start to work were assigned a job with weeks of work, hours per week, and hourly wage 

based on averages seen in the survey data, with variation by educational attainment. Any mother who 

was simulated to start to work because of the availability of the subsidy was also simulated to enroll in 

the subsidy program.57 

RESULTS 

In the simulation of the CCDF guarantee without employment effects, an additional 1.8 million families 

begin receiving subsidies, more than doubling the CCDF caseload and increasing the aggregate cost of 

subsidies by $14.7 billion (appendix table B4.4a). The expanded child care subsidies have some 

secondary impacts on programs. SNAP and housing subsidies include child care deductions, and benefits 

paid by those programs drop because some families now have lower child care expenses. The amount of 

Child and Dependent Care Credit in the federal income tax system also decreases. These changes offset 

some of the costs of the new subsidies, with aggregate government costs increasing by $13.8 billion 

(table 21). 
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TABLE 21 

Impact of Expanded Child Care Subsidies on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EXPANDED CHILD CARE SUBSIDIES 

No Employment 
Effects 

With Employment 
Effects 

Level Change Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 12.8% -1.7% 12.0% -7.6% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 12.7% -0.7% 12.4% -2.9% 
Distribution of children by family income level      
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.8% -1.7% 2.6% -8.9% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 9.9% -1.8% 9.4% -7.2% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 22.7% 0.4% 22.9% 1.5% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 9,465 -1.7% 8,904 -7.6% 
 By race/ethnicity      
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 2,946 -2.1% 2,777 -7.7% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,805 -1.4% 1,685 -8.0% 
 Hispanic  3,970 3,893 -2.0% 3,659 -7.8% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 821 -0.3% 784 -4.9% 
 By current status of adults in the familya      
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 8,530 -1.9% 7,970 -8.3% 
   At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,711 -2.9% 3,645 -4.7% 
   No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,770 -1.6% 2,735 -2.8% 
   No working adults, all adults are students 211 204 -3.2% 204 -3.2% 
   No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,845 0.0% 1,387 -24.8% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 807 -0.7% 807 -0.7% 
 By metropolitan status      
 Metropolitan area 8,482 8,332 -1.8% 7,850 -7.4% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 1,133 -1.6% 1,054 -8.4% 
 By region      
 Northeast 1,529 1,484 -2.9% 1,394 -8.8% 
 South 4,080 4,035 -1.1% 3,782 -7.3% 
 Midwest 1,507 1,464 -2.9% 1,362 -9.6% 
 West 2,517 2,482 -1.4% 2,366 -6.0% 

Other poverty data      
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 4,816 -1.4% 4,587 -6.1% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 1,646 -2.4% 1,509 -10.5% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $38,684  -1.7% $36,615  -6.9% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $133,224  -0.5% $131,155  -2.0% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)     431 
Average per-person annual earnings change     $17,675 
Net persons who gain a job (thousands)     431 
Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and 
state) 

     

 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $13,906  $14,990 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  $90  -$506 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $13,816   $15,496  

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government 
costs 

    4.7%   17.6% 

Notes: FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 

The net impact of the subsidy guarantee, absent employment effects, is that child poverty is 

reduced to 12.8 percent from the baseline level of 13.0 percent. The impact is relatively similar across 
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races and in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas. The percentage reduction is larger for children in 

families with full-year full-time workers or students (2.9 and 3.2, respectively), and there is no impact in 

families with nonelderly nondisabled adults who are out of the labor force and not students. 

When the employment effects are included, 431,000 people are simulated to take new jobs, with 

average annual earnings of $17,675. All the new workers are modeled to take CCDF subsidies, bringing 

the total program caseload to 3.0 million (an increase of 260 percent from the baseline) and the total 

value of subsidies to $24.6 billion (an increase of 270 percent). Factoring in reductions in benefits 

caused by new earnings and lower child care expenses and factoring in an overall decrease in tax 

revenues (as the increase in refundable tax credits on new earnings exceeds the taxes on the new 

earnings), total government costs increase by $15.5 billion. 

In the employment effects scenario, the child poverty rate is reduced to 12.0 percent (a reduction of 

7.6 percent). Relative to the scenario without employment effects, an additional 560,000 children are 

raised out of SPM poverty; this suggests that a substantial portion of the new workers were able to raise 

their families out of poverty through the new job combined with child care subsidies. The reduction in 

the poverty gap for families with children is $2.7 billion, or 6.9 percent; families without children are 

unaffected. 

The change in the poverty gap as a percentage of the change in government costs is 4.7 percent 

without employment effects and 17.6 percent with employment effects. In other words, for each dollar 

of new government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by about 5 cents without employment effects 

and by about 18 cents with employment effects (and all of the poverty gap reduction occurs for families 

with children). 

Combining Policies 

After running simulations of the effects of each policy if enacted individually, we simulated the effects of 

the policies on poverty when enacted together in several combinations. When we combine policies, the 

antipoverty impact may be smaller than the sum of the individual impacts if the same children would be 

removed from poverty by any one of multiple policies, and it could be larger than the sum of the 

individual impacts if many children are removed from poverty only through a combination of policies. 
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EITC, Housing Assistance, and SNAP Benefits 

We first simulated the effects of combining the EITC increase (with employment effects), housing 

assistance expansion, and SNAP benefit increase. 

METHODS 

We followed the same methods as described above for implementing the SNAP benefit increase and 

housing expansion, and we applied the methods for expanding the EITC with employment effects. 

RESULTS 

Enacting all three policies in combination reduced child poverty by 44.7 percent, to a rate of 7.2 percent. 

The number of children removed from poverty—4.3 million—is slightly below the sum of those removed 

from poverty by the individual policies (1.1 million from the EITC expansion with employment effects, 

2.1 million from expanded housing assistance, and 1.5 million from the SNAP benefit increase; table 22); 

this is because there is some overlap in the population that would be removed from poverty with each 

individual policy. The effects were strongest for black children (a 54.5 percent reduction) and children in 

families with working adults not working full year and full time (a 49.7 percent reduction). 

 The policy overall was simulated to produce an increase of $51.5 billion in government costs, the 

result of both increased benefit levels and lower tax revenues. The change in the poverty gap (for all 

families) as a percentage of the change in government costs for the simulated programs is 35.0 percent. 

In other words, for each dollar of new government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by 35 cents. 
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TABLE 22 

Impact of EITC + Housing + SNAP Policies on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + housing + 
SNAP 

level change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 7.2% -44.7% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 10.3% -19.5% 
Distribution of children by family income level    
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 1.6% -44.9% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 5.6% -44.6% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 23.3% 3.4% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 5,328 -44.7% 
 By race/ethnicity    
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 1,844 -38.7% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 832 -54.5% 
 Hispanic  3,970 2,163 -45.5% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 489 -40.6% 
 By current status of adults in the familya    
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 4,762 -45.2% 
  At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 2,171 -43.2% 
  No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 1,415 -49.7% 
  No working adults, all adults are students 211 135 -35.8% 
  No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,041 -43.6% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 438 -46.1% 
 By metropolitan status    
 Metropolitan area 8,482 4,668 -45.0% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 660 -42.7% 
 By region    
 Northeast 1,529 853 -44.2% 
 South 4,080 2,272 -44.3% 
 Midwest 1,507 856 -43.2% 
 West 2,517 1,347 -46.5% 

Other poverty data    
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 2,887 -40.9% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 862 -48.9% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $21,703  -44.8% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $115,849  -13.5% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)   454 
Average per-person annual earnings change   $18,425 
Net persons who gain a job (thousands)   454 
Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $41,509 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  -$10,004 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $51,512  

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     35.0% 

Notes: EITC = the earned income tax credit; FT = full time; FY = full year; SNAP = the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; 

SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 
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EITC, CDCTC, Child Care Subsidies, Minimum Wage, and Transitional Jobs 

The second set of combined simulations included simulating the EITC, CDCTC, and child care subsidy 

expansions (all with employment effects) plus the minimum wage increase and TJ program. 

METHODS 

When adding the TJs to the policy package, we needed to consider the ordering of different types of job 

changes—new TJ jobs; new jobs from the EITC, CDCTC, and child care subsidy expansions; and job loss 

caused by increasing the minimum wage. We assumed that some people who were simulated to take a 

TJ in the individual simulation of that policy did not do so in this simulation, as they were already 

assumed to take an unsubsidized job because of the EITC, CDCTC, and child care subsidy expansions. 

Additionally, we assumed that people who lost their jobs because of the minimum wage increase would 

not take a TJ (to reflect that a higher minimum wage could lead to a small amount of additional slack in 

the labor market, even in the presence of a TJ program). The TJs were provided at the higher minimum 

wage. 

RESULTS 

Enacting the five policies in concert reduced child poverty 31.8 percent (table 23). A total of 3.1 million 

children were removed from poverty, lower than the sum of antipoverty impacts from the individual 

policies (3.9 million). The simulation also showed a 30.0 percent reduction in deep poverty. The poverty 

gap for families with children fell by $12.6 billion, or 32.0 percent. Including families without children, 

the poverty gap fell by $16.3 billion (since some of the families that benefit from the higher minimum 

wage do not have children). The groups most helped by the five combined policies were black and white 

children (with 33.6 and 33.8 percent reductions in poverty respectively) and children in families with no 

working adults and at least one nonstudent adult (with a 44.9 percent reduction). Overall, there was a 

net increase of 1.0 million jobs (with 1.5 million jobs lost and 2.5 million jobs gained) and 47.4 million 

people with increased earnings. 

The government would expend an additional $54.8 billion in program benefits, largely because of 

the TJ program at the higher minimum wage. Tax collections would be decreased by the expanded EITC 

but increased by payroll and income taxes owed on new jobs, for a net increase of $40.4 billion in tax 

collections, giving an overall government cost of the combined policies of $14.4 billion. 
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TABLE 23 

Impact of EITC + CDCTC + Child Care + Minimum Wage + TJ Policies on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EITC + CDCTC + CC + 
Min Wage + TJ 

level change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 8.9% -31.8% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 10.5% -18.2% 
Distribution of children by family income level    
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.0% -30.0% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 6.9% -32.2% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 21.2% -6.2% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 6,574 -31.8% 
 By Race/Ethnicity    
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 1,992 -33.8% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 1,215 -33.6% 
 Hispanic  3,970 2,781 -30.0% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 586 -28.8% 
 By current status of adults in the familya    
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 5,751 -33.8% 
  At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 2,466 -35.5% 
  No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 2,112 -25.0% 
  No working adults, all adults are students 211 156 -26.1% 
  No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,017 -44.9% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 697 -14.2% 
 By metropolitan status    
 Metropolitan area 8,482 5,836 -31.2% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 738 -35.9% 
 By region    
 Northeast 1,529 1,075 -29.7% 
 South 4,080 2,658 -34.9% 
 Midwest 1,507 992 -34.2% 
 West 2,517 1,850 -26.5% 

Other poverty data    
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 3,425 -29.9% 

 Single-head families with children in poverty 
(thousands) 

1,686 1,178 -30.1% 

 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $26,733  -32.0% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $117,553  -12.2% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)   47,394 
Average per-person annual earnings change   $3,985 
Net persons who gain a job (thousands)   1,013 
Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $54,776 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  $40,411 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $14,365  

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     113.7% 

Notes: CC = child care; CDCTC = the child and dependent care tax credit; EITC = the earned income tax credit; FT = full time; FY = 

full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure; TJ = transitional jobs. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 

The change in the poverty gap (for all families) as a percentage of the change in government costs 

for the simulated programs is 113.7 percent. In other words, for each dollar of new government 

spending, the poverty gap is reduced by about $1.14. The ratio is very high because the cost of the 
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increased wages from the minimum wage change play a large role in reducing the poverty gap (the 

numerator of the ratio), but they are not reflected in government costs (the denominator). 

All Policies Combined 

Next, we combined all the individual policies already discussed, as follows: 

 Increases to cash income: 

» Minimum wage increased to a level of $15.00 in 2024 dollars for covered workers 

and 70 percent of that level for tipped workers 

» TJ program with a participation rate of 25 percent for unemployed people with the 

lowest family incomes; in this simulation, the jobs pay the increased minimum wage 

» A full pass-through and disregard of child support income by the TANF program, 

and a partial disregard of child support by the SNAP program 

 Increased in-kind benefits: 

» Expanded access to housing vouchers for low-income households with children 

» Increased SNAP benefits 

 Reduced taxes: 

» Expanded earned income tax credit with employment effects 

» Expanded CTC 

» Increased CDCTC, with employment effects 

 Reduced expenses: 

» Expanded access to child care subsidies and no copayment for low-income families, 

with employment effects 

METHODS 

We modeled all the simulations in combination, capturing all the interactions and secondary impacts. 

For the policies we simulated both with and without employment effects, this combination simulation 

included those effects. We assumed that anyone who would have been modeled to start to work 

because of the EITC, CDCTC, or child care subsidy expansion in the individual policy simulations would 

also have started to work in this combination simulation. We also included the spillover effects from the 

minimum wage increase and a small amount of job loss, as discussed earlier. Some workers previously 
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selected as taking a TJ did not take a TJ in this simulation, because they were modeled as already 

working at an unsubsidized job because of another policy. The TJs were provided at the higher minimum 

wage. 

RESULTS 

The combination of the policies greatly reduces child poverty. The SPM poverty rate for children falls 

from the baseline level of 13.0 percent to 4.9 percent, a reduction of 62.5 percent (table 24). The 

percent of children in deep poverty falls 60.4 percent. The portion of children in families with incomes 

from 50 to less than 100 percent of the SPM poverty threshold also falls substantially, by 63.1 percent. 

The impacts of the poverty package are broadly distributed, with large reductions for all racial and 

ethnic groups, all regions of the country, all subgroups by parent or guardian work status, and both 

metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas. 

The aggregate drop in the number of poor children relative to the baseline is 6.0 million. That figure 

is less than the number obtained by adding up the child poverty reductions across the individual policy 

simulations at 8.8 million. This is because in many cases, the same child would be brought out of poverty 

by more than one individual policy. For example, a family might become nonpoor either because 

members begin to work because of the EITC or because they take a TJ. In other cases, a child’s family 

income rises above the poverty level only because of a combination of policies. For example, a child’s 

family might remain poor even if a parent takes a TJ, but they would be brought out of poverty if the 

household can also begin using a housing voucher. However, the first type of case is more prevalent 

than the second.  

The overall cost of the $106.1 billion. The change in the poverty gap (for all families) as a percentage 

of the change in government costs for the simulated programs is 26.6 percent. In other words, for each 

dollar of new government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by about 27 cents. 
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TABLE 24 

Impact of All Policies Combined on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

All Policies 

level change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 4.9% -62.5% 
SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 8.7% -31.9% 
Distribution of children by family income level    
 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 1.1% -60.4% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 3.7% -63.1% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 17.6% -21.8% 

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 3,608 -62.5% 
 By Race/Ethnicity    
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 1,287 -57.2% 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 570 -68.9% 
 Hispanic  3,970 1,394 -64.9% 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 358 -56.6% 
 By current status of adults in the familya    
 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 3,103 -64.3% 
  At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 1,244 -67.5% 
  No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 1,041 -63.0% 
  No working adults, all adults are students 211 96 -54.3% 
  No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 722 -60.9% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 379 -53.3% 
 By metropolitan status    
 Metropolitan area 8,482 3,168 -62.6% 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 440 -61.8% 
 By region    
 Northeast 1,529 592 -61.3% 
 South 4,080 1,472 -63.9% 
 Midwest 1,507 574 -61.9% 
 West 2,517 969 -61.5% 

Other poverty data    
 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 1,985 -59.4% 
 Single-head families with children in poverty (thousands) 1,686 620 -63.2% 
 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $15,015  -61.8% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $105,670  -21.1% 

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)   47,394 
Average per-person annual earnings change   $3,985 
Net persons who gain a job (thousands)   1,013 
Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    
 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $92,742 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  -$13,339 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $106,081  

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     26.6% 

Notes: FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 

Final Policy Package: All Proposed Policies, Except the CTC Expansion 

The final simulation combined all the policies except for the CTC expansion. As previously noted, recent 

changes to the tax law included significant changes to the CTC. The estimated cost of the CDF CTC 

proposal is likely somewhat overstated because some portion of the cost of the policies proposed by 
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CDF might already be accounted for under the new tax law. However, non–child tax credit changes in 

the 2017 tax law, most notably removing the personal exemption, could offset some portion of the cost 

increase associated with the changes to the CTC. These changes create some challenges in 

understanding the potential relative impacts and cost of the CDF CTC proposal. The final policy 

combination, therefore, focuses on combining all but the CTC policy. 

The resulting eight policies modeled in combination here include the following: 

 Increases to cash income: 

» Minimum wage increased to a level of $15.00 in 2024 dollars for covered workers 

and 70 percent of that level for tipped workers 

» TJ program with a participation rate of 25 percent for unemployed people with the 

lowest family incomes; in this simulation, the jobs pay the increased minimum wage 

» A full pass-through and disregard of child support income by the TANF program, 

and a partial disregard of child support by the SNAP program 

 Increased in-kind benefits: 

» Expanded access to housing vouchers for low-income households with children 

» Increased SNAP benefits 

 Reduced taxes: 

» Expanded Earned Income Tax Credit with employment effects 

» Increased CDCTC, with employment effects 

 Reduced expenses: 

» Expanded access to child care subsidies and no copayment for low-income families, 

with employment effects 

METHODS 

As with the previous policy combination, we modeled all the simulations in combination, capturing all 

the interactions and secondary impacts. For the policies we simulated both with and without 

employment effects, this combination simulation included those effects. We assumed that anyone who 

would have been modeled to start to work because of the EITC, CDCTC, or child care subsidy expansion 

in the individual policy simulations would also have started to work in this combination simulation. We 

also included the spillover effects from the minimum wage increase and a small amount of job loss, as 
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discussed. Some workers previously selected as taking a TJ did not take a TJ in this simulation, because 

they were modeled as already working at an unsubsidized job because of another policy. The TJs were 

provided at the higher minimum wage. 

RESULTS 

The final policy combination substantially reduces child poverty, resulting in a 57.1 percent drop in the 

SPM child poverty rate (from 13.0 percent in the baseline to 5.6 percent under the combined policy 

package; table 25). The percentage of children in deep poverty is also reduced by more than half (by 

57.9 percent). Children in all racial and ethnic groups also see substantial declines in poverty under the 

final policy package, with the largest poverty reduction for black children (with a reduction of 65.4 

percent). Overall, the poverty reduction is similarly large for both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan 

areas as well as for all regions of the country. 

The aggregate drop in the total number of poor children relative to the baseline is 5.5 million.58  A 

total of 5.6 million children move from below the SPM poverty threshold to above that threshold (i.e., 

becoming nonpoor). However, 92,000 children move from being nonpoor to poor because of the job loss 

modeled as part of the minimum wage increase. 

As with the previous package of policies, the 5.5 million decrease in the number of children in 

poverty is less than the number obtained by adding up the child poverty reductions across the individual 

policy simulations at 7.6 million. Again, this is because in many cases, the same child would be brought 

out of poverty by more than one individual policy. 
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TABLE 25 

Impact of All Policies Excluding the CTC on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

All Policies, 
Excluding CTC 

level change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 5.6% -57.1% 

SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 9.0% -29.2% 
      

Distribution of children by family income level    

 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 1.2% -57.9% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 4.4% -56.9% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 21.0% -7.0%       

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 4,128 -57.1% 
 By Race/Ethnicity    

 
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 1,450 -51.8% 

 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 634 -65.4% 

 
 Hispanic  3,970 1,628 -59.0% 

 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 417 -49.4% 

 By current status of adults in the familya    

 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 3,623 -58.3% 
  At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 1,596 -58.3% 
  No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 1,208 -57.1% 
  No working adults, all adults are students 211 96 -54.3% 
  No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 723 -60.8% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 379 -53.3% 
 By metropolitan status    

 
 Metropolitan area 8,482 3,633 -57.2% 

 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 495 -57.0% 

 By region    

 
 Northeast 1,529 637 -58.3% 

 
 South 4,080 1,714 -58.0% 

 
 Midwest 1,507 678 -55.0% 

 
 West 2,517 1,099 -56.4%       

Other poverty data    

 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 2,264 -53.6% 
 Single-head families with children in poverty (thousands) 1,686 682 -59.5% 
 Poverty gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $16,625  -57.7% 
 Poverty gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $107,279  -19.9%       

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)   47,394 

Average per-person annual earnings change   $3,985 

Net persons who gain a job (thousands)   1,013     

Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    

 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $92,742 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  $40,412 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $52,330  

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     50.8% 

Notes: CTC = the child tax credit; FT = full time; FY = full year; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. 
a A child may be counted in a different row in the alternative versus the baseline. 
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Poverty Changes for Children Raised Out of Poverty: Among the 5.6 million children who are 

brought above the poverty threshold by this combination of policies, most (3.7 million) had family 

income at least 75 percent of the SPM poverty threshold before the policy changes (table 26). However, 

1.4 million previously had family income from 50 percent to 75 percent of poverty, and 0.5 million were 

previously in deep poverty. For about half of the children raised out of poverty (3.0 million), their 

family’s income after the policy changes is between 100 and 125 percent of the SPM poverty threshold. 

For 1.7 million children, the policy changes raise family income to between 125 and 150 percent of 

poverty, and for 0.9 million, the policy changes raise income to more than 150 percent of poverty. 

TABLE 26 

Change in Family’s Income as a Percentage of the Poverty Threshold, for Children Who Become 

Nonpoor because of the Policies (in millions) 

Family income 
before the policies 
as a share of SPM 
poverty 

Family Income after the Policies as a Share of SPM Poverty 
All children 

who become 
nonpoor 

100% to 
<125% 

125% to 
<150% 

150% to 
<175% 

175% to 
<200% 

200% to 
<300% 

Less than 50%  0.20 0.18 0.10 0.01 0.00 0.49 
50% to <75%  0.80 0.39 0.16 0.06 0.00 1.42 
75% to <100%  2.01 1.10 0.35 0.17 0.06 3.69 
Total 3.00 1.68 0.61 0.24 0.06 5.60 

Note: Policies included in this simulation are minimum wage increase, TJ program, child support pass-through, expanded housing 

assistance, SNAP benefit increase, expanded EITC, higher CDCTC, and expanded child care subsidies. 

Children Who Remain Poor: Despite the major impacts of the policy package, 4.0 million children 

remained poor. However, for the great majority of this group—3.6 million, or 37 percent of the children 

who are poor in the baseline—family resources (as measured by the SPM) did increase (figure 3). In 

other words, the family was helped by one or more of the policies. For example, 0.8 million children 

were raised from deep poverty (family income less than half the SPM poverty threshold) to at least 50 

percent of poverty (table 27). However, for these 3.6 million children, the additional resources from the 

CDF policies were not sufficient to raise family income above the SPM poverty threshold. 

Only 0.5 million poor children (5 percent) are not helped by any of the policies or they were 

simulated to have lower income due to job loss following the minimum wage increase. This could occur if 

all of the following were true: the children have nonworking parents or guardians who were not 

selected to start working because of any of the policies; the family was not selected to use a housing 

voucher; the family does not receive SNAP; and the family does not receive both TANF and child 

support. 



 

R E D U C I N G  C H I L D  P O V E R T Y  I N  T H E  U S  7 5   
 

FIGURE 3 

Impact of CDF Policy Package on 9.63 Million Children in SPM Poverty in 2015 (numbers in millions) 

  

 

TABLE 27 

Change in Family’s Income as a Percent of the Poverty Threshold, for Children Who Are Helped by 

the Policies but Remain Poor (in millions) 

Family income 
before the policies as 
a share of SPM 
poverty 

Family Income after the Policies as a Share of SPM Poverty 
All children who 

are helped but 
remain poor Less than 50%  50% to <75% 75% to <100% 

Less than 50%  0.68 0.41 0.36 1.44 
50% to <75%  0.00 0.41 0.70 1.12 
75% to <100%  0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 
Total 0.68 0.82 2.06 3.56 

Note: Policies included in this simulation are minimum wage increase, TJ program, child support pass-through, expanded housing 

assistance, SNAP benefit increase, expanded EITC, higher CDCTC, and expanded child care subsidies. 

Among children who remained poor, white and Hispanic children make up the largest groups (35.1 

and 39.4 percent respectively). However, Hispanic children also make up close to half (42.6 percent) of 

those who were moved out of poverty. The policies had the strongest impact on black children, who 

make up 15.4 percent of those who remained poor but almost 22 percent of those who were moved out 

of poverty (table 28).  

Teenagers were least likely to be affected by the policies, making up 30.5 percent of those who 

remained in poverty, compared to 25.7 percent of those moved out of poverty. One reason for this is 

that some policies more heavily targeted younger children. For example, the child care subsidy 

expansion focuses on expanding the CCDF program, for which eligibility is generally limited to children 

under age 13 unless the children have special needs. 

5.60

3.56

0.48
Raised out of poverty

Resources increase but still in poverty

No increase in resources or lower income due
to job loss
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There were also some differences in the antipoverty impact by state. Among the largest states, 

children in Florida see the greatest antipoverty effects, making up only 6.8 percent of children 

remaining in poverty compared to 8.5 percent of those moved out of poverty. Children in Texas show 

the smallest impact, making up 11.1 percent of children who remained in poverty and those moved out 

of poverty. The state-level differences are likely because of a combination of factors, including cross-

state variation in program participation rates and varying demographic characteristics of their poor 

populations. Cross-state variations in state income tax policies, safety-net policies, and the income 

distribution among lower-income families could all affect the relative impact of the policy package. 

TABLE 28 

Characteristics of Children Who Remain Poor versus Become Nonpoor 

Percent distribution 

 Children who remain poor Children who become nonpoor 

(4.1 million) (5.6 million) 

Race     
 White 35.1% 28.3% 
 Black 15.4% 21.7% 
 Hispanic 39.4% 42.6% 
 Other 10.1% 7.4% 
 Total 100.0% 100.0% 
Age   
 ≤2 17.8% 16.1% 
 3–5 15.7% 18.8% 
 6–12 36.0% 39.4% 
 13–17 30.4% 25.7% 
 Total 100.0% 100.0% 
State   
 California 15.4% 16.7% 
 Florida 6.8% 8.5% 
 New York 6.3% 6.6% 
 Texas 11.1% 11.1% 
 All other states 60.4% 57.1% 
  Total 100.0% 100.0% 

Note: Policies included in this simulation are minimum wage increase, TJ program, child support pass-through, expanded housing 

assistance, SNAP benefit increase, expanded EITC, higher CDCTC, and expanded child care subsidies. 

Nonpoor Children Helped by the Policies: In addition to helping children living in poverty, the 

package of policies also improved the economic well-being of 33.2 million children who were nonpoor in 

the baseline (table 29). Most of those children (23.3 million) were in families with income less than 200 

percent of their SPM poverty threshold. Among children with baseline family resources from 100 to 

125 percent of poverty, 94 percent of children are helped by at least one policy—almost as large a 

portion as the 95 percent of poor children who are helped. The percentage of children who are aided by 

at least one policy declines as family income rises. However, even among children with baseline family 

resources at least three times the SPM poverty level, 20 percent were helped by at least one policy. A 
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family with income at that level might have included one member who benefited from the minimum 

wage increase or one unemployed member who took a TJ. A family with income over three times SPM 

poverty on an annual basis might also have had sufficiently low income in part of the year to have 

benefited from other policies, such as the SNAP benefit increase. (The B5 appendix tables show changes 

in aggregate benefits and taxes for families in five different percentage-of-poverty groups.) 

TABLE 29 

Children Helped by the Policies, by Income Range Before the Policies 

 

SPM poverty range before the policies 

Number of 
children 

(millions) 

Helped by the Policies 

Number 
(millions) Percent helped 

Children in poverty in the baseline    
 Less than 50% poverty 2.1 1.9 90% 
 50% to <75% 2.6 2.5 96% 
 75% to <100% 4.9 4.7 96% 
 Total in poverty before policies 9.6 9.2 95% 

Children not in poverty in the baseline    
 100% to <125% 7.9 7.4 94% 
 125% to < 150% 8.8 7.5 85% 
 150% to < 175% 6.8 5.0 74% 
 175% to < 200% 5.5 3.3 61% 
 200% to < 250% 8.6 3.8 45% 
 250% to < 300% 6.4 2.0 32% 
 300% or higher 20.4 4.0 20% 
 Total not in poverty 64.4 33.2 51% 

Total 74.1 42.3 57% 

Note: SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure. Policies included in this simulation are minimum wage increase, TJ program, child 

support pass-through, expanded housing assistance, SNAP benefit increase, expanded EITC, higher CDCTC, and expanded child 

care subsidies. 

For children whose families are helped by the policies, the increases in family resources are 

substantial. Among those who are helped, children who were in deep poverty before the policies 

(resources below 50 percent of SPM poverty) see their family resources increase from an average of 

$5,711 to an average of $17,298 (table 30). The increases in average family resources decline for 

children with higher levels of resources in the baseline. Overall, across all children who are helped, the 

average annual family resource level increases by $5,887. 
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TABLE 30 

Children Helped by the Policies, by Average Annual Family Resources Before and After the Policies 

 

Poverty range before the policies 

Number who 
benefit 

(millions) 

Among Those Who Benefit 

Average annual family 
resources 

Increase Baseline 
After all 
policies 

Family SPM poverty range in the baseline     
 Less than 50% poverty 1.9 $5,711  $17,298  $11,587  
 50% to <75% 2.5 $17,929  $29,280  $11,351  
 75% to <100% 4.7 $25,016  $33,995  $8,979  
 100% to <125% 7.4 $31,899  $38,642  $6,743  
 125% to < 150% 7.5 $38,266  $43,546  $5,280  
 150% to < 175% 5.0 $44,204  $48,894  $4,690  
 175% to < 200% 3.3 $51,227  $55,512  $4,285  
 200% to < 250% 3.8 $61,640  $64,977  $3,337  
 250% to < 300% 2.0 $74,824  $77,467  $2,643  
 300% or higher 4.0 $146,912  $149,484  $2,572  
Total 42.3 $48,970 $54,858 $5,887 

Note: Policies included in this simulation are minimum wage increase, TJ program, child support pass-through, expanded housing 

assistance, SNAP benefit increase, expanded EITC, higher CDCTC, and expanded child care subsidies. 

Poverty Gap and Policy Costs: The poverty gap is reduced by $22.7 billion for families with 

children, a 57.7 percent reduction. Across all families, the poverty gap declines by $26.6 billion (19.9 

percent), with the benefits for families without children coming primarily from the minimum wage 

increase. We estimate that implementing the eight policies together (excluding the CTC expansion) 

would increase government costs by $52.3 billion. Thus, the change in the poverty gap (for all families) 

as a percentage of the change in government costs is 50.8 percent. In other words, for each dollar of 

new government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by 50.8 cents. The remaining money increases 

families’ incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold, or helps families whose incomes were 

already above the poverty level before the simulation. 
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Summary and Caveats 
The final CDF package of policies—including a minimum wage increase, a TJ program, expanded tax 

credits (excluding the CTC expansion), increased availability of housing and child care subsidies, 

increased nutrition benefits, and changes to how benefit programs treat families’ child support 

income—appears to greatly decrease SPM poverty for US children. Compared with the initial number of 

9.6 million children in poverty, the number of children in poverty drops 5.5 million, or 57.1 percent. 

Poverty declines for all racial and ethnic groups, all regions of the country, both metropolitan and 

nonmetropolitan areas, and for children living with both working parents or guardians and nonworking 

parents or guardians.  

A notable aspect of the policy package is that even for the children who remain poor, most of them 

(3.6 million) are helped by one or more policies. For instance, 0.8 million children in deep poverty 

without the policies remain poor but no longer in deep poverty. Only 0.48 million poor children are not 

aided by any of the policies. 

Because income increased for the families of all 9.2 million children helped by the policy, the 

poverty gap for families with children also fell substantially. That measure—the aggregate amount of 

money by which the incomes of poor families with children fall below their poverty thresholds—fell 

from $39.3 billion to $16.6 billion, a drop of 57.7 percent. 

Considering the policies individually, the policies with the greatest impact on child poverty were the 

increases to in-kind benefits. The increase in housing vouchers had one of the largest impacts—

assuming that new vouchers would be available to any family with children with income under 150 

percent of the federal poverty guideline that also satisfied a test of rent burden and further assuming 

that 70 percent of those households would be able to use the voucher. That policy reduced poverty 21.9 

percent (table 31). New housing vouchers were provided to 2.4 million households, with an average 

annual subsidy of approximately $10,152 for newly subsidized households. The increase to SNAP 

benefits—basing the maximum benefits on the Low-Income Food Plan rather than the Thrifty Food Plan, 

for a maximum annual benefit increase of $1,840 for a three-person family—was the next most effective 

policy, reducing child poverty 15.8 percent. The benefit increase helped all 9.5 million families with 

children under 18 currently receiving SNAP in the average month of the year; the number of average 

monthly participating families would increase by 1.2 million because of the benefit increase. 

Two of the three tax credit expansions also had substantial impacts. Expanding the CTC allowed an 

additional 2.1 million tax units to receive the nonrefundable portion of the credit and an additional 4.1 
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million tax units to receive the refundable portion of the credit, and it increased the credit available to 

others, reducing child poverty 12.6 percent (see the earlier discussion about the complexities of 

modeling the credit given recent tax law changes). Expanding the EITC increased the maximum credit 

for a single parent with two children from $5,548 to $6,567. When modeled with the assumption that 

the increased EITC would cause some nonworking single parents to enter the labor force, child poverty 

was reduced 11.6 percent.  

TABLE 31 

Reductions in Child Poverty due to Policies Proposed by CDF 

Simulation 
Number of children in 

SPM poverty (thousands) 
Percent change from 

baseline 

Baseline 9,633  

Increases to cash income   
 Minimum wage (with spillover and job loss) 8,836 -8.3% 
 TJ program 8,804 -8.6% 
 Child support pass-through 9,582 -0.5% 
Increases to in-kind benefits   
 Housing vouchers 7,524 -21.9% 
 SNAP benefit increase 8,109 -15.8% 
Expanded tax credits   
 Expanded EITC (with new jobs) 8,511 -11.6% 
 Expanded CTC 8,418 -12.6% 
 Expanded CDCTC (with new jobs) 9,242 -4.1% 
Reduction to work expenses   
 Expanded CCDF (with new jobs) 8,904 -7.6% 
EITC EE + housing + SNAP 5,328 -44.7% 
EITC EE + CDCTC EE + CTC EE + min wage + TJ 6,574 -31.8% 
All policies 3,608 -62.5% 
All policies, excluding expanded CTC 4,128 -57.1% 

Notes: CCDF = Child Care and Development Fund; CDCTC = child and dependent care tax credit; CDF = Children’s Defense 

Fund; CTC = child tax credit; EE = employment effects; EITC = earned income tax credit; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program; SPM = Supplemental Poverty Measure; TJ = transitional jobs. 

The third tax credit increase—the expansion to the CDCTC—had less impact, reducing child poverty 

4.1 percent (when employment effects are included). The impacts are limited by the fact that many low-

income families have low child care expenses. 

The antipoverty impact of guaranteed child care subsidies (with no family copayments) for families 

under 150 percent of the poverty guideline had some effect on poverty. When we assume that not all 

families would take the subsidy, and if we also assume some increase in labor supply, child poverty is 

reduced 7.6 percent. 

The TJ program was the most effective of the policies focused on cash income. When TJs are 

available to people in families with children, and with a maximum take-up rate of 25 percent (for 

nonworkers with income below the SPM poverty threshold), 2.0 million parents and guardians are 
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modeled to take the jobs, earning an average of $12,041 in the year. Child poverty falls 8.6 percent from 

this policy.  

The full pass-through and disregard of child support income for TANF recipients, combined with a 

$100-per-child child support disregard in the SNAP program, reduces child poverty 0.5 percent. The 

impact of this policy is muted because relatively few families receive TANF, and a minority of those 

families have child support paid on their behalf. The modeled policy reflects pass-through and disregard 

of currently due child support only. Passing through all collections of past-due child support (arrears) 

would have additional antipoverty effects. 

Finally, the proposed increase to the minimum wage—$15.00 for most workers and $10.50 for 

tipped workers—reduces child poverty 8.3 percent when we assume there would also be wage 

increases for workers earning slightly below the current minimum or slightly above the new minimum; 

we also assume some jobs would be lost. 

For the final combined policy package, we estimate that the combination of all the policies, 

excluding the CTC expansion, would increase government costs by $52.3 billion. Considering eight 

different benefit programs—unemployment compensation, SSI, TANF, housing subsidies, SNAP, 

LIHEAP, WIC, and CCDF subsidies—estimated costs increase by $92.7 billion, or 46.8 percent. (Possible 

increases in administrative costs because benefit expansions are not estimated.) Considering payroll 

taxes and federal and state income taxes, tax collections increase by an estimated $40.4 billion, 

primarily because of increases in tax liability from new earnings. The TJ program is estimated to cost 

$42.5 billion, not including administrative costs. In relative terms, the estimated cost of the entire 

package equals 0.3 percent of the size of the United States’ gross domestic product in 2015 ($18.4 

trillion), 5.9 percent of the aggregate 2015 benefits paid in Social Security retirement and disability 

benefits, or about 71 percent of the total cost of SNAP for 2015. 

The change in the poverty gap—a total reduction of $26.6 billion across all poor families—is 50.8 

percent of the total estimated cost of the package. In other words, for each dollar of new government 

spending, the poverty gap for families is reduced by 50.8 cents. The remaining money increases families’ 

incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold or helps families whose incomes were already 

above the poverty level before the simulation. 

Several caveats are important for the results of the analysis. Considering the modeling of the 

individual policies, much of the analysis is based on applying specific tax and benefit rules, but modeling 

employment effects—spillover effects and job loss from a minimum wage increase and increased labor 

supply from enhanced tax credits or subsidies—involves uncertainty. For example, if we have 
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underestimated (or overestimated) the extent of job loss from a minimum wage increase, we could be 

overestimating (or underestimating) the antipoverty impacts of the policy. Another limitation regarding 

our minimum wage analysis is that we do not capture any broader economic impacts that could either 

help or hurt lower-income families. For example, higher incomes in a low-income neighborhood might 

generate more economic activity and more opportunities; however, businesses might also raise prices 

and low-income families would see their expenses rise. Turning to our analysis of an EITC expansion, our 

estimates likely understate the costs and antipoverty effects because we do not model noncompliance 

with EITC rules and because data limitations contribute to an overall shortfall in simulated EITC.  

Three broad caveats apply to the whole analysis. First, the analysis is based on data representing 

the population, economy, and policies in 2015; the relative impacts of policies would be different today. 

Whether the antipoverty impact of a policy (in percentage terms) would be higher or lower today would 

depend on many factors, including current benefit program and tax rules, the number of affected 

families in poverty, and the distribution of their incomes relative to the poverty thresholds. Second, we 

do not incorporate into the model how the new programs would be paid for. If new policies were funded 

by reducing spending on some current programs or by altering the tax system, the resources of low-

income families could be affected by those changes as well as by the new antipoverty policies. Third, the 

model focuses on capturing interconnections among benefit and tax programs, but it does not capture 

broader behavioral and economic connections. For example, in modeling the change to the child support 

pass-through policy, we do not capture that noncustodial parents would likely pay more child support if 

they knew more money was reaching their children; thus, we are probably underestimating the 

antipoverty impact of that policy. Further, reductions in poverty for today’s children could have benefits 

on their education, health, and employment as young adults and as parents, with the potential to reduce 

poverty for the next generation of children. 

Focusing on the near term, the analysis shows that the final proposed CDF package of policy 

changes could reduce child poverty by more than half (57 percent) and could increase family resources 

for almost all poor children. The cost is equivalent to 0.3 percent of the United States’ gross domestic 

product in 2015. As one measure of the effectiveness of the spending, the change in the poverty gap 

equals 50.8 percent of the estimated cost. Further research could consider the implications of varying 

the assumptions about employment effects, consider the distributional impacts of different approaches 

to paying for these types of programs, and assess the potential longer-run impacts. 
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Appendix A. Validation of TRIM3 

Baseline Simulations  
The starting point for this analysis is a version of the CY 2016 CPS-ASEC data that was previously 

augmented by Urban Institute staff to create a richer view of families’ resources and program 

participation under actual 2015 policies.59 For each of the households in the CPS-ASEC data, we used 

TRIM3 to simulate the major benefit and tax programs, creating new items of information for each 

household telling if they are eligible for various programs, their level of tax liability, and so on. In 

modeling benefit programs, TRIM3 selects a caseload among program-eligible families such that the 

simulated caseload comes close to the actual caseload in terms of size and key characteristics. The 

simulation of tax liability does not generally involve a selection process, because people are all assumed 

to pay all taxes they owe.60  

For both benefit and tax simulations, we compare the simulation results to administrative data to 

validate the results. The results of that validation are shown in table A1. In brief, the table shows the 

following: 

 SSI is reported in the CPS-ASEC, but the aggregate amount reported ($50.7 billion) falls below 

the actual paid to noninstitutionalized individuals ($55.6 billion). TRIM3’s simulation assigns 

additional benefits to come within 1.5 percent of the actual figure. The simulated caseload is 

very close to the actual caseload for both adults and children receiving SSI. 

 TANF income is also reported in the CPS-ASEC, but the aggregate amount reported ($3.9 

billion) falls substantially below the actual amount ($6.5 billion). TRIM3’s simulation assigns 

additional families and benefits to come within a few percentage points of the actual figures. 

 Like SSI and TANF, SNAP benefits are underreported in the CPS-ASEC data. TRIM3’s 

simulation of SNAP produces a caseload and benefit levels very close to the administrative data 

figures. 

 Households report in the CPS-ASEC if they live in public or subsidized housing. After excluding 

apparently ineligible households, the resulting number is close to the administrative caseload 

target. The model also estimates the value of living in public or subsidized housing. 

 LIHEAP receipt is substantially underreported in the CPS-ASEC data. TRIM3 identifies a 

caseload that is very close to the actual figure and assigns a benefit value. 
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 As with the other programs, WIC enrollment is underreported in the CPS-ASEC data. TRIM3 

identifies a caseload of infants and children that is very close to the actual figure; the 

assignment of women who receive WIC falls short of the actual figure because the survey data 

do not identify pregnancy. 

 The CPS-ASEC data do not include any information on CCDF-funded child care subsidies. The 

model identifies subsidy-eligible families and selects a caseload that comes very close to actual 

figures by key characteristics. The survey-reported information on amount of out-of-pocket 

child care expenses is also used to guide the selection of the caseload; for example, families that 

reported child care expenses are generally not selected as subsidized if they would owe no 

copayment in their state. The model also simulates the value of the subsidy, producing an 

aggregate value within 0.4 percent of the actual figure. 

 Payroll taxes are not reported in the CPS-ASEC. The model’s simulated payroll tax amount is 

close to the actual figure. 

 Federal income taxes and credits are not reported in the survey data. TRIM3 applies the federal 

income tax rules in as much detail as feasible given the survey data, and comes close to the 

actual figures. Focusing on the EITC, TRIM3 finds 30 percent fewer tax units eligible for the 

EITC than actually took the credit in 2015. This is likely because of a combination of factors, 

including that TRIM3 models full compliance with all rules and that families’ descriptions of 

their circumstances differ between survey data and tax reporting. 

 State income tax liabilities are not reported in the survey data. TRIM3 simulates these taxes, 

using the detailed rules of each state that has an income tax system. The aggregate amount of 

state income taxes simulated across all states is close to the actual figure. 

Detailed documentation on TRIM3 simulation methods for each tax and benefit program is 

available on the project’s website, http://trim.urban.org. The documentation includes discussion of 

procedures as well as the specific rules we applied in modeling each program. 

  

http://trim.urban.org/
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TABLE A1 

TRIM-Simulated Benefit and Tax Data versus Targets, 2015 

Counts of persons or units are in thousands 
Dollar amounts are in millions 

CPS-ASEC 
reported data a 

TRIM-
simulated 

2015 admin. 
Data b 

TRIM as % of 
admin. data 

SSI (noninstitutionalized) c     
Adults with SSI during year for self or child 6,414 -- -- -- 

Avg. monthly adult recipients (persons) -- 7,103 6,958 102.1% 

Avg. monthly child recipients -- 1,234 1,254 98.5% 

Annual benefits d $50,715  $56,399  $55,569  101.5% 
     

TANF e     
Avg. monthly caseload (families) f 800 1,325 1,326 99.9% 

Annual benefits $3,931  $6,646  $6,462  102.8% 
     

SNAP g     
Avg. monthly units (households) f 12,245 22,367 22,404 99.8% 

Annual benefits $36,602  $63,039  $68,859  91.5% 
     

Public and subsidized housing      
Ever-subsidized households h 5,760 5,165 4,635 111.4% 

Annual value of subsidy n.a. $36,955  n.a. -- 
     

LIHEAP i     
Assisted households 4,205 6,747 6,748 100.0% 

Annual benefits $1,717  $2,673  2,675 100.0% 
     

WIC     
Families with any benefits 3,780 4,071 n.a. -- 

Avg. monthly recipients, infants/children n.a. 5,861 5,891 99.5% 

Avg. monthly recipients, women j n.a. 907 1,865 48.6% 

Annual value of benefit, pre-rebate k n.a. $4,875  n.a. --  
    

CCDF-funded child care subsidies     
Avg. monthly families with CCDF subsidy n.a. 834 840 99.4% 

Avg. monthly children with CCDF subsidy n.a. 1,351 1,387 97.4% 

Aggregate value of subsidy n.a. $6,611  $6,585  100.4%  
    

Payroll tax     
Workers subject to OASDI tax n.a. 157,185 168,899 93.1% 

Taxable earnings for OASDI n.a. $6,748,090  $6,395,360  105.5% 

Taxes paid by workers (OASDI + HI) n.a. $560,877  $541,055  103.7% 
     

Federal income taxes  
   

Number of positive tax returns n.a. 104,461 99,022 105.5% 

Total tax liability, positive tax returns n.a. $1,312,511  1,435,849 91.4% 

Earned income tax credit     
Returns with credit n.a. 19,712 28,082 70.2% 

Total credit n.a. $41,770  $68,525  61.0% 
     

State income taxes     
Number of positive tax returns n.a. 89,970 n.a. -- 

Taxes paid, net of credits l n.a. $318,089  $340,468  93.4% 
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Table Notes  

n.a. = not available; avg. = average; admin. = administrative 

a. CPS-ASEC reported data included the data that are "allocated" by the Census Bureau in cases of nonresponse. Items not asked 

in the survey that are imputed by the Census Bureau (such as tax liabilities) are not shown. 

b. Administrative figures are adjusted or combined for consistency with simulation concepts. In particular, fiscal year 

administrative data are adjusted for greater comparability with calendar year simulated data, and benefits paid to individuals in 

the territories are excluded. Benefits include both federally-funded and state-funded amounts. 

c. SSI figures include state supplements. 

d. Administrative data for SSI include retroactive payments, which are approximately 9 percent of total payments; TRIM does not 

simulate retroactive payments. 

e. Includes benefits funded by federal TANF money and separate state programs, but not solely state-funded programs. The 

administrative figure for aggregate benefits is computed as the average per unit benefit from administrative microdata applied to 

the actual caseload. 

f. For TANF and SNAP, an average monthly caseload is computed using the CPS-reported number of months that benefits are 

received. 

g. The administrative figures for SNAP exclude SNAP disaster assistance. 

h. Administrative figure is the number of occupied public and assisted units. 

i. An exact unduplicated number of assisted households is not available; an unduplicated count is estimated using estimates of the 

overlap between groups receiving heating, cooling, and crisis benefits. 

j. Benefits to pregnant women are not captured in the TRIM simulation. 

k. The TRIM benefit amount includes the pre-rebate value of infant formula. An administrative figure for WIC food costs net of 

the rebate was not available. 

l. The actual state income tax amount is from the Census Bureau's Annual Survey of State Government Tax Collections, which 

reflects tax collections during a fiscal year; TRIM3's figures are estimates of tax liability during the tax year. 
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Appendix B. Detailed Policy Package 

Simulation Results  
This appendix includes five sets of tables of detailed simulation results.  

 B1 tables: Antipoverty effects of policies proposed to lift children out of poverty 

» B1a: Percent change in number in poverty 

» B1b: Number in poverty 

» B1c: Percent change in poverty characteristics along with underlying poverty 

characteristics 

 B2 tables: Effects of policies proposed to lift children out of poverty on US poverty rates 

» B2: Poverty rates 

 B3 tables: Effects of policies proposed to lift children out of poverty on government costs 

» B3: Summary of changes in government costs 

 B4 tables: Effects of policies proposed to lift children out of poverty on programs, taxes, and 

employment 

» B4a: Changes in program caseloads and costs 

» B4b: Changes in tax liabilities and changes in employment 

 B5 tables: Distribution of benefits and taxes for policies proposed to lift children out of poverty 

» B5a: Changes in benefits and taxes by baseline family poverty status for the following 

groups: <50% SPM, 50–99% SPM, 100–149% SPM 

» B5b: Changes in benefits and taxes by baseline family poverty status for the following 

groups: 150–199% SPM and ≥200% SPM 

Each set of tables includes sheets covering the various policy simulations. Each table begins with a 

column showing the baseline simulation and then includes columns for the policy simulations, as 

follows: 

 Policies that increase cash income 

» Higher minimum wage 
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» Transitional Jobs 

» Child support pass-through 

 Policies that increase in-kind income 

» Expanded housing assistance 

» SNAP benefit increase 

 Policies that reduce taxes 

» Expanded EITC 

» Expanded CTC 

» Higher CDCTC 

 Policies that reduce expenses 

» Expanded child care subsidies 

 Combined policies 

» Expanded EITC + expanded housing assistance + SNAP benefit increase 

» Expanded EITC + higher CDCTC + expanded child care subsidies + higher minimum wage + 

TJ 

» All policies, including expanded CTC 

» All policies, excluding expanded CTC 

Some general notes apply to the tables in this appendix: 

 All dollar amounts are in 2015 dollars. 

 White, black, and other race categories reflect non-Hispanic people of that race. 

 Elderly adults are those age 65 and over. 

 Adults are generally classified as disabled if they report SSI income, if they appear to receive 

Social Security income because of a disability, or if they reported that they did not work during 

the year because of illness or disability. 

 Full-time workers are those usually working 35 or more hours per week, and full-year workers 

work 50 or more weeks, while part-time and part-year workers are those working at least one 

week and one hour but not full time or full year. 
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 Adults are identified as students only if they reported in the survey that they were not working 

because they were in school. (People who are both working and in school are identified as 

workers, not students.) 

 Households whose metropolitan status is suppressed in the CPS public-use data are counted as 

nonmetropolitan. 

 The "low-income" gap is defined as the dollar amount needed to raise all families to 200 percent 

of their SPM poverty threshold. 

 B1 tables show the percent change in poverty. Note that this differs from a percentage-point 

change. (For example, if the poverty rate falls from 20 percent to 18 percent, that is a drop of 10 

percent, but it could also be expressed as a drop of 2 percentage points.) 

 Absolute changes in costs and caseloads are shown in the B3, B4, and B5 tables. An empty cell 

indicates no change for a particular simulation for a particular benefit or tax. 

 The B1 and B2 tables show some poverty results by region. We use the US Census Bureau’s 

region definitions, which are as follows: 

» Northeast: CT, ME, MA, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT 

» Midwest: IN, IA, IL, KS, MI, MN, MO, NE, ND, OH, SD, WI 

» South: AL, AR, DE, DC, FL, GA, KY, LA, MD, MS, NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, VA, WV 

» West: AK, AZ, CA, CO, HI, ID, NM, MT, OR, UT, NV, WA, WY 
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TABLE B1.1a 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through 

Spillover, 
No Job Loss 

Spillover and 
Job Loss 

PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands) 

     

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 -10.5% -8.3% -8.6% -0.5% 
By Age 

     

<=2 1,621 -12.6% -9.8% -6.5% -0.2% 
3-5 1,683 -11.8% -10.3% -7.3% -0.5% 
6-12 3,656 -9.7% -7.5% -8.1% -0.8% 
13-17 2,673 -9.4% -7.2% -11.3% -0.4% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
     

White 3,008 -8.7% -6.3% -10.4% -0.4% 
Black  1,830 -9.6% -7.4% -8.5% -1.4% 

Black males 1,012 -9.9% -7.6% -7.9% -2.5% 
Hispanic  3,970 -12.4% -10.3% -7.1% -0.4% 
Other races 824 -9.4% -7.4% -9.5% 0.0% 

By Family Composition 
     

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled 
adults 

8,693 -11.3% -8.9% -8.8% -0.6% 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 -18.5% -18.6% -7.6% 0.0% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 -9.7% -8.9% 4.2% -0.5% 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 -0.8% 0.0% -26.1% 0.0% 
No working adults, at least one non-student 
adult 

1,845 -0.1% 10.4% -29.3% -1.8% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 -3.1% -3.1% -7.6% -0.4% 
All elderly, none disabled 101 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
All disabled, none elderly 650 -3.6% -3.6% -7.9% -0.5% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 -3.5% -3.5% -17.5% 0.0% 

In families with no adults 128 -1.2% -1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
By Metropolitan Status 

     

Metropolitan area 8,482 -10.3% -8.2% -8.3% -0.5% 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 -12.0% -9.0% -10.7% -0.5% 

By Region 
     

Northeast 1,529 -8.0% -6.9% -6.6% -0.1% 
South 4,080 -13.1% -10.8% -8.4% -0.8% 
Midwest 1,507 -10.0% -5.4% -11.8% 0.0% 
West 2,517 -8.0% -6.7% -8.2% -0.6% 

By Major State 
     

CA 1,557 -6.4% -5.6% -9.7% -0.8% 
TX 1,069 -18.3% -15.5% -7.5% 0.0% 
NY 621 -6.0% -4.5% -7.8% -0.4% 
FL 750 -10.0% -9.7% -9.8% -1.3% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 -10.7% -8.5% -8.6% -0.5% 
Single-head families with children (no other 
adults) 

1,686 -7.9% -5.3% -6.1% -1.2% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 -9.0% -7.5% -4.4% -0.2% 
By Age 

     

<18 9,633 -10.5% -8.3% -8.6% -0.5% 
18-64 24,887 -10.2% -8.6% -3.7% -0.1% 
65+ 6,240 -2.3% -2.0% -0.5% 0.0% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 -7.4% -6.1% -2.1% -0.1% 
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TABLE B1.1b 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage 
Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through 

Spillover, 
No Job 

Loss 
Spillover 

and Job Loss 

NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands)      
Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 8,625 8,836 8,804 9,582 

By Age 
     

<=2 1,621 1,417 1,462 1,515 1,618 
3-5 1,683 1,485 1,510 1,560 1,675 
6-12 3,656 3,302 3,383 3,359 3,627 
13-17 2,673 2,421 2,482 2,370 2,661 

By Race / Ethnicity 
     

White 3,008 2,747 2,819 2,696 2,996 
Black  1,830 1,655 1,695 1,676 1,806 

Black males 1,012 912 935 932 987 
Hispanic  3,970 3,477 3,560 3,687 3,956 
Other races 824 746 763 746 824 

By Family Composition 
     

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled 
adults 

8,693 7,712 7,923 7,926 8,645 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,117 3,113 3,533 3,821 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 2,543 2,564 2,934 2,801 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 209 211 156 211 
No working adults, at least one non-student 
adult 

1,845 1,843 2,036 1,304 1,812 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 787 787 750 809 
All elderly, none disabled 101 101 101 101 101 
All disabled, none elderly 650 627 627 599 647 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 60 60 51 62 

In families with no adults 128 126 126 128 128 
By Metropolitan Status 

     

Metropolitan area 8,482 7,612 7,789 7,776 8,437 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 1,013 1,047 1,028 1,145 

By Region 
     

Northeast 1,529 1,406 1,424 1,428 1,526 
South 4,080 3,546 3,638 3,737 4,048 
Midwest 1,507 1,356 1,426 1,328 1,507 
West 2,517 2,317 2,349 2,310 2,501 

By Major State 
     

CA 1,557 1,457 1,469 1,405 1,544 
TX 1,069 873 903 988 1,069 
NY 621 584 593 573 619 
FL 750 675 677 676 740 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 4,363 4,469 4,465 4,858 
Single-head families with children (no other 
adults) 

1,686 1,552 1,597 1,583 1,665 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 37,077 37,688 38,985 40,678 
By Age 

     

<18 9,633 8,625 8,836 8,804 9,582 
18-64 24,887 22,354 22,740 23,975 24,858 
65+ 6,240 6,098 6,112 6,206 6,238 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 18,510 18,768 19,568 19,961 
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TABLE B1.1c 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage 
Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through 

Spillover, 
No Job 

Loss 
Spillover 

and Job Loss 

PERCENT CHANGE IN POVERTY 
CHARACTERISTICS 

     

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level 
(thousands) 

74,062 
    

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% -4.4% -2.5% -14.0% -0.2% 

50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% -12.2% -9.9% -7.1% -0.6% 

100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% -4.6% -4.8% -0.2% -0.3% 

150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 6.9% 6.4% 4.0% 0.7% 

200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 2.6% 2.3% 1.0% 0.0% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 -9.5% -6.8% -12.0% -0.7% 

Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 -6.1% -4.7% -3.5% -0.2% 

Low-Income Gap for Families with Children  
($ millions) 

366,978 -6.5% -5.6% -3.9% -0.2% 

Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 -5.8% -5.0% -1.6% -0.1% 
      

POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
     

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level 
(thousands) 

74,062 74,062 74,062 74,062 74,062 

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.8% 2.8% 2.5% 2.9% 

50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 8.9% 9.1% 9.4% 10.1% 

100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 21.5% 21.5% 22.5% 22.5% 

150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 17.8% 17.7% 17.3% 16.8% 

200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 49.0% 48.9% 48.3% 47.8% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 35,619 36,646 34,602 39,048 

Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 125,761 127,646 129,150 133,587 

Low-Income Gap for Families with Children  
($ millions) 

366,978 343,040 346,526 352,709 366,092 

Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 814,289 820,949 850,264 863,634 
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TABLE B.1.2a 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded Housing 

Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands) 

   

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 -21.9% -15.8% 
By Age 

   

<=2 1,621 -21.8% -16.0% 
3-5 1,683 -22.6% -15.6% 
6-12 3,656 -24.6% -16.3% 
13-17 2,673 -17.7% -15.1% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
   

White 3,008 -14.6% -17.3% 
Black  1,830 -25.9% -18.8% 

Black males 1,012 -27.8% -20.5% 
Hispanic  3,970 -26.5% -13.4% 
Other races 824 -17.5% -15.6% 

By Family Composition 
   

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 8,693 -21.4% -15.8% 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 -21.2% -18.8% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 -25.0% -15.8% 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 -15.9% -14.2% 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 1,845 -16.9% -9.9% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 -31.1% -18.0% 
All elderly, none disabled 101 -35.1% -20.1% 
All disabled, none elderly 650 -33.4% -18.8% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 0.0% -6.3% 

In families with no adults 128 0.0% 0.0% 
By Metropolitan Status 

   

Metropolitan area 8,482 -23.3% -14.7% 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 -11.4% -24.3% 

By Region 
   

Northeast 1,529 -24.0% -11.0% 
South 4,080 -17.6% -17.8% 
Midwest 1,507 -19.9% -17.8% 
West 2,517 -28.8% -14.4% 

By Major State 
   

CA 1,557 -36.7% -12.9% 
TX 1,069 -20.0% -14.2% 
NY 621 -27.1% -12.0% 
FL 750 -25.8% -18.4% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 -19.7% -14.0% 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 1,686 -22.7% -14.7% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 -9.4% -6.9% 
By Age 

   

<18 9,633 -21.9% -15.8% 
18-64 24,887 -6.6% -5.0% 
65+ 6,240 -0.9% -1.0% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 -4.8% -3.4% 
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TABLE B1.2b 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded Housing 

Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands)    
Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 7,524 8,109 

By Age 
   

<=2 1,621 1,267 1,361 
3-5 1,683 1,304 1,420 
6-12 3,656 2,755 3,059 
13-17 2,673 2,199 2,268 

By Race / Ethnicity 
   

White 3,008 2,569 2,489 
Black  1,830 1,356 1,486 

Black males 1,012 731 805 
Hispanic  3,970 2,919 3,438 
Other races 824 679 696 

By Family Composition 
   

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 8,693 6,836 7,315 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,014 3,105 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 2,111 2,369 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 177 181 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 1,845 1,534 1,662 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 560 666 
All elderly, none disabled 101 65 80 
All disabled, none elderly 650 433 528 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 62 58 

In families with no adults 128 128 128 
By Metropolitan Status 

   

Metropolitan area 8,482 6,504 7,237 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 1,020 872 

By Region 
   

Northeast 1,529 1,161 1,360 
South 4,080 3,364 3,356 
Midwest 1,507 1,207 1,239 
West 2,517 1,791 2,154 

By Major State 
   

CA 1,557 985 1,355 
TX 1,069 855 917 
NY 621 453 547 
FL 750 556 612 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 3,923 4,202 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 1,686 1,303 1,439 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 36,946 37,935 
By Age 

   

<18 9,633 7,524 8,109 
18-64 24,887 23,236 23,651 
65+ 6,240 6,186 6,175 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 19,024 19,305 
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TABLE B1.2c 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded 

Housing Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

PERCENT CHANGE IN POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
   

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level (thousands) 74,062 
  

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% -28.6% -21.7% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% -20.0% -14.2% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 10.6% -1.0% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 2.6% 12.4% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 0.0% 0.4% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 -27.5% -16.7% 
Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 -8.2% -5.0% 
Low-Income Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 366,978 -5.1% -5.6% 
Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 -2.2% -2.4%     

POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
   

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level (thousands) 74,062 74,062 74,062 
<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.1% 2.3% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 8.1% 8.7% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 25.0% 22.3% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 17.1% 18.7% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 47.8% 48.0% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 28,526 32,771 
Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 122,953 127,245 
Low-Income Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 366,978 348,353 346,488 
Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 845,777 843,956 
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TABLE B1.3a 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 

Expanded 
CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER IN 
POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands) 

      

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 -6.0% -11.6% -12.6% -0.8% -4.1% 
By Age 

      

<=2 1,621 -6.4% -13.7% -16.4% -0.8% -4.4% 
3-5 1,683 -6.7% -12.4% -15.5% -1.3% -4.3% 
6-12 3,656 -6.2% -12.7% -12.5% -0.9% -5.1% 
13-17 2,673 -4.9% -8.4% -8.6% -0.4% -2.2% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
      

White 3,008 -6.9% -13.0% -12.3% -1.1% -4.9% 
Black  1,830 -7.5% -14.3% -10.5% -0.5% -3.9% 

Black males 1,012 -7.8% -15.1% -10.8% -0.2% -3.6% 
Hispanic  3,970 -4.3% -9.3% -14.4% -0.9% -3.6% 
Other races 824 -7.0% -11.9% -9.7% -0.1% -3.9% 

By Family Composition 
      

In families with any non-elderly or 
non-disabled adults 

8,693 -6.4% -12.7% -13.7% -0.9% -4.5% 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 -6.6% -9.1% -22.5% -1.7% -2.6% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult 
is PY or PT 

2,815 -10.7% -12.1% -11.8% -0.5% -0.3% 

No working adults, all adults are 
students 

211 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

No working adults, at least one non-
student adult 

1,845 -0.1% -22.5% -0.1% 0.0% -15.3% 

In families with only elderly or 
disabled adults 

812 -2.5% -2.5% -2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

All elderly, none disabled 101 -5.8% -5.8% -10.7% 0.0% 0.0% 
All disabled, none elderly 650 -2.2% -2.2% -1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

In families with no adults 128 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

By Metropolitan Status 
      

Metropolitan area 8,482 -5.4% -10.9% -12.6% -0.8% -3.5% 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 -10.3% -17.2% -12.5% -0.9% -8.1% 

By Region 
      

Northeast 1,529 -3.8% -8.8% -10.0% -1.9% -5.4% 
South 4,080 -6.2% -12.9% -12.0% -0.4% -3.8% 
Midwest 1,507 -7.8% -14.3% -14.0% -0.9% -4.6% 
West 2,517 -5.8% -9.7% -14.3% -0.8% -3.3% 

By Major State 
      

CA 1,557 -4.3% -7.6% -13.8% -0.8% -2.6% 
TX 1,069 -7.4% -12.3% -12.5% -0.3% -2.5% 
NY 621 -3.8% -11.5% -13.0% -4.4% -10.0% 
FL 750 -2.5% -8.7% -10.5% 0.0% -3.7% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 -5.1% -10.3% -10.3% -0.7% -3.4% 
Single-head families with children (no 
other adults) 

1,686 -6.3% -15.0% -6.6% -1.4% -5.4% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 -2.6% -4.9% -5.6% -0.3% -1.7% 
By Age 

      

<18 9,633 -6.0% -11.6% -12.6% -0.8% -4.1% 
18-64 24,887 -1.9% -3.5% -4.0% -0.2% -1.1% 
65+ 6,240 -0.3% -0.4% -0.7% 0.0% -0.1% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 -1.4% -2.6% -2.5% -0.2% -0.8% 
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TABLE B1.3b 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 

Expanded 
CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands)       
Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 9,059 8,511 8,418 9,554 9,242 

By Age 
      

<=2 1,621 1,518 1,399 1,355 1,608 1,549 
3-5 1,683 1,571 1,474 1,423 1,662 1,610 
6-12 3,656 3,430 3,190 3,198 3,622 3,468 
13-17 2,673 2,541 2,448 2,443 2,662 2,614 

By Race / Ethnicity 
      

White 3,008 2,801 2,616 2,639 2,974 2,862 
Black  1,830 1,692 1,569 1,638 1,822 1,758 

Black males 1,012 933 859 903 1,010 976 
Hispanic  3,970 3,800 3,599 3,397 3,934 3,829 
Other races 824 766 726 744 823 792 

By Family Composition 
      

In families with any non-elderly or 
non-disabled adults 

8,693 8,139 7,591 7,500 8,614 8,302 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,571 3,476 2,963 3,758 3,722 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult 
is PY or PT 

2,815 2,514 2,475 2,483 2,801 2,807 

No working adults, all adults are 
students 

211 211 211 211 211 211 

No working adults, at least one non-
student adult 

1,845 1,843 1,430 1,844 1,845 1,562 

In families with only elderly or 
disabled adults 

812 792 792 790 812 812 

All elderly, none disabled 101 95 95 90 101 101 
All disabled, none elderly 650 636 636 638 650 650 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 62 62 62 62 62 

In families with no adults 128 128 128 128 128 128 
By Metropolitan Status 

      

Metropolitan area 8,482 8,027 7,559 7,411 8,413 8,184 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 1,032 952 1,007 1,141 1,057 

By Region 
      

Northeast 1,529 1,470 1,394 1,375 1,499 1,447 
South 4,080 3,827 3,553 3,590 4,066 3,925 
Midwest 1,507 1,390 1,291 1,296 1,493 1,437 
West 2,517 2,372 2,273 2,156 2,496 2,433 

By Major State 
      

CA 1,557 1,490 1,439 1,342 1,544 1,516 
TX 1,069 990 937 935 1,065 1,042 
NY 621 598 550 540 594 559 
FL 750 731 684 671 750 722 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 4,636 4,380 4,381 4,850 4,716 
Single-head families with children (no 
other adults) 

1,686 1,580 1,433 1,575 1,663 1,595 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 39,692 38,753 38,497 40,626 40,081 
By Age 

      

<18 9,633 9,059 8,511 8,418 9,554 9,242 
18-64 24,887 24,411 24,025 23,886 24,832 24,606 
65+ 6,240 6,222 6,216 6,194 6,240 6,233 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 19,715 19,458 19,484 19,953 19,819 
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TABLE B1.3c 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and 
related impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 

Expanded 
CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

PERCENT CHANGE IN POVERTY 
CHARACTERISTICS 

      

Distribution of Children by Family 
Income Level (thousands) 

74,062 
     

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% -4.3% -9.7% -6.3% -0.7% -4.4% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% -6.4% -12.2% -14.4% -0.8% -4.0% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 0.2% 0.8% -8.4% -0.4% -0.1% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 3.7% 6.1% 8.0% 1.0% 2.7% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 0.2% 0.7% 4.6% 0.0% 0.2% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children 
($ millions) 

39,339 -5.8% -10.5% -9.7% -1.0% -4.0% 

Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 -1.9% -3.2% -2.8% -0.3% -1.2% 
Low-Income Gap for Families with 
Children ($ millions) 

366,978 -2.0% -3.7% -7.2% -0.4% -1.3% 

Low-Income Gap for all Families  
($ millions) 

864,526 -0.9% -1.6% -3.1% -0.2% -0.6% 

       

POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
      

Distribution of Children by Family 
Income Level (thousands) 

74,062 74,062 74,062 74,062 74,062 74,062 

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.8% 2.6% 2.7% 2.9% 2.8% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 9.5% 8.9% 8.7% 10.0% 9.7% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 22.6% 22.8% 20.7% 22.5% 22.6% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 17.3% 17.7% 18.0% 16.8% 17.1% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 47.9% 48.1% 50.0% 47.8% 47.9% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children 
($ millions) 

39,339 37,039 35,210 35,539 38,949 37,784 

Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 131,366 129,536 130,079 133,490 132,325 
Low-Income Gap for Families with 
Children ($ millions) 

366,978 359,572 353,430 340,610 365,519 362,141 

Low-Income Gap for all Families  
($ millions) 

864,526 856,695 850,554 838,152 863,067 859,688 
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TABLE B1.4a 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard Employment Effects 

PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands) 

   

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 -1.7% -7.6% 
By Age 

   

<=2 1,621 -1.7% -9.4% 
3-5 1,683 -2.4% -9.8% 
6-12 3,656 -2.2% -8.9% 
13-17 2,673 -0.8% -3.2% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
   

White 3,008 -2.1% -7.7% 
Black  1,830 -1.4% -8.0% 

Black males 1,012 -0.9% -7.6% 
Hispanic  3,970 -2.0% -7.8% 
Other races 824 -0.3% -4.9% 

By Family Composition 
   

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 8,693 -1.9% -8.3% 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 -2.9% -4.7% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 -1.6% -2.8% 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 -3.2% -3.2% 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 1,845 0.0% -24.8% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 -0.7% -0.7% 
All elderly, none disabled 101 0.0% 0.0% 
All disabled, none elderly 650 -0.9% -0.9% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 0.0% 0.0% 

In families with no adults 128 0.0% 0.0% 
By Metropolitan Status 

   

Metropolitan area 8,482 -1.8% -7.4% 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 -1.6% -8.4% 

By Region 
   

Northeast 1,529 -2.9% -8.8% 
South 4,080 -1.1% -7.3% 
Midwest 1,507 -2.9% -9.6% 
West 2,517 -1.4% -6.0% 

By Major State 
   

CA 1,557 -1.5% -5.6% 
TX 1,069 -0.8% -6.7% 

NY 621 -5.7% -12.2% 
FL 750 0.0% -4.2% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 -1.4% -6.1% 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 1,686 -2.4% -10.5% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 -0.7% -2.9% 
By Age 

   

<18 9,633 -1.7% -7.6% 
18-64 24,887 -0.5% -1.8% 
65+ 6,240 0.0% -0.1% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 -0.3% -1.5% 
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TABLE B1.4b 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard Employment Effects 

NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands)    
Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 9,465 8,904 

By Age 
   

<=2 1,621 1,593 1,468 
3-5 1,683 1,643 1,519 
6-12 3,656 3,576 3,330 
13-17 2,673 2,652 2,587 

By Race / Ethnicity 
   

White 3,008 2,946 2,777 
Black  1,830 1,805 1,685 

Black males 1,012 1,003 935 
Hispanic  3,970 3,893 3,659 
Other races 824 821 784 

By Family Composition 
   

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 8,693 8,530 7,970 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 3,711 3,645 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 2,770 2,735 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 204 204 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 1,845 1,845 1,387 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 807 807 
All elderly, none disabled 101 101 101 
All disabled, none elderly 650 644 644 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 62 62 

In families with no adults 128 128 128 
By Metropolitan Status 

   

Metropolitan area 8,482 8,332 7,850 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 1,133 1,054 

By Region 
   

Northeast 1,529 1,484 1,394 
South 4,080 4,035 3,782 
Midwest 1,507 1,464 1,362 
West 2,517 2,482 2,366 

By Major State 
   

CA 1,557 1,533 1,470 
TX 1,069 1,061 997 
NY 621 586 545 
FL 750 750 718 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 4,816 4,587 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 1,686 1,646 1,509 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 40,477 39,582 
By Age 

   

<18 9,633 9,465 8,904 
18-64 24,887 24,774 24,441 
65+ 6,240 6,238 6,236 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 19,919 19,690 
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TABLE B1.4c 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard Employment Effects 

PERCENT CHANGE IN POVERTY 
CHARACTERISTICS 

   

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level 
(thousands) 

74,062 
  

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% -1.7% -8.9% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% -1.8% -7.2% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 0.4% 1.5% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 0.7% 2.9% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 0.1% 0.3% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 -1.7% -6.9% 
Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 -0.5% -2.0% 
Low-Income Gap for Families with Children  
($ millions) 

366,978 -0.5% -1.9% 

Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 -0.2% -0.8%     

POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
   

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level 
(thousands) 

74,062 74,062 74,062 

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 2.8% 2.6% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 9.9% 9.4% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 22.7% 22.9% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 16.8% 17.1% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 47.8% 47.9% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 38,684 36,615 
Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 133,224 131,155 
Low-Income Gap for Families with Children  
($ millions) 

366,978 365,196 359,961 

Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 862,744 857,509 
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TABLE B1.5a 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing 
+ SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands) 

     

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 -44.7% -31.8% -62.5% -57.1% 
By Age 

     

<=2 1,621 -44.1% -31.6% -61.7% -54.6% 
3-5 1,683 -48.5% -34.4% -67.5% -61.5% 
6-12 3,656 -47.2% -32.3% -65.0% -59.3% 
13-17 2,673 -39.3% -29.4% -56.6% -53.0% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
     

White 3,008 -38.7% -33.8% -57.2% -51.8% 
Black  1,830 -54.5% -33.6% -68.9% -65.4% 

Black males 1,012 -55.8% -34.8% -69.8% -66.8% 
Hispanic  3,970 -45.5% -30.0% -64.9% -59.0% 
Other races 824 -40.6% -28.8% -56.6% -49.4% 

By Family Composition 
     

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled 
adults 

8,693 -45.2% -33.8% -64.3% -58.3% 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 -43.2% -35.5% -67.5% -58.3% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 -49.7% -25.0% -63.0% -57.1% 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 -35.8% -26.1% -54.3% -54.3% 
No working adults, at least one non-student 
adult 

1,845 -43.6% -44.9% -60.9% -60.8% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 -46.1% -14.2% -53.3% -53.3% 
All elderly, none disabled 101 -47.4% -15.2% -53.3% -53.3% 
All disabled, none elderly 650 -49.0% -13.7% -56.3% -56.3% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 -13.4% -17.5% -22.0% -22.0% 

In families with no adults 128 0.0% -1.2% -1.2% -1.2% 
By Metropolitan Status 

     

Metropolitan area 8,482 -45.0% -31.2% -62.6% -57.2% 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 -42.7% -35.9% -61.8% -57.0% 

By Region 
     

Northeast 1,529 -44.2% -29.7% -61.3% -58.3% 
South 4,080 -44.3% -34.9% -63.9% -58.0% 
Midwest 1,507 -43.2% -34.2% -61.9% -55.0% 
West 2,517 -46.5% -26.5% -61.5% -56.4% 

By Major State 
     

CA 1,557 -51.6% -23.8% -65.0% -59.2% 
TX 1,069 -39.8% -35.8% -62.0% -57.1% 
NY 621 -47.8% -33.9% -62.9% -58.3% 
FL 750 -49.3% -34.0% -68.0% -62.4% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 -40.9% -29.9% -59.4% -53.6% 
Single-head families with children (no other 
adults) 

1,686 -48.9% -30.1% -63.2% -59.5% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 -19.5% -18.2% -31.9% -29.2% 
By Age 

     

<18 9,633 -44.7% -31.8% -62.5% -57.1% 
18-64 24,887 -14.2% -16.7% -26.9% -24.6% 
65+ 6,240 -1.9% -3.2% -4.7% -4.4% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 -10.1% -11.4% -18.6% -17.2% 
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TABLE B1.5b 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing 
+ SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands)      
Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 5,328 6,574 3,608 4,128 

By Age 
     

<=2 1,621 907 1,108 621 736 
3-5 1,683 868 1,104 547 648 
6-12 3,656 1,931 2,474 1,281 1,488 
13-17 2,673 1,623 1,888 1,160 1,257 

By Race / Ethnicity 
     

White 3,008 1,844 1,992 1,287 1,450 
Black  1,830 832 1,215 570 634 

Black males 1,012 448 660 306 336 
Hispanic  3,970 2,163 2,781 1,394 1,628 
Other races 824 489 586 358 417 

By Family Composition 
     

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled 
adults 

8,693 4,762 5,751 3,103 3,623 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 2,171 2,466 1,244 1,596 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 1,415 2,112 1,041 1,208 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 135 156 96 96 
No working adults, at least one non-student 
adult 

1,845 1,041 1,017 722 723 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 438 697 379 379 
All elderly, none disabled 101 53 85 47 47 
All disabled, none elderly 650 332 561 284 284 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 54 51 48 48 

In families with no adults 128 128 126 126 126 
By Metropolitan Status 

     

Metropolitan area 8,482 4,668 5,836 3,168 3,633 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 660 738 440 495 

By Region 
     

Northeast 1,529 853 1,075 592 637 
South 4,080 2,272 2,658 1,472 1,714 
Midwest 1,507 856 992 574 678 
West 2,517 1,347 1,850 969 1,099 

By Major State 
     

CA 1,557 754 1,186 544 635 
TX 1,069 644 686 406 459 
NY 621 324 411 230 259 
FL 750 380 495 240 282 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 2,887 3,425 1,985 2,264 
Single-head families with children (no other 
adults) 

1,686 862 1,178 620 682 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 32,798 33,352 27,744 28,851 
By Age 

     

<18 9,633 5,328 6,574 3,608 4,128 
18-64 24,887 21,351 20,740 18,192 18,758 
65+ 6,240 6,119 6,037 5,944 5,964 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 17,964 17,706 16,260 16,540 
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TABLE B1.5c 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing 
+ SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

PERCENT CHANGE IN POVERTY 
CHARACTERISTICS 

     

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level 
(thousands) 

74,062 
    

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% -44.9% -30.0% -60.4% -57.9% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% -44.6% -32.2% -63.1% -56.9% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 3.4% -6.2% -21.8% -7.0% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 26.6% 18.3% 42.2% 36.1% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 1.3% 5.2% 12.6% 6.3% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 -44.8% -32.0% -61.8% -57.7% 
Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 -13.5% -12.2% -21.1% -19.9% 
Low-Income Gap for Families with Children  
($ millions) 

366,978 -14.1% -15.2% -31.3% -24.2% 

Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 -6.1% -9.2% -16.0% -13.0%       

POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
     

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level 
(thousands) 

74,062 74,062 74,062 74,062 74,062 

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 1.6% 2.0% 1.1% 1.2% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 5.6% 6.9% 3.7% 4.4% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 23.3% 21.2% 17.6% 21.0% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 21.1% 19.7% 23.7% 22.6% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 48.4% 50.3% 53.8% 50.8% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 21,703 26,733 15,015 16,625 
Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 115,849 117,553 105,670 107,279 
Low-Income Gap for Families with Children  
($ millions) 

366,978 315,267 311,298 252,133 278,126 

Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 812,187 785,361 726,006 752,000 
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TABLE B2.1 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on US Poverty Rates in 2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage 
Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through 

Spillover, 
No Job 

Loss 
Spillover 

and Job Loss 

POVERTY RATES (SPM DEFINITION) 
     

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 13.0% 11.6% 11.9% 11.9% 12.9% 
By Age 

     

<=2 13.6% 11.9% 12.2% 12.7% 13.5% 
3-5 14.2% 12.5% 12.7% 13.1% 14.1% 
6-12 12.6% 11.4% 11.7% 11.6% 12.5% 
13-17 12.6% 11.4% 11.7% 11.2% 12.5% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
     

White 7.9% 7.2% 7.4% 7.1% 7.9% 
Black  17.8% 16.1% 16.5% 16.3% 17.6% 

Black males 18.0% 16.2% 16.6% 16.5% 17.5% 
Hispanic  21.7% 19.0% 19.4% 20.1% 21.6% 
Other races 11.1% 10.1% 10.3% 10.1% 11.1% 

By Family Composition 
     

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled 
adults 

12.1% 10.7% 11.0% 11.0% 12.0% 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 6.5% 5.3% 5.3% 6.0% 6.5% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 27.4% 24.6% 24.9% 26.7% 27.2% 
No working adults, all adults are students 53.1% 52.7% 53.1% 47.1% 53.1% 
No working adults, at least one non-student 
adult 

68.1% 68.0% 69.4% 63.3% 66.9% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 38.8% 38.5% 38.3% 37.2% 38.7% 
All elderly, none disabled 20.1% 20.1% 20.1% 20.1% 20.1% 
All disabled, none elderly 45.1% 44.9% 44.7% 43.6% 44.9% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 40.6% 40.0% 39.6% 35.8% 40.6% 

In families with no adults 80.0% 79.0% 79.0% 80.0% 80.0% 
By Metropolitan Status 

     

Metropolitan area 13.3% 11.9% 12.2% 12.2% 13.2% 
Non-metropolitan area 11.1% 9.8% 10.1% 9.9% 11.0% 

By Region 
     

Northeast 12.8% 11.7% 11.9% 11.9% 12.8% 
South 14.4% 12.5% 12.8% 13.1% 14.2% 
Midwest 9.6% 8.6% 9.1% 8.4% 9.6% 
West 14.0% 12.9% 13.1% 12.9% 13.9% 

By Major State 
     

CA 17.0% 15.9% 16.0% 15.3% 16.9% 
TX 14.8% 12.1% 12.5% 13.7% 14.8% 
NY 14.6% 13.8% 14.0% 13.5% 14.6% 
FL 17.8% 16.0% 16.1% 16.0% 17.5% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 12.5% 11.2% 11.5% 11.5% 12.5% 
Single-head families with children (no other 
adults) 

25.1% 23.1% 23.8% 23.6% 24.8% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 12.8% 11.6% 11.8% 12.2% 12.8% 
By Age 

     

<18 13.0% 11.6% 11.9% 11.9% 12.9% 
18-64 12.6% 11.3% 11.5% 12.2% 12.6% 
65+ 13.1% 12.8% 12.9% 13.1% 13.1% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 15.1% 14.0% 14.2% 14.8% 15.1% 
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TABLE B2.2 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on US Poverty Rates in 2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded Housing 

Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

POVERTY RATES (SPM DEFINITION) 
   

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 13.0% 10.2% 10.9% 
By Age 

   

<=2 13.6% 10.6% 11.4% 
3-5 14.2% 11.0% 11.9% 
6-12 12.6% 9.5% 10.6% 
13-17 12.6% 10.3% 10.7% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
   

White 7.9% 6.8% 6.5% 
Black  17.8% 13.2% 14.5% 

Black males 18.0% 13.0% 14.3% 
Hispanic  21.7% 15.9% 18.8% 
Other races 11.1% 9.2% 9.4% 

By Family Composition 
   

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 12.1% 9.5% 10.2% 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 6.5% 5.2% 5.3% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 27.4% 20.5% 23.0% 
No working adults, all adults are students 53.1% 44.7% 45.6% 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 68.1% 56.6% 61.3% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 38.8% 26.8% 31.8% 
All elderly, none disabled 20.1% 13.0% 16.1% 
All disabled, none elderly 45.1% 30.1% 36.6% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 40.6% 40.6% 38.0% 

In families with no adults 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 
By Metropolitan Status 

   

Metropolitan area 13.3% 10.2% 11.4% 
Non-metropolitan area 11.1% 9.8% 8.4% 

By Region 
   

Northeast 12.8% 9.7% 11.4% 
South 14.4% 11.8% 11.8% 
Midwest 9.6% 7.7% 7.9% 
West 14.0% 10.0% 12.0% 

By Major State 
   

CA 17.0% 10.8% 14.8% 
TX 14.8% 11.8% 12.7% 
NY 14.6% 10.7% 12.9% 
FL 17.8% 13.2% 14.5% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 12.5% 10.1% 10.8% 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 25.1% 19.4% 21.4% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 12.8% 11.6% 11.9% 
By Age 

   

<18 13.0% 10.2% 10.9% 
18-64 12.6% 11.8% 12.0% 
65+ 13.1% 13.0% 13.0% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 15.1% 14.4% 14.6% 
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TABLE B2.3 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on US Poverty Rates in 2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 

Expanded 
CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

POVERTY RATES (SPM DEFINITION) 
      

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 13.0% 12.2% 11.5% 11.4% 12.9% 12.5% 
By Age 

      

<=2 13.6% 12.7% 11.7% 11.3% 13.5% 13.0% 
3-5 14.2% 13.2% 12.4% 12.0% 14.0% 13.5% 
6-12 12.6% 11.8% 11.0% 11.0% 12.5% 12.0% 
13-17 12.6% 12.0% 11.5% 11.5% 12.5% 12.3% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
      

White 7.9% 7.4% 6.9% 6.9% 7.8% 7.5% 
Black  17.8% 16.5% 15.3% 15.9% 17.7% 17.1% 

Black males 18.0% 16.6% 15.2% 16.0% 17.9% 17.3% 
Hispanic  21.7% 20.7% 19.6% 18.5% 21.5% 20.9% 
Other races 11.1% 10.3% 9.8% 10.0% 11.1% 10.7% 

By Family Composition 
      

In families with any non-elderly or non-
disabled adults 

12.1% 11.3% 10.6% 10.4% 12.0% 11.6% 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 6.5% 6.1% 5.9% 5.1% 6.4% 6.4% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is 
PY or PT 

27.4% 24.4% 23.5% 24.1% 27.2% 26.8% 

No working adults, all adults are 
students 

53.1% 53.1% 53.1% 53.1% 53.1% 53.1% 

No working adults, at least one non-
student adult 

68.1% 68.0% 66.5% 68.0% 68.1% 67.1% 

In families with only elderly or disabled 
adults 

38.8% 37.9% 37.9% 37.7% 38.8% 38.8% 

All elderly, none disabled 20.1% 18.9% 18.9% 18.0% 20.1% 20.1% 
All disabled, none elderly 45.1% 44.2% 44.2% 44.3% 45.1% 45.1% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 

In families with no adults 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 
By Metropolitan Status 

      

Metropolitan area 13.3% 12.6% 11.9% 11.6% 13.2% 12.8% 
Non-metropolitan area 11.1% 10.0% 9.2% 9.7% 11.0% 10.2% 

By Region 
      

Northeast 12.8% 12.3% 11.6% 11.5% 12.5% 12.1% 
South 14.4% 13.5% 12.5% 12.6% 14.3% 13.8% 
Midwest 9.6% 8.8% 8.2% 8.2% 9.5% 9.1% 
West 14.0% 13.2% 12.7% 12.0% 13.9% 13.6% 

By Major State 
      

CA 17.0% 16.3% 15.7% 14.6% 16.9% 16.6% 
TX 14.8% 13.7% 13.0% 12.9% 14.7% 14.4% 
NY 14.6% 14.1% 12.9% 12.7% 14.0% 13.2% 
FL 17.8% 17.3% 16.2% 15.9% 17.8% 17.1% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 12.5% 11.9% 11.2% 11.2% 12.5% 12.1% 
Single-head families with children (no other 
adults) 

25.1% 23.5% 21.3% 23.4% 24.8% 23.7% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 12.8% 12.4% 12.2% 12.1% 12.7% 12.6% 
By Age 

      

<18 13.0% 12.2% 11.5% 11.4% 12.9% 12.5% 
18-64 12.6% 12.4% 12.2% 12.1% 12.6% 12.5% 
65+ 13.1% 13.1% 13.1% 13.0% 13.1% 13.1% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 15.1% 14.9% 14.7% 14.7% 15.1% 15.0% 
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TABLE B2.4 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on US Poverty Rates in 2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

POVERTY RATES (SPM DEFINITION) 
   

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 13.0% 12.8% 12.0% 
By Age 

   

<=2 13.6% 13.3% 12.3% 
3-5 14.2% 13.8% 12.8% 
6-12 12.6% 12.3% 11.5% 
13-17 12.6% 12.5% 12.2% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
   

White 7.9% 7.7% 7.3% 
Black  17.8% 17.6% 16.4% 

Black males 18.0% 17.8% 16.6% 
Hispanic  21.7% 21.2% 20.0% 
Other races 11.1% 11.1% 10.6% 

By Family Composition 
   

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 12.1% 11.9% 11.1% 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 6.5% 6.4% 6.2% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 27.4% 26.9% 26.0% 
No working adults, all adults are students 53.1% 51.4% 51.4% 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 68.1% 68.1% 65.4% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 38.8% 38.6% 38.6% 
All elderly, none disabled 20.1% 20.1% 20.1% 
All disabled, none elderly 45.1% 44.8% 44.8% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 

In families with no adults 80.0% 80.0% 80.0% 
By Metropolitan Status 

   

Metropolitan area 13.3% 13.1% 12.3% 
Non-metropolitan area 11.1% 10.9% 10.2% 

By Region 
   

Northeast 12.8% 12.4% 11.7% 
South 14.4% 14.2% 13.3% 
Midwest 9.6% 9.3% 8.7% 
West 14.0% 13.8% 13.2% 

By Major State 
   

CA 17.0% 16.7% 16.0% 
TX 14.8% 14.7% 13.8% 
NY 14.6% 13.8% 12.8% 
FL 17.8% 17.8% 17.0% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 12.5% 12.4% 11.8% 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 25.1% 24.5% 22.5% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 12.8% 12.7% 12.4% 
By Age 

   

<18 13.0% 12.8% 12.0% 
18-64 12.6% 12.6% 12.4% 
65+ 13.1% 13.1% 13.1% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 15.1% 15.0% 14.9% 

 



 

A P P E N D I X   1 0 9   
 

TABLE B2.5 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on US Poverty Rates in 2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing 
+ SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

POVERTY RATES (SPM DEFINITION) 
     

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 13.0% 7.2% 8.9% 4.9% 5.6% 
By Age 

     

<=2 13.6% 7.6% 9.3% 5.2% 6.2% 
3-5 14.2% 7.3% 9.3% 4.6% 5.5% 
6-12 12.6% 6.7% 8.5% 4.4% 5.1% 
13-17 12.6% 7.6% 8.9% 5.5% 5.9% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
     

White 7.9% 4.8% 5.2% 3.4% 3.8% 
Black  17.8% 8.1% 11.8% 5.5% 6.2% 

Black males 18.0% 7.9% 11.7% 5.4% 6.0% 
Hispanic  21.7% 11.8% 15.2% 7.6% 8.9% 
Other races 11.1% 6.6% 7.9% 4.8% 5.6% 

By Family Composition 
     

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled 
adults 

12.1% 6.6% 8.0% 4.3% 5.0% 

At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 6.5% 3.7% 4.2% 2.1% 2.7% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 27.4% 13.4% 18.7% 9.2% 10.7% 
No working adults, all adults are students 53.1% 34.1% 47.1% 29.1% 29.1% 
No working adults, at least one non-student 
adult 

68.1% 48.4% 61.4% 43.6% 43.6% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 38.8% 20.9% 35.3% 19.2% 19.2% 
All elderly, none disabled 20.1% 10.6% 17.0% 9.4% 9.4% 
All disabled, none elderly 45.1% 23.0% 42.0% 21.3% 21.3% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 40.6% 35.1% 36.2% 34.2% 34.2% 

In families with no adults 80.0% 80.0% 79.0% 79.0% 79.0% 
By Metropolitan Status 

     

Metropolitan area 13.3% 7.3% 9.2% 5.0% 5.7% 
Non-metropolitan area 11.1% 6.4% 7.1% 4.2% 4.8% 

By Region 
     

Northeast 12.8% 7.1% 9.0% 4.9% 5.3% 
South 14.4% 8.0% 9.3% 5.2% 6.0% 
Midwest 9.6% 5.4% 6.3% 3.7% 4.3% 
West 14.0% 7.5% 10.3% 5.4% 6.1% 

By Major State 
     

CA 17.0% 8.2% 13.0% 5.9% 6.9% 
TX 14.8% 8.9% 9.5% 5.6% 6.3% 
NY 14.6% 7.6% 9.7% 5.4% 6.1% 
FL 17.8% 9.0% 11.7% 5.7% 6.7% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 12.5% 7.4% 8.8% 5.1% 5.8% 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 25.1% 12.8% 17.5% 9.2% 10.2% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 12.8% 10.3% 10.5% 8.7% 9.0% 
By Age 

     

<18 13.0% 7.2% 8.9% 4.9% 5.6% 
18-64 12.6% 10.8% 10.5% 9.2% 9.5% 
65+ 13.1% 12.9% 12.7% 12.5% 12.5% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 15.1% 13.6% 13.4% 12.3% 12.5% 
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TABLE B3.1 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Government Costs in 2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage 
Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through 

Spillover, 
No Job 

Loss 
Spillover 

and Job Loss 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN COSTS 
     

Changes in program benefits paid to recipients  
($ millions; federal and state costs):  

$197,908 -$6,685 $2,503 $27,233 $1,045 

Unemployment compensation $20,617 
 

$8,060 -$58 
 

SSI $56,399 -$635 -$532 -$55 
 

TANF $6,646 -$128 -$61 -$389 $116 
Child Support passed through $93 -$4 -$4 -$6 $435 
Subsidized housing, value of subsidy $36,955 -$1,045 -$874 -$461 -$20 
SNAP $63,039 -$4,240 -$3,400 -$1,938 $514 
LIHEAP $2,673 -$115 -$110 -$23 

 

WIC $4,875 -$49 -$47 -$25 
 

CCDF, value of subsidy $6,611 -$469 -$529 $1,891 
 

TJ wages (w/ employer payroll taxes) $0 
  

$28,299 
 

      

Changes in tax liabilities and credits ($ millions):  $2,701,384 $46,759 $40,383 $4,151 
 

Payroll tax, employee and employer $1,128,780 $22,599 $17,931 $4,599 
 

Federal income tax, liability net of credits $1,254,515 $19,835 $18,636 -$712 
 

State income tax, liability net of credits $318,089 $4,325 $3,816 $264 
 

      

Total Government Costs (increase in program 
benefits minus increase in tax liability)  
($ millions)1 

 
-$53,444 -$37,880 $23,082 $1,044 

Change in poverty gap as percent of change in 
govt. costs 

 
n.a. n.a. 20.5% 28.1% 

Change in child poverty gap as % of change in 
govt. costs 

 
n.a. n.a. 20.5% 27.9% 

Government costs per child removed from 
poverty 

  n.a. n.a. $27,843 $20,366 

Note: (1) Excludes private costs to employers (for minimum wage and employment effects simulations) and administrative costs.  
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TABLE B3.2 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Government Costs in 2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded Housing 

Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN COSTS 
   

Changes in program benefits paid to recipients 
($ millions; federal and state costs):  

$197,908 $22,340 $21,712 

Unemployment compensation $20,617 
  

SSI $56,399 
  

TANF $6,646 
  

Child Support passed through $93 
  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy $36,955 $24,253 
 

SNAP $63,039 -$1,913 $21,709 
LIHEAP $2,673 

  

WIC $4,875 
 

$3 
CCDF, value of subsidy $6,611 

  

TJ wages (w/ employer payroll taxes) $0 
  

    

Changes in tax liabilities and credits ($ millions):  $2,701,384 
  

Payroll tax, employee and employer $1,128,780 
  

Federal income tax, liability net of credits $1,254,515 
  

State income tax, liability net of credits $318,089 
  

    

Total Government Costs (increase in program benefits 
minus increase in tax liability) ($ millions)1 

 
$22,340 $21,712 

Change in poverty gap as percent of change in govt. 
costs 

 
48.9% 30.6% 

Change in child poverty gap as % of change in govt. 
costs 

 
48.4% 30.3% 

Government costs per child removed from poverty   $10,592 $14,247 

Note: (1) Excludes administrative costs.  
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TABLE B3.3 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Government Costs in 2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and 
related impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 

Expanded 
CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN COSTS 
     

 
Changes in program benefits paid to 
recipients ($ millions; federal and state 
costs):  

$197,908 
 

-$1,611 
  

-$963 

Unemployment compensation $20,617 
 

-$30 
  

-$12 
SSI $56,399 

 
-$62 

  
-$40 

TANF $6,646 
 

-$482 
  

-$227 
Child Support passed through $93 

 
-$4 

  
-$5 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy $36,955 
 

-$339 
  

-$159 
SNAP $63,039 

 
-$1,109 

  
-$514 

LIHEAP $2,673 
 

-$10 
  

-$3 
WIC $4,875 

 
-$4 

  
-$3 

CCDF, value of subsidy $6,611 
 

$429 
   

TJ wages (w/ employer payroll 
taxes) 

$0 
     

       

Changes in tax liabilities and credits ($ 
millions):  

$2,701,384 -$8,652 -$10,004 -$51,952 -$1,681 -$2,671 

Payroll tax, employee and employer $1,128,780 
 

$1,443 
  

$826 
Federal income tax, liability net of 
credits 

$1,254,515 -$8,202 -$10,945 -$51,413 -$1,590 -$3,312 

State income tax, liability net of 
credits 

$318,089 -$450 -$502 -$539 -$91 -$185 

       

Total Government Costs (increase in 
program benefits minus increase in tax 
liability) ($ millions)1 

 
$8,652 $8,393 $51,952 $1,681 $1,709 

Change in poverty gap as percent of 
change in govt. costs 

 
29.1% 51.8% 7.3% 23.2% 91.0% 

Change in child poverty gap as % of 
change in govt. costs 

 
26.6% 49.2% 7.3% 23.2% 91.0% 

Government costs per child removed 
from poverty 

  $15,080 $7,481 $42,751 $21,313 $4,366 

Note: (1) Excludes private costs to employers (for employment effects simulations) and administrative costs. 
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TABLE B3.4 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Government Costs in 2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN COSTS 
   

Changes in program benefits paid to recipients ($ millions; federal 
and state costs):  

$197,908 $13,906 $14,990 

Unemployment compensation $20,617 
 

-$30 
SSI $56,399 

 
-$59 

TANF $6,646 
 

-$518 
Child Support passed through $93 

 
-$2 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy $36,955 -$105 -$476 
SNAP $63,039 -$679 -$1,853 
LIHEAP $2,673 -$1 -$10 
WIC $4,875 

 
-$3 

CCDF, value of subsidy $6,611 $14,690 $17,940 
TJ wages (w/ employer payroll taxes) $0 

  
    

Changes in tax liabilities and credits ($ millions):  $2,701,384 $90 -$506 
Payroll tax, employee and employer $1,128,780 

 
$1,329 

Federal income tax, liability net of credits $1,254,515 
 

-$1,879 
State income tax, liability net of credits $318,089 $90 $44     

Total Government Costs (increase in program benefits minus 
increase in tax liability) ($ millions)1 

 
$13,816 $15,496 

Change in poverty gap as percent of change in govt. costs 
 

4.7% 17.6% 
Change in child poverty gap as % of change in govt. costs 

 
4.7% 17.6% 

Government costs per child removed from poverty   $82,151 $21,271 

Note: (1) Excludes private costs to employers (for employment effects simulations) and administrative costs. 
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TABLE B3.5 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Government Costs in 2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing + 
SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN COSTS 
     

Changes in program benefits paid to recipients 
($ millions; federal and state costs):  

$197,908 $41,509 $54,776 $92,742 $92,742 

Unemployment compensation $20,617 -$30 $7,982 $7,982 $7,982 
SSI $56,399 -$62 -$790 -$790 -$790 
TANF $6,646 -$482 -$1,109 -$1,026 -$1,026 
Child Support passed through $93 -$4 -$16 $251 $251 
Subsidized housing, value of subsidy $36,955 $23,251 -$2,047 $17,249 $17,249 
SNAP $63,039 $18,418 -$7,934 $10,381 $10,381 
LIHEAP $2,673 -$10 -$160 -$159 -$159 
WIC $4,875 -$1 -$89 -$86 -$86 
CCDF, value of subsidy $6,611 $429 $16,477 $16,476 $16,476 
TJ wages (w/ employer payroll taxes) $0 

 
$42,463 $42,463 $42,463       

Changes in tax liabilities and credits ($ millions):  $2,701,384 -$10,004 $40,411 -$13,339 $40,412 
Payroll tax, employee and employer $1,128,780 $1,443 $26,470 $26,470 $26,470 
Federal income tax, liability net of credits $1,254,515 -$10,945 $9,856 -$43,328 $9,856 
State income tax, liability net of credits $318,089 -$502 $4,085 $3,519 $4,086       

Total Government Costs (increase in program 
benefits minus increase in tax liability)  
($ millions)1 

 
$51,512 $14,365 $106,081 $52,330 

Change in poverty gap as percent of change in 
govt. costs 

 
35.0% 113.7% 26.6% 50.8% 

Change in child poverty gap as % of change in 
govt. costs 

 
34.2% 87.8% 22.9% 43.4% 

Government costs per child removed from 
poverty 

  $11,966 $4,696 $17,608 $9,506 

Note: (1) Excludes private costs to employers (for minimum wage and employment effects simulations) and administrative costs. 
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TABLE B4.1a 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 

2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage 
Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through 

Spillover, 
No Job 

Loss 

Spillover 
and Job 

Loss 

CHANGE IN PROGRAM CASELOADS AND COSTS 
     

Unemployment compensation (UC) 
     

Persons receiving any benefits during year (thou.) 4,214 
 

1,471 -12 
 

Aggregate annual benefits ($ millions) $20,617 
 

$8,060 -$58 
 

SSI (noninstitutionalized; includes state supplements) 
     

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of people) 
     

Adults 7,103 -83 -66 
  

Children 1,234 -10 -10 -2 
 

Annual benefits, adults + children ($ millions) $56,399 -$635 -$532 -$55 
 

TANF (including state sep. programs) 
     

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of units) 1,325 -37 -26 -52 23 
Child only 592 -13 -12 11 8 
2 parents in unit 63 -4 -2 -15 

 

1 adult in unit 670 -19 -12 -47 15 
Average monthly benefit $418 $4 $4 -$8 

 

Annual benefits ($ millions) $6,646 -$128 -$61 -$389 $116 
Units w/ Child Support pass-thru (avg. monthly, 
thou.) 

64 -4 -4 -1 44 

Average monthly Child Support passed through $107 $1 $1 -$4 $258 
Annual Child Support passed through ($ millions) $93 -$4 -$4 -$6 $435 

Public and subsidized housing  
     

Ever-subsidized h'holds (thousands) 5,165 -86 -78 -2 
 

Average size of household 2.0 
    

Average monthly rental payment $355 $9 $7 $6 
 

Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $36,955 -$1,045 -$874 -$461 -$20 

SNAP 
     

Avg. monthly caseload (thous. of units) 22,367 -795 -568 -204 86 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $63,039 -$4,240 -$3,400 -$1,938 $514 

LIHEAP 
     

Assisted households (thou. of h'holds) 6,747 -281 -267 -60 
 

Annual benefits ($ millions) $2,673 -$115 -$110 -$23 
 

WIC  
     

Avg. monthly recipients, infants/children (thou.) 5,861 -53 -50 -27 
 

Avg. monthly recipients, women (thou.)1 907 -15 -15 -3 
 

Annual value of benefit, pre-rebate ($ millions)  $4,875 -$49 -$47 -$25 
 

CCDF-funded child care subsidies 
     

Avg. monthly families receiving subsidies (thous.) 834 -52 -58 315 
 

Avg. monthly (non-$0) copayment per assisted fam. $97 $14 $14 $6 
 

Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $6,611 -$469 -$529 $1,891 
 

Child care expenses (for families with children < 15) 
     

Pct. w/ expenses (subsidized or unsubsidized) 23% 
  

1% 
 

Total government cost of UC, SSI, TANF, child 
support passed through, housing subsidies, SNAP, 
LIHEAP, WIC, and CCDF subsidies (federal and state 
combined) ($ millions) 

$197,908 -$6,685 $2,503 -$1,066 $1,045 

Note: (1) WIC figures exclude benefits to pregnant women. 
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TABLE B4.1b 

Antipoverty Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child Poverty Characteristics and Related Impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through3 

Spillover, No 
Job Loss 

Spillover and 
Job Loss 

CHANGE IN TAX LIABILITIES AND CREDITS      
Payroll taxes paid (employer + employee)  
($ millions) 

$1,128,780 $22,599 $17,931 $4,599 
 

Payroll taxes paid by workers ($ millions)1 $561,888 $10,989 $8,872 $1,963 
 

Workers subject to Social Security tax (thou) 157,185 
 

-1,459 1,973 
 

Federal income tax (on pos. tax returns) ($ millions) $1,312,511 $16,107 $14,350 $804 
 

Number of positive-tax returns (thou.) 104,461 2,781 2,449 711 
 

Number of zero-tax returns (thou.) 70,071 -1,440 -918 -1,089 
 

Number of negative-tax returns (thou.) 20,737 -1,342 -1,531 378 
 

Federal inc. tax refunds (on net refund returns)  
($ mill.) 

-$57,996 $3,728 $4,286 -$1,516 
 

Earned income tax credit 
     

returns with credit (thou.) 19,712 -1,197 -1,391 399 
 

total credit ($ millions) $41,770 -$2,999 -$3,449 $1,242 
 

Child tax credit (nonrefundable portion) 
     

returns with credit (thou.) 21,157 941 829 195 
 

total credit ($ millions) $27,483 $1,218 $1,091 $266 
 

Child tax credit (refundable portion) 
     

returns with credit (thou.) 12,624 -536 -634 317 
 

total credit ($ millions) $17,621 -$621 -$756 $302 
 

Total CTC amount ($ millions) $45,104 $597 $335 $568 
 

CDCTC 
     

returns with credit (thou.) 6,312 219 170 280 
 

total credit ($ millions) $3,598 $120 $97 $149 
 

State income tax, net of credits ($ millions) $318,089 $4,325 $3,816 $264 
 

Number of returns with positive tax liability (thou.) 89,970 1,664 1,262 538 1 

No. with state earned income tax credit (thou.) 7,573 -410 -485 132 
 

No. with state child care credit (thou.) 1,523 24 15 102 
 

Total Taxes Paid ($ millions) $2,701,384 $46,759 $40,383 $4,151 
 

      

CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 
     

All Persons 
     

Persons with increase in earnings (net, thousands)2 
 

43,777 42,284 2,122 
 

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
  

-1,493 1,972 
 

Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 
 

$146,075 $126,061 $25,550 
 

Average per-person change ($) 
 

$3,337 $3,294 $12,041 
 

Persons in Families with Children 
     

Persons with increase in earnings (net, thousands)2 
 

17,178 16,476 2,122 
 

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
  

-702 1,972 
 

Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 
 

$55,644 $47,467 $25,550 
 

Average per-person change ($)   $3,239 $3,201 $12,041   

 Notes: (1) Payroll taxes paid by workers include Social Security taxes, Medicare taxes, and contributions to the federal Civil 

Service Retirement System and Tier 1 Railroad Retirement. (2) Includes baseline unemployed persons gaining jobs and baseline 

employed persons with changes in earnings, less baseline employed persons losing jobs. (3) The child support pass-through policy 

resulted in only one change (as shown) to the tax liabilities, tax credits, and employment characteristics included in this table. 
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TABLE B4.2a 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 
2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded 

Housing Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

CHANGE IN PROGRAM CASELOADS AND COSTS 
   

Unemployment compensation (UC) 
   

Persons receiving any benefits during year (thou.) 4,214 
  

Aggregate annual benefits ($ millions) $20,617 
  

SSI (noninstitutionalized; includes state supplements) 
   

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of people) 
   

Adults 7,103 
  

Children 1,234 
  

Annual benefits, adults + children ($ millions) $56,399 
  

TANF (including state sep. programs) 
   

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of units) 1,325 
  

Child only 592 
  

2 parents in unit 63 
  

1 adult in unit 670 
  

Average monthly benefit $418 
  

Annual benefits ($ millions) $6,646 
  

Units w/ Child Support pass-thru (avg. monthly, thou.) 64 
  

Average monthly Child Support passed through $107 
  

Annual Child Support passed through ($ millions) $93 
  

Public and subsidized housing  
   

Ever-subsidized h'holds (thousands) 5,165 2,389 
 

Average size of household 2.0 0.6 
 

Average monthly rental payment $355 $6 
 

Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $36,955 $24,253 
 

SNAP 
   

Avg. monthly caseload (thous. of units) 22,367 -27 1,222 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $63,039 -$1,913 $21,709 

LIHEAP 
   

Assisted households (thou. of h'holds) 6,747 
  

Annual benefits ($ millions) $2,673 
  

WIC  
   

Avg. monthly recipients, infants/children (thou.) 5,861 
 

3 
Avg. monthly recipients, women (thou.)1 907 

  

Annual value of benefit, pre-rebate ($ millions)  $4,875 
 

$3 
CCDF-funded child care subsidies 

   

Avg. monthly families receiving subsidies (thous.) 834 
  

Avg. monthly (non-$0) copayment per assisted fam. $97 
  

Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $6,611 
  

Child care expenses (for families with children < 15) 
   

Pct. w/ expenses (subsidized or unsubsidized) 23% 
  

Total government cost of UC, SSI, TANF, child support passed 
through, housing subsidies, SNAP, LIHEAP, WIC, and CCDF 
subsidies (federal and state combined) ($ millions) 

$197,908 $22,340 $21,712 

Note: (1) WIC figures exclude benefits to pregnant women.  
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TABLE B4.2b 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 

2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded Housing 

Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

CHANGE IN TAX LIABILITIES AND CREDITS    
Payroll taxes paid (employer + employee) ($ millions) $1,128,780 

  

Payroll taxes paid by workers ($ millions)1 $561,888 
  

Workers subject to Social Security tax (thou) 157,185 
  

Federal income tax (on pos. tax returns) ($ millions) $1,312,511 
  

Number of positive-tax returns (thou.) 104,461 
  

Number of zero-tax returns (thou.) 70,071 
  

Number of negative-tax returns (thou.) 20,737 
  

Federal inc. tax refunds (on net refund returns) ($ mill.) -$57,996 
  

Earned income tax credit 
   

returns with credit (thou.) 19,712 
  

total credit ($ millions) $41,770 
  

Child tax credit (nonrefundable portion) 
   

returns with credit (thou.) 21,157 
  

total credit ($ millions) $27,483 
  

Child tax credit (refundable portion) 
   

returns with credit (thou.) 12,624 
  

total credit ($ millions) $17,621 
  

Total CTC amount ($ millions) $45,104 
  

CDCTC 
   

returns with credit (thou.) 6,312 
  

total credit ($ millions) $3,598 
  

State income tax, net of credits ($ millions) $318,089 
  

Number of returns with positive tax liability (thou.) 89,970 
  

No. with state earned income tax credit (thou.) 7,573 
  

No. with state child care credit (thou.) 1,523 
  

Total Taxes Paid ($ millions) $2,701,384 
  

 
   

CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 
   

All Persons 
   

Persons with increase in earnings (net, thousands)2 
   

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
   

Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 
   

Average per-person change ($) 
   

Persons in Families with Children 
   

Persons with increase in earnings (net, thousands)2 
   

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
   

Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions)       

Average per-person change ($) 
   

Notes: (1) Payroll taxes paid by workers include Social Security taxes, Medicare taxes, and contributions to the federal Civil 

Service Retirement System and Tier 1 Railroad Retirement. (2) Includes baseline unemployed persons gaining jobs and baseline 

employed persons with changes in earnings, less baseline employed persons losing jobs.  
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TABLE B4.3a 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 

2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 

Expanded 
CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Stand 
-ard 

Employment 
Effects 

Stand 
-ard 

Employment 
Effects 

CHANGE IN PROGRAM CASELOADS AND COSTS 
      

Unemployment compensation (UC) 
      

Persons receiving any benefits during year (thou.) 4,214 
 

-5 
  

-2 
Aggregate annual benefits ($ millions) $20,617 

 
-$30 

  
-$12 

SSI (noninstitutionalized; includes state 
supplements) 

      

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of people) 
      

Adults 7,103 
     

Children 1,234 
 

-1 
   

Annual benefits, adults + children ($ millions) $56,399 
 

-$62 
  

-$40 

TANF (including state sep. programs) 
      

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of units) 1,325 
 

-69 
  

-34 
Child only 592 

 
-2 

   

2 parents in unit 63 
 

-1 
   

1 adult in unit 670 
 

-66 
  

-34 
Average monthly benefit $418 

 
-$9 

  
-$4 

Annual benefits ($ millions) $6,646 
 

-$482 
  

-$227 
Units w/ Child Support pass-thru (avg. monthly, 
thou.) 

64 
 

-2 
  

-1 

Average monthly Child Support passed through $107 
    

-$3 
Annual Child Support passed through  
($ millions) 

$93 
 

-$4 
  

-$5 

Public and subsidized housing  
      

Ever-subsidized h'holds (thousands) 5,165 
 

-6 
   

Average size of household 2.0 
     

Average monthly rental payment $355 
 

$5 
  

$3 
Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $36,955 

 
-$339 

  
-$159 

SNAP 
      

Avg. monthly caseload (thous. of units) 22,367 
 

-121 
  

-64 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $63,039 

 
-$1,109 

  
-$514 

LIHEAP 
      

Assisted households (thou. of h'holds) 6,747 
 

-25 
  

-7 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $2,673 

 
-$10 

  
-$3 

WIC  
      

Avg. monthly recipients, infants/children (thou.) 5,861 
 

-4 
  

-3 

Avg. monthly recipients, women (thou.)1 907 
 

-1 
  

-1 
Annual value of benefit, pre-rebate ($ millions)  $4,875 

 
-$4 

  
-$3 

CCDF-funded child care subsidies 
      

Avg. monthly families receiving subsidies (thous.) 834 
 

49 
   

Avg. monthly (non-$0) copayment per assisted 
fam. 

$97 
 

$3 
   

Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $6,611 
 

$429 
   

Child care expenses (for families with children < 15) 
      

Pct. w/ expenses (subsidized or unsubsidized) 23% 
    

1% 
Total government cost of UC, SSI, TANF, child 
support passed through, housing subsidies, SNAP, 
LIHEAP, WIC, and CCDF subsidies (federal and state 
combined) ($ millions) 

$197,908   -$1,611     -$963 

Note: (1) WIC figures exclude benefits to pregnant women.  
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TABLE B4.3b 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 

2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 

Expanded 
CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

CHANGE IN TAX LIABILITIES AND 
CREDITS       
Payroll taxes paid (employer + employee)  
($ millions) 

$1,128,780 
 

$1,443 
  

$826 

Payroll taxes paid by workers ($ millions)1 $561,888 
 

$645 
  

$366 
Workers subject to Social Security tax 
(thou) 

157,185 
 

454 
  

277 

Federal income tax (on pos. tax returns)  
($ millions) 

$1,312,511 -$2 $27 -$23,953 -$13 $10 

Number of positive-tax returns (thou.) 104,461 -6 4 -2,707 -7 -4 
Number of zero-tax returns (thou.) 70,071 

 
-447 -29 -7 -265 

Number of negative-tax returns (thou.) 20,737 6 443 2,736 15 269 
Federal inc. tax refunds (on net refund 
returns) ($ mill.) 

-$57,996 -$8,200 -$10,972 -$27,460 -$1,577 -$3,322 

Earned income tax credit 
      

returns with credit (thou.) 19,712 
 

438 
  

238 
total credit ($ millions) $41,770 $8,202 $10,394 

  
$993 

Child tax credit (nonrefundable portion) 
      

returns with credit (thou.) 21,157 
 

162 2,054 457 544 
total credit ($ millions) $27,483 

 
$82 $24,450 $644 $687 

Child tax credit (refundable portion) 
      

returns with credit (thou.) 12,624 
 

405 4,088 -236 4 
total credit ($ millions) $17,621 

 
$592 $26,963 -$644 -$264 

Total CTC amount ($ millions) $45,104 
 

$674 $51,413 
 

$423 
CDCTC 

      

returns with credit (thou.) 6,312 
 

19 
 

1,227 1,504 
total credit ($ millions) $3,598 

 
$9 

 
$1,589 $1,962 

State income tax, net of credits ($ millions) $318,089 -$450 -$502 -$539 -$91 -$185 
Number of returns with positive tax 
liability (thou.) 

89,970 -34 74 -79 -48 -13 

No. with state earned income tax credit 
(thou.) 

7,573 -2 156 
 

2 83 

No. with state child care credit (thou.) 1,523 
 

14 -10 42 115 
Total Taxes Paid ($ millions) $2,701,384 -$8,652 -$10,004 -$51,952 -$1,681 -$2,671 

 
      

CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 
      

All Persons 
      

Persons with increase in earnings (net, 
thousands)2 

  
454 

  
277 

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
  

454 
  

277 
Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 

  
$8,359 

  
$4,707 

Average per-person change ($) 
  

$18,425 
  

$17,006 

Persons in Families with Children 
      

Persons with increase in earnings (net, 
thousands)2 

  
454 

  
277 

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
  

454 
  

277 
Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 

  
$8,359 

  
$4,707 

Average per-person change ($)     $18,425     $17,006 

Notes: (1) Payroll taxes paid by workers include Social Security taxes, Medicare taxes, and contributions to the federal Civil 

Service Retirement System and Tier 1 Railroad Retirement. (2) Includes baseline unemployed persons gaining jobs and baseline 

employed persons with changes in earnings, less baseline employed persons losing jobs.  
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TABLE B4.4a 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 

2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

CHANGE IN PROGRAM CASELOADS AND COSTS 
   

Unemployment compensation (UC) 
   

Persons receiving any benefits during year (thou.) 4,214 
 

-6 
Aggregate annual benefits ($ millions) $20,617 

 
-$30 

SSI (noninstitutionalized; includes state supplements) 
   

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of people) 
   

Adults 7,103 
 

-2 
Children 1,234 

 
-1 

Annual benefits, adults + children ($ millions) $56,399 
 

-$59 
TANF (including state sep. programs) 

   

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of units) 1,325 
 

-71 
Child only 592 

 
-3 

2 parents in unit 63 
 

-3 
1 adult in unit 670 

 
-66 

Average monthly benefit $418 
 

-$11 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $6,646 

 
-$518 

Units w/ Child Support pass-thru (avg. monthly, thou.) 64 
 

-2 
Average monthly Child Support passed through $107 

 
$2 

Annual Child Support passed through ($ millions) $93 
 

-$2 
Public and subsidized housing  

   

Ever-subsidized h'holds (thousands) 5,165 
 

-1 
Average size of household 2.0 

  

Average monthly rental payment $355 $2 $8 
Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $36,955 -$105 -$476 

SNAP 
   

Avg. monthly caseload (thous. of units) 22,367 -23 -118 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $63,039 -$679 -$1,853 

LIHEAP 
   

Assisted households (thou. of h'holds) 6,747 -2 -21 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $2,673 -$1 -$10 

WIC  
   

Avg. monthly recipients, infants/children (thou.) 5,861 
 

-2 
Avg. monthly recipients, women (thou.)1 907 

 
-1 

Annual value of benefit, pre-rebate ($ millions)  $4,875 
 

-$3 
CCDF-funded child care subsidies 

   

Avg. monthly families receiving subsidies (thous.) 834 1,779 2,138 
Avg. monthly (non-$0) copayment per assisted fam. $97 -$74 -$70 
Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $6,611 $14,690 $17,940 

Child care expenses (for families with children < 15) 
   

Pct. w/ expenses (subsidized or unsubsidized) 23% -4% -3% 
Total government cost of UC, SSI, TANF, child support passed 
through, housing subsidies, SNAP, LIHEAP, WIC, and CCDF 
subsidies (federal and state combined) ($ millions) 

$197,908 $13,906 $14,990 

Note: (1) WIC figures exclude benefits to pregnant women.  
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TABLE B4.4b 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 

2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard Employment Effects 

CHANGE IN TAX LIABILITIES AND CREDITS    
Payroll taxes paid (employer + employee) ($ millions) $1,128,780 

 
$1,329 

Payroll taxes paid by workers ($ millions)1 $561,888 
 

$588 
Workers subject to Social Security tax (thou) 157,185 

 
431 

Federal income tax (on pos. tax returns) ($ millions) $1,312,511 
 

$51 
Number of positive-tax returns (thou.) 104,461 3 20 
Number of zero-tax returns (thou.) 70,071 

 
-393 

Number of negative-tax returns (thou.) 20,737 -3 373 
Federal inc. tax refunds (on net refund returns) ($ mill.) -$57,996 $106 -$1,930 

Earned income tax credit 
   

returns with credit (thou.) 19,712 
 

337 
total credit ($ millions) $41,770 

 
$1,454 

Child tax credit (nonrefundable portion) 
   

returns with credit (thou.) 21,157 206 309 
total credit ($ millions) $27,483 $105 $157 

Child tax credit (refundable portion) 
   

returns with credit (thou.) 12,624 -1 371 
total credit ($ millions) $17,621 -$105 $476 

Total CTC amount ($ millions) $45,104 
 

$633 
CDCTC 

   

returns with credit (thou.) 6,312 -282 -206 
total credit ($ millions) $3,598 -$107 -$76 

State income tax, net of credits ($ millions) $318,089 $90 $44 
Number of returns with positive tax liability (thou.) 89,970 27 114 
No. with state earned income tax credit (thou.) 7,573 7 138 
No. with state child care credit (thou.) 1,523 -213 -182 

Total Taxes Paid ($ millions) $2,701,384 $196 -$506 
 

   

CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 
   

All Persons 
   

Persons with increase in earnings (net, thousands)2 
  

431 
Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 

  
431 

Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 
  

$7,616 
Average per-person change ($) 

  
$17,675 

Persons in Families with Children 
   

Persons with increase in earnings (net, thousands)2 
  

431 
Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 

  
431 

Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 
  

$7,616 
Average per-person change ($)     $17,675 

Notes: (1) Payroll taxes paid by workers include Social Security taxes, Medicare taxes, and contributions to the federal Civil 

Service Retirement System and Tier 1 Railroad Retirement. (2) Includes baseline unemployed persons gaining jobs and baseline 

employed persons with changes in earnings, less baseline employed persons losing jobs.  
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TABLE B4.5a 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 

2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing + 
SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

CHANGE IN PROGRAM CASELOADS AND COSTS 
     

Unemployment compensation (UC) 
     

Persons receiving any benefits during year (thou.) 4,214 -5 1,455 1,455 1,455 
Aggregate annual benefits ($ millions) $20,617 -$30 $7,982 $7,982 $7,982 

SSI (noninstitutionalized; includes state supplements) 
     

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of people) 
     

Adults 7,103 
 

-69 -69 -69 
Children 1,234 -1 -18 -18 -18 

Annual benefits, adults + children ($ millions) $56,399 -$62 -$790 -$790 -$790 
TANF (including state sep. programs) 

     

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of units) 1,325 -69 -188 -172 -172 
Child only 592 -2 -16 -8 -8 
2 parents in unit 63 -1 -21 -20 -20 
1 adult in unit 670 -66 -152 -144 -144 

Average monthly benefit $418 -$9 -$12 -$12 -$12 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $6,646 -$482 -$1,109 -$1,026 -$1,026 
Units w/ Child Support pass-thru (avg. monthly, 
thou.) 

64 -2 -9 17 17 

Average monthly Child Support passed through $107 
  

$223 $223 
Annual Child Support passed through ($ millions) $93 -$4 -$16 $251 $251 

Public and subsidized housing  
     

Ever-subsidized h'holds (thousands) 5,165 2,326 -96 1,845 1,845 
Average size of household 2.0 0.6 

   

Average monthly rental payment $355 $12 $22 $29 $29 
Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $36,955 $23,251 -$2,047 $17,249 $17,249 

SNAP 
     

Avg. monthly caseload (thous. of units) 22,367 1,093 -1,113 42 42 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $63,039 $18,418 -$7,934 $10,381 $10,381 

LIHEAP 
     

Assisted households (thou. of h'holds) 6,747 -25 -392 -389 -389 
Annual benefits ($ millions) $2,673 -$10 -$160 -$159 -$159 

WIC  
     

Avg. monthly recipients, infants/children (thou.) 5,861 -2 -100 -97 -97 
Avg. monthly recipients, women (thou.)1 907 -1 -19 -19 -19 
Annual value of benefit, pre-rebate ($ millions)  $4,875 -$1 -$89 -$86 -$86 

CCDF-funded child care subsidies 
     

Avg. monthly families receiving subsidies (thous.) 834 49 2,076 2,076 2,076 
Avg. monthly (non-$0) copayment per assisted fam. $97 $3 -$49 -$49 -$49 
Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $6,611 $429 $16,477 $16,476 $16,476 

Child care expenses (for families with children < 15) 
     

Pct. w/ expenses (subsidized or unsubsidized) 23% 
 

-1% -1% -1% 
Total government cost of UC, SSI, TANF, child 
support passed through, housing subsidies, SNAP, 
LIHEAP, WIC, and CCDF subsidies (federal and state 
combined) ($ millions) 

$197,908 $41,509 $12,313 $50,279 $50,279 

Note: (1) WIC figures exclude benefits to pregnant women. 
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TABLE B4.5b 

Effects of Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 

2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing + 
SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

CHANGE IN TAX LIABILITIES AND CREDITS      
Payroll taxes paid (employer + employee)  
($ millions) 

$1,128,780 $1,443 $26,470 $26,470 $26,470 

Payroll taxes paid by workers ($ millions)1 $561,888 $645 $12,674 $12,674 $12,674 
Workers subject to Social Security tax (thou) 157,185 454 1,047 1,047 1,047 

Federal income tax (on pos. tax returns)  
($ millions) 

$1,312,511 $27 $16,233 -$8,590 $16,233 

Number of positive-tax returns (thou.) 104,461 4 3,482 588 3,482 
Number of zero-tax returns (thou.) 70,071 -447 -2,653 -2,686 -2,653 
Number of negative-tax returns (thou.) 20,737 443 -829 2,097 -829 

Federal inc. tax refunds (on net refund returns)  
($ mill.) 

-$57,996 -$10,972 -$6,377 -$34,738 -$6,377 

Earned income tax credit 
     

returns with credit (thou.) 19,712 438 -749 -749 -749 
total credit ($ millions) $41,770 $10,394 $6,448 $6,448 $6,448 

Child tax credit (nonrefundable portion) 
     

returns with credit (thou.) 21,157 162 1,275 3,341 1,275 
total credit ($ millions) $27,483 $82 $1,781 $27,171 $1,781 

Child tax credit (refundable portion) 
     

returns with credit (thou.) 12,624 405 1 4,302 1 
total credit ($ millions) $17,621 $592 $70 $27,863 $70 

Total CTC amount ($ millions) $45,104 $674 $1,851 $55,034 $1,851 
CDCTC 

     

returns with credit (thou.) 6,312 19 190 190 190 
total credit ($ millions) $3,598 $9 $241 $241 $241 

State income tax, net of credits ($ millions) $318,089 -$502 $4,085 $3,519 $4,086 
Number of returns with positive tax liability 
(thou.) 

89,970 74 2,175 2,100 2,176 

No. with state earned income tax credit (thou.) 7,573 156 -272 -272 -272 
No. with state child care credit (thou.) 1,523 14 24 10 24 

Total Taxes Paid ($ millions) $2,701,384 -$10,004 $40,411 -$13,339 $40,412 
      

CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 
     

All Persons 
     

Persons with increase in earnings (net, 
thousands)2 

 
454 47,394 47,394 47,394 

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
 

454 1,013 1,013 1,013 
Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 

 
$8,359 $175,597 $175,597 $175,597 

Average per-person change ($) 
 

$18,425 $3,985 $3,985 $3,985 
Persons in Families with Children 

     

Persons with increase in earnings (net, 
thousands)2 

 
454 21,586 21,586 21,586 

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
 

454 1,804 1,804 1,804 
Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 

 
$8,359 $97,002 $97,002 $97,002 

Average per-person change ($)   $18,425 $4,738 $4,738 $4,738 

Notes: (1) Payroll taxes paid by workers include Social Security taxes, Medicare taxes, and contributions to the federal Civil 

Service Retirement System and Tier 1 Railroad Retirement. (2) Includes baseline unemployed persons gaining jobs and baseline 

employed persons with changes in earnings, less baseline employed persons losing jobs.  
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TABLE B5.1a 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through 

Spillover, No 
Job Loss 

Spillover and 
Job Loss 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY 
BASELINE FAMILY POVERTY STATUS1           
<50% of SPM Poverty 

     

Unemployment compensation received $274 
 

$126 -$40 
 

SSI benefits received $1,358 -$9 -$9 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $499 -$8 -$8 -$40 $25 
Child Support passed through $3 

   
$25 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $741 -$22 -$17 -$6 
 

SNAP benefits received $10,401 -$90 -$71 -$217 $17 
LIHEAP benefits received $334 -$1 -$1 -$2 

 

WIC benefits received $191 -$2 -$2 
  

CCDF child care subsidies received $274 -$2 -$2 $131 
 

TJ wages $0 
  

$2,863 
 

Payroll taxes paid $2,482 $177 $146 $209 
 

Federal taxes paid -$281 $136 $123 -$650 
 

State taxes paid $289 $54 $49 -$8 
 

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $11,585 -$502 -$304 $3,138 $66 
50-99% of SPM Poverty 

     

Unemployment compensation received $1,213 
 

$777 -$9 
 

SSI benefits received $16,129 -$100 -$65 -$11 
 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,417 -$57 -$34 -$227 $35 
Child Support passed through $23 

  
-$4 $210 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $9,728 -$154 -$108 -$209 -$14 
SNAP benefits received $21,294 -$1,019 -$844 -$782 $93 
LIHEAP benefits received $772 -$25 -$25 -$5 

 

WIC benefits received $808 -$13 -$13 -$3 
 

CCDF child care subsidies received $846 -$35 -$45 $654 
 

TJ wages $0 
  

$7,493 
 

Payroll taxes paid $9,956 $1,070 $866 $548 
 

Federal taxes paid -$7,983 $1,014 $1,097 -$782 
 

State taxes paid $561 $369 $342 -$9 
 

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $50,696 -$3,859 -$2,664 $7,140 $324 
100-149% of SPM Poverty 

     

Unemployment compensation received $2,741 
 

$1,600 -$8 
 

SSI benefits received $23,104 -$269 -$216 -$30 
 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,740 -$56 -$9 -$116 $50 
Child Support passed through $57 -$4 -$4 -$2 $160 
Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $23,702 -$674 -$551 -$244 -$27 
SNAP benefits received $22,043 -$2,187 -$1,859 -$748 $296 
LIHEAP benefits received $1,230 -$67 -$62 -$15 

 

WIC benefits received $1,736 -$19 -$19 -$11 
 

CCDF child care subsidies received $3,531 -$274 -$321 $816 
 

TJ wages $0 
  

$9,630 
 

Payroll taxes paid $38,356 $2,803 $2,327 $721 
 

Federal taxes paid -$16,287 $4,356 $4,494 $263 
 

State taxes paid $4,418 $1,065 $982 $142 
 

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $54,396 -$11,774 -$9,244 $8,146 $480 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables. 
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TABLE B5.1b 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing Cash Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

Minimum Wage Increase 

Transitional 
Jobs 

Child 
Support 

Pass-
Through 

Spillover, 
No Job Loss 

Spillover and 
Job Loss 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY 
BASELINE FAMILY POVERTY STATUS1 

   

  
150-199% of SPM Poverty 

     

Unemployment compensation received $3,460 
 

$1,499 
  

SSI benefits received $6,609 -$159 -$144 -$9 
 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $601 -$3 -$3 -$8 $4 
Child Support passed through $5 

   
$21 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$2,458 -$198 -$176 -$18 
 

SNAP benefits received $5,565 -$671 -$498 -$83 $132 
LIHEAP benefits received $290 -$18 -$17 -$2 

 

WIC benefits received $921 -$13 -$13 -$5 
 

CCDF child care subsidies received $1,176 -$105 -$107 $208 
 

TJ wages $0 
  

$4,705 
 

Payroll taxes paid $44,573 $2,133 $1,739 $355 
 

Federal taxes paid $13,837 $4,132 $3,887 $420 
 

State taxes paid $11,102 $965 $864 $117 $1 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$48,430 -$8,397 -$5,949 $3,896 $157 

≥200% of SPM Poverty 
     

Unemployment compensation received $12,636 
 

$3,739 
  

SSI benefits received $6,867 -$93 -$55 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $307 -$2 -$3 -$2 $4 
Child Support passed through $4 

   
$19 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$366 -$24 -$24 
  

SNAP benefits received $2,561 -$145 -$36 $8 $35 
LIHEAP benefits received $53 -$3 -$3 

  

WIC benefits received $679 -$6 -$6 
  

CCDF child care subsidies received $596 -$40 -$41 $48 
 

TJ wages $0 
  

$972 
 

Payroll taxes paid $466,260 $4,597 $3,610 $69 
 

Federal taxes paid $1,252,084 $9,543 $8,420 $72 
 

State taxes paid $298,466 $1,711 $1,406 
  

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$1,992,743 -$16,165 -$9,864 $884 $58 
Pct of cost change going to families in 
poverty2 

  10.7% 10.6% 44.3% 35.9% 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables. (2) Percent of cost change reflects percentage of increased 

benefits in simulations where at least one poverty group receives a net increase in benefits, and percentage of benefit reductions 

in simulations where all groups receive net reductions.  
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TABLE B5.2a 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded Housing 

Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY BASELINE FAMILY 
POVERTY STATUS1       
<50% of SPM Poverty 

   

Unemployment compensation received $274 
  

SSI benefits received $1,358 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $499 
  

Child Support passed through $3 
  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $741 $4,556 
 

SNAP benefits received $10,401 -$40 $1,572 
LIHEAP benefits received $334 

  

WIC benefits received $191 
  

CCDF child care subsidies received $274 
  

TJ wages $0 
  

Payroll taxes paid $2,482 
  

Federal taxes paid -$281 
  

State taxes paid $289 
  

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $11,585 $4,516 $1,572 
50-99% of SPM Poverty 

   

Unemployment compensation received $1,213 
  

SSI benefits received $16,129 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,417 
  

Child Support passed through $23 
  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $9,728 $13,427 
 

SNAP benefits received $21,294 -$997 $6,002 
LIHEAP benefits received $772 

  

WIC benefits received $808 
  

CCDF child care subsidies received $846 
  

TJ wages $0 
  

Payroll taxes paid $9,956 
  

Federal taxes paid -$7,983 
  

State taxes paid $561 
  

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $50,696 $12,431 $6,002 
100-149% of SPM Poverty 

   

Unemployment compensation received $2,741 
  

SSI benefits received $23,104 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,740 
  

Child Support passed through $57 
  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $23,702 $5,898 
 

SNAP benefits received $22,043 -$770 $10,278 
LIHEAP benefits received $1,230 

  

WIC benefits received $1,736 
 

$1 
CCDF child care subsidies received $3,531 

  

TJ wages $0 
  

Payroll taxes paid $38,356 
  

Federal taxes paid -$16,287 
  

State taxes paid $4,418 
  

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $54,396 $5,128 $10,279 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables.  
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TABLE B5.2b 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Increasing In-Kind Income 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 
Expanded 

Housing Vouchers 
SNAP Benefit 

Increase 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY BASELINE FAMILY 
POVERTY STATUS1 

   

150-199% of SPM Poverty 
   

Unemployment compensation received $3,460 
  

SSI benefits received $6,609 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $601 
  

Child Support passed through $5 
  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $2,458 $295 
 

SNAP benefits received $5,565 -$48 $2,950 
LIHEAP benefits received $290 

  

WIC benefits received $921 
 

$1 
CCDF child care subsidies received $1,176 

  

TJ wages $0 
  

Payroll taxes paid $44,573 
  

Federal taxes paid $13,837 
  

State taxes paid $11,102 
 

$1 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$48,430 $247 $2,951 

≥200% of SPM Poverty 
   

Unemployment compensation received $12,636 
  

SSI benefits received $6,867 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $307 
  

Child Support passed through $4 
  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $366 $88 
 

SNAP benefits received $2,561 
 

$788 
LIHEAP benefits received $53 

  

WIC benefits received $679 
  

CCDF child care subsidies received $596 
  

TJ wages $0 
  

Payroll taxes paid $466,260 
  

Federal taxes paid $1,252,084 
  

State taxes paid $298,466 
  

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$1,992,743 $88 $788 
Pct of cost change going to families in poverty2   75.6% 35.1% 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables. (2) Percent of cost change reflects percentage of increased 

benefits in simulations where at least one poverty group receives a net increase in benefits, and percentage of benefit reductions 

in simulations where all groups receive net reductions.  



 

A P P E N D I X   1 2 9   
 

TABLE B5.3a 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 

Expanded 
CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY 
BASELINE FAMILY POVERTY STATUS1             
<50% of SPM Poverty 

      

Unemployment compensation received $274 
     

SSI benefits received $1,358 
 

-$3 
   

TANF (and separate state funds) received $499 
 

-$38 
  

-$16 
Child Support passed through $3 

     

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$741 
 

-$7 
   

SNAP benefits received $10,401 
 

-$192 
  

-$55 
LIHEAP benefits received $334 

 
-$1 

   

WIC benefits received $191 
     

CCDF child care subsidies received $274 
 

$77 
   

TJ wages $0 
     

Payroll taxes paid $2,482 
 

$97 
  

$47 
Federal taxes paid -$281 -$361 -$720 -$626 -$77 -$294 
State taxes paid $289 -$14 -$11 -$12 -$2 -$3 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $11,585 $375 $469 $638 $80 $179 

50-99% of SPM Poverty 
      

Unemployment compensation received $1,213 
 

-$24 
  

-$9 
SSI benefits received $16,129 

 
-$28 

  
-$28 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,417 
 

-$264 
  

-$132 
Child Support passed through $23 

 
-$3 

  
-$5 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$9,728 
 

-$142 
  

-$83 

SNAP benefits received $21,294 
 

-$520 
  

-$283 
LIHEAP benefits received $772 

 
-$6 

  
-$1 

WIC benefits received $808 
    

-$1 
CCDF child care subsidies received $846 

 
$103 

   

TJ wages $0 
     

Payroll taxes paid $9,956 
 

$265 
  

$174 
Federal taxes paid -$7,983 -$2,283 -$3,575 -$3,810 -$327 -$1,182 
State taxes paid $561 -$128 -$177 -$47 -$20 -$85 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $50,696 $2,411 $2,603 $3,857 $347 $551 

100-149% of SPM Poverty 
      

Unemployment compensation received $2,741 
 

-$3 
  

-$3 
SSI benefits received $23,104 

 
-$16 

   

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,740 
 

-$173 
  

-$59 
Child Support passed through $57 

 
-$1 

   

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$23,702 
 

-$183 
  

-$85 

SNAP benefits received $22,043 
 

-$251 
  

-$103 
LIHEAP benefits received $1,230 

 
-$4 

  
-$3 

WIC benefits received $1,736 
 

-$12 
  

-$11 
CCDF child care subsidies received $3,531 

 
$235 

   

TJ wages $0 
     

Payroll taxes paid $38,356 
 

$67 
  

$25 
Federal taxes paid -$16,287 -$3,577 -$4,298 -$11,918 -$697 -$1,120 
State taxes paid $4,418 -$200 -$213 -$149 -$38 -$54 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $54,396 $3,777 $4,036 $12,068 $735 $886 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables.  
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TABLE B5.3b 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Taxes 

Child poverty characteristics and 
related impacts Baseline 

Expanded EITC 
Expanded 

CTC 

Expanded CDCTC 

Standard 
Employment 

Effects Standard 
Employment 

Effects 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY 
BASELINE FAMILY POVERTY STATUS1 

      

150-199% of SPM Poverty 
      

Unemployment compensation 
received 

$3,460 
 

-$2 
   

SSI benefits received $6,609 
     

TANF (and separate state funds) 
received 

$601 
 

-$3 
  

-$9 

Child Support passed through $5 
 

-$1 
   

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$2,458 
     

SNAP benefits received $5,565 
 

-$28 
  

-$3 
LIHEAP benefits received $290 

     

WIC benefits received $921 
     

CCDF child care subsidies received $1,176 
 

$5 
   

TJ wages $0 
     

Payroll taxes paid $44,573 
 

$41 
  

$27 
Federal taxes paid $13,837 -$1,254 -$1,419 -$10,582 -$297 -$391 
State taxes paid $11,102 -$81 -$74 -$123 -$21 -$27 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$48,430 $1,335 $1,424 $10,704 $318 $379 

≥200% of SPM Poverty 
      

Unemployment compensation 
received 

$12,636 
     

SSI benefits received $6,867 
 

-$11 
   

TANF (and separate state funds) 
received 

$307 
 

-$9 
  

-$7 

Child Support passed through $4 
     

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$366 
     

SNAP benefits received $2,561 
 

-$25 
  

-$5 
LIHEAP benefits received $53 

     

WIC benefits received $679 
     

CCDF child care subsidies received $596 
 

$4 
   

TJ wages $0 
     

Payroll taxes paid $466,260 
 

$101 
  

$26 
Federal taxes paid $1,252,084 -$676 -$898 -$24,354 -$200 -$299 
State taxes paid $298,466 -$54 -$34 -$247 -$7 -$7 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$1,992,743 $731 $789 $24,600 $206 $267 

Pct of cost change going to families in 
poverty2 

  32.3% 33.0% 8.7% 25.3% 32.3% 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables. (2) Percent of cost change reflects percentage of increased 

benefits in simulations where at least one poverty group receives a net increase in benefits, and percentage of benefit reductions 

in simulations where all groups receive net reductions.  
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TABLE B5.4a 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard Employment Effects 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY BASELINE FAMILY 
POVERTY STATUS1       
<50% of SPM Poverty 

   

Unemployment compensation received $274 
  

SSI benefits received $1,358 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $499 
 

-$77 
Child Support passed through $3 

  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $741 -$11 -$23 
SNAP benefits received $10,401 -$3 -$219 
LIHEAP benefits received $334 

 
-$2 

WIC benefits received $191 
  

CCDF child care subsidies received $274 $580 $1,115 
TJ wages $0 

  

Payroll taxes paid $2,482 
 

$109 
Federal taxes paid -$281 $1 -$346 
State taxes paid $289 $3 

 

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $11,585 $561 $1,033 
50-99% of SPM Poverty 

   

Unemployment compensation received $1,213 
 

-$24 
SSI benefits received $16,129 

 
-$28 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,417 
 

-$258 
Child Support passed through $23 

  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $9,728 -$14 -$181 
SNAP benefits received $21,294 -$82 -$717 
LIHEAP benefits received $772 

 
-$7 

WIC benefits received $808 
  

CCDF child care subsidies received $846 $3,020 $4,557 
TJ wages $0 

  

Payroll taxes paid $9,956 
 

$258 
Federal taxes paid -$7,983 $11 -$1,009 
State taxes paid $561 $35 -$1 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $50,696 $2,879 $4,093 

100-149% of SPM Poverty 
   

Unemployment compensation received $2,741 
 

-$6 
SSI benefits received $23,104 

 
-$9 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,740 
 

-$169 
Child Support passed through $57 

 
-$1 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $23,702 -$83 -$247 
SNAP benefits received $22,043 -$396 -$629 
LIHEAP benefits received $1,230 

 
-$2 

WIC benefits received $1,736 
 

-$11 
CCDF child care subsidies received $3,531 $7,302 $8,054 
TJ wages $0 

  

Payroll taxes paid $38,356 
 

$64 
Federal taxes paid -$16,287 $42 -$402 
State taxes paid $4,418 $31 $17 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $54,396 $6,750 $7,301 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables.  



 

 1 3 2  A P P E N D I X  
 

TABLE B5.4b 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Reducing Expenses 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Expanded Child Care Subsidies 

Standard Employment Effects 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY BASELINE FAMILY 
POVERTY STATUS1 

   

150-199% of SPM Poverty 
   

Unemployment compensation received $3,460 
  

SSI benefits received $6,609 
 

-$19 
TANF (and separate state funds) received $601 

 
-$8 

Child Support passed through $5 
 

-$1 
Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $2,458 -$6 -$20 
SNAP benefits received $5,565 -$80 -$139 
LIHEAP benefits received $290 -$1 -$1 
WIC benefits received $921 

  

CCDF child care subsidies received $1,176 $2,852 $3,085 
TJ wages $0 

  

Payroll taxes paid $44,573 
 

$47 
Federal taxes paid $13,837 $25 -$45 
State taxes paid $11,102 $10 $9 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$48,430 $2,730 $2,887 

≥200% of SPM Poverty 
   

Unemployment compensation received $12,636 
  

SSI benefits received $6,867 
  

TANF (and separate state funds) received $307 
 

-$7 
Child Support passed through $4 

  

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $366 
  

SNAP benefits received $2,561 -$22 -$40 
LIHEAP benefits received $53 

  

WIC benefits received $679 
  

CCDF child care subsidies received $596 $818 $971 
TJ wages $0 

  

Payroll taxes paid $466,260 
 

$62 
Federal taxes paid $1,252,084 $37 -$47 
State taxes paid $298,466 $13 $27 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$1,992,743 $747 $883 

Pct of cost change going to families in poverty2   25.2% 31.6% 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables. (2) Percent of cost change reflects percentage of increased 

benefits in simulations where at least one poverty group receives a net increase in benefits, and percentage of benefit reductions 

in simulations where all groups receive net reductions.  
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TABLE B5.5a 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing 
+ SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY 
BASELINE FAMILY POVERTY STATUS1           
<50% of SPM Poverty 

     

Unemployment compensation received $274 
 

$86 $86 $86 
SSI benefits received $1,358 -$3 -$19 -$19 -$19 
TANF (and separate state funds) received $499 -$38 -$141 -$125 -$125 
Child Support passed through $3 

  
$18 $18 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $741 $4,314 -$56 $3,748 $3,748 
SNAP benefits received $10,401 $1,296 -$780 $630 $630 
LIHEAP benefits received $334 -$1 -$6 -$6 -$6 
WIC benefits received $191 

 
-$2 -$2 -$2 

CCDF child care subsidies received $274 $77 $1,167 $1,167 $1,167 
TJ wages $0 

 
$4,354 $4,354 $4,354 

Payroll taxes paid $2,482 $97 $614 $614 $614 
Federal taxes paid -$281 -$720 -$1,365 -$2,363 -$1,365 
State taxes paid $289 -$11 $71 $57 $71 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $11,585 $6,279 $5,282 $11,542 $10,530 

50-99% of SPM Poverty 
     

Unemployment compensation received $1,213 -$24 $753 $753 $753 
SSI benefits received $16,129 -$28 -$160 -$160 -$160 
TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,417 -$264 -$568 -$553 -$553 
Child Support passed through $23 -$3 -$9 $96 $96 
Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $9,728 $12,885 -$602 $10,041 $10,041 
SNAP benefits received $21,294 $4,278 -$2,839 $1,903 $1,903 
LIHEAP benefits received $772 -$6 -$41 -$40 -$40 
WIC benefits received $808 

 
-$9 -$9 -$9 

CCDF child care subsidies received $846 $103 $4,402 $4,402 $4,402 
TJ wages $0 

 
$11,229 $11,229 $11,229 

Payroll taxes paid $9,956 $265 $2,014 $2,014 $2,014 
Federal taxes paid -$7,983 -$3,575 -$2,522 -$7,101 -$2,522 
State taxes paid $561 -$177 $259 $195 $259 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $50,696 $20,428 $12,405 $32,554 $27,911 

100-149% of SPM Poverty 
     

Unemployment compensation received $2,741 -$3 $1,589 $1,589 $1,589 
SSI benefits received $23,104 -$16 -$309 -$309 -$309 
TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,740 -$173 -$354 -$312 -$312 
Child Support passed through $57 -$1 -$6 $105 $105 
Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $23,702 $5,682 -$1,158 $3,392 $3,392 
SNAP benefits received $22,043 $9,147 -$3,322 $5,285 $5,285 
LIHEAP benefits received $1,230 -$4 -$88 -$88 -$88 
WIC benefits received $1,736 -$11 -$54 -$52 -$52 
CCDF child care subsidies received $3,531 $235 $7,352 $7,346 $7,346 
TJ wages $0 

 
$14,491 $14,491 $14,491 

Payroll taxes paid $38,356 $67 $3,492 $3,492 $3,492 
Federal taxes paid -$16,287 -$4,298 $1,982 -$10,406 $1,982 
State taxes paid $4,418 -$214 $1,133 $971 $1,134 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $54,396 $19,301 $11,534 $37,390 $24,839 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables.  
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TABLE B5.5b 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Policies Proposed to Lift Children Out of Poverty in 2015 

Combining Policies 

Child poverty characteristics and related 
impacts Baseline 

EITC EE + 
Housing 
+ SNAP 

EITC EE + 
CDCTC EE + 
CC EE + Min 
Wage EE + TJ 

All 
Policies, 
Including 
CTC 

All 
Policies, 
Excluding 
CTC 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY 
BASELINE FAMILY POVERTY STATUS1 

     

150-199% of SPM Poverty 
     

Unemployment compensation received $3,460 -$2 $1,497 $1,497 $1,497 
SSI benefits received $6,609 

 
-$199 -$199 -$199 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $601 -$3 -$27 -$24 -$24 
Child Support passed through $5 -$1 -$1 $13 $13 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$2,458 $295 -$220 $17 $17 

SNAP benefits received $5,565 $2,864 -$740 $1,904 $1,904 
LIHEAP benefits received $290 

 
-$21 -$21 -$21 

WIC benefits received $921 $1 -$22 -$21 -$21 
CCDF child care subsidies received $1,176 $5 $2,700 $2,700 $2,700 
TJ wages $0 

 
$7,202 $7,202 $7,202 

Payroll taxes paid $44,573 $41 $2,355 $2,355 $2,355 
Federal taxes paid $13,837 -$1,419 $3,447 -$7,235 $3,447 
State taxes paid $11,102 -$74 $1,013 $898 $1,014 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$48,430 $4,612 $3,353 $17,049 $6,250 

≥200% of SPM Poverty 
     

Unemployment compensation received $12,636 
 

$3,739 $3,739 $3,739 
SSI benefits received $6,867 -$11 -$88 -$88 -$88 
TANF (and separate state funds) received $307 -$9 -$15 -$11 -$11 
Child Support passed through $4 

  
$19 $19 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy 
received 

$366 $88 -$24 $73 $73 

SNAP benefits received $2,561 $747 -$94 $664 $664 
LIHEAP benefits received $53 

 
-$4 -$4 -$4 

WIC benefits received $679 
 

-$6 -$6 -$6 
CCDF child care subsidies received $596 $4 $737 $737 $737 
TJ wages $0 

 
$1,483 $1,483 $1,483 

Payroll taxes paid $466,260 $101 $3,846 $3,846 $3,846 
Federal taxes paid $1,252,084 -$898 $7,804 -$16,565 $7,804 
State taxes paid $298,466 -$34 $1,435 $1,245 $1,435 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$1,992,743 $1,649 -$7,356 $18,080 -$6,480 

Pct of cost change going to families in 
poverty2 

  51.1% 70.1% 37.8% 61.0% 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in the B3 tables. (2) Percent of cost change reflects percentage of increased 

benefits in simulations where at least one poverty group receives a net increase in benefits, and percentage of benefit reductions 

in simulations where all groups receive net reductions. 
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Appendix C. Additional CTC 

Simulation  
As part of this project, CDF proposed an alternative CTC policy option for supplemental analysis. The 

additional policy option expands the CTC to allow low-income families to claim the full credit regardless 

of earnings, effectively creating a child allowance for low-income families. CDF proposed the following 

for the alternative CTC: 

 Expand the credit to include all children under age 18 

 Increase the credit amounts 

» For children under age 6, increase the credit to $3,600  

» For children ages 6 through 17, increase the credit to $3,000 

 Make the credit fully refundable regardless of whether families have earnings 

» Give the full credit to all low-income families 

» Remove the limit on the refundable portion of the credit 

 Make the credit available to all children, regardless of citizenship or immigration status 

 Keep the phase-out point the same: $75,000 for single taxpayers and $110,000 for married 

taxpayers filing jointly. 

 Set the phase-out rate at 5 percent (or 5 cents on the dollar) 

 Index the credit annually for inflation (not modeled) 

 Continue to make the refundable credit available at the end of the year 

Methods 

The policies modeled here begin with the 2015 tax laws and apply the policies proposed by CDF as if 

they were implemented in 2015. As noted, the 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act produced several changes to 

the tax code, including significant changes to the CTC. 

To model the alternative CTC policy, we modified the programming for the tax credit to provide the 

full amount of the credit to all eligible tax units, regardless of the unit’s tax liability. Because TRIM3 
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assumes that all families file their taxes, we assumed that every family that benefited from the credit 

would file to claim it. 

We set the maximum credit equal to $3,600 for children under age 6 and $3,000 for children ages 6 

through 17. We modeled all families as eligible, regardless of citizenship or immigration status. 

The income levels at which the phase-out begins were left at $75,000 for a single head of household 

and $110,000 for a married head of household (consistent with 2015 tax rules). The phase-out rate was 

set at 5 percent (or 5 cents on the dollar). This resulted in no credit for families with income above 

$115,000 (single-parent households) or $150,000 (two-parent households). 

Although CDF was also interested in indexing the credit annually for inflation, this was not modeled 

because the TRIM3 estimates focus only on 2015 and do not include projections for future years.  

Results 

Making the CTC fully refundable for all low-income families, regardless of earnings, would have allowed 

an additional 4.5 million tax units to receive the nonrefundable portion of the credit and an additional 

11.1 million tax units to receive the refundable portion of the credit (table C5b). The additional family 

resources are estimated to reduce the child poverty rate to 6.7 percent, a reduction of 48.8 percent 

(table C1). This is by far the largest potential poverty reduction of any single policy proposed by CDF. 

The effects of the credit were strongest for families with income less than 50 percent of poverty, 

with a decline of 56.4 percent in the number of children in deep poverty. Families in which all adults 

were either elderly or had disabilities also saw a substantial decrease in poverty (57.5 percent). 

Overall, compared with 2015 policy, the expansion of the credit cost $158.9 billion, and 11.5 

percent of these costs went to reducing the poverty gap (by $18.3 billion). In other words, for each 

dollar of new government spending, the poverty gap is reduced by 11.5 cents. The remaining money 

increases families’ incomes to levels above the SPM poverty threshold or helps families whose incomes 

were already above the poverty level before the simulation. The estimated cost of the CDF CTC 

proposal is likely overstated to some extent, because some portion of the cost of the policies proposed 

by CDF might already be accounted for under the new tax law.  
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TABLE C1 

Summary of Impact of Alternative CTC Policy on Child Poverty in 2015 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline 

Alternative CTC 

Level Change 

Child SPM poverty rate 13.0% 6.7% -48.8% 

SPM poverty rate, all individuals 12.8% 10.2% -20.6% 
      

Distribution of children by family income level    

 <50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 1.3% -56.4% 
 50–99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 5.4% -46.6% 
 100–149% of SPM poverty 16.6% 17.8% -21.1% 
      

Number of children in SPM poverty (thousands) 9,633 4,932 -48.8% 
 By Race/Ethnicity    

 
 White (non-Hispanic) 3,008 1,517 -49.6% 

 
 Black (non-Hispanic) 1,830 823 -55.0% 

 
 Hispanic  3,970 2,090 -47.4% 

 
 Other races (non-Hispanic) 824 503 -39.0% 

 By current status of adults in the family    

 Family has any nonelderly/disabled adults 8,693 4,462 -48.7% 
   At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 1,795 -53.0% 
   No FY-FT adults, at least one adult works 2,815 1,427 -49.3% 
   No working adults, all adults are students 211 129 -38.8% 
   No working adults, ≥ 1 non-student adult 1,845 1,111 -39.8% 
 Family has only elderly or disabled adults 812 345 -57.5% 
 By metropolitan status    

 
 Metropolitan area 8,482 4,439 -47.7% 

 
 Nonmetropolitan area 1,151 494 -57.1% 

 By region    

 
 Northeast 1,529 864 -43.5% 

 
 South 4,080 1,939 -52.5% 

 
 Midwest 1,507 658 -56.4% 

 
 West 2,517 1,471 -41.5% 

      

Other poverty data    

 Total families with children in poverty (thousands) 4,884 2,901 -40.6% 
 Single-head families with children in poverty (thousands) 1,686 941 -44.2% 
 Poverty Gap (families with children) ($ millions) $39,339  $21,018  -46.6% 
 Poverty Gap (all families) ($ millions) $133,880  $115,531  -13.7% 
      

Persons with higher earnings (thousands)    

Average per-person annual earnings change    

Net persons who gain a job (thousands)    
    

Change in government costs ($ millions, federal and state)    

 Costs of benefit programs $197,908  $0 
 Tax collections (net of credits) $2,701,384  -$158,881 
 Benefits minus tax collections ($ millions)   $158,881 

Change in poverty gap as % of change in government costs     11.5% 
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TABLE C2a 

Antipoverty Effects of Alternative CTC Policy in 2015 

 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

PERCENT CHANGE IN NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands) 

  

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 -48.8% 
By Age 

  

<=2 1,621 -47.8% 
3-5 1,683 -52.8% 
6-12 3,656 -51.9% 
13-17 2,673 -42.6% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
  

White 3,008 -49.6% 

Black  1,830 -55.0% 
Black males 1,012 -57.7% 

Hispanic  3,970 -47.4% 
Other races 824 -39.0% 

By Family Composition 
  

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 8,693 -48.7% 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 -53.0% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 -49.3% 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 -38.8% 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 1,845 -39.8% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 -57.5% 
All elderly, none disabled 101 -60.8% 
All disabled, none elderly 650 -58.2% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 -44.5% 

In families with no adults 128 -1.7% 
By Metropolitan Status 

  

Metropolitan area 8,482 -47.7% 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 -57.1% 

By Region 
  

Northeast 1,529 -43.5% 
South 4,080 -52.5% 
Midwest 1,507 -56.4% 
West 2,517 -41.5% 

By Major State 
  

CA 1,557 -38.6% 
TX 1,069 -54.2% 
NY 621 -47.0% 
FL 750 -49.6% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 -40.6% 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 1,686 -44.2% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 -20.6% 
By Age 

  

<18 9,633 -48.8% 
18-64 24,887 -14.3% 
65+ 6,240 -2.3% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 -9.9% 
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TABLE C2b 

Antipoverty Effects of Alternative CTC Policy in 2015 

 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

NUMBER IN POVERTY 
(SPM definition, numbers in thousands)   
Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 9,633 4,932 

By Age 
  

<=2 1,621 846 
3-5 1,683 795 
6-12 3,656 1,757 
13-17 2,673 1,535 

By Race / Ethnicity 
  

White 3,008 1,517 
Black  1,830 823 

Black males 1,012 428 
Hispanic  3,970 2,090 
Other races 824 503 

By Family Composition 
  

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 8,693 4,462 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 3,823 1,795 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 2,815 1,427 
No working adults, all adults are students 211 129 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 1,845 1,111 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 812 345 
All elderly, none disabled 101 39 
All disabled, none elderly 650 272 
Both elderly and disabled adults 62 34 

In families with no adults 128 125 
By Metropolitan Status 

  

Metropolitan area 8,482 4,439 
Non-metropolitan area 1,151 494 

By Region 
  

Northeast 1,529 864 
South 4,080 1,939 
Midwest 1,507 658 
West 2,517 1,471 

By Major State 
  

CA 1,557 956 
TX 1,069 490 
NY 621 329 
FL 750 378 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 4,884 2,901 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 1,686 941 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 40,760 32,369 
By Age 

  

<18 9,633 4,932 
18-64 24,887 21,341 
65+ 6,240 6,096 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 19,987 18,004 
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TABLE C2c 

Antipoverty Effects of Alternative CTC Policy in 2015 

 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

PERCENT CHANGE IN POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
  

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level (thousands) 74,062 
 

<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% -56.4% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% -46.6% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% -21.1% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 29.5% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 13.0% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 -46.6% 
Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 -13.7% 
Low-Income Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 366,978 -24.3% 
Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 -10.3%    

POVERTY CHARACTERISTICS 
  

Distribution of Children by Family Income Level (thousands) 74,062 74,062 
<50% of SPM poverty 2.9% 1.3% 
50-99% of SPM poverty 10.1% 5.4% 
100-149% of SPM poverty 22.6% 17.8% 
150-199% of SPM poverty 16.6% 21.5% 
200% of SPM poverty and above 47.8% 54.0% 

Poverty Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 39,339 21,018 
Poverty Gap for all Families ($ millions) 133,880 115,531 
Low-Income Gap for Families with Children ($ millions) 366,978 277,858 
Low-Income Gap for all Families ($ millions) 864,526 775,365 
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TABLE C3 

Effects of Alternative CTC Policy on US Poverty Rates in 2015 

 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

POVERTY RATES (SPM DEFINITION) 
  

Children under 18 in SPM Poverty 13.0% 6.7% 
By Age 

  

<=2 13.6% 7.1% 
3-5 14.2% 6.7% 
6-12 12.6% 6.1% 
13-17 12.6% 7.2% 

By Race / Ethnicity 
  

White 7.9% 4.0% 
Black  17.8% 8.0% 

Black males 18.0% 7.6% 
Hispanic  21.7% 11.4% 
Other races 11.1% 6.8% 

By Family Composition 
  

In families with any non-elderly or non-disabled adults 12.1% 6.2% 
At least one adult is a FY-FT worker 6.5% 3.1% 
No FT-FY adults, at least one adult is PY or PT 27.4% 13.9% 
No working adults, all adults are students 53.1% 32.5% 
No working adults, at least one non-student adult 68.1% 41.0% 

In families with only elderly or disabled adults 38.8% 16.5% 
All elderly, none disabled 20.1% 7.9% 
All disabled, none elderly 45.1% 18.9% 
Both elderly and disabled adults 40.6% 22.5% 

In families with no adults 80.0% 78.6% 
By Metropolitan Status 

  

Metropolitan area 13.3% 7.0% 
Non-metropolitan area 11.1% 4.8% 

By Region 
  

Northeast 12.8% 7.2% 
South 14.4% 6.8% 
Midwest 9.6% 4.2% 
West 14.0% 8.2% 

By Major State 
  

CA 17.0% 10.4% 
TX 14.8% 6.8% 
NY 14.6% 7.8% 
FL 17.8% 9.0% 

Families with Children in SPM Poverty 12.5% 7.4% 
Single-head families with children (no other adults) 25.1% 14.0% 

Persons in SPM Poverty (all ages) 12.8% 10.2% 

By Age 
  

<18 13.0% 6.7% 
18-64 12.6% 10.8% 
65+ 13.1% 12.8% 

Families in SPM Poverty (all families) 15.1% 13.6% 
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TABLE C4 

Effects of Alternative CTC Policy on Government Costs in 2015 

 

   
Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN COSTS 
  

Changes in program benefits paid to recipients ($ millions; 
federal and state costs):  

$197,908 
 

Unemployment compensation $20,617 
 

SSI $56,399 
 

TANF $6,646 
 

Child Support passed through $93 
 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy $36,955 
 

SNAP $63,039 
 

LIHEAP $2,673 
 

WIC $4,875 
 

CCDF, value of subsidy $6,611 
 

TJ wages (w/ employer payroll taxes) $0 
 

   

Changes in tax liabilities and credits ($ millions):  $2,701,384 -$158,881 
Payroll tax, employee and employer $1,128,780 

 

Federal income tax, liability net of credits $1,254,515 -$157,002 
State income tax, liability net of credits $318,089 -$1,879    

Total Government Costs (increase in program benefits 
minus increase in tax liability) ($ millions)1 

 
$158,881 

Change in poverty gap as percent of change in govt. costs 
 

11.5% 
Change in child poverty gap as % of change in govt. costs 

 
11.5% 

Government costs per child removed from poverty   $33,800 

Note: (1) Excludes administrative costs.  
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TABLE C5a 

Effects of Alternative CTC Policy on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 2015 

 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

CHANGE IN PROGRAM CASELOADS AND COSTS 
  

Unemployment compensation (UC) 
  

Persons receiving any benefits during year (thou.) 4,214 
 

Aggregate annual benefits ($ millions) $20,617 
 

SSI (noninstitutionalized; includes state supplements) 
  

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of people) 
  

Adults 7,103 
 

Children 1,234 
 

Annual benefits, adults + children ($ millions) $56,399 
 

TANF (including state sep. programs) 
  

Avg. monthly caseload (thou. of units) 1,325 
 

Child only 592 
 

2 parents in unit 63 
 

1 adult in unit 670 
 

Average monthly benefit $418 
 

Annual benefits ($ millions) $6,646 
 

Units w/ Child Support pass-thru (avg. monthly, thou.) 64 
 

Average monthly Child Support passed through $107 
 

Annual Child Support passed through ($ millions) $93 
 

Public and subsidized housing  
  

Ever-subsidized h'holds (thousands) 5,165 
 

Average size of household 2.0 
 

Average monthly rental payment $355 
 

Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $36,955 
 

SNAP 
  

Avg. monthly caseload (thous. of units) 22,367 
 

Annual benefits ($ millions) $63,039 
 

LIHEAP 
  

Assisted households (thou. of h'holds) 6,747 
 

Annual benefits ($ millions) $2,673 
 

WIC  
  

Avg. monthly recipients, infants/children (thou.) 5,861 
 

Avg. monthly recipients, women (thou.)1 907 
 

Annual value of benefit, pre-rebate ($ millions)  $4,875 
 

CCDF-funded child care subsidies 
  

Avg. monthly families receiving subsidies (thous.) 834 
 

Avg. monthly (non-$0) copayment per assisted fam. $97 
 

Annual value of subsidy ($ millions) $6,611 
 

Child care expenses (for families with children < 15) 
  

Pct. w/ expenses (subsidized or unsubsidized) 23% 
 

Total government cost of UC, SSI, TANF, child support passed through, 
housing subsidies, SNAP, LIHEAP, WIC, and CCDF subsidies (federal 
and state combined) ($ millions) 

$197,908   

Note: (1) WIC figures exclude benefits to pregnant women.  
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TABLE C5b 

Effects of Alternative CTC Policy on Programs, Taxes, and Employment in 2015 

 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

CHANGE IN TAX LIABILITIES AND CREDITS   
Payroll taxes paid (employer + employee) ($ millions) $1,128,780 

 

Payroll taxes paid by workers ($ millions)1 $561,888 
 

Workers subject to Social Security tax (thou) 157,185 
 

Federal income tax (on pos. tax returns) ($ millions) $1,312,511 -$53,298 
Number of positive-tax returns (thou.) 104,461 -5,976 
Number of zero-tax returns (thou.) 70,071 -3,292 
Number of negative-tax returns (thou.) 20,737 9,268 

Federal inc. tax refunds (on net refund returns) ($ mill.) -$57,996 -$103,704 
Earned income tax credit 

  

returns with credit (thou.) 19,712 
 

total credit ($ millions) $41,770 
 

Child tax credit (nonrefundable portion) 
  

returns with credit (thou.) 21,157 4,494 
total credit ($ millions) $27,483 $54,006 

Child tax credit (refundable portion) 
  

returns with credit (thou.) 12,624 11,101 
total credit ($ millions) $17,621 $102,995 

Total CTC amount ($ millions) $45,104 $157,001 

CDCTC 
  

returns with credit (thou.) 6,312 
 

total credit ($ millions) $3,598 
 

State income tax, net of credits ($ millions) $318,089 -$1,879 
Number of returns with positive tax liability (thou.) 89,970 -183 

No. with state earned income tax credit (thou.) 7,573 
 

No. with state child care credit (thou.) 1,523 -21 

Total Taxes Paid ($ millions) $2,701,384 -$158,881 

 
  

CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 
  

All Persons 
  

Persons with increase in earnings (net, thousands)2 
  

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
  

Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 
  

Average per-person change ($) 
  

Persons in Families with Children 
  

Persons with increase in earnings (net, thousands)2 
  

Net persons who gain jobs (thousands) 
  

Aggregate change in earnings ($ millions) 
  

Average per-person change ($)     

Notes: (1) Payroll taxes paid by workers include Social Security taxes, Medicare taxes, and contributions to the federal Civil 

Service Retirement System and Tier 1 Railroad Retirement. (2) Includes baseline unemployed persons gaining jobs and baseline 

employed persons with changes in earnings, less baseline employed persons losing jobs. 
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TABLE C6a 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Alternative CTC Policy in 2015 

 
Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY BASELINE FAMILY 
POVERTY STATUS1     
<50% of SPM Poverty 

  

Unemployment compensation received $274 
 

SSI benefits received $1,358 
 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $499 
 

Child Support passed through $3 
 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $741 
 

SNAP benefits received $10,401 
 

LIHEAP benefits received $334 
 

WIC benefits received $191 
 

CCDF child care subsidies received $274 
 

TJ wages $0 
 

Payroll taxes paid $2,482 
 

Federal taxes paid -$281 -$5,787 
State taxes paid $289 -$56 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $11,585 $5,843 

50-99% of SPM Poverty 
  

Unemployment compensation received $1,213 
 

SSI benefits received $16,129 
 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,417 
 

Child Support passed through $23 
 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $9,728 
 

SNAP benefits received $21,294 
 

LIHEAP benefits received $772 
 

WIC benefits received $808 
 

CCDF child care subsidies received $846 
 

TJ wages $0 
 

Payroll taxes paid $9,956 
 

Federal taxes paid -$7,983 -$19,842 
State taxes paid $561 -$303 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $50,696 $20,146 

100-149% of SPM Poverty 
  

Unemployment compensation received $2,741 
 

SSI benefits received $23,104 
 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $2,740 
 

Child Support passed through $57 
 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $23,702 
 

SNAP benefits received $22,043 
 

LIHEAP benefits received $1,230 
 

WIC benefits received $1,736 
 

CCDF child care subsidies received $3,531 
 

TJ wages $0 
 

Payroll taxes paid $38,356 
 

Federal taxes paid -$16,287 -$39,833 
State taxes paid $4,418 -$598 

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) $54,396 $40,431 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in table C4.  
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TABLE C6b 

Distribution of Benefits and Taxes for Alternative CTC Policy in 2015 

 

Child poverty characteristics and related impacts Baseline Alternative CTC 

CHANGE IN BENEFITS AND TAXES BY BASELINE FAMILY 
POVERTY STATUS1 

  

150-199% of SPM Poverty 
  

Unemployment compensation received $3,460 
 

SSI benefits received $6,609 
 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $601 
 

Child Support passed through $5 
 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $2,458 
 

SNAP benefits received $5,565 
 

LIHEAP benefits received $290 
 

WIC benefits received $921 
 

CCDF child care subsidies received $1,176 
 

TJ wages $0 
 

Payroll taxes paid $44,573 
 

Federal taxes paid $13,837 -$27,897 
State taxes paid $11,102 -$347 
Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$48,430 $28,244 

≥200% of SPM Poverty 
  

Unemployment compensation received $12,636 
 

SSI benefits received $6,867 
 

TANF (and separate state funds) received $307 
 

Child Support passed through $4 
 

Subsidized housing, value of subsidy received $366 
 

SNAP benefits received $2,561 
 

LIHEAP benefits received $53 
 

WIC benefits received $679 
 

CCDF child care subsidies received $596 
 

TJ wages $0 
 

Payroll taxes paid $466,260 
 

Federal taxes paid $1,252,084 -$63,198 
State taxes paid $298,466 -$617 

Total Cost (benefits - taxes) -$1,992,743 $63,815 
Pct of cost change going to families in poverty2   16.4% 

Notes: (1) Benefits reflect annual benefits in millions of dollars. Benefits in this table are estimated by annualizing monthly 

amounts, so totals may not sum to overall totals in table C4. (2) Percent of cost change reflects percentage of increased benefits in 

simulations where at least one poverty group receives a net increase in benefits, and percentage of benefit reductions in 

simulations where all groups receive net reductions. 
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Appendix D. Results Compared with 

Prior CDF Policy Proposals  
The analysis in this report focuses on nine policy areas, with the proposed policies applied to 2015 data. 

We completed a similar analysis in 2015, applying changes in the same nine broad policy areas to 2010 

data. The results of the two analyses differ because of 

 changes in the proposed policies, 

 refinements to the modeling methods, and 

 changes in population characteristics over time. 

Table D1 provides summary results from the current analysis and prior analysis, noting key policy 

and methodological differences. For policies in the current analysis that were modeled in essentially the 

same way under the prior analysis, the antipoverty impacts may still differ because of population and 

economic changes between 2010 and 2015. For example, the unemployment rate was substantially 

higher in 2010 than in 2015, meaning that more parents were eligible for a TJ in the 2010 analysis than 

in the current analysis. Also, with higher employment in 2015, more parents can be helped by 

employment-based policies. 

More information on the proposed policies modeled under the prior analysis, as well as detailed 

descriptions of the methods used, can be found in the previous technical report, Reducing Child Poverty 

in the US: Costs and Implications of Policies Proposed by the Children’s Defense Fund (Giannarelli et al. 2015). 
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TABLE D1 

Results of Current and Prior Analyses of Proposed CDF Policies 

  

Simulation 

Percent change in 
number of children in 

SPM poverty 

Key Differences in Proposed Policies and Methods 

Prior 
Analysis, 

2010 Data 

Current 
Analysis, 

2015 Data 

Baseline (number of children in poverty, 
thousands) 

10,924 9,633 
 

Increases to cash income 
   

Minimum Wage (with spillover and 
job loss) 

-4.0% -8.3% Higher minimum wage modeled for current analysis, 
updated employment effects methods 

TJ program -10.7% -8.6% No significant differences 

Child Support Pass-through -0.8% -0.5% No significant differences 

Increases to in-kind benefits 
   

Housing Vouchers -20.8% -21.9% No significant differences 

SNAP Benefit Increase -16.2% -15.8% No significant differences 

Expanded tax credits 
   

Expanded EITC (with new jobs) -8.8% -11.6% Updated employment effects methods 

Expanded CTC -11.6% -12.6% Prior analysis modeled a fully-refundable credit 
(regardless of earnings), current analysis modeled a 
higher credit amount, different rate depending on 
age of child, and refundable beginning with first 
dollar of earnings 

Expanded CDCTC (with new jobs) -1.3% -4.1% Updated employment effects methods 

Reduction to work expenses 
   

Expanded CCDF (with new jobs) -3.1% -7.6% Current analysis modeled no family copayment for 
families with income below 150 percent of poverty, 
higher take-up rate, and updated employment effects 
methods 

Combinations of Selected Policies 
   

EITC EE + Housing + SNAP n.a. -44.7% n.a., not modeled in prior analysis 

EITC EE + CDCTC EE + CC EE + Min 
Wage + TJ 

n.a. -31.8% n.a., not modeled in prior analysis 

Min Wage + EITC EE -12.4% n.a. n.a., not modeled in current analysis 

Min Wage + EITC EE + TJ -23.4% n.a. n.a., not modeled in current analysis 

Final Policy Combinations 
   

All Policies -60.3% -62.5% All policy and methods differences incorporated (as 
noted above) 

All Policies, Excluding Expanded 
CTC 

n.a. -57.1% n.a., not modeled in prior analysis 
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Notes
1  For 2015 GDP estimates, see “GDP-GDI-vintage-history,” Bureau of Economic Analysis, accessed November 13, 

2018 https://www.bea.gov/media/3481. For Social Security estimates, see “Annual Statistical Supplement, 

2016,” Social Security Office of Retirement and Disability Policy, accessed November 13, 2018, 

https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/supplement/2016/oasdi.html. For SNAP estimates, see 

“Participation and Costs, 1969-2017,” USDA, Food and Nutrition Service, accessed November 13, 2018 

https://www.fns.usda.gov/pd/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap. 

2  See US Census Bureau (2016), for technical documentation of the CPS-ASEC data collected spring 2016. 

3  Authors’ tabulations of public-use CPS-ASEC data compared with administrative data on the TANF caseload and 

SNAP caseload. 

4  HHS/ASPE holds the copyright to the CPS version of the model, which is used for this analysis, but allows the 

model to be used for other projects. 

5  Full documentation of TRIM3 is available on the project’s website, http://trim3.urban.org. 

6  A set of 2015 baseline simulations was previously created under contract with HHS/ASPE. The simulations for 

this analysis are slightly modified, incorporating recent enhancements to methods. 

7  Full technical documentation for TRIM3 is available at http://trim.urban.org. 

8  The WIC simulation does not include eligibility or benefits for pregnant women, because pregnancy is not 

reported in the survey and is not imputed in this analysis. 

9  The public-use version of the CPS-ASEC file includes tax liability amounts that have been imputed onto the file 

through US Census Bureau procedures. For this analysis, it is important that the baseline tax liability amounts 

are computed through TRIM3’s procedures for consistency with the TRIM3-estimated tax liability amounts 

under the alternative policy assumptions. 

10  The shortfall in simulated EITC observed in TRIM3 is also commonly observed in other microsimulation 

estimates based on CPS-ASEC data (Wheaton and Stevens, 2016). Not as many families with children in the data 

appear eligible for the EITC as there are tax units with children claiming the EITC. 

11  Figure from the US Census Bureau’s national population estimates, vintage 2017. See “National Population 

Totals and Components of Change: 2010-2017,” US Census Bureau, last revised September 4, 2018, 

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/demo/popest/nation-total.html. 

12  Unemployment rate from the US Census Bureau labor force statistics: https://www.bls.gov/data/. 

13  Historical minimum wage figures available from “Changes in Basic Minimum Wages in Non-Farm Employment 

under State Law: Selected Years 1968 to 2017,” US Department of Labor, last revised December 2017, 

http://www.dol.gov/whd/state/stateMinWageHis.htm. Current minimum wage figures available from “Minimum 

Wage Laws in States,” US Department of Labor, accessed November 13, 2018, 

http://www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/america.htm. 

14  We do not estimate any children to lose eligibility for free or reduced-price school meals; in most cases, a child’s 

eligibility is in place for the entire school year even if a parent’s earnings increase. 

15  The generally cited figure of 19.7 percent for child poverty in 2015 does not include children who are unrelated 

to the household head. Renwick and Fox (2016) provide a slightly higher estimate, at 20.1 percent, for the official 

child poverty measure; their estimate includes unrelated children in the universe. Similarly, the child poverty 

estimates we present throughout this analysis include unrelated children. 

 

 

https://www.bea.gov/media/3481
https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/supplement/2016/oasdi.html
https://www.fns.usda.gov/pd/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap
http://trim3.urban.org/
http://trim.urban.org/
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/demo/popest/nation-total.html
https://www.bls.gov/data/
http://www.dol.gov/whd/state/stateMinWageHis.htm
http://www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/america.htm
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16  The essential elements of the SPM were originally developed by the National Academy of Sciences’ (NAS) Panel 

on Poverty and Family Assistance and published in 1995 (Citro and Michael 1995). Subsequently, the US Census 

Bureau conducted and published numerous refinements of the measure. In 2009, the Office of Management and 

Budget formed an Interagency Technical Working Group that provided recommendations for the development 

of the SPM, drawing from the NAS report and incorporating lessons from subsequent research (US Census 

Bureau 2010). 

17  The amount of housing subsidy included in the resource measure is capped at the amount of the SPM threshold 

considered to be needed for housing (49.8 percent of the total threshold for renters, 50.5 percent for owners 

with a mortgage, and 41.1 percent for owners without a mortgage) minus the subsidized household’s required 

rental payment. For more information, see the data on share of expenditures on housing and utilities: “Price and 

Index Number Research,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, last modified September 13, 2018, 

https://www.bls.gov/pir/spmhome.htm. 

18  Once determined eligible for free or reduced-price school meals, children generally remain eligible for the entire 

school year. Also, eligibility may carry over from a prior school year, and in some schools in high-poverty areas, 

all children receive free school lunches.  

19  This is the value of weekly work-related expenses used in the US Census Bureau’s updated SPM estimates for 

2015. 

20  In CY 2014, the CPS-ASEC identified an estimated 62 percent of nonresident parents who pay child support and 

78 percent of child support payments.  

21  The thresholds are scaled to reflect different family compositions. 

22  See US Census Bureau data on SPM thresholds for two-adult, two-child families for 2015: “Poverty Thresholds,” 

US Census Bureau, last revised September 12, 2018, 

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2015/demo/supplemental-poverty-measure/poverty-thresholds.html. 

23  Current and historical data on state minimum wages are provided by the US Department of Labor: “Minimum 

Wage Laws in States,” US Department of Labor, accessed November 13, 2018, 

http://www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/america.htm. 

24  Current and historical data on the federal minimum wage rates are provided by the US Department of Labor: 

“History of Federal Minimum Wage Rates under the Fair Labor Standards Act, 1938 – 2009,” US Department of 

Labor, accessed November 14, 2018, https://www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/chart.htm. 

25  To calculate the deflation, we used the Consumer Price Index for all Urban Customers (CPI-U). Because CPI-U 

values for 2018 are not yet available, we used the Congressional Budget Office’s (2018) CPI-U projections. 

26  The exact hourly wages are obtained from the questions in the basic monthly portion of the CPS (as opposed to 

the annual CPS-ASEC). Each month, workers who will not be surveyed in the following month (in the outgoing 

rotation group, sometimes called the earnings sample, or ES) are asked their exact hourly wage at that point in 

time. For workers in the CPS-ASEC who were not asked their wage in that month, we looked for the data in the 

CPS survey in later months when they were asked the question. Some CY 2015 workers were not working at the 

point that they were in the outgoing rotation group, did not complete that survey, or their later data could not be 

matched for technical reasons. The ES hourly wages are generally more accurate than implied hourly wages, but 

they have three shortcomings for our purposes: (1) they do not include tips; (2) they may refer to a very different 

job or occupation than the person had during the calendar year; and (3) in many cases, the values in the public-

use survey have been imputed rather than reported. Therefore, even when an ES wage was available, it was not 

used in any of the following circumstances: (1) the person worked in an occupation that generally receives tips; 

(2) the ES hourly wage is sufficiently low that it is infeasible that it could have generated the reported level of 

annual earnings; or (3) the hourly wage was imputed by the US Census Bureau, but the annual earnings, weeks of 

work, and hours per week were all truly reported. In those cases, and in all cases when no ES hourly wage is 
 

https://www.bls.gov/pir/spmhome.htm
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2015/demo/supplemental-poverty-measure/poverty-thresholds.html
http://www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/america.htm
https://www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/chart.htm
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available, we use the hourly wage computed from the annual data. For more discussion on the data on hourly 

wages, see appendix B of Giannarelli, Morton, and Wheaton (2007). 

27  For people with both self-employment and wage and salary earnings, a minimum wage increase could affect the 

wage and salary portion of earnings. However, for people with both types of earnings for whom hourly wage 

data were not available, an hourly wage could be estimated only by assuming the same hourly earnings from 

both self-employment and non-self-employment. Because that assumption is unlikely to be true, and because 

the survey data contained very few low-wage individuals with self-employment earnings, we excluded all 

individuals with any self-employment income from any wage adjustments. 

28  If a worker’s current wage is between $7.00 and $7.25, the wage increase is computed assuming that the current 

wage is $7.25. 

29  Data from Payscale (n.d.) covering 2012–13 shows that in the other tipped occupations, the average hourly base 

pay exceeds $8.00 an hour, suggesting that most of these workers are not being paid the tipped minimum wage. 

30  If the current wage is more than 13 cents below the state’s current tipped minimum wage (below $2.00 per hour 

in a state using the federal tipped minimum wage), we assume the person is not in covered employment and no 

increase is made to his or her wages. 

31  We use the average hourly amount of tips for each occupation as of 2012–13 from Payscale (n.d.). 

32  We compare these probabilities to a random number for each affected worker; in the example in the text, if the 

random number is below 0.088, the person is simulated to lose his or her job. 

33  The benefits that are considered are unemployment compensation, SSI, TANF (including the impact of TANF on 

retained child support), housing and child care subsidies, SNAP, LIHEAP, WIC, and (in later simulations), the 

costs of transitional jobs. Taxes include payroll taxes and federal and state income taxes. 

34  See the “Employment status of the civilian noninstitutionalized population, 1947 to date” table from “CPS 

Tables,” Bureau of Labor Statistics, last modified February 9, 2018, 

https://www.bls.gov/cps/tables.htm#empstat. 

35  Families with very low earnings that place them in the phase-in range of the EITC may become eligible for a 

larger EITC as earnings increase, reducing their net federal income taxes. 

36  The TANF Emergency Fund programs served about 124,470 adults and 138,050 youth who were TANF eligible 

(that is, in families with related children and generally with income less than 200 percent of the official poverty 

threshold; see Pavetti, Schott, and Lower-Basch 2011). The available studies on the TANF Emergency Fund jobs 

do not compute take-up rates; however, taking the 2010 number of families with children in SPM poverty in the 

states with jobs programs as a very rough estimate of the eligible population (and assuming only one person per 

family took a TANF subsidized job), we estimate about a 6 percent take-up rate of TANF Emergency Fund jobs in 

2010. Many states provided eligibility only to families receiving TANF; using the number of families on TANF in 

2010 as an alternative universe suggests a 15 percent take-up rate. 

37  The participation probabilities—used in the baseline simulations of CCDF enrollment—are based on a 

comparison of TRIM3-simulated eligible families with families actually receiving CCDF according to 

administrative data. The standard probabilities were adjusted upwards to achieve the desired 50 percent take-

up among newly eligible families. 

38  The equations capture the relative impacts of family income, parents’ work hours, ages of children, 

race/ethnicity, and family composition. The equations were calibrated so that when applied to the full CPS-ASEC 

data, they reproduce the same incidence and level of child care expenses as actually reported in the CPS-ASEC 

data. 

39  A total of 463,000 families became eligible for CCDF in the average month of the year because a member took a 

TJ, and we assumed 227,000 of them enrolled in CCDF. In addition, some of the part-time workers simulated to 
 

https://www.bls.gov/cps/tables.htm#empstat
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begin working full-time TJs were previously eligible for CCDF but not enrolled and are simulated to begin 

enrolling in CCDF. A small number of previous CCDF recipients become ineligible because their family income 

increased. Combining all of these changes, the average monthly number of families with CCDF increases by 

315,000. 

40  Note that throughout this report, we compute this statistic—the change in the poverty gap as a percentage of 

the change in government spending—using the total change in the poverty gap. However, because the CDF 

policies are focused on families with children, in almost all cases the change in the total poverty gap is essentially 

equivalent to the change in the poverty gap for families with children. When that is not the case, it is noted in the 

discussion. 

41  See Wheaton and Sorensen (2005) for estimates of the effect of distributing all child support arrears collected 

on behalf of former welfare families through the Federal Tax Refund Offset Program to families. 

42  Calculations by TRIM3 project staff suggest that the CPS-ASEC for CY 2014 captured about 70 percent of the 

child support paid on behalf of TANF recipients. Some previous analyses have applied methods to augment the 

survey-reported child support income of TANF families. Applying those methods was not feasible for this 

analysis. 

43  SNAP benefits are computed by starting from a maximum benefit and subtracting 30 percent of a family’s net 

income—the portion they are assumed to be able to spend on food. Because of an interaction with the SNAP 

excess shelter expense deduction, some households may experience benefit increases exceeding 30 percent of 

the disregarded child support income. 

44  A household must include at least one citizen or qualified immigrant to benefit from housing aid. Qualified 

immigrants include lawful permanent residents and refugees/asylees. Neither unauthorized immigrants nor 

temporary residents are considered to be qualified immigrants. 

45  For households already receiving vouchers, income may rise to 80 percent of area median income, considered 

“low income.” See Chapter 5 of the “Housing Choice Voucher Program Guidebook,” US Department of Housing 

and Urban Development, accessed November 14, 2018, 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/DOC_35615.PDF. 

46  See the FY 2015 Income Limits Documentation System: “Income Limits,” US Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, accessed November 14, 2018, 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2015/select_Geography.odn. 

47  See the poverty guidelines at “Poverty Research,” Office of the Assistance Secretary for Planning and 

Evaluation, accessed November 14. 2018, https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-research. 

48  HUD does not mandate a specific formula for determining needed bedrooms but requires that PHAs establish 

standards, requires that the number of bedrooms must be the smallest needed to house the family without 

overcrowding, and provides the typical minimum and maximum occupancy by number of bedrooms. See Chapter 

5, Section 5.9, of the “Housing Choice Voucher Program Guidebook,” Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, accessed November 14, 2018, https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/DOC_35615.PDF. The 

model probabilistically assigns a number of bedrooms using data on subsidized households in the American 

Housing Survey, but with apartment size capped at the maximum according to the guidebook. As an example, a 

single parent with three children has a 26 percent chance of being assigned a two-bedroom apartment and a 74 

percent chance of being assigned a three-bedroom apartment; the guidebook indicates that a four-bedroom 

apartment is typically used only for six or more people.  

49  HUD estimates FMRs for each of 530 metropolitan areas and 2,045 nonmetropolitan county areas. See “Fair 

Market Rents: Overview” Word document, hosted at “Fair Market Rents,” US Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, accessed November 14, 2018, https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr.html. 

 

https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/DOC_35615.PDF
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il/il2015/select_Geography.odn
https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-research
https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/DOC_35615.PDF
https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/DOC_35615.PDF
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr.html
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50  See the Final FY 2015 Fair Market Rents Documentation System at “Fair Market Rents,” US Department of 

Housing and Urban Development, accessed November 14, 2018, 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr.html.  

51  See Section 7.1 of the “Housing Choice Voucher Program Guidebook,” US Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, accessed November 14, 2018, http://www.lb7.uscourts.gov/documents/15c6523.pdf. 

52  For more information on the USDA Food Plans, see “Official USDA Food Plans: Cost of Food at Home at Four 

Levels, U.S. Average, June 2015,” US Department of Agriculture, accessed November 14, 2018, 

https://www.cnpp.usda.gov/sites/default/files/CostofFoodJun2015.pdf. 

53  See “Official USDA Food Plans: Cost of Food at Home at Four Levels, U.S. Average, June 2015,” US Department 

of Agriculture, accessed November 14, 2018, 

https://www.cnpp.usda.gov/sites/default/files/CostofFoodJun2015.pdf. 

54  In some instances, in states with broad-based categorical eligibility, a family of three or more people can pass the 

eligibility tests but qualify for $0 in benefits. These families are counted as ineligible in the baseline simulation. 

With a higher SNAP benefit, some now qualify for a positive benefit and become eligible. One- and two-person 

eligible households are guaranteed a minimum SNAP benefit and so do not gain eligibility because of the 

increase in the SNAP allotment. 

55   The probabilities of starting to work for each education group have the same relationship to each other as the 

probabilities that currently employed unmarried mothers take the EITC across the education groups. 

56  The CCDF participation probabilities are based on a comparison of TRIM-simulated CCDF-eligible families with 

families actually receiving CCDF-funded child care subsidies according to administrative data. Among eligible 

families, the probability of receiving CCDF subsidies varies by race and ethnicity (highest for non-Hispanic black 

families, lowest for Hispanics), ages of children (higher for children ages 1 through 5 than for infants or school-

age children), and income level (higher for lower-income families than for families who are closer to the income 

limits). 

57  The employment effects modeled for this analysis are limited to mothers and not applied to fathers. The 

economic literature addressing employment effects of child care assistance generally focuses on maternal 

employment; there was not enough information available to determine reasonable assumptions for modeling 

employment effects among fathers. 

58  A total of 5.6 million children move from below the SPM poverty threshold to above that threshold (i.e., they 

become nonpoor). However, 92,000 children move from being nonpoor to poor because of the job loss that is 

modeled as part of the simulation of the minimum wage increase. 

59  A set of 2015 baseline simulations was previously created under contract with HHS/ASPE. The simulations for 

this analysis are slightly modified, incorporating recent enhancements to methods. 

60  There is one exception. The number of tax units apparently eligible for the federal Child and Dependent Care 

Tax Credit exceeds the number who take the credit, so a subset is probabilistically selected. 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr.html
http://www.lb7.uscourts.gov/documents/15c6523.pdf
https://www.cnpp.usda.gov/sites/default/files/CostofFoodJun2015.pdf
https://www.cnpp.usda.gov/sites/default/files/CostofFoodJun2015.pdf
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