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Please comment on this draft Presidential Signing Statement on HR 1385 {Workforce Investment
Act) by 10:30 a.m., Wednesday, August 5, 1998,
Thanks.

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

Today, I am pleased to sign into law H.R. 1385, the Workforce Investment Act of
1998. This legislation represents the culmination of bipartisan efforts of the Congress; and the
Administration to reform ou.r workforce development system so that it empowers America's
workers and responds to the economy of the twenty-first century.

More than three years ago, I proposed a G.I. Bill for America's Workers to inject
choice, competition, and individual responsibility into national workforce policy. I am pleased
that this legislation, with overwhelming bipartisan support, incorporates key principles of my
proposal. These principles -- including individual opportunity, leaner government, State and
local flexibility, accountability, and the private sector partnership -- will permit individuals
and States to craft a lifelong learning system that respects individual priorities, reflects local
conditions, and delivers results.

The new workforce development system embodied in this legislation will consolidate
dozens of Federal programs and create "individual training accounts” -- or sk‘ill grants --
providing valuable resources directly to American workers who need to enhance their skills.
Instead of the decades old system of letting bureaucrats dispense services through top-down,
inflexible bureaucracies, this new system would let the workers of America choose the training
they need, at any eligible institution they choose. H.R. 1385 will provide workers and job
seekers high quality information on jobs, career options, and success records of training
institutions, so that they can make informed choices. And it will offer all Americans easy

access to employment and training services through one-stop career centers.



I am pleased that the Workforce Investment Act continues the remarkable progress we
have made on the education front. This legislation supports my efforts to expand lifelong
learning by streamlining and improving the quality of adult education and family literacy
programs. The bill also reauthorizes and includes important reforms to the Rehabilitation Act,
including simplifying program requirements, improving accountability, and enhancing
consumer choice throughout. the rehabilitation process. In addition, it takes serious new steps
to ensure that all information technology procured by the Federal Government is accessible to
individuals with disabilities.

Finally, I am especially gratified that this legislation includes my Youth Opportunity
proposal. This program will help give hope to tens of thousands of out-of-school youth living
in Empowerment Zones, Enterprise Communities, and other high poverty areas by helping
them secure good jobs and a brighter future.

The Workforce Investment Act will expand opportunities for working men and women
in today's vibrant, global economy. It will help close the gap dividing those with skills to
compete and those without them. And it will help business benefit from a more skilled, highly
productive workforce. For these reasons, I am delighted to sign the Workforce Investment

Act of 1998.
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A G.I. BILL FOR AMERICA’S WORKERS:

REFORMING THE JOB TRAINING SYSTEM
. March 6, 1998

“Again, I ask the Congress to continue its bipartisan work to consolidate the tangle of training programs we
have today into one single G.1. Bill for Workers, a simple skills grant so people can, on their own, move
quickly to new jobs, to higher incomes and brighter futures.”

President Clinton

January 27, 1998

With A Vote Scheduled For The Week of March 16th, The President Calls on the Senate to Pass
Job-Training Reform. In September 1997, the Senate Labor Committee unanimously approved the bill,
S. 1186: Workforce Investment Partnership Act. This bill builds on the President’s 1995 proposal for a
G.I. Bill for America’s workers to reform the web of job training and adult and vocational education
programs and help prepare the American workforce for the 21st Century. Senator Lott has indicated that
this bill will come to the floor the week of March 16th. Today, the President calls on the Senate to pass
this important legislation organized around his four basic principles:

° Empowering Individuals. Through Skills Grants, report cards to inform consumers’ choices,
and universal access to core services like job-search assistance, job training reform will empower
individuals, providing adults seeking training or retraining control over their own careers. This
customer-driven system replaces the decades-old tradition of making job training decisions for
adults through bureaucratic systems. This individual empowerment will make the job training
system more responsive to the skill needs of the market.

° Streamlining Services. Through the consolidation of myriad individual training programs into a
single system and through the nationwide implementation of One-Stop Career Centers (centers
that consolidate multiple training and employment programs at the “street level”), this reform
effort will streamline the job training system. Over the past few years, the Administration has
entered into partnerships with over 40 states to build a One-Stop system, and today, there are over
500 in operation. This reform would expand One-Stops nationwide.

. Enhancing Accountability. Through tough performance standards — for both governors and
localities — and by requiring training providers to be certified by, for example, the Higher
Education Act (HEA), this reform enhances accountability. Performance measures will include
rates of job retention, earnings, and job placement.

. Increasing Flexibility. Job training reform would provide additional flexibility. For example,
the Secretary of Labor will have permanent authority to waive burdensome Federal job training
rules in exchange for performance improvements. This will allow states and local areas to
implement innovative job-training programs.

A Bill Incorporating These Principles Has Already Passed The House. In May 1997, the House —
with overwhelming bipartisan support — passed a job training reform bill (H.R. 1385: The Employment,
Training, and Literacy Enhancement Act) which incorporates these principles: it allows for individual
empowerment through career grants; it establishes a “full-service” employment and training delivery
system; it establishes indicators of performance to hold states and localities accountable; and it includes
adlital Flenbilhy Hovgh waim autbo-k



iw

- n; " 210 éJl.l ta h""‘ - SLAN TVMC‘-} o %@_/] 6/\(—' wlfﬁk\\q
- - L B SR NP AR
1 of 1 items . ' - CQ’s WASHINGTON ALERT 11/20/97

' ‘ ' . ) _ - v o
**x* FULL REPORT --- DIGEST, LEGISLATIVE ACTION, COSPONSORS, SPEECHES #*** .i- °

MEASURE: - 51186
SPONSOR: - DeWine (R-OH) . . . .
- BRIEF TITLE: Workforce Investment Partnership Act of 1997;

" OFFICIAL TITLE: A bill to prov1de for educatlon and tralnlng, and for .
- other purposes. . . . .

QUICK REFERENCE: Consolldate and reauthorlze job-tralnlng and vocational
T oo educatlon programs v . o

INTRODUCED: o 99/17/97~

' COSPONSORS: - .3 (Dems: 2 Reps:-1 Ind: 0)
COMMITTEES:: - =Senate Labor and Human Resources

CQ BILLWATCH BRIEF:
§1186 would consolidate and reauthorlze ]Ob tralnlng and vocatlonal
education programs.

The bill would let states create a unlfled plan for all of thelr
social services related to job training, and: vocational and adult
-education. Fundlng for the programs would remain separate, but states
could file a single request for federal aid. 5

. Under unified plans, states would be encouraged to prov1de one—p01nt
entry into job-tralnlng programs and other social services. For example,
.social-service providers would offer welfare payments, food-stamp

_appllcatlons and job training or career counseling all at .a single
location. The "one~stop" customer services centers. would coordlnate
*: various forms of federal social aid.

$1186 also would revise- evaluation standards for -Job Corps programs,
which are federal work programs for troubled 'youth. The programs would
have to prov1de.

. =-- Increased. assurances that youth would be placed in the Job Corps
centers closest to their homes,

-- Guarantees that activities and tralnlng are con51stent w1th the
state and ‘local plans developed by partnerships;

-- Training that  matches the existing and future employment
opportunities in the areas: students would seek upon graduatlon from Job.
Corps;

-- And recruitment and placement prov1ders that would be subject to
performance measures. If a center does not meet its expected performance
level, the operator would have to answer for the shortfalls by changlng
programs, or the center would be closed.

The bill also would integrate elements of academlc and vocatlonal
education into combined programs. For example, one of the proposals, the
Tech Prep program, would combine secondary and post-secondary  education
‘so students could work on an associate’s degree and and a two-year
vocational -training certificate at the same time. Bill proponents said
coordlnatlng and comblnlng programs would help avoid dupllcatlng

~
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« sétvices. ' . : o .
Related House bllls (HR1385 HR1853) were introduced.

CcQ BILLWATCH INS IGHT: -
The Senat Labor and Human’ Resources Commlttee approved 51186 by. voice
vote Sept. 24, 1997. .
Committee Chalrman James M. Jeffords, R-Vt., said floor action onuthe
bill may occur within a month, but he has doubts about whether the House
and Senate can agree on the legislation this year. . .-
_ The House has passed two separate bills (HR1853, HR1385) dealing with
vocational education and job training. Jeffords said trying to combine
. the proposals and then resolving differences between the House
,leglslatlon and §1186 may prove dlfflcult. . :
SHORT TITLE AS INTRODUCED , '
. Workforce' Investment Partnershlp Act of 1997 .
Ccarl D. Perklns Vocatlonal and Applled Technology Educatlon Act of
© 1997 - . o .
. ., Tech=Prep Educatlon Act .
- Adult’ Educatlon and theracy Act

.‘CRSDIGEST: Coo L S
10/15/97 (Reported'to_Senate, amended ) TABLE OF CONTENTS: ,

' Title‘I: Voqational,'Téchnological; and'TecH-Prep Education
) :Sobtitle A: Vooationol Education . |
Subtitlé B: Tech-Prép ﬁducation
Subtitle Ci_Genera1~Provisions-
Soptitie_D:-Authofizotion of Appropriations
'Subtltle E: Repeal ' - , | | |
Tltle II' Adult Eduoatlon and theracy
Subtltle A. Adult Educatlon and theracy Programs
:Subtltle B lRepeal '
1T1t1e III: Workforoe_lnﬁestmont:ahq Rélateo,Activifies
Sobpitle A: Workforceflnvestment Activitios |
_ Subtitle B: Job Corps |
Subtitle C: National Programsl
Subtitle D: Administrafion
Subtitle E: Repeals and Conforming Amendments
Title IV:,Workforoé'Investment-Related Activities.

‘Subtitle A: Wagner-Peyser Act

Subtitle B: Linkages with Other Programs
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Subtitle C: Twenty-First Century.Workforce Commission
Title V: General Proyisions' .

Workforce Investment Partnership Act of 1997 - Establishes a
coordinated system of Federal-aid programs for vocational education,

'adult educatlon, and jOb tralnlng at State and local levels

*Tltle I: Vocatlonal Technologlcal and Tech-Prep Educatlon - carl.
D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act of 1997 -
Replaces the current Carl D. Perklns Vocational and Applled Technology
Education Act (CDPVATEA).

. *Subtitle A: Vocatlonal Education - Chapter 1: Federal Provisions =
Directs the Secretary of Education (the Secretary . under ‘this title) to
reserve certain amounts of vocational education funds for: (1) -
assistance for the outlying areas; (2) Indian and Hawaiian Native
programs; (3) grants to tribally controlled postsecondary vocational
institutions; (4) incentive grants to States; (5) national

activities; (6) national assessment of vocational educatlon programs,
and (7) national research centers. Sets forth State allotment formulas

-for the remalnder of vocatlonal educatlon funds.

(Sec. 112) Dlrects the Secretary to establish and publlsh '

. performance measures to assess. the progress of each: eligible agency 1n

achieving certain goals for -students with respect to. academic, job
readiness, and vocational skills, postsecondary degrees or
certificates, secondary and postsecondary education, ‘employment,
military service,. and nontraditional vocatiocnal education programs.
Requires each ellglble agency, in developing-a State .plan, to negotlate
with the Secretary ‘the expected levels of performance for such
measures. : :

(Sec 113) Sets forth requlrements for use of reserved funds for

.~ assistance for the -outlying areas, Indian and Hawaiian Native programs, .’
. grants to tribally controlled postsecondary vocational 1nst1tutlons,

and 1ncent1ve grants to States.

*Chapter 2. State Prov1s1ons - Makes each e11g1b1e agency
respon51ble for State admlnlstratlon of programs under this title.

(Sec. 122) Requires State reservatlon of certaln portlons of

" yocational education funds for: (1) State leadership- actlvitles, (2)

technical assistance for gender equity; (3) State planning, review of
local applications, program evaluation, and compliance; and (4)
criminal offenders programs. Requires the remainder to be distributed
to local secondary school and postsecondary vocational education
programs. Allows the eligible agency to determine the portion of funds
that will be available for secondary school and postsecondary programs.
Sets forth a State matching requirement w1th respect to a spe01f1ed

.portion of funds. under this subtitle.

(Sec. 123) Sets forth mandatory and perm1551ble State leadershlp
activities.

(Sec. 124) Requlres coordlnatlon of the three-year State plan under

“this title with the period for the State plan under title III of this

Act. Sets forth regquirements for State plan development contents,
approval and reports..



.*Chapter "3: Local Prov1sions - Sets forth formulas forstate R
distribution of funds for: (1) secondary school vocational educatlon,
and (2) postsecondary vocational education. Allows" alternative
allocation formulas for postsecondary programs if the ellglble agency _
demonstrate that certaln condltlons are met. .

(Sec. 133) Sets forth mandatory and permlSSlble local act1v1t1es. +
(Sec. 134) Sets forth minimum requlrements for local appllcatlons;

*Subtitle B: Tech-Prep Educatlon - Tech-Prep Educatlon Act «~ Rev1ses
provisions for tech-prep programs (whlch are currently under the
CDPVATEA which thlS title replaces).

{Sec.-154) Retains the mandate for the Secretary s dlscretlonary
grants to specified local consortia for ‘such programs when program
funding is below a spec1f1ed minimum. Prescribes the formula for.
allotments to States for State competltlve and formula grants to such
programs. , : . . o

T
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-(Sec. 155) Rev1ses requirements . for the content of tech—prep
educatlon programs and for addltlonal authorlzed act1v1t1es

(Sec. 156) Requires’ the ellglble State agency (currently a State .
board) to approve appllcatlons for State grants by eligible entltles. a

b

(Sec 57) Authorlzes approprlatlons

*Subtitle C General Provisions - Provides for program and funds
administration, evaluation, 1mprovement and accountablllty for
' programs under this tltle.

(Sec. 163) Authorlzes the Secretary to carry- out - research
development, dissemination, evaluaticn, capacity-<building, and _
technical a551stance act1v1t1es under th1s tltle. i - -

(Sec. 164) Dlrects the Secretary to: (1) conduct a national . .
- assessment of vocational education programs assisted under this t1t1e
through studies and analyses conducted 1ndependent1y through -
competitive awards; (2) appoint an independent adv1sory panel on the .
1mp1ementatlon of such assessment and (3) report to the Congress

(Sec. 165) Authorlzes the- Secretary to establlsh ‘one or more S
national centers in the .areas-of: (1) applied research and development
and {2) dissemination and tralnlng (Revises ‘and replaces prov151ons
for such centers whlch are in the current CDPVATEA. ) '

(Sec. 166) Directs the Secretary to: (1) maintaln a data system to
collect information about, and report on, the condition of vocational
education and on the effectlveness of State and local programs,
services, and activities carried out under this t1t1e, and (2) annually
report to Congress on the ana1y51s of performance data collected each
year,

*Subtltle D: Authorlzatlon of Approprlatlons‘— Authorlzes
approprlatlons.

‘*Subtitle E: Repeal - Repeals the Carl D. Perklns Vocatlonal and
Applled Technology Educatlon Act (CDPVATEA)
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*Title II: Adult Education and Literacy - Adult Education and
Literacy Act — Replaces the Adult Education Act '(AEA), the National
Literacy Act of 1991, -and other adult educatlon nd 11teracy programs.

*Subtltle A: Adult Education -and theracy Programs

*Chapter 1: .

Federal Provisions — Directs the'Secretary”of Education (the
Secretary under this title) to reserve certain portions of adult:
education and literacy funds for: (1) national leadership
activities; (2) incentive grants; (3) the. Natlonal Instltute for
Literacy; and (4) .grants to States.

- (Sec. 212) Dlrects the Secretary to establlsh and publlsh '

Jperformance neasures to assess the progress of each eligible agency in

enhancing and developing more fully the literacy. skills of the adult
population in the State or outlylng area, 1nc1ud1ng certain measures.

‘Requires each eligible -agency, in developing a State plan, to negotlate

with the Secretary the expected levels of performance for such

N ~measures

]

(Sec. 213) Authorlzes'the Secretary'tc eetablish'a-program'of
natlonal 1eadersh1p act1v1t1es for adult educatlcn ;

*Chapter 2: ‘State Prov1s1ons - Makes each ellglble agency
responsible for’ State admlnlstratlon of programs under thlS tltle..

/

(Sec. 222) Specifies percentages for distribution of State grant

‘funds to eligible providers (including programs for corrections

education and other institutionalized individuals), State leadership
activities, and admlnlstratlve expenses of the ellglble State agency .

R Sets forth a State share requirement equal to. 25 percent of the _
- total amount expended. for adult education in the State. Authorizes the

Secretary to decrease‘such amount for an ellglble agency serv1ng an

_outlying area.

(Sec 223) Requlres the ellglble agency to use reserved funds for

‘one 'or more of spec1f1ed State leadershlp act1v1t1es in adult educatlon“

and literacy.

(Sec 224) Requlres three—year State plans from ellglble agencies as

~a condition for grants. Allows the eligible agency to submit such State

plan as part of a comprehensive plan. or application for Federal

" education assistance. sets forth requirements for State plan contents

and approval procedures.

(Sec. 225) ‘Sets forth provisions for adult: educatlon and literacy
programs for corrections education and other -institutionalized

) individuals.

*Chapter 3: Local Provisions - Directs each'ellglble agency to use
State grant funds to award multiyear grants or contracts to eligible
providers to adult education and literacy act1v1t1es.

(Sec. 232) Sets forth local appllcatlon requlrements and local

admlnlstratlve cost 11m1ts

*Chapter 4: General Provisions - Provides for program and funding
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. administration, priorities and preferences, incentive grants for
States, and evaluation, improvement, and accountability for programs
under this tltle. ‘ : : o
(Sec. 245) Rev1ses requlrements for the Natlonal Institute for
theracy (which are currently under AEA, which this title replaces)
Renames the Instltute s Board as. 1ts Adv1sory Board.

(Sec. 246) . Authorlzes approprlatlons..

*Subtltle B: Repeal - Repeals the Adult Educatlon Act (AEA), the
National Literacy Act of 1991, and .certain adult education and literacy
‘program provisibns under the Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1980.

*Tltle III: Workforce Investment and Related Act1v1t1es - Replaces
" the Job Training Partnership Act and certain other Federal job training
law. *Subtltle A Workforce Investment Act1v1t1es

*Chapter 1: Allotments to States for Adult Employment and Tralnlng
.Activities, Dislocated Worker Employment and Training Act1v1t1es, and
.Youth Activities - Directs the Secretary of Labor (the Secretary: under

. this title) to make allotments to States with: approved State plans, and
.grants to outlying areas, to assist local areas in providing, through a
. statewide workforce investment system: (1) adult employment and ‘
. training activities; (2) dislocated worker employment:and training
activities; ‘and (3)ryouth act1v1t1es,'1nclud1ng summer employment
opportunities, tutoring, activities to promote study skills, _
alternative secondary school serv1ces employment skill tralnlng, adult -
mentorlng, and supportlve services.’ '

(Sec. 302) Sets forth" formulas for determlnlng amounts of such State
allotments and grants to outlylng areas for such act1v1t1es

(Sec 303) ‘Directs State GOVernors to establlsh and app01nt the
members of a statewide partnershlp to ass1st in the development of the
:State plan o . , .o $-

(Sec 304) Sets forth requlrements for State plans

*Chapter 2 Allocatlons to Local Workforce Investment Areas -.Sets
forth formulas for w1th1n-$tate allocatlons to local workforce
1nvestment areas. .

“(Sec. 307) Dlrects State Governors to de51gnate local workforce ,

" investment areas in accordance with State. plan requirements. Provides
for automatic designations in the case of large local governments, ..
counties, and other local political subdivisions. Allows any small
State eligible for mlnlmum allotments to be de51gnated as 51ngle State
local area.

(Sec. 308) Requires that local workforce investment partnerships and "..
youth partnerships be established in each local area of a State. :

(Sec..309) Sets forth requirementslfor local‘planst

*Chapter 3: Workforce Investment Activities and Providers -
Authorizes the chief elected official and the local partnership to: (1)
develop and implement operating agreements to appoint one—stop _
partners; (2) designate or certify one~stop customer service center -
operators; and (3) conduct oversight with.respect to the one-stop



customer serv1ce system in- the local area.

(Sec. 312) Requlres certain State and local procedures for
"determination and identification of ellglble providers of training .
serv1ces by program. . .

(Sec. 313) Authorlzes youth partnershlps to 1dent1fy eligible
prov1ders of youth act1v1t1es _

(Sec. '314) Sets forth both required and allowable statewide .
workforce investment activities, 1nclud1ng mandatory statewide rapld
response’ act1v1t1es ,

(Sec. 315)° Sets forth both requlred and perm1551b1e local employment
" and training activities. Requires establlshment of a one- stop customer
serv1cefsystem at the State level and one-stop customer service centers
-in each local area. Requires such centers to provide specified core

" services and requlred training services to participants. Gives prlorlty\
to. disadvantaged adults for receipt of limited local adult employment
and training activities. Sets forth customer choice requirements.’
'Authorizes local areas’ to use certain funds for additional. perm1551b1e
local act1v1t1es, including intensive ‘and customized services and '

" supportive serwvices for certain participants, and needs-related
_payments for dislocated workers. -

(Sec 316) Sets forth certaln required eléments in the provision of .
local youth activities. Requires that at least 50 percent of funds for
such youth activities be devoted to out of-school youth. '

*phapter 4: General Provisions - Sets forth accountability ,
requirements -for: (1) State and local performance measures; (2) reports
and information dissemination; (3) State program evaluation; and (4) -
fiscal and management accountability information systems. )

(Sec. 321) Authorizes the Secretary to make incentive grants to
States that exceed State performance measures. ’

(Sec. 322) Authorlzes approprlatlons for: (1) adult employment and
: tralnlng activities; (2) dlslocated worker employment and tralnlng
act1v1t1es, and (3) youth" act1v1t1es . )

*Subtitle B: Job Corps - Revises prov1s1ons for the Job
Corps. (Currently such provisions are under the Job Training
Partnershlp Act (JTPA), which this title repeals and replaces.)

(Sec. 335) Prov1des for Job Corps: (1) recrultment standards; (2)
qraduate readjustment allowances through local one-stop customer
service centers; (3) 1ndustry counc11s, (4) mahagement information.

' (Sec. 334) Revises Job Corps requlrements for: (1) individual
eligibility; (2).screening, selection, assignment, and enrollment; (3)
Job Corps Centers; (4) program activities and continued services; (5)
counseling and job placement; (6) support; (7) .operating plan; (8)
‘standards of conduct; (9) communlty participation; (10) advisory
committees; and (11) experlmental research .and demonstration
prOJects ; PR

(Sec. 351) Extends the authorlzatlon of appropriations for the Job .
Corps. .



*Subtitle. C: National Programs - Provides for workforce investment
activities and supplemental services under programs for: (1) Native
. Americans and Native Hawaiians; (2) migrant and seasonal farmworkers;
and (3) veterans. (Replaces similar-programs which are currently under g
JTPA.) T . ' . L o

(Sec. 364) Directs the Secretary to make youth opportunlty grants to
eligible local partnerships to provide specified activities to increase
the long-term eniployment of ellglble .youth who live in empowerment
zones, enterprise communltles, and high poverty areas. .

(Sec. 365) Authorizes the Secretary to make incentive grants- to
States that exceed: (1) the State performance measures established by
the Secretary of Education under this Act; ‘and (2) the State
performance measures establlshed under thls tltle :

(Sec 366) Directs the Secretary of Labor to provide technlcal
a591stance to States to help with transitions, general performance-
.'1mprovement and dlslocated worker tralnlng 1mprovement

(Sec. 367) Dlrects the Secretary to publlsh a blennlaliplan for
'demonstratlon pilot, multlserv1ce, research, and multistate projects.

Sets forth requlrements for suchgprojects under such plan, including
competitive award procedures and peer review. : ) L '

(Sec. 368) Directs the Secretary to provide for continuing
evaluation of programs and activities under this title. Authorizes the
Secretary to -conduct evaluations of other federally funded employment
related programs and act1v1t1es ,

(Sec. 369) Authorizes the Secreéetary to make national emergency

A grants for: (1) employment and training assistance to workers affected

. by major economic dislocations; (2) disaster relief employment ‘and (3)

addltlonal a551stance for dlslocated workers, under certaln condltlons.
(Sec. 370) Authorlzes approprlatlons for spe01f1ed programs and

_act1V1t1es under this subtltle ' oo

*Subtltle D Admlnlstratlon - Sets forth requlrements for. (1) labor
,standards, prohibitions on worker dlsplacement and other requirements
relating to _use of funds; (2) ‘prompt-allocation .of . funds; (3)
monitoring;. (4) fiscal controls and sanctions; (5) reports, .
recordkeeping, and investigations; (6) administrative adjudication; (7)
-judicial review; (8) nondiscrimination; and (9) State legislative
authority. ' ) : : : o o

*Subtitle ‘E: Repeals and Conforming Amendments -- Repeals: -(1) the
JTPA; and (2) the Displaced Homémakers Self—Sufficiency Assistance Act.

(Sec. 391) Repeals certain prov131ons relating to employment and
training assistance. under various Federal laws, including the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, the Immlgration Reform and Control
Act of 1986, and the Appalachian‘Regional Development Act of 1965.

*Title IV: Workforce Investment-Related Activities
*Subtltle A: Wagner-Peyser Act - Amends the Wagner-Peyser Act to-

direct the Secretary to: (1) assist in the coordination and development
of a nationwide system of public labor exchange services, provided as
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. part of the one- stop customer serv1ce systems of the States; (2) assist
in the development of continuous improvement models for such nationwide
system that ensure private sector satisfaction with the system and meet
the demands of jobseekers relating to the system; and (3) ensure, for
individuals otherwise ellglble to receive unemployment . compensatlon,
the provision of reemployment services and other activities in whlch

_the individuals are requlred to partlclpate to receive the
.compensatlon.

(Sec. 406) Provides for coordination of State plans under the
Wagner—Peyser Act and thlS Act.

(Sec. 407) Repeals the mandate for a Federal Adv1sory Coun011 on
problems relating to employment
{
(Sec. .409) Sets forth requlrements for a system of labor market
information. Authorizes approprlatlons for such system.

*Subtitle B: Llnkages with Other . Programs - Prov1des for linkages
" between programs under this title and specified employment and tralnlng
assistance programs under: (1) the Trade Act of 1974; (2) the National
Apprentlceshlp Act; (3) veterans employment programs; and (4) the Older
Americans Act of 1965. o '

*Subtltle C: Twenty-First Century Workforce Commission - Twenty- -
First Century Workforce Commission Act - Establishes the Twenty-First
' Century Workforce Commission to study and report to the President and
- the Congress on all matters relating to the information technology
workforce. in the United States

(Sec. 439) Authorlzes.approprlations.

*Title V: General Prov151ons - Allows for State unified plans for
. 'two or more of specified one-stop’ customer. service system programs,

including programs under titles I, II, or III.of this Act, as well as . .

specified:- programs under ‘the Food Stamp Act of 1977, the Trade Act of
1974, the Wagner-Peyser Act, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Older
Americans. Act of ‘1965, State unemployment compensation and Federal
unemployment 1nsurance and certain work programs under the Social
Securlty Act, as'well as act1v1t1es .of the ,Bureau of Apprentlceshlp and
Training, and training activities of the Department of Hou51ng and
_Urban Development.

CRS SUBJECT INDEX TERMS.
Job training
Academic performance
Accounting Lo
Administrative remedies
Age discrimination in employment
Aged '
Agricultural labor
Agriculture '
Alien- labor
Apprenticeship
Armed forces
Bilingual education
Budgets :
Business
Business records
Children
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civil rights enforcement
‘Communications
Community colleges
Competitive bidding

., that . ) | , _ ,
would create a commission to help prepare workers for
‘information technology ]obs. Approved by voice: vote
September 24, 1997

09/24/97 * % COMMITTEE VOTE ** S1186. Job Training

.Consolidation/Vote to Report. Consolidate state job
-training, adult education and vocational 'programs; permit
states to create a unified plan covering the three areas
so participants would have a central point of entry to

various job-training programs; establish a central
customer-service center where job-seekers may use various.
employment services. Reported favorably to the House
floor by voice vote September 24, 1997.

09/24/97 Ordered to be reported by the Senate Labor &, Human
Resources Committee amended. (CR p. D999) (WR p 2320)

10/15/97 Reported to the Senate with an amendment in the nature of
a substitute by the Senate Committee on Labor and Human
Resources and placed on the Senate Leglslatlve Calendar.
SRpt 105- -109 (CR pP. S10858)
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with floor debate to follow on Tuesday.

Appropriation staff are pre-conferencing the disaster supplemental in preparation for
a Tuesday conference. House and Senate floor action on the Conference Report is
expected by Thursday. :

Republican Bill Redmond was elected the newest Member of the House of
Representatives this week. He will fill the seat of former Representative Bill
Richardson. The swearing in ceremony will take place on Tuesday, May 20th.

CONGRESS TODAY (5/16):

SENATE
No Legislative Business

HOUSE
Passed (343-60) H.R. 1385, the Employment, Training and Literacy Enhancement
Act of 1997 (Open Rule}; While under consideration, the House rejected {168-238)
an Owens amendment to reauthorize such sums as necessary for youth
employment training programs.

[SAP sent, 5/15: Administration supports House passage, but will seek
amendments in the Senate]

Adopted (voice vote} Obey motion to appoint conferees for the Supplemental
Appropriations Bill to insist on the House position with respect to funds for the WIC
program.

CONGRESS -- LONG-TERM SCHEDULE

SENATE

Monday, May 18th

Convene at 12 noon for morning business. At 2:15 the Senate will begin floor
discussion of the Concurrent Budget Resolution. No votes before 5:00 pm. The
Senate aims to complete action on the resolution prior to the Memorial Day Recess.

Tuesday, May 20th and the remainder of the week:
The Senate may resume consideration of H.R. 1122, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban
Act, on Tuesday, with the intention of holding a final vote early in the week.

[SAP sent, 5/14: President will veto]

If the Budget Committee completes its action on Monday, the Senate will resume
consideration of the Budget Resolution on Tuesday.
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ROUGH WORKING DRAFT

STATE AND LOCAL COALITION AGREEMENT

1. PROGRAM
CONSOLIDATION

The coalition believes that as many major programs as possible should be
consolidated into a single workforce development system. These programs
should be consolidated to ensure maximum efficiency in designing and
implementing a comprehensive and seamless system with major and
appropriate roles for Federal, state and local governments.

2. FUNDING

Consolidation or greater coordination of the federal workforce
development programs should be done for the purpose of providing states
and [ocalities with the flexibility they need to design and implement world-
class workforce development systems. It should not bz used as a means 10
reduce the federal deficit. In addition, funding for workforce development
shouid be a major national investment priority. To facilitate rational
planning, Congress should provide forward funding for these programs.
Timely allocation of federal funds is essential to permit uninterrupted
services to those in need. Federal funding should be provided at no less
than FY97 levels. States should be able to carry forward any funds allotted
for a program year up to two subsequent program years. Localities should
be able to carry forward funds for one year after its initial allocation. Of
the funds held a1 the state, such funds may by use to directly purchase
educarion, training and employment services.

Allotment of funds to the states should include a minimum allotment for
small states and a “hold harmless” provision to moderate year-to- year
fluctuations. State and local shares of funding under the new programs
shall be proportional to the amounts received under current law. For
example, if the legislation consolidated programs that under current law --
when combined -- divided the funds between state and localities S0%/50%
-- then under this proposal, the funds would also be divided 50%/50%.

3. SYSTEM
STRUCTURE

The coalition supports a three-tiered structure for the governance of the
National Workforce Development System with major and appropriate roles
at the federal, state and local levels.
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6. STATE AND LOCAL
PLANNING PROCESS

Local workforce development areas shall be established through the state

States. through a collaborative process, shall have authority for developing
statewide plans. Inciuded in the collaborative process shall be
representatives, appointed by the Governor, from the groups such as the
foliowing groups: the legislature, business and industry, chief local elected
officials, local educational agencies, postsecondary education, employees,
appropriate state officials, including the chief elected education official or
others as may be deemed appropriate. If a state has an existing Human
Resource Investment Council or similar body that substantially meets the
requirements of the collaborative process, the Governor can use such a body
to develop the plan. State plans shall be developed through the collaborative
process and shall outline the procedures by which states shall establish local
delivery areas based upon local labor markets and existing political
boundaries, measure performance, provide technical assistance and sanction
local programs that fail to meet performance. Such plans shall also offer
overall programmatic guidance for state training and employment programs,
but shali give local programs substandal flexibility to respond to local
needs. The plan shall also include procedures by which a local elected
official may relinquish to the governor liability for funds used to administer
programs under the plan. State plans shall be submitted to the appropriate
federal agencies (Labor and Education). The plan may also include a
process for creating performance incentives. The plan will cover a three-
year period, unless subsequently amended by the state through a
collaborative process. If the plan is substantially amended, it shall be re-
submutted for centification. If under state law, the Governor does not have
authority over the workforce related education programs included in the
state plan, then the appropriate State official shall submit that portion of the
plan to the appropriate Federal agency. The plan shall include dissenting
comments, if any, from members of the collaborative process. Small states
can serve as a single service delivery area.

planning process and shall reflect the principles in the state plan. The chief
local elected official shall appoint a workforce development board under the
procedures provided for in the state plan. Board members shall serve a one-
year term, but can be re-appointed. The chief local elected official shall be
chosen from the local elected officials of units of general purpose local
sovernment. Such a board shall be comprised of a majority from the
business community, but shall also include representatives from organized
labor, education, welfare, community based organizations, the employment
security system, and other social and public services deemed appropriate.
However, in no event shall an applicant, recipient of funds or anyone with
an apparent conflict of interest sit on the board. In states with a single
service delivery area, direct recipients of funds may sit on the board if they
are executive officials of state. The board shall elect its chair from among
its members. Local workforce development boards shall work in
partnership with chief local elected officials to ensure that a comprehensive
local workforce development system is developed and implemented that
meets the needs of the service area.
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4.

INTEGRATION

Be it in a single grant or in several smaller grants, federal workforce and
related education. employment and training legislation should permirt states
and localities to design and implement & single, comprehensive and
responsive workforce development system. To ensure that all customers
receive maximurm services, such a system shall have as its goal the
seamless provision of customer centered services. Such services do not
necessarily need to be co-located. A basic legislative goal is a "common
elements” provision for all federal programs, including those not.
consolidated by this bill, with a requirement to establish universal:

» Regulatory and program definitions
o Definitions for targeted populations
o intake and assessment procedures

° management information data bases

e compatible and consistent outcomes

¢ two common cost categories -- administrative and program services

At the federal level, Congress shall call for the existing Task Force created
to develop a list of common definitions for programs across federal agencies
to complete its work within a set period of time. If such a timeline is not
met, the Task Force shall be disbanded and another created 1o do its work.
Then the Congress should act to implement common definitions.

5.

FEDERAL ROLE

The coalition supports a three-tiered job training system involving federal,
state and Jocal governments. Each level of government shall have important
and distinet roles and functions.

The federal government shall establish broad goals and objectives for the
system that reflects national employment and business trends. In addition,
the federal and state cooperative shall provide comprehensive, accurate and
timely labor market information to states and localities that may be used
during the planning and program development and implementation stages of
service delivery. The federal government shall also review and certify that
state plans contain the provisions required by the Act, including the state's
proposed performance standards, and sanctioning and de-certification
procedures for local workforce development boards. The federal
government through the appropriate federal agency shall carry out duties
with respect to state and local accountability, including fiscal controls. The |
appropriate federal agency shall be held accountable by the Congress for
both fiscal and programmatic accountability.

(B
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6. STATE AND LocAL
PI_,ANNmG PROCESS

(CONTINUED)

The chief local elected official and the workforce development board shall
develop a joint three-year plan. This plan shall be developed within the
parameters established in the state plan. The plan shall reflect the goals of
the state plan, establish the service strategy, guidelines for creating a no
wrong door systemn, include benchmarks and performance measures and
guidelines for funding specific training and employment services, the
procedures by which various service providers shall coordinate their
services and reflects the needs of local service areas.

The plan shall be approved by the state and when appropriate the state shall
have input into the plan. Local workforce development boards shall be
responsible for implementing the no-wrong door system, letting contracts
for services, and overseeing the operations of the program and for attaining
performance standards. Local boards shall not be a direct provider of
services,

The Governor and the chief local elected official shall be responsible for
evalnating the no-wrong door system and the training programs that the
board funds, and shall determine the extent to which programs are meeting
state and local performance standards. In the event that the chief local
elected official does not agree to decertify a local board that is failing to
meet the performance standards, the Governor may act independently to
make the necessary changes.

7. FEDERAL STATE AND
LOCAL
ALLOCATIONS

rMaimain current proportional shares of funds between state and local
governments.

IOf the funds that will be allocated to local workforce development boards,
lallocation of 70% of the funds shall be determined in the federal statute

[The remaining 30% of the local funds will be determined through the
collaborative process. Funds from this allotment may be used as incentives to
regionalize workforce development areas.

States can camry-over funds for two years after its initial allocation. Locals can |
carry over funds for one year after its initial allocation. The state has the
authority to reallocate funds not spent by an SDA after two years.

Funds held at the federal level should be used for the administration of the
rograms and 1o respond to major dislocations.

8. DETERMINING
WORKFORCE
DEVELOPMENT AREAS

Service delivery areas shall be determined in the state plan, except that single]
units of general purpose government with population of 500,000 can apply o
be a designated service delivery area. Counties with population in excess of]
500.000, which apply for automatic designation. shall do so with the
concurrence of those cities with populations of 200,000. If such concurrence is
not reached, such a determination shall be made through the state coltaborative
process. Single units of general purpose government with populations of]
200,000 or more that are cumrently SDA’s shall have an automatic right of
appeal through the collobarative process. Once the boundaries for an SDA are]
determined as part of the plan, the boundaries shall not be changed except with
the approval of the Governor.
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9. DELIVERY OF
SERVICES

- states and Jocalities. Since many states and local workforce development

As part of the planning process, states and locals will develop a plan for
optimizing the delivery of services in a manner that meets the needs of the

boards would like the opportunity to test and evaluate different types of
delivery systems, federal legislation should provide states with the
maximum amount of flexibility to design delivery systems and should not
prescribe a single type of delivery system -- such as vouchers — for the
delivery of all services. Of the funds held at the state level, such funds may
be used to directly purchase education, training and employment services,

10. PERFORMANCE AND
ACCOUNTABILITY

The appropriate Federal agency shall appoint a task force that reflects the
make-up of representatives participating in the collaborative process that
shall develop model performance standards.

As part of the planning process, states and localities shall design a
performance-based accountability system that focuses on results — not
process. Such a system shall be described in the state and local plan.

At the state level, Governors —through the collaborative state planning
process — shall develop benchmarks for outcomes to be achieved by the
state's system that are appropriate for the state’s particular needs and plans.
In addition, performance measures shall be established by the states,
focused on customer driven outcomes — not program activities —
implemented through state-local collaborative processes, supportive of
serving those most in need and devoted to continuous improvement in
service delivery and system results. Benchmarks and performance
standards shall be included in the state plan.

As provided for in the state plan, states shall have the authority to ensure
performance by local programs. When, after one year, local workforce
boards fail 1o achieve the approved performance measures states will
provide technical assistance and a new local plan shall be developed and
implemented. In those circumstances when technical assistance does not
lead 1o achievement of the performance measures, Governors have the
authority 1o sancuon a local board, as provided for in the state plan. Such
sanctions may include elimination or restructuring of the board or workforce]
area, combining the service area with one or more workforce development
area(s), working with the chief local elected official, de-certifying a local
board and establishing a new one, having the state take over the operations
of the board, reallocating funds to another workforce development board.
Workforce development boards will have 30 days from the date the sanction
is issued to appeal the sanction to the Governor and the Secretary of Labor.
Both the Governor and the Secretary of Labor must respond to the appeal
within 30 days of it being files. During the sanctioning process, local
workforce boards will cease to operate and services will be provided, to the
extent practicable, to customers by the surrounding areas local workforce
boards.

At the local level, local workforce development boards and the chief local
eletted officials shall also develop benchmarks and performance measures
that incorporate the state measures and also reflect the need of the local

Lh



<.0" T HAY 42 '97 B2:47PM

P.77B

10. PERFORMANCE AND
ACCOUNTABILITY
{CONTINUED)

area. Such benchmarks and measures shall be included in the local plan.

States and local workforce boards shall provide information on a number of
outcomes, including but not limited 10: increases in the education and skills
of the current and furure workforce, the employment of workers, and
information on services provided to groups of individuals who are protected
under Federal or state law.

A portion of the funds allocated to states and localities shall be set-aside for
performance incentives. -

11. FUTA

FUTA funding should remain a separate dedicated funding stream to be
used for the purposes for which the taxes are currendy collected., However,
activities supported by FUTA should be integrated as much as possible into
state and local service delivery systems. All employment service, veterans
programs and labor market information should be accessible to all citizens
through the "no wrong door" comprehensive system designed and
implemented by states and localities.

The coalition opposes the current proposal to require FUTA payments to be
collected on a monthly basis. Under current law, payments are made on 2
quarterly basis, minimizing costs and administrative burdens on states and

employers.

12. PROTECTIONS FOR

States that have enacted comprehensive workforce related education and

EXISTING STATE Law| employment and training laws prior to the dare of enactment of this
legislation should be exempted from the conflicting provisions of this
legislation.

13. WAIVER All of the provisions of this Act and the resulting regulations can be waived

by the appropriate federal Secretaries (except federal to state allotments and
civil rights provisions) if, through the collaborative state planning process or
enactment of state law, the Governor can demonstrate that such a waiver can
improve the ability of the state to create and implement a state-wide
comprehensive workforce development system.

14. TRANSITION

This legislation should be enacted as soon as possible with an effective date
one year following date of enacted and including the option to implement
immediately. Governors should be given immediate flexibility under
federal statutes and regulations governing existing programs 10 combine
programs and funding, combine administrative funds from the consolidated
programs. In addition, states should be permirted to allocate for planning
and implementaticn purposes, unexpended funds allotted to states under the
repealed or modified statutes, and to use funds from the new program to
close out repealed programs.
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15. LIABILITY

Those elected officials responsible for overseeing the administration of the
funds shall be held liable for these funds. Local workforce development
boards shall be responsible for implementing the no-wrong door system,
letting contracts for services, and overseeing the operations of the program
and for attaining the performance standards. The Act should clearly
designate financial liability and define the means by which funds can be
repaid. In the event that a local elected official opts to relinquish liability
for funds administered by this program; he/she may do so under the
procedures provided for under the state plan.
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/QPD/EOP
cc: Michael Cohen/OPD/EOP
Subject: HR 1385

Today you asked about HR 1385, the Employment, Training and Literacy Enhancement Act that is
scheduled for House floor consideration tomorrow. Here's a quick summary/status report, based
on some materials assembled by OMB and discussions with folks at the Department of Education.

This bill, sponsored by subcommittee chair Rep. McKeon, would consolidate exsting federal

employment, training, and literacy programs into three block grants to states and lgcalities for )
adilt employment and training for _disadva kers, 2) disadvantaged youth (including high

school dropouts), and 3} adult education and family literacy. While JTPA programs for youth
would be consolidated into the block grants, Federal administration of Job Corps would be
maintained.

The legislation would also reauthorize the Vocational Rehabilitation Act for 3 years.

L
The bill,not address vocational education programs (nor school-to-work programs), which are now
unider the-jurisdiction ot a different subcommittee.

The Administration is preparing to send up a SAP that compliments the bill as incorporating many
of the principles in the President’s Gl Bill for America's workers, but poting generally.concerns with Y Lr

provisions on adult ed and voc rehab. Among other features, the bil would require adult training to |

be provided through skill grants, distributed via a statewide employment and training delivery JM‘J
system. The SAP follows a similarly positive letter from the President made available at the Wl W,
Committee markup. '-*-"-‘_-'EA- .

The Department of Education has raised concerns, not fully discussed in the SAP, of accountability,
principally having to do with the grounds for state plan_approval jmere technical compliance versus
quality and promise of meeting purposes of the act) and the ability to negotiate over indicators of
program performance. Education is also concerned that the bill needs to be more explicit on the
role of the State Educational Agency (SEA ) in governance. DOL is concerned that the legislation
does not assure that consolidated state youth programs will include a summer jobs component, and
that the bill does not provide for adequate worker representation on local boards.

The Administration's own Adult Education Act reauthorization proposal has recently been
introduced as HR 1662. My understanding is that the McKeon bill has incorporated many of the
key elements of the Administration proposal.

| am not currently aware of any issues or controversies expected to arise in the context of floor
consideration tomorrow, but | will keep checking arcund.

Hope this is helpful.



Michael Cohen

Sttt

04/16/97 09:35:07 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/ECP

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
Subject: Re: NAGB and national tests -- and a state update )

I'll work on a scheduling request, and will write a paragraph on the states for the weekly.

Mike Smith also liked the NAGB idea; the Counsel’s office in ED is looking into ﬂwhat we can do
and how far we can go. !'ll keep you posted.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 19, 1997
. '97 APR 19 p5:08
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

-

FROM: GENE SPERLING

SUBJECT: FUTURE DIRECTION OF YOUR G.I. BILL FOR AMERICA’S
WORKERS '

This memorandum presents options for a decision on the content and structure of the
second-term G.I. Bill for America’s Workers initiative. The memo contains two parts. The first
section provides the relevant background. The second section presents options and
recommendations.

- I. BACKGROUND

THE INITIAL FY 1996 PROPOSAL. In December 1994, you proposed a Middle Class Bill
of Rights to empower working Americans to pursue a lifetime of learning through education and
training tax deductions, tax credits for families with children, and expanded IRAs. The fourth
point of your Middle Class Bill of Rights was the G.L Bill for America’s Workers. In your 1995
State of the Union message, you articulated your vision:

“The New Covenant approach to governing is as different from the old bureaucratic way
as the computer is from the manual Opewriter. . .. The old way dispensed services
through large, topdown, inflexible bureaucracies. The New Covenant way should shift
these resources and decision-making from bureaucrats to citizens, infecting choice and
compeltition and individual responsibility into national policy. .. We should pass a G.1.
Bill for America’s workers. We propose to collapse nearly 70 federal programs, and not
give the money to the States, but give the money directly to the American people; offer
vouchers to them so that they can get a voucher worth 82,600 a year for up to two years
fo go to their local community college or wherever else they want to get the skills they
need to improve their lives. Let’s empower people in this way. Move it from government
directly to the workers of America.”

The actual proposal, as outlined in your FY 1996 Budget, was far more complex. It
included significant consolidation, but the workforce development system, while rationalized,
retained five discrete parts (see consolidation schematic at Tab A). The budget request for FY
1996, including all elements of the GI Bill was $14.3 billion (see FY 1996 budget chart at Tab

f



. (1)Adult Workforce System: This component envisioned a Skill grant for non-degree
adult training administered by the Labor Department and Pell grants for degree programs
administered by the Education Department,

(a)Skill grants. The FY 1996 budget requested $3.6 billion for the Labor
Department to implement skill grants of up to $2,620 for “technical
education” for dislocated workers and low-income adults. The
skill grant for non-degree training included most adult JTPA
programs and added non-degree training funded (then and now) by
Pell grants into one program, managed by the Department of

- Labor. The $3.6 billion budget request included 2 $2.1 billion
transfer of Pell grant funds for non-degree skill training from the
- Education Department to the Labor Department. The FY 1996

budget request was sufficient to serve all dislocated workers whom
we expected to want training, and some of the economically
disadvantaged adults who needed and wanted training. As a result
under the initial proposal, State and local grantees were required to
ration Skill grant resources for disadvantaged workers. '

(b) Pell grants. The FY 1996 budget requested $4.5 billion for the
Education Department budget, to operate Pell grants of up to $2,620 to
defray the costs of associate’s and bachelor’s degree courses. As
mentioned above, the proposal assumed that Pell grants would no longer
be used for non-degree training and transferred the $2.1 billion referred to
above to the Labor Department.

*(2) One Stop: A grant to States for adult services other than training. The FY
1996 budget requested $2.7 billion for the Department of Labor budget to support
a State and local private sector-led workforce development system of job
placement and training-related services (counseling, skills assessment, etc.)
provided through one-stop career centers. The proposal also envisioned a [imited
fund administered nationally for activities such as grants for multi-State mass
layoffs and natural disasters, and research.

(31(4) Two State grants for youth. The FY 1996 budget requested $2.9 biilion for the
two state grants for youth. One grant was designed to support vocational education for in-
school youth through the Education Department; a second grant for at-risk and out-of-
school youth was designed to offer second chance training and work experience through
the Labor Department. The FY 1996 proposal called for all activities to be structured
within the School-to-Work framework.



(5) A State grant for adult and family literacy. “The FY 1996 budget requested $490
million for the Education Department to provide GED, ESL, and basic skilis instruction,
as determined by the States.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY. The Administration decided not to transmit legislation to
authorize the G.I. Bill reforms, except for separate bills in May 1995 to reauthorize the
vocational and adult education programs of the Department of Education. We chose instead to
work informally with the 104th Congress on bills Republicans were moving through both
chambers. Our judgment was that specific Administration bill language on categorical program
consolidations (which would be seen as terminations) would raise issues our supporters could not
accept and would provide fodder for Republicans to criticize our proposal before offering their
own. Senator Kennedy supported this approach.

The proposal to transfer the $2.1 billion in Pell resources for non-degree training to the
Labor Department was abandoned almost immediately because it was opposed by the higher
. education community and many in Congress on both sides of the aisle.

In the Fall of 1995, training reform bills -- known as “CAREERS” (Goodling) and “The
Workforce Development Act” (Kassebaum) passed both Houses of Congress with overwhelming
bipartisan support (345-79; 95-2). In spite of our opposition to the Kassebaum bill, we felt it was
'important to keep the legislative process moving forward; thus, the Administration expressed
conditional support for both bills, and organized Democratic and interest group support, despite
concerns with each. We wanted to keep the issue alive in Congress and looked to conferees to
address our concerns. Supporting reform in principle, and not alienating key constituency groups
wedded to specific categorical programs, also helped us in the appropriations fight, where we
could argue that it made no sense to cut funding deeply with a major reform on the horizon.

Of the two bills, Rep. Goodling’s CAREERS was closer to fulfilling your G.I. Bill
principles and the Administration’s support for the Kassebaum version was essentially a tactic
for keeping the reform conversation alive, CAREERS required: vouchers for adult training (with
an exception for training run by community-based organizations and allocated as they are under
current law -- at the discretion of the local agencies), “report cards” and performance standards
for training programs, the one-stop and school-to-work frameworks for adult and youth programs
(although it would have repealed the School-to-Work Act), and private sector involvement in
workforce development programs. By contrast, the Kassebaum bill did not require skill grants
and would have made vouchers available only at State option; authorized a single State grant
with one quarter reserved for broadly defined State-determined workforce development
activities, which could include supporting company training of the employed; weakened
accountability by permitting States to define success in their own terms; and greatly diminished
the role of local communities in determining training needs.

The conference process on training reform was swamped by the FY 1996 and then FY
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1997 appropriations struggle, and the Administration’s reform proposals took a backseat to our
efforts to preserve funds for categorical training and education programs (dislocated workers,
summer jobs and vocational education) under attack. Although we blocked large cuts in the
categorical training programs, both the pressures of negotiations with Congress and the need to
rally constituency groups who are indifferent or hostile to vouchers and consolidation, led to a
blurring of the Administration’s principles for changing the way training gets delivered.

In a May 1996 letter to the conference leadership (attached at Tab C), yourcalled for
carmarked funding of at least $1.3 billion for dislocated workers and “properly targeted”
resources for a summer jobs program, adult education, in-school youth, at-risk youth, and the
labor exchange. Your original G.I. Bill principles had never explicitly singled out these features
as essential components of your reform vision,

Pressured by conservative “famnily groups” to resist compromise, and for other reasons,
Republican conferees excluded the Administration and the minority from the negotiations. The
partisan conference produced a biil that resembled Kassebaum’s flawed block grant approach,
unacceptable because it required only a 50-State training voucher “pilot,” failed to ensure that
adequate resources would be available for adult training, included weak accountability provisions
and repealed School to Work. Former Chief of Staff Panetta made an effort to reopen
negotiations. The last effort, a June 17th offer from the Administration representing our “bottom
line,” (attached at Tab D), received no response from the conferees. Emerging in July 1996,
without the support of a single minority conferee or the Administration, the conference bill never
reached the floor. :

»

CONSOLIDATION AND OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS. As we consider
strategy for a new effort, it is important to recall that we already have made some progress
toward achieving your G.L Bill objectives. The Labor and Education Departments have
aggressively pursued training and employment reforms through administrative changes and other
statutory authorities, separable from fundamental legislative reform. Both Departments have
‘made progress toward your goal of consolidating the tangle of federal employment and training
programs.

As you recall, prior to your G.I. Bill announcement, the GAO identified 163 separate
employment and training programs in 14 agencies spending nearly $25 billion in what it called
an uncoordinated system.

While the GAO called attention to an important problem, their reports overstated it.
Sixty-seven of the 163 programs are targeted at specific non-employment and training problems
and do not belong in the education and training system. For example, included in their list of
employment and training programs were: the Foster Grandparent and Senior Companions
programs (volunteer programs for the low-income elderly); State Legalization Impact Assistance
Grants; Women's Business Ownership Assistance, and Health Care for Homeless Veterans.



Of the remaining 96 programs, the administration determined that 70 of the should be
consolidated into coordinated system which the G.I. Bill proposal envisioned (see schematic at
Tab A). (The 26 programs not targeted for consolidation are aimed at special populations -- e.g.
Native Americans -- and are most appropriately administered nationally.)

In spite of legislative obstacles to enactment of the G.I. Bill, the Departments of
Education and Labor have consolidated 33 of the 70 targeted programs targeted through
administrative reform, appropriations, and other means (see list at Tab E). Anotheér five of the 70
programs have been dropped from our consolidation efforts as a result of policy or other
considerations. The Education Department is proposing additional consolidation in vocational

and adult education programs.

Other administrative reform successes include:

. One-stop career centers. Begun'in 1994, this Department of Labor initiative
consolidates multiple training and employment programs at the “street level” through
competitively awarded State implementation grants. . The number of States implementing
one-stop systems will grow from 16 currently, to 43 by the end of 1997, to 50 by the end
of 1998. :

. America’s Job Bank and America’s Talent Bank. These two rapidly expanding
Department of Labor Internet websites now provide access to 600,000 job openings and
resumes of two million job seekers. :

. School-to-Work opportunities. Since enactment in May 1994, the School-to-Work Act
has provided the “seed capital” to spur State school-to-work systems that connect
secondary education to work-based learning, postsecondary training, and career
opportunities. Currently 37 States are receiving implementation grants; in 1998, all
States are expected to be implementing their School-to-Work systems,

. Waivers and funding transfers. With the Administration’s support, the FY 1997
appropriation for the Department of Labor provided unprecedented flexibility for State
- and local employment and training programs. (You had already obtained significant new
waiver authority for Education Department programs in 1994.) The Budget which
continues this flexibility in FY 1998, includes:

. Authority for the Labor Secretary to waive a wide range of JTPA and Wagner-
Peyser Act (i.e., Employment Service) statutory and regulatory provisions
pursuant to a request submitted by a State, in return for improved performance.

. “Work-Flex” partnership demonstration (modeled on the 1994 “Ed-Flex™), in
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which up to six States are authorized by the Labor Secretary to waive JTPA and
Wagner-Peyser provisions, pursuant to a plan describing the local waiver process,
outcomes to be achieved, and assurances of fiscal accountability.

. Funding transfer authority to permit Governors to approve requests by local
programs to transfer up to 20% of funds for the dislocated worker and low-income
adults between the two JTPA programs. Since FY 1996, unlimited funding
transfers have been permitted between the JTPA Summer Jobs and-year-round
youth training programs.

G.L BILL IN THE FY 1998 BUDGET AND 105TH CONGRESS. The FY 1998 Budget
reiterates support for the G.I. Bill principles, characterizes training reform as “essential,” and
anticipates working with the 105th Congress to produce a bill. The FY 1998 Budget proposes an
increase of $274 million over the FY 1996 request for the relevant Labor and Education .
Department budgets (see Tab F for budget details). (This budget request reflects the
appropriations successes we had in FY 1997 and before: doubling funding for dislocated workers
since FY 1993, winning $400 million for the embattled School To Work program and increasing
Pell grants by 14% since the low of FY 1995.)

In the 105th Congress, training reform legislation is a priority for the Republican
chairmen of the House (Goodling) and Senate (Jeffords) Committees. Both chambers have
begun hearings and the House Commitiee is drafting a bipartisan bill for markup next week. In
the Senate, although Chairman Jeffords has not begun drafting legislation, he is planning to
report a bill out of Committee by the end of June.,

The House bill, introduced by Congressman McKeon (Chair of the subcommittee on
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education, Training and Lifelong Learning)
and Congressman Kildee, is similar to last year’s bill, but assures that funding for dislocated
workers will be maintained and does not repeal School to Work. As it did last year, it requires
vouchers for adult training (with an exception for training provided by community-based
organizations), “report cards” and performance standards for training programs, the one-stop and
school-to-work frameworks for adult and youth programs, and private sector involvement in
workforce development programs. And, as was the case last year, it maintains [ocal agencies’
discretion in allocating skill grants.

In the Senate, legislation will soon be developed under the leadership of Senator DeWine,
who heads the Subcommittee on Employment and Training. While Chairman Jeffords is
expected to be less hostile to skill grants than was his predecessor, there is still skepticism among
Democrats on the panel.

The House bill is expected to include a title reauthorizing adult education programs,
while vocational education will be considered separately. In the Senate, it is unclear whether
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vocational and adult education will be addressed separately, or as part of larger workforce
development legislation. In an effort to maximize the prospect for reforms and continue to
consolidate the myriad programs, and as a hedge against the possibility that training reform
legislation stalls again, the Education Department is sending separate reauthorizing legislation to
Congress again this year.

Notwithstanding the progress we have made on consolidation, most of your vision of the GI Bill

is still alive and achievable given the legislative context described above. -

II. OPTIONS

This section of the memo Iays out some second-term options for your “GI Bill for America’s
Workers” initiative. '

All of the options and the McKeon bill embrace the following core elements of your GI
Bill vision:
. giving trainees the choice of providers (e.g. a skill grant that can be used at a community
college, a four year college, a trade school, a union-operated program or a community-
based organization, like the Urban League),

. improving accountability by focusing on resuits and barring bad providers,

. reforming the State and local system by implementing One Stop Career Centers based on
your original vision, and )

. giving consumers better information about training providers and the labor market.

The key choice for you is how to ration the skill grants, because although we have
doubled funding for dislocated workers since FY 1993, the current budget is not sufficient to
serve everyone, Option One obviates the need for rationing by relaxing the budget constraint. _
Option 2 seeks to maintain a purer vision of a $2600-$3000 skill grant entitlement, but does so
by limiting eligibility to people who have, for example, been dislocated after being at the same
job for three years, while allowing local discretion in rationing skill grants opportunities for
low-income disadvantaged workers. Option 3 does not restrict eligibility for either
disadvantaged or dislocated workers, but instead leaves the rationing for both categories of
workers to state and local level.

In considering these options, we must balance the benefits of local flexibility with the
benefits of having a more pure skill grant vision, in which workers are automatically eligible
for skill grants and can make choices that are not subject to the discretion of government
workers. Relative to Option 1, Option 2, keeps a purer vision of skill grants by tightening
eligibility. The advantage here, is that for these dislocated workers - who were the main
targets of your skill grant proposal -- they are directly empowered by an entitlement, like a
Pell grant -- without having to wait in line at any bureaucracy.



Option 3, on the other hand, allows local One Stop and JTPA system to exercise some
discretion to pick and choose who gets skill grants, it also does not force arbitrary eligibility
restrictions, and would better allow the State and local system of workforce boards and Ope
Stops to target skill grants to those who need them and to respond to large dislocations without
having to deny training to certain workers who don't meet the eligibility requirement.

Under all three options there is also the question of whether low-income workers who
have not been in the workforce are well-informed enough to make good choices with skill
grants. Some argue that we give such personal empowerment to 18 year olds with no
experience when we give them Pell grants, so why should it be different here. Others, focus
on the liketihood that low-income recipients with no work experience would be taken
advantage of by cosmetology school or fly-by-night training programs. One approach is to
allow local discretion about which low-income workers receive their training through skill
grants. A second approach is to accept the risk that in some cases, people will make poor
choices -- as we do with Pell Grants. This is the approach taken in Option 1. A third approach :
-- which could be combined with any of the options - is to use skill grants for everyone, but °
have strict requirements that those who get them without prior work experience or significant
education go through a counseling course to learn which programs have the best track records

and where jobs are needed.

SKILL GRANT OPTIONS
Option 1: Dramatically Increased Funding for Universal Eligibility

- All dislocated workers and economically disadvantaged adults (as defined by current
- JTPA rules) would be eligible for skill grants. As is now the case for Pell grants, discretionary

BA would be requested according to best estimates of how many eligibles would actually use the
grants, but outlays would be driven by actual use.

This option would be a “pure” model of skill grants in which individuals are truly
empowered and automatically eligible for skill grants. To do this would require a dramatic
increase in funding, well beyond the current budget request and well beyond that anticipated in
the current legislative discussion. Our very rough estimate is that the cost could go from $1.3
billion to $4.2 billion. Though this approach would have the benefit of truly embodying the
principles of your vision, none of your advisers think this is practical or realistic at this time, We
wanted you to be aware of it, in case you feel differently, and as a contingency in case the
budgetary context changes.

Option 2:  Allocate Limited Skill Grants for Dislocated Workers by Narrowing
Eligibility

This option structures eligibility to stay within the $1.37 billion budget for training under
current rules while giving dislocated workers (who presumably have more labor market savvy)
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more wide-open choice than disadvantaged adults in how skill grants are used. Under this option

eligibility for dislocated workers would be determined at state and local One-Stop centers,
offering additional training-related assistance,

There are several ways to tighten eligibility for dislocated workers. One option is to offer
skill grants only to workers laid off after 3 years in a job, on the grounds that short-tenure
workers have fewet job-specific skills to replace and aren’t strictly speaking “dislocated.”
Another option is to exciude the long-term unemployed, who are often eligible for Pell grants.
These two screens would shrink the pool of eligible dislocated workers to 643,000. (Your
original G.1. Bill proposed an additional $1 billion to serve several hundred thousand additional

workers.)

For disadvantaged adults, eligibility would be limited by giving state and local agencies
discretion to decide which disadvantaged adults can best make use of the available skill grants.
(Once in possession of a skill grant, trainees could then use it as they choose.) This approach
could be combined with a requirement that disadvantaged workers receive counseling and skills °
assessment. The combination of local agency discretion and counseling has the advantage of
controlling the cost while addressing concerns that a weak attachment to the job market may
make people especially prone to bad training choices. ’

Relative to Option 1, this option represents a strategic compromise. In the face of
budgetary limits, and some plausible worries about the uniform workability of a pure voucher
approach, it falls back to make the stand for the skill grant principle on the terrain where that
principle is strongest - dislocated workers with labor-market experience. And it preserves the
local workforce-development system in its most plausible role -- guiding disadvantaged who
may have special problems making good choices on their own.

Relative to Option 3, this option preserves more individual empowerment and a more
“pure” vision of skill grants for dislocated workers, while reducing the risk of bad choices among
those with the least experience in the labor market, the disadvantaged. -

Pros of Option 2:

. For the limited group of eligible dislocated workers, this is a pure empowerment vision,
as you originally conceived it.
. For the limited group of eligible dislocated workers, this option replaces reliance on the

discretion of local system in allocating scarce training dollars. Some of your advisors,
notably Paul Dimond, feel strongly that even a reformed local system should not be given

discretion.
. Should the program be successful and popular, we can expect pressure to expand it.
. Lives within current budget estimates.
. Avoids the “new entitlement” charge while delivering training via skill grants.
. Addresses concerns (based on Pell and student loan histories) that the disadvantaged
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often have trouble making good training choices without guidance.

Cons of Option 2:

. Eligibility screens as the rationing mechanism for training resources reduce State and
local elected officials ability to respond to variations in the local labor market. This is
likely to be a major concem for governors. _ -

. Replacing discretion with narrowly drawn eligibility screens may reduce the system’s

' responsiveness to individual needs. ' :

. While closer to your initial vision of pure empowerment for dislocated workers than

Option 3, this would be a significant change from our willingness to live with skill grants
as presented in last year’s ( and, by extension, this year’s) House bill.

. State and local stakeholders (Governors, Mayors, and labor unions) will oppose what they
will characterize as federalization of dislocated workers training system and advocates for:
the disadvantaged will object to be treated differently. ’

Option 3: Allocating Skill Grants Through Local Discretion

This option does away with new national eligibility rules as the rationing mechanism for
disadvantaged and dislocated workers alike, and instead relies on local agencies to allocate skill
grants, just as they now allocate JTPA training funds. As with Option 2, skill grants are limited
by the amount of funding available. But the discretion state and local agencies exercise over
which disadvantaged workers get skill grants under sub-option 2-B becomes universal here;
One-Stop officials award skill grants based on aptitude, local labor market conditions, and
judgments about who can best benefit. Skili grants, once awarded, would still be under
individuals’ control. ‘

For disadvantaged workers, this option is the same as Option 2B. The two options differ in the
treatment of dislocated workers: under this option, local discretion is the rationing mechanism
for skill grants for dislocated workers; whereas under Option 2B new federal eligibility screens
substitute for that discretion.

This option meets the empowerment model of skill grants by giving people skill grants that

they would be able to use at the provider of their choice for the career path of their choice. It

also does not automatically exclude people by setting a rigid eligibility rule. On the other

hand, having local One Stop centers and JTPA offices decide who gets skill grants in the first b 1L
place does not encompass the sense of titlement or clear e’ml;%?egrm\m(\geen for eligible )
dislocated workers in Option 2. Much of this certainly will rest on the strength of the system -~

both the workforce board and the One Stops. Some of your advisors, feel‘_that putting so much
discretion in the hands of the current system -- even if improved -- does"entail enough

Structural reform. Others, feel that the boards are improving gradually through our reforms

and that allowing local discretion does not significantly reduce your vision with slower but
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safer structural reform.
Pros for Option 3:

. Is close to current House bipartisan bill and what many Democratic constitiencies can
live with, agnd makes it less likely our efforts for major reform will disrupt
Congressional efforts for significant reform consistent with your decisions.

. With skill grants, one-stops, and report cards, this option goes far to your vision even
if somewhat compromised by local discretion.

. Avoids arbitrary eligibility rules that will cut off State and local elected officials ability
to target funds to meet individual needs and respond to variations in the labor market.

. Avoids differentiai treatment of lower-income disadvantaged workers
Cons for Option 3:

. Does not contain a component that fits more pure empowerment/entitlement options for
some dislocated workers. '

. Some will feel that reliance on current programs for discretion is counterproductive to
need for strong structural reform.

RECOMMENDATIONS

OMB recommends Option 3. They feel it is consistent with the principles the Administration
enunciated during the debate last year. Specifically, they feel Option 3 explicitly recognizes the
reality of resource constraints, adopts the widely desired guidance and help for disadvantaged
adults and dislocated workers who want it, maintains the goal of a thoroughly reformed private-
sector-based local service system, and preserves the key skill grant vision of individual control
over training providers.

The Labor Department also supports Option 3. Labor Department staff feel that Option 3 allows
you to claim victory on the key elements of your GI Bill vision. They are especially concerned
that Option 2 would derail the progress made in the House and alienate key constituencies,
especially the labor movement.

I feel that while Option 2 would be a better choice, because it would genuinely empower workers
while creating a One Stop system based on your reform vision, Option 3 is the practical choice.
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By choosing Option 3 you would be recognizing the progress that Moderate Republicans and
Democrats have made, and bolstering the chance that reform legislation -- which encompasses
your vision of skill grants, one stops, report cards and better accountability -- would pass this
year . '

Plan of Action: Once you have signed off on a policy, I recommend that we draft for you a
set of principles cénsistent with our policy that we send to the Hill in time for Wednesday’s
mark-up of the McKeon bill. The statement would lay out your vision from 1994 and make
clear that you were pleased with the progress made in 1995 and 1996, disappointed by our
inability to enact legislation last year, and that you feel it is critical for Congress to pass a
training bill that meets your principles. This approach stresses your leadership, and sets up
principles that allows us to push Congress in the right direction and claim a Clinton victory if
legislation is passed that meets your principles.

Optionl
Option2
Option3
Require counseling

Let’s Discuss
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1. SHARING THE BENEFITS OF ECONOMIC GROWTII

301-718-7947

e

r-;nble 1-4. THE G.L BILL FOR AMERICA'S WORRERS COMBINES 70 PROGRAMS
INTO ONE WOREFORCE DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM, AND mCREASES FUND- -
ING $1 BILLION OVER 1995
(Dizcretionary budget uuthonty, in millicos of dollarx)
Sets of Categorical Programs E:E?fad System Cotaponents P‘:'QQG )
JTPA adult prograins 997 | Skill and Pell grants to individuals:
Dislocated worker programs e —wsssersens 1296 | Distocated workers . 582
Peli grants 6,247| Low-inceme persons - 3,059
Employment service 912 Pell grants [or AA degrees and above ... £,480
Statz postsecondary feaew program ... 20 '
Ressarch, evaluation and demonstrations .. 48 Subtotal, jndividual grants ... _ . 8.121
One-Stop Carcer Centers 120
JTPA and other Youthl PrOETaAME . vmirerrmecenme 1,630 | State-defined services system:
Bchoal-to-Wark (ED and DOL) S 250 Adulta (includicg One-Stop) ............. o 2,685
Vocatonal education programs - e 1.178 Adult and family literacy ........ {90
Adult education and family literacy programs 488 | Youth (including School-to-Work) —ucvcecerne. 2,906
Total: ) Total:, ) .
Categorical programs 13,188 | Bettar Jobs and Skills System vveme e, 14202,
Laang for education end training (in millions Loans for education and treining (in millions .
of dollars) 25,757.] cof dollars) 28,356

The new jahs and skills initiative will
allow each State to devise an integrated
strategy that unifies all clements- of the
training and education system. The building
blocks are desaibed separately below (though
the Federal Government would no longer
requirc States to maintain separate programs).

Helping Adults: The President's proposal
weuld creute “Slkiil grants” for unemployed .
and low-income workers and job seekers.
States would create systems to give individuals
the information they need to make informed
choices with these grants and ensure that
workers are not defrauded by incompetent
or unscrupulous providers. The proposal would
make 16 million more grants and Ioans
available in 1996 than in 1995. (See Chart
1-3.) It salso would support State efforts
to design new, more fiexible, integrated sys-
tems that will provide intormation about

Jobs and training, counseling, placement as-

sistance, and other services.

* Individuals would get Skill grants or Pell
grants of up to $2,620 a year for training;

* The budget proposcs $3.6 billion in 1996
for Skill grants for technical education and
$4.5 billion for associates and bachelor's
degrec courses through Pell prants. The

student loan programs will provide an-
other $28 billion in loan capital to help
finance training and higher education;

« Low-income persons would get Skill grants
based on fainily income and cost of edu-
cation, in the same way they do now under
Peil grants; and

* Dislocated workers who need training
would qualify for Skill grants without an

- income test. Adults who lose their jobs and
need skill training to get a new one would .
receive income support.

The proposal would build upon progress
underway through “One-Stop Career Centers”
to encourage States and localities to design
and implement new systems of placement
and training-related scrvices within five years.

« It would provide $2.7 billion, most of it
to States to design and operate the new
system; and some for Federal activities
such as oversight, research, evaluation,
and response to multi-State layoffs and
natural disasters; and

« It would provide $490 million for adult
and family literacy, which the States could
use as they want for basie skills instruc.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
Kay 20, 1996

-

Deayr Mr. Chdirman:

I am writing to express my vieva on the job training and
education reform legislation now in conference. I appreciate the
Confereess’ efforts to address at least some of the key principles
included in my G.I. Bill for America'es Workers propozal. I
believe wve all recognize the importance of reforming, .
streamlining, and consolidating job training and education

prograns.

- However, I cannat accept a conference bill that does not
create a world class workforce development system that is built
on a firm foundation of {ndividual opportunity, strong .
accountab{l{ty for results, and clear pathwvays for youth from
echool to work. This legislation Bust: authorize spending for a
new system at no leas than the levels proposed in my rY 1997
Budget; arm dislocated workers with sufficient information and

‘purchasing power, through skill grants, to choose the training

that is right for then; Preserve national funding for achool-to-
work infraatructure building grants; ensure accountability to

taxpayers by establishing high standardes for frogram quality and
clear accountability; and provide that educat on authorities are

‘responsible for education resources at.the State and local

levals, and that those resourcae are targeted within the Statae.
The attachment to tnis letter datails thesec and other essential
priorities pertaining to this legislation,

I believa wc share the commop.goal .of.creating a Jeb, -,
training and education_§yate;”thqg,ggg;pgﬁgfi.apgrtcang“to -
prosper in a global ecofiomy. Y urgée the Conferees toa craft an
acceptable bipartisan bill by meeting these concerns and fully

incorporating my G.I. Bi)].
Sincerely,

The Honorable William P, Goodling

Chairman
Committee on Econoric and Educational Opportunities

House of Representativea
Washington, D.C. 20S1S
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Attachment

ISSUES FOR CONYERENCE ON HR. 1617
Suflicient sathorizetion of appropriations. It is imperadve that the bill authorize
spending for the consolldated programs at least at the levels proposed in the FY 1997

Budget. Futurc appropristion action must not be constrained by insufficient
authorizations that imprudently cut funding for cducation and training investments.

*Adequate funding for skill grants for dislocated workers. The bill must £ammark no
less than $1.3 billion for dislocated worker assistance, and ensure that these individuals
have sufficient information and resources -- including through the use of skill grants —
ta choose the training that is right for them. - '

-Dedicated natlonal fundlog to coatinue the School-to-Work implementation grants.-

The School-to-Work Opportunitics Act should not be repealed. To date, 27 States have
received implementation grants under the Schoal-to-Work Opportunities Act. Dedicated .
funding to continne School-to-Work implementation grants is essential to permit these
States to complete their system building activitics, and to provide an opportunity for all
remaining States to do the same. Without a strong, lasting school-to-waork infrastructure,
the promise of-this bill for youth develapment will be unfulfilled.

~Accountabllity to taxpayers for results. The bill must ensure that taxpayer dollars are
not invested in programs that don't deliver results. Since Federal funds support the
workforce development system, the final bill must establish the Federnl government as a
full partner in determining measurable goals and abjectives, establishing expected Ievels
of performance for Statc and loczl areas, and approving plans. To protect against
fravdulent and incempctent training providers, this bill must include strong provisions un
“gatckeeping” and consumer information. The Secretaries of Bducation and Labor
should be clcarly responsiblc and acoountable for administering workforee cducation and’
warkforce training and employmsnt activities, respectively. Thelr resource and staffing
necds should be determined through the annual budget and appropriations process.

*State and local education agency control and respansibility for education resgurces.
The conference bill must ensurc that State and local education agendes have
responsibility for plunning, administering, and making decisions relevant to education
resources. Full collaboration of State and local werkforee boards and the private sector
with State and local education agencies is essential

*Adequate, properly targeted resources for adult education and trainfng, in-school

youth, at-risk youth, a summer jobs program, and the uatlon's labor exchange The
conference bill must ensure a priority for these activitics and for suficicnt funding, at
levels consistent with the FY 1997 Budget. In addition, the bill must contain within-State
allocation formulas, as in current law, that target at-risk youth and that direct in-schaol
funds to school districts with greatest nced and post-secondary education institutions that
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serve disadvantaged individuals. The Wagner-Peyser Act, which establishes the public
employment services, must remain the fundamental legislative charter for our nation's
public labor cxchauge services, ensuring the prudent use of employer-paid federal

uncmployment taxcs.

*Local gavernmental responsibility for job training. . While Govemars should have final
appmva.l authority aver the local plans affecting job training funds, elected officials from
our cities and counties must have responsibility for-administering and overseeing local
Qnc-Stop Caréer Center and job training funds, through workforee development boards
thst bring logcthcr business and labor and other cnmmumty leaders o0 p!an and develop
flexible job training programs approprlatc to their communities.

o0&
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ADMINISTRATION OFFER TO CONFEREES ON -
WORKFORCE AND CAREER DEVELOPMENT ACT

This 'offer is to be cpnsidered as a whole; it is not divisible into componem parts,

1. Offer on authorization of appropriations: Accept the such sums authon:r.‘itlon with the
following trigger for the flex account:

o  Funds appropriated under the Act would be subject to the following percent splits:
45% for adult training; 28% for in-school youth; 20% for at-risk youth; and 7% for

adult education.

o  No funds would go to a flex account until the level éf funding for the States reached
$3.85 billion (FY 1996 appropriation for the total Federal grants to the States for
programs consolidated in this legislation).

o  All funds above FY 1996 appropriation level would be available for flex account until
125% of FY 1996 level is reached. :

o  The amounts in excess of 125% would be allocated as follows: 25% flex account:
35% adult training; 15% out-of-school youth; 20% in-school youth; and 5% adult
cducauon with a hold harmless from the flex account

2. Offer on dislocated worker funding: Earmark $1.3 billion of adult employment and
training resources for assistance to dislocated workers (of which $1.03 billion is for State
grants).

3. Offer on skill grants for dislocated workers: Training for dislocated workers must be
provided through a skill grant system (House bill, but limited to dislocated workers). . This
requirement would include the limited exceptions in the House bill to address rural areas and
other special circumstances. However, it would also include a S-year phase-in for this
requirement (simiiar to the House bill’s 3-year phase-in), with authority to the Secretaries to
use incentive funds to encourage earlicr implementation.

4. Offer on School-to-Work: (a) Strike the repealer from the bill, allowing the
appropriations process (o determine the future of School-to-Work:; or (b) move up sunset date
for School-to-Work from September 30, 2001 1o September 30, 2000.

5. Offer on accountability: Package to include:

0 Plan approval and levels of performance:: Substantive State plan approval authority
for the Secretaries (Senate bill with amendment); and Secretaries and States to
ncgotiate expected levels of performance to be basis for sanctions and scparate
challenging levels to be basis for incentives (Senate bill with amendment).
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o Performance information and resources: Uniform technical definitions of
benchmarks (House); ¢éonsumer information to be provided by all nondegree uaining
programs with certain information required (House bill with modifications); uniform
MIS guidelines that include demographic information (House bill with modification);
reporting of both local and Smtewide performance results to the Secretaries”(House);
and adequate himan resources for oversight and other responsibilitics to be ~
determined through annual budget and appropriatiops process. (House) -

6. Offer on control of education by State and local education system: Senate language
ensuring that education funds will go to State and local education agencies and that the
cducation portion of the plan will be developed by the State education agency.

7. Offer on local role: Local board negotiates with the State on employment and training
benchmarks for the area as a whole, and local board in coordination with LEQ, negotiates
with the State the process for designation of One-Stops. Remainder of respounsibilities

- reserved for local board in partnership with LEQ; these responsibilities include developing
local budgets, oversight over local programs, developing local plan, and designating local

fiscal agent. (House bill with modification)

8. Offer on targeting resources to youth: Modify Senate language to clca.rlj require a
Summer Youth Program in each local area. Require equitable substate allocation formulas

for in-school and at-risk youth.

.08
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Programs Consolidated Since FY 1996
-FY 1997 Budget Authority

Department of Labor | 3 millions

JTPA Cledn Air Employment Transition Assistance
JTPA Defense' Conversion Adjustment Program
JTPA Defense Diversification Program

JTPA American Samoan Employment Program
JTPA Rura] Concentrated Employment Program

JTPA Youth Fair Chance

JTPA Youth Innovations
Department of Education

Voc Ed - Programs for Criminal Offenders

Voc Ed - Community-Based Organizations

Voc Ed - Demo Centers for Dislocated Workers

Voc Ed - Consumer and Homemaking

Voc Ed - State Councils

Voc Ed - NOICC

Voc Ed - Smith-Hughes Act

Voc Ed - Demo for Integration of Voc and Academic Learning
Voc Ed - Ed Programs for Federal Correctional Institutions
Voc Ed - Ed Comprehensive Career Guidance and Counseling
Voc Ed - Blue Ribbon Voc Ed Programs _

Voc Ed - Model Programs for Regional Training, Skill Trades
Voc Ed - Business/Education/Labor Partnerships

Voc Ed - State Programs and Activities

Voc Ed - Single Parents, Homemakers, Pregnant Women
Voc Ed - Sex Equity

Workplace Transition for Incarcerated Youth

Native Hawaiian Ed - Community-Based Learning Centers
State Literacy Resource Centers

National Workplace Literacy Program

Workplace Literacy Partnerships

Adult Education for the Homeless

Literacy Training for Homeless Adults

Literacy for Incarcerated Adults

Literacy Programs for Prisoners

Library Literacy

OOU\OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO\JOOOOOO
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Department of Labor and Education: GI Bill

(BA in millions)
S FY 1996 FY 1996 FY 1998
Programs FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 Request Enacted FY 1997 Request
Dﬁ%ca.s Workers — Adillts: _
[I-A Grants to States 1,015 988 997 1,055 850 r«, 895 1,064
III Dislocated Workers 651 1,151 1,229 1,396 1,092 - 1,286 . 1,351
Employment Service i 395 918 915 . 872 821 824 843
One-Stop Career Shopping 0 50 100 200 110 150 | 150
Other Adult Programs and New Initiatives 60 98 54 660 47 47 45
Subtotal Aduits 2,621 3,205 3,295 4,183 2,920 T 3,202 3,453
GI Bill for America's Workers -- Youth:
Summer Jobs 349 877 867 959 625 871 871
I1-C Grants to States | 677 609 127 369 127 127 130
School-to-Work (Includes Education portion) 0 100 244 400 , 350 400 400
Youth Opportunity Areas Initiative 50 25 0 . 72 0 0 250
Subtotal Youth 1,576 l,Gli . | 1,238 1,800 1,102 1,398 1,651
Total DOL in G.I. Bill for America's Workers 4,197 . 4,816 . 4,533 5,983 4,022 4,600 5,104
Department of Education; |
Vocational Education 1,170 1,176 1,104 1,178 1,081 1,132 1,172
Adult Education 305 305 279 406 260 355 394
Pell Grants {program cost) . 5,624 5,496 5445 6,635 5,660, 6,227 7,806
Total Education in G.I. Bill for America's Workers . 7,099 6,977 6,828 - 8,219 L 7,001 7,714 9372
* Total G.I, Bill for America's Waorkers 11,296 11,793 11,361 - 14,202 11,023 12,314 14,476
Less Pell Grants ' (5,624) (5,496) (5,445) (6,635) (5,660) (6,227) (7,806)
Net Total G.I, Biil for America's Workers : 5,672 6,297 3,916 -, 7,567 5,363 6,087 6,670

g-\data\scorekept98gibill. wk4

ADATAVSCOREKEP\9BGIBILL. WK4 1 04/18/97 -- 05:10 PM
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January 21, 1997
Second-Term G.I. Bill Reform Options for Adults

Note: School-to-Work remains the organizing principle for youth. Vocational education
reauthorization should link to STW. JTPA waiver and transfer authorities allow the
Administration to argue that meaningful youth program reform is underway. All options assume
a “National Activities” setaside for R,D&E, mass layoff grants, other activities.

Option 1: National Skill Grants

. All adult training financed through Pell grants (or new DOL system),

. One grant to States for labor exchange and nonvouchered services. Governor decides
who delivers the services; j

. HEA reauthorization strengthens provider gatekeeping and performance information;

. JTPA titles II-A and III are repealed.

Option 2: State vouchers (House-passed CAREERS model)

. Two grants to States: one for adult training, one for labor exchange;

. With limited exceptions (as in CAREERS), training is voucher-financed;

. Under Governor-approved plans, local boards run program and labor exchange services;
. HEA gatekeeping plus local board certification of providers;

. JTPA titles 11-A and III are repealed.
Option 3: Local vouchers (Job Training 2000)
. Mandatory vouchers, administered locally at one-stop “skill centers;”

. State grants, but JTPA adult and ES funds under control of business-led local boards, the
“system managers.” HEA gatekeeping plus local board certification of programs.

Option 4: JTPA reforms
. Amend JTPA titles II-A and III to authorize (but not mandate) training vouchers;
. Relax existing JTPA restrictions on QJT, program design, and use of funds;

. Authorize permanent JTPA and ES waivers and 20% funding transfers (vs annually).



From: Kenneth S. Apfal on 01/31/97 06:15:23 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Gene B. Sperling/OPD/ECP, Marcia L. Hale/WHO/EOP, John L.
Hilley/WHO/EOP
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

Subject: Talking Points on NGA's Job Training Proposal

We developed talking points in response to the NGA proposal for a job training block grant.
The points below could be incorporated into other talking points bemg developed for anyone
meeting with NGA or working on their proposal.

Administration’s Response to Governors’ Request for a Job Training Block Grant

The original G.I. Bill proposal. In the 1995 State of the Union message and FY 1996
through 1997 Budgets, the President proposed a “G.1. Bill for America’s Workers” to
collapse nearly 70 federal programs, and “not give the money to the States, but give
the money directly to the American people.

Bills in the 104th Congress. In the fall of 1995, training reform bills passed both
Houses of Congress. However, Republican conferees excluded the Administration and
the minority from the negotiations. The partisan conference produced a bill that
resembled the Senate bill’s block grant approach; it failed to gain the Administration’s
support or the vote of any minority conferee. The conference bill never reached a ﬂoor
vote.

Governors want a training block grant. The Governors want to resuscitate the flawed
training conference bill, arguing they need the flexibility of a block grant to implement welfare
reform.

The President wants to help States implement welfare reform, but not through a
training block grant.

He has proposed a $3.4 billion Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge -- including employer
tax credits, incentives for investment in distressed communities, and a $3 billion
Welfare-to-Work Jobs Initiative to move one million of the hardest-to-employ welfare
recipients

A block grant to the Governors does not fulfill the G.I. Bill principles of:

Skill grants. For the past two years, the President has proposed a G.I. Bill for
America’s workers to empower adults with Skill Grants (i.e. vouchers) so that they,



not bureaucracies, choose where to get training.

- Skill grants are an innovative, market-based tool to make training providers
accountable to customers.

- Block grants are business as usual, with bureaucrats and contractors making job
training decisions for adults.

Accountability. The President believes job training programs must be fully
accountable to taxpayers for results.

- The G.I. Bill proposes strong “gatekeeping” and consumer reporting provisions
to protect against fraudulent and incompetent training providers.

- Since Federal funds support training programs, the Federal government must be
a full partner in establishing performance goals and approving plans.

Message Copied To:

Emily Bromberg/WHO/EQP
Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
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FROM: PAUL DIMOND o Band Lo et
SUBJECT: PROCESS, STRATEGY, ROLL-OUT FOR SKILL GRANTS Lelp @ e
it m.
Eletme—

Key Charge to Working Group: Achieve Federal Skill Grants. Attached is the list of
questions that the Working Group should answer over the next month. I recommend that you
make clear the key charge to the Working Group: craft a proposal for a Presidential
announcement no later than February 20 that will provide a platform for achieving federal
Skill Grants for working families as a part of the Balanced Budget Reconciliation
negotiations. All other policy, administrative, and political issues can fall into place if you
give this charge to the Working Group on behalf of the President. In contrast, if this clear

- charge is not given to the Working Group, you run the risk that the Working Group will just

end up relitigating the relative merits, priorities and relationships between (1) federal skill
grants, (2) consolidation of Dol/DoEd youth and adult training programs, (3) devolution, (4)
private sector involvement, (5) DoL training/mayor vs DoEd voc ed constituency politics, (6)
DoL protection of ETA personnel and the role of the Labor Department, (7) how all this fits
with the clamor of governors to use all of the DoL money to help pay for welfare reform, and
(8) the best way to "manage" a "workforce development system,” "reemployment system,"
"unemployment system,"” "labor market exchange," and/or "education and training system" in
each local labor and education and training market around the country. Such an open-ended
inquiry will consume too much time, and it very may lead to options and arguments that once
again compromise the President's key priority of federal Skill Grants.

Second Key Charge to Working Group: Present Options for Federal Skill Grants that
complement Pell Grants, Hope Scholarships, and Student Loans. To make the President's
announcement credible, the options must operate so that all federal support for post-secondary
education and training to individuals is complementary. From the perspectives of the
individual and the provider, Skill Grants, Pell Grants, Hope Scholarships, and Student Loans
(including "Pay-As-You-Eamn" options) must work as a complementary package of assistance
that can be (1) easily understood by students, workers, and families and (2) easily explained
and administered by the financial aid officer of the provider at which the individual may
choose to enroll. In addition, the "gate-keeping" must be complementary in order to assure a
flow of useful information from the providers, to prevent provider rip-offs and to minimize
student defaults, and to exclude fraudulent or incompetent providers from eligibility for
federal financial aid. The two basic options for Skill Grants will be (a) amending Pell Grants
(e.g., "prospective income" for dislocated workers and "non-degree training™) or (b) creating a
complementary DoL Skill Grant for dislocated workers and non-degree training for workers.

Third Key Charge to Working Group: Present Options for Achieving Federal Skill



Grants in Budget Reconciliation. In my opinion, it is absolutely essential to make the case
for achieving federal Skill Grants (like the changes to Pell Grants) in Budget Reconciliation.
This will change the entire dynamic for congressional enactment of Skill Grants — both in
achieving federal Skill Grants in the balanced budget negotiation and, even failing to achieve
agreement there, in any authorizing legislation: it is the best way for the President to make
his case for his chief priority. Bob Shireman believes that the new terms for Skill Grants
(and Pell Grants) can be set in Budget Reconciliation in compliance with the Byrd rule by
assuring that these terms apply full force to Student Loans as well. If this is right, then the
combined package will have a direct impact on mandatory spending and can be included in
Budget Reconciliation, even if the decision is made to put Skill Grants (and Pell Grants) on
the discretionary side of the budget.

For the many reasons that I have argued over the past several months, I also believe that you
should present an option to the President that will permit him to riegotiate for making Pell
Grants and Skill Grants mandatory as a part of the Balanced Budget negotiations. This will
provide the President with a better platform to catalyze — and to stake a claim of credit for —
a new ethic among the people, in the states, and with firms throughout the country to support
universal access to two years of college and, thereafter, to post-secondary education and
training. [t is absolutely vital, however, that you know in advance that the alternative option
of putting federal Skill Grants and Pell Grants on the discretionary side can be nevertheless
be negotiated as a part of Budget Reconciliation.

Presidential roll-out. First, in the State of the Union Address, the President should hit hard
on individual skill grants for "unemployed and underemployed" workers as an integral
component of his package of proposals to increase federal support for empowering all
Americans to benefit from two years of college and to invest in the post-secondary education
and training they choose. This speech should make clear that a major announcement of the

specific proposal will follow.

Second, in late February the President should announce the specific proposal for federal Skill
" QGrants, including how they complement and work with Hope Scholarships, Pell Grants and
Student Loans to form one comprehensive package of federal financial aid — e.g., Hope
Scholarships, Hope Grants, and Hope Loans. In this speech, the President should make clear
that the entire package must be included as a part of any Balanced Budget Reconciliation
Agreement, Organized labor; leading representatives of business; community colleges, four-
year colleges, and proprietary schools; and mayors and county execs will all announce their
full support on the same day for achieving the entire package as part of a Balanced Budget
Agreement. Once again, Kennedy, Breaux, Daschle, and Lieberman should signal their full
support; and From and Kemp should provide a call for bi-partisan support. The President can
follow up with a speech to a major constituency group in March.

Third, in early April the President will receive the Harry S. Truman award from the
Association of Community Colleges for his contributions to advancing lifelong leaming in
America. The President in his acceptance speech can draw the symbolic parallel between (1)
his entire package for guaranteeing increased federal support for access to post-secondary
education and training for all Americans and (2) the G.I. Bill of Rights that provided the



impetus for opening college and job training to almost 7 million veterans of WWII and the
Korean War.

Once negotiations begin in eamest on the Balanced Budget, the President will have made
clear his commitment to achieving the entire package, including federal Skill Grants. He will
also have established such a broad base of bi-partisan support throughout the country and
with all major constituency groups that this Congress will at least accept, if not embrace, the
entire package as a part of the final Balanced Budget Reconciliation agreement.

If the President chooses not to include the federal Skill Grants in the final package negotiated
in Budget Reconciliation for any reason, he will still have built the largest base of support
possible for assuring that individual skill grants — whether federal or state-designed — emerge
from any authorizing legislation for working families. Making this case is also absolutely
vital to counterbalance the pressure from govemors on the Congress to devolve all DoL
training dollars to the States so that the governors use the money for welfare reform. [We
should, of course, be pressuring the govemors to support the WTW Jobs Challenge in Budget
Reconciliation instead: this is means for providing additional support to make the welfare
reform transition work in local labor markets; to make this request credible, however, we
ought to be agreeing to make the govemors are co-signers of any application along with the
mayors. A poverty (or welfare) concentration formula is a better means for targeting the
resources on local areas that need the most help than reserving money exclusively for mayors
in the largest 100 largest cities.]



GIBFAW ISSUES FOR WORKING GROUP

1. Adult Training - the key principle should be federal purchasing power — plus good.
information — placed in the hands of individuals to choose training they want:

Federal Skill Grants. Two options: (a) revision to Pell/Student Loans (Independent
Status, Prospective Income, and Non-Degree Training) or (b)a separate Skill Grant
Program (with terms also applying to Student Loans) for Unemployed/Underemployed
(run in tandem with same $$ amount as maximum Pell?) Why separate program and
administration of individual grants between DoEd and DoL and, if separate, how
coordinate for students and providers? Should the federal Skill Grants and/or Pell
Grants be made an entitlement on mandatory side? If not, how can proposed changes
be achieved in Budget Reconciliation agreement without violating Byrd Rule?
State-designed Skill Grants (for what population?), State devolution of DoL training
resources (but not Pell Grants and Student Loans), or maintaining existing approach to
intergovernmental oversight of the relatively small but still significant training
contracted to providers with DoL resources make ng policy sense. The large majority
of federal support for post-secondary education and training is already accomplished
through individual financial "vouchers” (e.g, Pell Grants, Student Loans and, soon
Hope Scholarships). None of these alternatives measures up to POTUS vision of
federal individual grants, loans, and scholarships to enable all Americans to benefit
from two years of college and to invest in the post-secondary education and training
they choose. .

2. Adult Literacy

why aren't localities and states doing more through their public schools/community
colleges at night (either with contracted providers or through own programs)?

3 Labor Market Exchange

Interactive — No Wait On-line [U.L recording by voice or e-mail; open system for
Jobs Bank, Talent Bank, ALMIS, Training Network; a variety of competing private
intermediaries serving the supply of labor for free by getting paid by employers for
finding and placing job-seekers.]

One-Stop Career Centers. The competitive model of chartering One-Stops with
limited term contracts conditioned on performance has fallen apart as unions have
forced all states to continue Employment Service; and the labor market exchange does
not lend itself to "vouchers” in hands of job-seekers, because all of the major (and
rapidly growing) private intermediaries are paid directly by the employers and provide
their services for free to all job-seekers. But there is NO need to take on a fight with
organized labor over Employment Service monopolizing One-Stops: the growing
mteractive labor market exchange and private intermediaries will provide better, more
convenient, more responsive services without charging any fee to more and more job-
seckers over time; and the "One-Stop Centers" will either leamn to compete by
providing better service, or they will continue to become a smaller and smaller share
of the labor market exchange.

The purpose and function of "local work-force" boards in the labor market exchange is
not clear. Both business and labor support, however; so there is no reason to make



this an issue.

There is a unique opportunity with tightening of labor markets to end isolation of
concentrated poor from jobs throughout local labor market; and to build information
rich/competitive intermediary market to serve all job seekers, employers,and education
and training providers.

4. Out-of School Youth 18-24 (DoL funding):

how can we establish new principles that (1) providers compete to recruit back into
school/work-based leamning that leads to meaningful high school diploma, and a job
(or just job-search) and (2) states and localities bear the bulk of costs?

Is any "saturation" model for youth employment paid for primarily by federal grants
replicable or consistent with basic message of technology literacy for all in the
information age? .

Can an alternative model for youth training and employment be constructed that fits
with the Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge (where feds put up only $3,000), e,g, by (a)
connecting all youth who are literate to available jobs to work first and (b) seeking to
recruit all youth who aren't back into work-based leaming that teaches essential
literacy and connects to a job?

5. Vocational Education — in school (DoEd funding):

the key principle must be excellence in academic standards for all, with work-based
learning, to enable every youth to graduate with a degree that enables young adult to
benefit from at lest two years of college. [That must be the way we talk about School-
to-Work Opportunities, too!]

6. Consolidation/devolution

what is the nature and scope of consohdatlon if we achieve seek to achieve (a) federal
Skill Grants/Pell Grants for all adult training of unemployed and underemployed
workers and their families and (b) vocational education is reformed (consistent with
new STW emphasis) on academic excellence for all (albeit with work-based learning
here) that enables graduate to benefit from two years of college? By achieving federal
Skill Grants/Pell Grants in Budget Reconciliation agreement, the need for and truth of
any claim of "comprehensive consolidation" of all DoEd and DoL youth and adult
education and training programs through devolution to the states falls apart; instead,
any "consolidation” is limited to (a) enabling all families, students and workers to
choose conveniently from package of federal individual grants or loans for post-
secondary training and (b) making federal vocational education, STW, and high school
support consistent with standard of academic excellence for all enabling every
graduate to benefit from two years of college.

All that is left is question of whether or not we want to join in one authorizing bill
separate titles for (a) vocational education reform, (b) out-of-school youth training
reform, (c) adult literacy, and (d) one-stop careers centers/local workforce boards to
assist in labor market exchange. An analysis of the political prospects of passage,
rather than any evaluation of policy, may well drive decision on this tactical issue.



7 Accountability/performance.
Accountability and performance are achieved under Federal Skill Grants - like Pell
Grants, Student Loans, and Hope Scholarships -- through (1) good information being
provided to individuals, students and families, (2) informed choice of consumer, (3)
constant improvement among providers competing for students, and (4) more effective
gate-keeping. The primary issue, then, is the nature of the information and gate-
keeping. We should focus on improving and building a coordinated system of gate-
keeping; we will need to add U.Linformation on wages program-by-program for non-
degree training (as we agreed with Bob Jones for business and Dave Pierce for
community colleges last year and can also agree with proprietary schools under Omer
Waddles this year). We need to determine whether and how (1) DoL can assist DoEd
in gatekeeping (e.g., for non-degree training) and (2) existing Dol-financed or new
non-degree providers can qualify under revised gate-keeping system to be eligible for
federal Skill Grants (and/or non-degree Pell Grants).

. Accountability for vocational education, out-of-school youth, adult literacy, and One-
Stop Career Centers present much different issues that will need to be addressed
separately.
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From: DIMOND_ P@A1@CD@LNGTWY

*To: SPERLING_G@A1@CD@LNGTWY

*cc: Kathleen M. Wallman@eop@LNGTWY@EOPMRX@LNGTWY
‘cc: WARREN_M@A1@CD@LNGTWY

Date: 1/21/97 2:25pm

Subject: WTW/GIBFAW Mestings

Gene,

1. WTW meeting. First, a faction led by Treasury, CEA and Lsia Lynch (an odd
combinaticn) argued essentially for ditching the POTUS pledge of using WTW Jobs
Challenge to help place 1 million harder to employ persons and replacing it with

a "saturation” challenge/demo that could be carefully "evaluated” in order to

"learn what works."

Second, | explained why | believe this is wrong on the merits and on the

poltics: (a) over the next five years if the economy continues to grow (which |
beleive it will), the local labor markets in each local region will absord a net

increase in 2 million lower-skill workers moving from welfare to work into the

labor force IFF we succeed in breaking down the barriers of discrimination and
isolation affecting persons (including welfare participants) in high-poverty
concentrations;{b) the President signed the welfare reform bill and proposed the
WTW Jobs Challenge to make welfare reform work not to to "study” demos "to learn
what works."

Thus, | propose again, the principle of "targeting” the WTW Jobs Challenge on
census tracts with greater than 20% poverty and using the application process
{whether called a challenge or not) to require the participation of mayors,
govermnors, the local private sector employers, education and training providers,
and the job placement intermediaries to devise and to implement a plan to place
all persons in jobs throughout the region and to connect the rest to work-based
learning that leads to a high school degree and a job. If this were combined

with an aggressive private sector campaign with the full range of employers and
an annoucement that the private sector job placement intermediaries are opening
offices in high-poverty concentrations to connect this supply of labor with the
increasing demand from employers, the President {a) could meet his political
commitment, (b) materially help to overcome the barriers to isolation from job
markets in high-poverty concentrationas and (c) be able to point to success
stories and to help governors, mayors, employers, and private
secotr-intermediaries all across the country learn from one another. Finally, |
helieve that this "targeting” gives the President a good foundation for

negotiating a credible WTW package as a part of a balanced budget reconciliation
agreement.

-fen Apfel has suggested that DPC and/or NEC run a process to review (a) basic
design principles and (b} options for Principals to review. Barrry is doing a
two-pager to focus the discussion at this meeting.
~
2. GIBFAW.

Adutt Training. Ken presented his view of options for adult trainig:
federal skill grants or devolution to state-locally designed skill grants.
Barnicle took the postion that federa skill grants had been expressly rejected
(as part of my proposal for mandatory skill grants} and the only option was
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working "cooperatively" with the House and Senate R's tp craft a bill that
achieved as much of the second options as passible. | objected -- strongly -- to
Tim's characterization, laid out the larger scenario (2/3 of ault training

already done through Pell Grants and student loans as federal "vouchers" not
state-designed "vouchers” and that POTUS could achieve federal "skill grants”
{(2) by making a clear case for them, (b) showing how they worked in tandem with
Pell Grants, Hope Scholasrhips and Student Loans to provide universal access to
post-seocndary education and training on a consolidated basis, and (c)
neogitating in Budget Reconciliation process. | also challenged Tim to think
about how to develop a state-desinged skill grant/gatekeeping system that would
work in tandem with the other federal purchasing power and gate-keepihg of
post-secondary ed and training in order to make the best case for his option. -
This, finally, flushed Ken out from behind his cover: he favors state devolution
over federal skill grants, and always has.

The poltical discussion of the Hill by Tim was terribly naive -- except for the
point that the President must stake out his position on this first week in
February if he wants to influence the outcome in a material way. Once again, |
believe that the best way to achieve a positive result for POTUS and for the
country is through budget reconciliation agreement, even if all Skill Grant
provisions (like Pell Grants) are kept on the discreticnary side of budget (but
permitted under Byrd rule b/c they form seamless set of critieria for student
loans). To put the point directly, Barnicle simply doesn't favor federal skill
grants and is operating in a total vacuum from any supervision from any
Secretary. Apfel agreed that the issues should be sharpened for you to presnt
to principals; Barry will take a crack at a summary of the two options. |
\ recommend that you either chair the next meeting or designate someone to chair
ity

Youth. Ken proceeded to discuss how he felt the youth portions of G.1.
Bill had been split into two parts -- with DoEd seeking a seaparate
reauthorization modelled on STW, Dol out-of-school youth programs were still
searching for some anchor. Again, Barnicle jumped in to argue that he felt we
should stick with the position that local workforce boards should coordniate
both vocational education in school and Dol out-of-school youth programs. Tim's
position is anathema to DoEd (and directly contrary to the President's statement
of postion on the issues to conferees last year).

This reprsents another aspect of Tim's view of the "One-Stop” center (run by ES)
working intandem with local work-force boards to be the agents of change
andperformance for adult labor market and youth in-scheolfout-of-school
training. This is just plain nuts: the ES "One-Stops" are losing market share
every day in job placement, and the PICs have lost all credibility: the

education, training and job placement markets have simply passed by this old
notion of "public-private control” aver the past four years. Don't get stuck

with this as the lead line or orgnaixing principle in any G.1. Bill: it's wrong

on the merits, and poltically has neither punch nor support. The problem here

is the substance of the Dol youth programs: they seek to have the feds pay 100%
of costs for getting all drop-outs trained and to work: this is a failed model!

Neither Trsish McNeil nor Mike Smith was there for DoEd. | therefore offered
that Mike Smith and Trish McNeil both wanted to reauthroize vo-ed separately
with a clear commitment to high academic standards that would enable a gradaute
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to beenfit from two-years of college {and that this same insistennce on high
standards and academic quality must also drive STW). That is also Secretary
Riley's view. Ken, seeing that Tim was intent on keeping the issue of one bill

that consolidated all DoL/DoEd youth and adult training under influence of
One-Stops/local workforce boards open, agreed that this issue would also passed
up through Bruce and you to the principals.

Gene, you and Bruce need to take charge of this process -- or you will have a
process that is influenced by too narrow a view of the substance and politics to
be of much benefit to the President,

Paul



