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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 19, 1997
'S74PR 13 mdh08
MEMOQRANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:  GENESPERLING

SUBJECT:  FUTURE DIRECTION OF YOUR G.L BILL FOR AMERICA'S
WORKERS “

}
P
This memarmﬂum presents options for a decision on the content and structure of the

second-term G.1. 13l for America’s Workers initiative. The memo contains two parts. The first ~
section provides, the relevant background. The second sgction presents options and |
i‘ecommendatzt}n?

i . L. BACKGRGUND
THE INITIAL FY 1986 PROPOSAL. [n December 1994, you proposed a Middie Class Bill
of Rights te 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.1. Bill for America’s Workcrs In your 1993 -
State of the i}mon 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 typewriter ., .. 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, injecting cheice and
competition and individual responsibility into national pelicy ... We should pass a G.1
Bill for America’s workers. We propose to collapse nearly 70 federal programs, and not
give the mongy lo the States, bur give the money directly to the American people; offer
vouchers 10 them so that they can gel o voucher worth 82,600 a year for up ta two years

" to go (o their local community college or wherever else they went to get the skills they
need to tmpmve their fives. Lel's empower people in this way. Move it from government
directly m ‘the workers of America.”

The aciual proposal, as eutlined in your Y 1996 Budget, was far more complex, It
included significant consolidation, but the workforce development system, while rationalized,
retained five diserete parts (see consolidation schematic st Tab A), The budget request for FY
1996, including ai} clemaents of the GI 3l was $14.3 billion {sec FY 1996 budget ¢hart at Tab
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§
. {1JAdult Werkforce System: This component etvisioned z Skill grant for nen-degree
adult imznmg adrimistered by the Labor Department and Pell grants for degree programs
admmzszicred by the Educsation Depaﬂmem

{a)Bkill grants. The FY 1996 budget reguested $3.6 billion for the Labor
Department to nplement 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 $1.6 billion budget request included a $2.1 billion
transfer of Pell grant funds for non-depree skill trafning from the
Education Department to the Labor Department. The FY 1996
budget request was sufficient to serve all distocated waorkers whom
we expected to want training, and some of the economically
é%sadvanmgcd adults who needed and wanted training. As a result
undcr the initial pmpesai State and local grantees were required to
ration Skill grant resources for disadvantaged workers, '

(b) Pell grants. The FY 1596 budget requested $4.5 biiii{m for the
Lducatmn Department budget, to operate Pell grants of up to $2,620 to
{i{:f’z*ay the costs of associate’s and bachelor’s degres courses. As
mentioned above, the proposal assumed that Pell grants would no longer
be used for non-degree training and transferred the $2.1 biltion referred to
above to the Labor Department. :

(23 One Stop: A grant to-States for adult services other than fraining. The FY
1956 budget requested $2.7 billion for the Department of Labor budget 1o support
a State and local private sector-led workforce development system of job
placement and training-related services (counseling, skills assessment, cte,)
provided through one-stop career centers. The proposal alse envisioned a limited
fund administered nationally for activities such as grants for multi-State mass
layoffs and natural disasters, and research.

(3),(4) Twao State grants for vouth, The FY 1996 budget requested $2.9 billion for the
two state grants for youth. One grant was designed 1o support vocational education for in-
school youth through the Education Department; a second grant for at-risk and out-of-
school youth was designed fo offer second chance training and work experience through
the Labor Departiment. The FY 1996 proposal called for all activities to be structured
within the Schovl-to-Work framework.



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

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY. The Administration decided not to transmit legislation to
authorize the G.1. Bill reforms, except for separate bills in May 1995 to reauthorize the
vocational and adult education programs of the Department of Education. We chese 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 categotical 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 Kermed}, supported this approach,
i

The pmposai to transfer the $2.1 billion in Pell resources for non-depree training to the
Labor i}eg}amnent was abandoned almost immediately because it was opposed by the hzghcr
education community and many in Congress on both sides of the aisle.

In the Fall of 1945, training reform bills -- kmwn as “CAREERS” (Goodling) and “The
Workforce Development Act” (Kassebaum} passed both Houses of Congress with overwhelming
bipartisan support (345-79; 95-2}. ln spite of our oppoesition to the Kassebaum bill, we felt it was
‘important to keef) 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 1o conferees to
address our concems. 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,

(f the two bills, Rep. Goodling's CAREERS was closer io fulfilling your Gk Bill
principles and the Administration’s support for the Kassebauny version was essentially a tactic
for keeping the ref{}m conversation alive, CAREERS required: vouchers for adult training (with
an exeeption for tm.mmg run by community-based ergamzatrons and allocated as they are under
current faw -- at the discretion of the local apgencies), “report cards” and performance standards

-for training programs, the one-stop and school4o-work frameworks for adult and youth programs
{althouph it would have repealed the School-to-Wark Act), and private sector involvement in
work fores d&vglopmmzi programs. By contrast, the Kassebanm bill did not require skill grants

- and would have madc vouchers available only at State option: authonized 2 single State grant

with one quarter r&scn ed for broadiy defined State-determined workforce develapment
activilics, which g:cmid include supporting company training of the employed; weakenad
accountability by ‘permitting States to define success in their own terms; and greatly diminished
the role of jocal czommunitics in determining training needs.
-
The confcfmﬁce process on training reform was swamped by the FY 1996 und then FY

; ‘ 3



}
1997 appropriations struggle, and the Administration’s reform proposats took a backseat to our
efforts to preserve funds for categorical training and education programs {dislocated workers,
summner jobs and vocational education) under attack. Although we blocked large cuts in the
categorical trai zzm g pragrams, both the pressures of negotiations with Congress and the need to
rally gonstzwz.nqy groups who are indifferent or haostile to vouchers and consolidation, led to a
blurring of the Administration’s principles for changing the way training gets delivered.

ina Ma}é 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 fora siummcrjabs prograr, adult education, in-school youth, at-risk youth, and the
labor exchange. : Your original G.1. Bill principies had never sxplicitly singled out these features
as essential components of your reform visien,

' _

Pre.sszz:eé by conservative “family groups” to resist compremise, and for other reasons,
Republican conferges excluded the Administration and the minority from the negotiations. The
partisan caﬁfcrence produced a bill that resembled Kassebaum’s flawed block grant approach,
unacceptable because it required only a 50-State training voucher “pilot,” failed to ensure that
adequate rcsc:urccs would be available for adult training, included weak accountability provisions
and repealed Scizool tc Work, Farmer Chief of Staff Panetta made an effort to reopen
ncgetz ations. ‘The last effort, a June 17th offer from the Administration repregenting our “bottom
line,” {attached at Tab D}, received no response from the conferees. Emerging i July 1996,
without the suppon of a single minority conferee or the Administration, the conference bill never
reached the fi{mrZ

CONSOLIDATION AND OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS. As we consider
strategy for 2 new effort, it is important 1o recall that we already have made some progress
toward achieving your G.1. Bill objectives. The Labor and Education Departments have
aggressively pursued training and employment reforms through administrative changes and other
statutory authorities, separable from fundamental {egislative reform. Both Departments have
made progress toward your goal of conselidating the tangle of federal employment and training
programs.

As you recall, prior to your G.1 Bill announcement, the GAO identified 163 separate .
employment and training programs in 14 agencies spending nearty $25 billion in what it called
an mworcimaicd system,

While the GAQ called attention 10 an important problem, their reports overstated i1,
Bixty-seven of the 163 programs are largeted at specific non-employment and training problems
and do not belong in the education and training system. For example, included in their list of
employnent and training programs were: the Foster Grandparent and Senior Companions
programs (volunteer programs for the low-income elderly); Stale Legalization Impact Assistance
Granis; Women's Business Ownership Assistance, and [dealth Care for Homeless Veterans.



Of the mmammg 96 programs, the administration determined that 70 of the should be
consolidated into coordinated system which the (1. Bill proposal envisioned (see schematic at
Tab A). (The 26 programs not targeted for consolidation are aimed at special populations -- e.g.
Native Amcriw?s -~ unid are most appropriately administered nationally.)

In spite gf legislative obstacles to enactment of the (.1, Bill, the Departments of
Education and Labor have consolidated 33 of the 70 targeied programs largeted through
administrative reform, appropriations, and other means (see list at Tab E). Another 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 cdugat?on programs. ‘

g
i
« Other admmzstrattvc reform successes mcizzde

. f}ne-s!op carecr centers, Beg&m in 1994, this Department of Labor initiative
consolidates multiple training and employment programs at the “street level” through
ccmpetizi;veiy awarded State implemeniation grants. The number of States implementing
oue-stop sysiems will grow from 16 currently, 1043 by the end of 1997, to 50 by the end
of 1998, «

|

. Amcrma’ls Job Bank and Ameriea’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-ttzf’%’ark opportunitics. Since enactment in May 1994, the School-1o0-Work Act
has provided the “seed capital” to spur State school-ta-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 1 be implementing their School-to-Work systems,

* Waivers iilfi{f funding transfers. With the Administration’s support, the FY 1997
appropriation for the Department of Labor provided unprecedented {lexibility for State
- and {ocal employment and training programs. (You had already obtained significant new
walver authority for Education Department programs (n 19943 The Budget w?na,h
continues this flexibility in F'Y 1998, mciudcs

e Autimrity for the Labor Secretary to waive a wide range of I'TPA and Wagner-
Peyser Act {i.c., Employment Service) statutory and regulatory provisions
pursuant 10 u request submitted by a State, in return for improved performance.

v “Work-Flex” partncrship demonstration {modeled on the 1994 “Ed-Flex™), in -~

5



which up 1o six States are authorized by the Labor Seeretary to waive JTPA and
Wagner-Peyser provisions, pursuant o a plan describing the local waiver process,
outcomes to be achieved, and assurances of fiscal accountability,

s ?}mding transfer authority to permit Governors o approve requests by local
programs to transfer up to 20% of funds for the disiocated worker and low-income
adults between the two JTPA programs, Since FY 1996, unlimited funding
transfcrs have been permitted between the JTPA Summer Jobs andyear-round
vyoz,zth training programs.

1

G BILL N ’!"HE FY 1998 BUDGET AND 108TH CONGRESS. The FY 1998 Budget
reiterates support for the G.1. 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 1993))

[n the 105th Congress, training reform legisiation 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 Jefiords has not begun drafiing legislation, he is planning o
report a bill out of Committee by the end of June.

The Haasl;: bill, intraduced by Congressman McKeon (Chair of the subcommittee on
Chairman of the Subcommittee on ?ostsccaaﬁizzzy 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 aduiz training (with an exception for training provided by community-based
organizations), “report ¢ards” and performance standards for training programs, the one-stop and
school-to-work friamcw&rks for adult and youth programs, and private sector involvement in
workforce development programs. And, as was the case last year, it mamntains local agencies’
discretion in allocating skill grants.

in the Senate, legislation will soon be developed under the leadership of Senator DeWine,
who heads the Subcommitice on Employment and Training. While Chalrman Jeffords is
expected to be less hostile 1o skill grants than was his predecessor, there is still skepticism among
Democrals on the pansl.

“The House bill is expected to include & title reauthorizing adult cducation programs,
while vocational education will be considered separately, In the Sénate, 11 is unclear whether
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vocational and adult education will be addressed separately, or as part of larger workforce
development legislation. Inan effert to maximize the prospect {or reforms and continue to
consolidate the myriad programs, and a5 a hedge against the possibility that trsining reform
legislation stalls again, the Education Z}cpartmeni is sending separate reauthorizing fegislation to
Congress again th1s year.

chimzhstandmé 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, -
1 .

IN, GPTIONS

This section of the memo ans out some second-term aptions for your “GI Bill for America’s
Workers” nitiative, :

All of the options and the McKeon bill embrace the {ollowing core ¢lements of your Gi
Bill vision:
. giving trainees the choice of providers (e.g. a skiil grant thai can be used at a community
college, a four year college, a trade school, 8 union-operated program or 8 commurty-
based organization, like the Urban League),

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

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

. giving eonsumers better zzzfermatzon about tratning providers and the jabor market.

1

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 1o
serve everyone, {}puon One obviates the need for rationing by relaxing the budget constraint.
Option 2 seeks 1o maintain a purer vision of 2 $2600-$3000 skill grant entitlement, but does $0
by limiting eligibility 10 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 oot restrict eligibility for either
disadvantaged or dislocated workers, but instead leaves the rationing for both categories of
workers (o state and Jocal 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 disiocated workers -- who were the main
targets of your sk;itl grant proposal - they are directly empowered by an entitiement, like a
Pell grant -- wilhfmi having to wait m line at any bureaucracy,

i
H
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{}zxwa 3 on the other hand, allows local One Stop and JTPA system 1o ¢xercise some
“discretion to pz{:%( and choose who geis kil grants, it also does nat force arbitrary eligibility
restrictions, an(i woulld better allow the State and local system of workforee boards and One
Stops to target skill grants 1o those who need them and to respond 1o large dislocations without
having to deny z.razmng to certain workers who don't meet the eligibility reqazrcmcnt

Under ai! three options there is also the question of whether low-income workers who
have not been i m the workforee 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 likelihood 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 {6 aceept the rigk that in some cases, people will make poor
choices -- a3 we do with Peil Gramts, 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 peeded. )

SKILL GRANT OPTIONS
Option 1: Dramatically Incrcased Fanding for Universal Eligibility

All dislocated workers and economically disadvantaged adulis {(as defined by current
JTPA rules) would be eligible for skill grants.. As is now the case for Peli 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 legisiative discussion,  Our very rough estimate is that the cost could go from $1.3
billion to $4.2 billion. Though this appreach 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 10 be aware of it, in case you feel differently, and as a contingency in case the
budgetary aomexz ghmges

Option 2: ﬁilﬂcate Limifed Skill Grants for Dislocated Workers by Narm“mg
i’jizgszlxtv
1 , | :
“This option structures eligibility to stay within the $1.37 billion budget for training under
current rules whilti: giving distocated workers {who presumably have more labor markel savvy}
| 3
i
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more wide-open choice than disadvantaged adults in how skill grants are used. Under this option
chigibility for dislocated workers.awauld be determined at state and local One-Stop conters,
offering additional training-related assistance.

There are several ways to tighten eligibility for dislocated workers. One option is to offer
skill grants onlyito workers laid off after 3 vears in a job, on the grounds that short-tenure
workers have fc\?v&*jeb-speciﬁc skills to replace and aren't strictly speaking “dislocated.”
Another optioe i to exclude the long-term unemployed, who are often eligible for Pell grants,
These two scteens would shrink the pool of eligible dislocated workers to 643,000, (Your
original GLL 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 agencics
diseretion to dedide 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 chonse) This approach |
could be combined with a requirement that disadvantaged workers receive counseling and skills -~
assessment. The'combination of local agency diseretion and counseling has the advantage of
controlling the cost while addressing concerns that a weak atiachment to the job markei may
make people espécial}y prone ¢ 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, 1t 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 waorkforca-development system in its most plausible role -- guiding disadvantaged who
may have special problems muking good choices on their ovmn.

Relative 2{:3 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 fabor market, the disadvantaged,

Pros of Option 2:
‘..' For the Hmited group of ehigible dislocated workers, this is & pure empowerment vision,
a3 you originaily conceived il
» For the limited group of eligible dislocated workers, this option replaces reliance on the

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

discretion.
¢ Should the program be successful and popular, we can expect pressure 10 expand it.
. Lives within current budget estimates. .
. Avoids the “new entitiement™ charge while delivering tralning vin skill grants.
. Addresses concerns {based on Pell and student Ioan histories) that the disadvantaged

H
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often have trouble making good training choices without guidance,
i :
i
L)
Cons of Option 2

. iilzg,éni;iy screens as the rationing mechanism for training resources reduce State and
local elected officials ability 1o respond to variations m the local labor market, This is
- likely tosbe a major concern for governors, .

. Replaeing discretion with narrowly drawn eli gibility soreens may reduce the system’s
' responsiveness to individual nesds. '
. 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 preser}tcd in last year’s ( and, by extension, thig year’s) House bill,
* State and local stakeholders (Governors, Mayors, and labor unions) will.oppose what they
cwill Ch&l‘&(ﬁlﬁl‘im a5 federalization of dislocated workers training system and advocates for‘
the é:sa{ivantage(i will abject to be treated differently.

QOption 3: A_llacatmg Skill Grants Threugh Lopcal Discretion

This option doc:g away with new national eligibility rules as the rationing mechanism for

" disadvantaged and dislocated workers alike, and instead relies on Joca] agencies to allocate skill
grants, just as théy now allocate ITPA training funds. As with Option 2, skill grants are limited
by the amount {Jf funding available. Buf the discretion state and local agencies exercize over
whick d;sadvamagecf workers gef skilf grants under sub-option 2-B becomes wniversal here,
One-Stop officials award skill grants based on aplitude, local labor market conditions, and
judgments about’ who can best benefit. Skill grants, once awarded, would still be under
méivzdzzaks cc:nirai

For disadvanraged workers, this option is the same as Option 2B8. 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 Optzon 2B new federal eligibility sereens

substzw{c for that diseretion.
t

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
aisa does not aawmaucally exclude people by setting a rigid eligibility rufe. On the other
hand, having local One Stop centers and JTPA offices decide who pets skill grants in the first I, .LL‘:
place does not encompass the sense of efititierent or clear empowerment-sesen for eli gible
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, fcel?ibas putting so much
discretion in the hands of the current system - even if improved - does entail encugh
Structural reform. Others, feel that the boards are improving gradually through our reforms
and that allowiug local discretion does not significantly reduce your vision with slower but

10
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safer structural reform.
Pros for Option 3

. Is close to current House bipartisan bill and what many Democratic constituencies can
live with, and 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 locat 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.

£l

. Avoids differential treatment of lower-income disadvantaged workers

Cous for Optien 3:

* Does not contain a component that fits more pure empowermemicnntlemcm options for
some dislocated workers, .
< i -
¢ Some will fec! that reliance on current programs for discretion is counterproductive (©

need for strong structural reform,
|

{
RECOMMENDATIONS
OMB rccammmé& Option 3. They feel it is consistent with the principles the Administration
enunciated during the debate last year. Specifically, they feel Option 3 explicitiy recognizes the
seality of resource constraints, adopts the widely desired guidance and help for disadvartaged
adults and dislocated workers who want it, maintains the god! of a thoroughly reformed private-
sector-based Inca} service system, and preserves the key skill grant vision of individual control
over braining providers.
The Labor I)(,par;merzs also supports Option 3. Labor Department staff feel that Option 3 allows
you to chuim wctory on the key elements of your (31 Bill viston. They are especially concerned
that Option 2 wou!d derail the progress made in the Houso and alicnate key constituencics,
gapeciatly the laber mavement

{ teel that while O;}lion 2 would be a better choice, because it would genuinely empower workers
while creating a One Stop sysiem based on your reform vision, Option 3 is the practical chotee.

H N . '
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Option |

F

i
By choosing Op@ien 3 you would be recognizing the progress that Moderate Republicans and
Democrats have made, and bolstering the chance thai reform legislation — which encompasses
your vision of skill grants, one stops, report cards and better accountability - would pass thig
year i :

Plan of Action:fOnce you have signed off on 4 policy, I recommend that we draft for you a
set of principlesicénsistent with our policy that we send to the Hill in time for Wednesday’s
matk-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 1o enact legislation last year, and that you feel it is critical for Congress to pass 4
training bill that meets your principles. This approach stresses your leadership, and sets up
principles that allows us te push Congress in the right direction and claim a Clinton victory if
legislation is pas{lscd that meets your principles.

'
{

H
%

Option 2

Option 3

i

Require counseling

P
Let's Discuss
:
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[—’I*nblc 4. THE G.L BILL FOR AMERICAS WORKERS COMBINES 76 PROGRAMY
INTO ONE WORIFORCE DEVELOPMENT SYSTEM, AND H\CRK&&ES FUNX-

Boployyment corvine 812
State pmzs«zm!xxy TCOEW BIORTHAE wirssrmsrerny 20
Besparsh, veafostion sod dmustnmus — 48
Oradstop Crect CInMIT e s asrierrs 170
JSTPA and other youth progrsmz . s 1,630

Bcrool-taWerk (ED aod DOLY oo 250
Vaocations] 2ducation POOFTAIEY o eorprmpmapwones 1378
Adult education and family Koy programs 438

ING $1 BII.LIIQN’ OVER 1995
{Dizcretionnry hudget mtharxty, in miflisoe of dotlars]
Sets of ?&Waﬁd Proyexins a ) zzifge Syxem Tomponents p‘ims :
JTPA adult progruies 997 | Skill nad Peli grants to individusta:
Distocated workes Pregrams e 1296 |  Distocated workers o 582
6,2¢7| Lowliocome percans - 5,059

State-delined services gysiem:

Poll grants fox AL degrees aod sbove ... £ 480

Subtotsl, iedividos) grants o 8,121

_ Adutta tocloding Qaeditag) i s 2,685
“Adult and L s L T ——— 450
Yﬂ“f-h (iﬂ.&'ﬁi&&x&g M&Ml%wwi} W zrm

Tolsl | ) Total:, )

Cateporical progywims 13,188 |  Bettar Jobs wnd Skills Syatett ,we— —_—  3z02)]
taans for educstion and trainie s (in millioas Loans for wducatico and traialop (o milficns .

of dolinse} : SFSY of dollare} FANSE

The new jobs and skills iaitiative will
allow each State to devise an integrated
ptrotegy that unifies all clemants- of the
training and education gystam. The building
blocks are described separately below (though
the Federal Goverament would no longer
requirn Statas to maintein separate programs).

Helping Adults: The President's proposal
weuld areute *Sidil grants”™ for enemployed .
and low-income workers and job seekers.
States would eroate systamhs €5 give individuals
the information thoy need ts make informed
¢hoices with these prants and ensvre that
workers ore rof defrauded by incompetent
or unscrupulous providers. The proposal would
moke L8 million more grants apd loans
svaiinble in 1996 than in 1995. {See Chart
1~3) It also would support State efforts

- o design new, more fiexible, integrated sys-

tems that will provide intormuation about .
jobs and training, cmnsaimg, placement as-
sistance, and . other serﬁms

= Individuals would get Skill grants or Pell
Erants of up ta $2,620 a yesr for training;

* The budpet propemz; 236 Dilllon in 1894
for Skill prants {or technical education and
$4.5 billion for sssociates and bachelor's
degree courses through Pell grants, The

- studeat loan proprams will provide an.
other $28 billion in losn capital to help
Hnance tzaining und higher education;

. Law-mcome mng would pet Skill grants
based on fainily income and vest of cdu-
cation, in the same way they do now under
Peil grants; and '

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

- incomas test. Adelts who lose their jobs and
nsed skill training ¢o get a new one would
receive ineome szpp@ri; ’

’Rm proposal would build upon pmgz*eszz
underway through “One-Step Carcer Centers™
to encourage States and localities to desige
and implement new systems of placement
and training-related servicns within five years.

» It would provide $2.7 billion, most of it
to States to design and operate the new
system; and sems for Federal activities
such ng oversighi, resecarch, evaluation,
and response ta mujti-State layoffs and
notural disastors; and

« It would provide $490 million for adult
and family literacy, which the States eould
wae a5 they want for busic skifls losirec
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINQOTON
. Kay 20, 1996
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Dear Mr. thirman:

ik

I am writing to express xmy views on the job training and
education reforn legislation now in conference. I appreciate the
Confereas’ efforts to address at loast some of the koy principles
included in my ¢.X. Bill for America’n Workers proposal. I
believe we all recognite ths {mportance of reforming, )
straanlining, and consolidating job training and education

PXOQrang. .

. However, I cannot accept a conferance bill that does not
creata & world class workforce development cystem that ie bullt
on a Lirms foundation of {ndividual opportunity, strong .
accountability for results, and clear pathways for youth from
school to work. Thia legislation nmust; authorize spending for a
new system at no leass than the levale proposed in my PY 1997
fudgaet; arm disJocated workers with sufficient information and
‘purchaging pover, through skill grants, to choose the training
that ig right for thewm; preservs national funding for schosi-to-
work infrastructure building grants; ensure accountability to
taxpayers by establishing high standards for Tragtaa quaiity and
clear acsountability; and provids that education asuthorities arve
‘rasponsible for education regourzes at the State and local
lavale, and that thoce resourcos are targeted within the State.
The sttachment to tnls letter datalls these and other essential

priogitiss pertaining to this leginlation, _ .

I believe wa share tha comwon:goal of. creat a job -
training and educaticn ayétem that equips.all Americane to
proaper in a global ecofiomy. I urge the Conferees to craft an
acceptable bipartican bill by meeting these concerns and fully

incorporating my 6.1 Bi)i.
Sincerely,

‘ |}
The Honorable William P. Goodling

Chairman i
Commirtes on Economic and Educational Opportunities

Housa of Reg:asentativam ,
Washington, B.C. 203515 _—

|

;%
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Attachment

«Suflickent suthorization of appropriations. Xt is imperative that the bill authorize
spending for the consolldated proprams at least at the levels proposed in the FY 1997
Budget Future appropriation acton must oot be constralned by nsuffidem
aul.honmtmnf that imprudently cut fundmg for education and tx:a!alng investments.

«Adequnie ﬁ;pdmg for skill graats for dislocated workers. The bill must sarmark no
less than $13 billion for dislocated worker assistance, and casure that these individuals
have sufficieas information and resources -- xndud.mg thm'ugh the use of skill prants -
ta choase the, training that is right for them.

|
+Dedicated nationzl fundlog to continue the School-to-Wark implementation prants.
The School-to-Work Opportunitics Act should not be repealed. To date, 27 Siates have
received implementation grants under the Schoal-to-Work Oppantunities Act. Dedicated
funding 1o continue Schoolto-Wark implementation grants is essentizl 1o permit these
States 10 complete their system buiflding activities, and (o provide an cpportupity for all
remaining States 1o do the same.  Without 2 strong, lasting school-to-work infrastrucmure,
the promise of this bill for youth development will be unfulfilled.

=Accnuntability to Caxpayers for results, The bill must cusure that taxpsyer dollars arc
not invested in programs that don’t deliver results. Since Federal funds support the
warkforce develapment systam, the final bill rmst establich the Federal government as g
full partner in determining measurable goals and objectives, establishing expected levels
of performance for State and local arcas, and approving plans. To protwect against
{ravdulent and incoinpstent training providers, this bill must include steong provisions on
“gatekeeping® and consumer information. The Secvctaries of Rducation and Labor -
should be cearly responsiblc and acoountable for administering workforee education and
workforee training and employmaal activities, respectively, Thelr resouree and staffing
needs should be determined through thc annual budget and appropriations pwccss
|

»Siatc and local edueation agency control and respansibility for education rescurces.
The conference bill must cnsure that State and local education ggencies have
sesponsibility for planning, administering, and making decisions relevant te education
resources. Full enliaboration of Statwe and Iocal workforee boards and the privste secior
with Siate ma’; local education sgencies is cssential,

~Adequate, properly targeted resources for ndult education sad trrinfng, in-school
youth, at-risk youth, a summer jobs program, and the nation's labor exchange. The
sonference bill must ensure & priority for these activitics and for sufBcicnt Runding, &t
levels consistent with the FY 1997 Budget. In addition, the bill must contain within-Stawe
allocation formmulas, a8 in current law, that target at-risk youth and that direct in-school
funds 10 schooll districts with greatest need and post-secondary education institutions that
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!
serve dmmivw(agzd individuals, The Wagner-Peyser Act, which esiablishes the public
amplgymmi services, must remain the fundamental legislative charter for our nadon’s
public labor exchange services, cnsuring the prudent wse of crmployer-paid federal
unm;aiuymem taxcs,

*Local gammmial responsibitfity for Job training,  While Governors shoold have final
appmvai authority over the local plans affecting job traloing funds, slected officials from
our cities and counties must have responsibility for administering and overseeing local
QOne-Stap Career Center and job trzindng funds, through warkfaree development boards
that bring togcﬂwr business and labor and other community lesders 1o pzazz and develop
fiexible job trmmng programs ap;zmpriatc to their communities.

i me am  ehon e M i W R S
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. ADMINISTRATION OFFER TO CONFEREES ON
W(}RK}“{}RCE AND CAREER DEVELOPMENT ACT

~ This offer is @ 2&{: considered as a whale: it is not divisible into component parts.

1. Qffer on anthi)rizaiion of appropriations: Accept the such sums authorization with the
following wigger for the flex account:

o  Funds appfopriated under the Act would be subject 1o the following percent splits:
© 45% for adult training: 28% for in-school youth; 20% for at-risk vouth: and 7% for

adult cziuc:a:wn

No fuads wauid £0 16 4 flex account umil the lmvcl of funding for the States reached
$3.85 billion (FY 1996 appropriation for the total Federal grants to the States for
programs rymaii&atmi 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 aliocated as follows: 25% flex account:
315% adult training; 1% out-of-school youth: 20% in-school youth: and 5% a&iui&
cducatzon with a hold harmless from the flex account

2. Offer on dislﬁclated worker funding: Earmark $1.3 biltion of adule employment and
training resources for assistance to dislocated workers (of which $1.03 billion is for Swte

grants}.

3. Offer on skill grants for dislocated workers: Training for dislocated workers must he
provided through a skill grant system (House bill, but limited to dislocatad workers). . This
requirament would include the limited exceptions in the House bill to address rural areas and
other special circumstances. However, it would also include a 5-year phase-in for this
requirement (simitar to the House bill’s 3-year phase-in}, with authority to the Secretaries o
use incentive funds 1o encourage earlier implementation,

4. Offer on Schmﬁ-ta-Work {a) Swrike the repealer from the bill, allowing the
appropriations process o determine the furare of School-to-Work: or (b} move up sunset dawe

for School-to-Work from Sepember 30, 2001 10 September 30, 2000.

5. Offer on accountability: Package o include:

¢ Plan approaval and levels of performance: Substantive State plan approval authority
for the Secrewries (Senatz bill with amendment); and Secretaries and States ©
ncgotiate expected levels of performance to be basis for sanctions and separace
challenping levels w be basis fc:sr incentives (Senate bill with amendment).

&
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e  Performance information aod resources: Uniform technical definitions of
benchmarks (House); consumer information to be provided by 3ll nondegree waining
programs with certain information required (Hm bill with modifications); uniform
MIS gmdalme.s that include demographic information (House bill with modification);

. reporting of bath local and Statewide performance resulis 1o the Secretaries’ {Hausc)
and adoqm hliman resources for oversight and other responsibilities to be
dctermmé:é {itrough annual budget wyd appropriatiops process. (Housz}

6. Offer on cantm! of education by State and local education system: Senate language
ensuring that cdumtgen funds will go o State and local education agencies and that the '
education portion of! the plan will be developed by the Stz education agency.

7. Offer on local role: Local board negotiates with the State on employment arnd waining
benchmarks for the area zs a whole, and local board in coordination with LEQ, negotiates
with the Staw the process for designation of One-Stops. Remainder of responsibilities

- veserved for local board in parmership with LEQ: these responsibilities include developing
Jocal budgets, evcrslght over local programs, developing local plan, and designating local

fiscal agent. {Housc bill with modification}

8. Offer on tnrge:mg resources to youth: Modify Senate language w0 t:}cariy requu'e a
Swmmer Youth Program in each local area. Reguire equitable substate allocation formulas
for in-school and at-risk youth. .

H
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Programs Consslidated Since FY 1996
FY 1997 Budget Authority

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

JTPA American Samoan Employment Program
JTPA Rural Concentrated Employment Program

JTPA Youth Fair Chance
‘J'I“P!a Yoxzth Innovations

i

Depa rtme:zf of §i ﬁducatwn

Voo E‘ld ngrams for Criminal Offenders

Voo Ed - Community-Based Organizations
Voc Ed - Demo Centers for Diglocated Workers
Voc Ed - Consumer and Homemaking

Yoo Ed - State Councils

Voo Bd - NOICC

Yoo Ed - Smith-Hughes Act

Voc Ed - Demo for Integration of Voo and Academic Learning
Voc Ed - Ed Programs for Federal Correctional Institutions
Voc Ed - Ed Comprehensive Career Guidanee and Counseling
Yoc Ed - Blue Ribbon Voc Ed Programs

Voo Ed - Model Programs for Regional Training, Sklll Trades
Yoc Ed - Business/Bducation/Labor Partnerships

Vac i:d State Programs and Activities

Voc Bd - Single Parents, Homemakers, Pregnant Women

Voc Ed - 8ex Equity

Work placa Transition for Zfzcarcaratcd Youth

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

National Workplace Literacy Program

Workpiace Literacy Partnerships

Adult Education for the Homeless

Literacy Training for Homeless Adults

Literacy for Incarcerated Adults

Literacy Programs for Prisoners

Labrary Literacy

oI e SRV e S e S i I - R s e I e N oo TR v S e i O - T v R i S o R o RS S5 e T e e S o e T e

Department of Laber $.millions
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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 1554 FY 1995 Remquest Enacied FY 1597 Reguest
Department.of Labor: ) - .
G BB for America’s Workers —AQulS! | L L e oo . - e e e e e s e e i 4 b s
H-A Grants 1p States 1,815 983 897 LOES 8506+« 895 1,064
111 Distocated Workers 851 151 1228 L 396 1092 1 286 353
Emplayment Service » ‘ 895 913 915 872 21 g2 843
(ne-Swp Cercer Shopping 3 50 160 200 110 150 150
Dther Adult Programs and New Initiatives e 9% 54 - 660 47 47 45
" Subtota] Adults . 2,62) 3,205 3,295 4,183 2920 T 3,202 3,453
{31 Bill for America's Workers - Youth: . ‘
© Summer Jobs 849 877 867 9% 625 471 37
I1-C Grants to States: 677 609 127 369 127 127 - 130
Schoal-to-Work (Includes Education portion) 0 100 244 400 350 456 464G
Youth Opportunity Areas Initiative 50- 28 0 . 72 0 , 4] 254G
Subtotal Youth 7576 TR WET: 1,860 102 1358 N33
Fomi BOL ir; {+. 1 Bill for America's Workers 4,157 " 4816 . 4333 5583 ;¥,§22. 4,600 5104
Repartment ol Edugation: ‘ .
Vocational Bducation LYH 1,178 §,i04 1,178 L0381 1132 O LITR
Adult Education ‘ 305 305 279 306 260 355 394
Pell Grants {pwgzw; £erst) 5638 5,496 5,445 5,635 5,660, 6,227 7,806
Total Edutativn in G.1. Bill for America’s Workers - 7,098 6577 £,828 - 8,219 7,804 < 7,714 9,372
Total G.1. Bill for Americs’s Workers 11,294 11,793 1H36] T 14,202 11,023 12,314 14,476
1ess Pell Grants (5.624) (5,456) (5,445) (6,635) (5,660) (6.227) (7,806)
Net Tatal G.)1. Bil} Tor America's Workers 5,672 . 6,297 5,916 . 7,567 5,363 6,087 6,670
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