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RESPONSES TO FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT THE IMPACT OF '
THE CAP ON EDUCATION AND TRAINING IN WELFARE REFORM

Prepared by the Center for Law and Social Policy, July 1998 - f \JJQ/ /

1) What is really happenmg in the. states?

> State policies regardmg access to postsecondary education and training for
recipients appear to be much more restrictive under TANF compared to .IOBS

A new report from the General Accounting Office on welfare reform in seven states shows
_substential drops in the percentage of welfare-to-work pamcxpants mvolved in education and
- training as compared to other acnvmes : .

‘Percentage of Active Welfare—tofWork Partimpnnts in Educatlon and Training Actlvmes
Before and After Federal Reform

Year Calif. Conn. La. . Md Oreg.  Tex. ‘Wis. -
1994 767  85.0 87.8 651 444 753 60.4
1997 533 3T 486 105 275 361 125

~ Other sources seem to corrcborate the GAO report. Under the JOBS program, federal Jaw
- allowed states to choose to allow postsecondary education as a countable JOBS activity. All but
3 states opted to allow postsecondary-for at least two ycars,® (In most cases, this meant providing
-support services rather than tuition.) By contrast, preliminary data for 21 states indicate thatin =
. TANF, most states appear to be following the federal law’s lead on vocational education and ‘
limiting postsccondary aducatlon and trammg as an allowable work actxwty by itself to no more
_thzm 12 months.? « , , -

> While many states allow postsecondary activiﬂés after recipients work 20 hours
each week, steep drops in enrollment in many colleges suggest it may be dlﬁ‘icult for -
low income, single parents to combine work, school, and parentmg.

'Whtle there is no systemanc data yet available on the trends in reclpxcnt em*ollment in

| Welfare Reform: States Are Remiucwmg Programs to Reduce Welfare Dependence, GAO, Junc 1998.
}
- *Characteristics of State Plans for the Job Opportunities ami Bas:c Skills Training (JOBS) Program, 1995~
96 edmon, U, S Department of Health and Human Setvices, 1995, Thie exceptxons were MI, NV, and OR.
} Preliminary, unpublished data for 21 states ﬁ'om the State Documentation Policy Project, a 50-state
survey hemg conducted by the Center for Law and Social Pohcy and the Center-on Budget and Policy Priorities.
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postsecondary education, some sharp [drops have been doc'uxriented In Massachusetts, for
example, participation data from the state shows a 26% drop in recipients in college from March
1997 to March 1998.4 This data doesn’t capture, however, the majority of recipients in college
who are there on their own initiative, and MA community college data shows a 47% decline over
a two-year period. Other institutions report similarly steep declines: Milwaukee Area Technical
College (from 1,755 students to 244), City University of New York (from about 27,000 to about
17,000 over three years), and Baltimore City Commuunity College (from 893 to 633 from fall

© 1996to fall 1997). Given that caseloads have fallen at least 27% since enactment of TANF, it is
hard to disaggregate, however, how many recipients are leaving due to changes in policies

, concemmg cduoatxon and how many are simply leaving, voluntanly because of the stmng '
economy

2) Have states reached the 30% cap for those who can be in vacatlonal educational
training? (Note: Much uncertainty exists about how the rates will be calculated because
there are no final federal rules on the caseload reduction credit and separate state
‘programs.) Are recipients being denied higher education? ‘

> Recent GAQ data suggests both that states have sharply curtailed access to

' education and training and that even so, some states may still exceed the cap.

The same GAO report cited above shows that even though the percentage of all participants

assigned to education and training work activities has declined steeply since enactment of TANF,

education and training remained the most common activity in two of the seven states studied

(representing 53% of participants in California and 49% in Louisiana), and in three others is the

second most common annvzty (32% in Connecncut, 28% in Oregon, and 36% in Texas)."”

>  Most states seem to be gwmg allowing only 12 months of access to postsecondary ,
education and training and 12 months is too short in many cases to complete even a
one-year occupational certificate program, if amy remechal or Enghsh-as—a—Second
Language (ESL) courses are reqmred A

 Ofthe 364,000 independent postsecondary students who received both student aid and AFDC in
1995-96, it appears that most were enrolled in programs of two years or less, because the '
majority attended community colleges (47%) or proprietary sqhqols (24%).” Yet even to

* Massachusetts” Department of Transitional Assistance, Statewide Client Par&cipation, March 1998.

‘ 3 Chronicle of Higher Educatron, January 23, 1998; Getrmg Smarr About Welfare Center for Wcmen
Pohcy Smdnes, July 1998. ' [ ‘ ,
4 These percemages do not correspond to actual participation rates in tbe states because mdwlduals may pot ©
be pamapatmg to the extent necessary to count toward federal rates. The actual percentages are likely lower.
Welfare Reform: States Are Restructuring Programs to Reduce Welfare Dependence, GAO, June 1998.

7 New Welfare Law: Role of Education and Training, Congressional Research Service, May 5, 1997. An
additional 109,000 students classified as “dependent” by the student aid system also received AFDC in 1995-96.
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complete a one-year occupational certificate program can take longer than 12 months because
noncredit courses, such as remedial education and ESL, may be required and are in addition to a
. full year of credit coursework for the certificate. That is why federal student aid policy allows
150% of the normal length of a program for completion and case-by-case extensions where -
family emergencies force students to drop out mid-semester. Welfare recipients have _
~ disproportiopately low basic skills and are thus more likely toﬁ necd such noncredit courses.

3) What is the evidence that two years of vocational educatmn or hxghe;r educntlon is
helpful to these studcnts"
> Opponents of recipient atﬁceSé to education and training set a much bigher burden of
 proof for its effectiveness than for other activities countable as work in TANF. -
“Comniunity service,” for example, is a .countabler activity for which there is no research on
effectiveness: “Community work experience” is a countable TANF activity which was shown in
mutltiple studies in the 1980's not to increase employment or earnings.® “Job search” has been
shown to mcreasc employment in the short-term but to have no long—tenn 1mpact on employmcnt
or earnings.’ |

> . Rigorous, experimental research on welfare-to-work programs shows that ouly
programs with a job training or postsecondary education component have
succeeded in helping recipients find better jobs—)obs that pay more, last longet, and
provnde benefits. .

The recent, very impressive results from the Portland, Oregon srce of the’ Nanonal Evaluation of

. Welfare-to-Work Strategies NEWWS) confirm earlier research findings—the most effective
welfare-to-work programs are those that bave a central focus on employment, but also make
substantial use of education and training as a tool for helping recipients find better jobs.'® While
employment and earnings unpacts in the'more job-search focused NEWWS sites were already
fading at the end of two years, in Portland the impacts are among the biggest ever seen and
growing at the end of two years. This pattern is consistent with earlier research on programs like
Baltimore Options, that stressed better jobs and made substantial use of postsecondary education
and trammg—-though smaller than- Ponlzmd‘s, the Optlons program’s eammgs impacts were

:  Unpaid Work Experzerxce Sfor Welfare Recxp!em, Manpower Demonsmmon Research Corporatlon
September 1993. :
® Béyond Job Search or Basic Educat:on Rethmkmg the Role of Slcxlls in Welfare Ré;form, Center for Law’
and Social Policy, Apnl 1998, ‘.
® Evaluating Two Welfare-to-Work Program Approaches: i"wo l’ear Fma'mgs on the Labor Force
Attachment and Human Capitol Development Programs in Three Sites, U.S. Departmcm; of Health and Human
Services and the U.S. Department of Education, September 1997, Beyond Job Search or Basic Education, CLASP,
April 1998; After AFDC: Welfare-to-Work Cho:ces and Challenges for Stales, Manpower Demonstration Reseamh
Corporation , 1997. , : . :
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substantial and still growing five years aﬁcr participants entered the program.*!
| .
> Other, nonexperimental research shows that postsecondary edncatmn and training
for low income individuals has a high return. Women with associates degrees, for
example, earn between 19-23% more than other women, even after controlling for
differences in who em'olls in <:oll¢.egﬂe.12 - : , .

The same study, which analyzed ncarly twenty years of longlmdmal data while attempting to
adjust for differences in ability and famlly background, found that women who obtained a
bachelor’s degree earned 28-33% more than ‘their peers. Other studies have found that each year
- of postsecondary education increases earnings by 6-12%." In addition, studies that have tracked
welfare recipients who completed two or four-year degrees have found that about 90% of these
graduates leave welfare and camn far more than other remplents "
Census data also show a strong reianunshlp between educanonal attammcnt, earnings, and the
likelibood of being unemployed or outiof the labor market. March 1996 Current Population
Survey Data show, for example, that women with an associate degree eam $3.34 more an hour
than women with only a high school diploma, and earn nearly twice as much as women who
have not finished high school ($12.46 an bour compared to $6,69)."> Women with some college
also spend far more time employed: (76% of weeks over a four-year period) than women without
a high school diploma (employed only 49% of the same perlod)

.

t

i

! Five Years After: The Long Term Ej?éc:s of Welfare -to-Work Programs, Russell Sage Foundation, 1995.-

12 ] ghor-Market Returas to Two- and Four-Year College,” Amerizan Economic Review, June 1995,
* What Works, U.S. Department of Labor, 1995.

U «“Welfare Graduates: College and Financial Independence,” Jerome Levy Economics Institute Policy
Notes, 1998; From Welfare to Independence: The College Option, Ford Foundation, March 1990.

13 “Rea) Hourly Wages by Educatxon, Usmg CPS Education Deﬁmtlons Begmnmg in 1992," Ecopomic
Policy Insutute s internet site, “DataZone.” : .
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Help More Women Go Teo College-- 3
Support the ngher Education Amendments of 1998 [ 1882)

July 8, 1998

Dear Senator:

On behalf of the 160,000 members of the Amerjcan Association of University Women (AAUW), I
urge you to promote women’s safety and educational opportunities at colleges and universities by
supporting the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 (HEA-S 1882). 1 also urge you to support
Senator Paul Wellstone's (D-MN) amendment to S 1882 to expand educational opportumtzcs and
encourage cconomic self-sufficiency for welfare recipients.

AAUW supports access, safety, and gender fairness through all levels of educatxon S 1882 contains
many provisions that will continue to allow increased numbers of women to enter postsecondary
education institutions and will further meet the needs of an older, more diverse student population,

" including: an jncrease in the Pell Grant dependent care allowance; improved access to child care

through the support of on-campus child care centers; an increase in campus safety standards through
better accuracy in crime reportmg, and better public access to information on women's and men's
athletic opportunities and participation. The provisions zncluded in S 1882 will advance women’s
access to, and safety at, coilcges and universities,

" The Wellstone amendment to S 1882 has three provisions that would help welfare recipients move
- permanently from welfare to work: (1) increase the limit on vocational education from 12 to 24
- months; (2) allow 24 months of postsecondary education to count as a “work activity” under

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (FANF); and (3) remove teen parents from the existing
vocational education cap so that more adults can pursite éducation and training. If the true goal of
welfare reform is to move recipients permanently into thé workforce, then states must have the

- flexibility to provide education and training opportunities, including postsecondary education.

The changes advocated by the We.llstone TANF amendment will strengthen the road to self-
sufficiency for many low-income women. Current law caps the namber of participants in vocational
educational training at 35 percent of the entire welfare caseload for each state, including teenage
parents who are completing high school or 8 GED program. Removmg teenage parents from this cap
will increase the number of women who will be able to participate in vocational educational training,
Farther, postsecondary education is a cost-effective strategy for permanently moving welfare

_ recipients from welfare to work at a decent wage. On average, women with a college degree eamn an -
additional $3.65 per hour over thc wages of women with only a high : school' dxplcma

Once again, I urge you to better meet the needs of female students by supporting S 1882, and

. increase access to educational opportunities for low-income women by supporting the Wellstone

TANF amendment. If you have any questions, please call Nancy Zirkin, Director of Government
Relations, 202/785-7720, or Cindy Brown, Senior Legislative Associate, 202/785-7730.

Sincerely, » g - ' : .

Sandy Bernard
President

1111 SECTEENTH-STREET NW, WASHINGTON, DC 20036 202/785-7700 FAX: 202/872-1425 TDD: 202/785-7777
e-mail: info@mail.aauworg  hupliwww.aauw.org .


http://www.aauw.otg
mailto:info@mail.aauw.org

. B7/28/1398 16:43 2024667618 ‘ AAUW ' PAGE 14

. 1% -
; . . . —
o . .
! -

List of conferees for the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 (IR 6/S 1882)
lo erees:
Republxcans Goodling (PA), McKeon (CA) Souder (IN) Petn (WD), Graham (SC)

Peterson (PA)
Democrats: Clay (MO), Kﬂdec (MI) Andrews (NI), Martmez (CA)

1‘

Wellstone amendment Subconfererice:
Democrats:  Levin (M), Clay (MO)i

'Republicans: Shaw (FL), Camp (MI)! Goodling (PA), Talent (MO)

Senate anfmﬁ: '

The Labor-and Human Resources Committee | -

Republicahé: 1o, Democrats: (8)

Collins (ME)

Jeffords (VT) Kennedy (MA)
Coats (IN)Y Dodd (CT)

- Gregg (NH) - Harkin (JA) .
Frist (TN) . Mikulski (MD)
DeWine (OH) Bingaman (NM)
Enzi (WY) Wellstone (MN)

- Hutchinson (AR) Murray (WA)
"Wamer (VA) Reed RI)
McConnell (KY) S :
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY

JUL 8 l997

Mr. Bruce Reed
Assistant, to the Pre81dent

for Domestic Policy
Office of Policy Development
Executive Office of the President:
1600 Pennsylvania Ave.,N.W.
2nd Floor, West Wing 3 . C e
Washington, D.C. 20500 S T R

Dear Bruce:

I am writing to convey the: Department's views regarding one issue
under the House and Senate versions of the reconciliation bill
that raiseg important considerations for education. The issue
concerns a provision in the welfare legislation which provides a
cap on the number of TANF recipients "[participating]l in
vocational educational training" who "may be determined to be
engaged in work" for purpose of meeting a State's mandatory work
participation requirements. (Section; %O?(c)(z)(D} of the Social
Security Act, ‘as amended -last year by the* Pérsondl- Respon51b111ty
and Work Opportunlty Reconc1latlon Act of 1996 PuL. 104 193)

Under current gsection 407 las generally understood by the States
and by our Department, 20 per.cent.of 'a: State's welfare caseload
(including teen parents who may remain in high school or complete
their GED) may be counted for work participation purposes by
virtue of part1c1patlon in vocatlonal educational training.

The House reconciliation bill (H.R. 2015) contains two revised
versions of this provision. One version, sec. 9003, emanating
from the Ways and Means Committee, would reduce the cap to 30
percent of the number of TANF recipient's "who are treated as

- engaged in work for a month," but would remove teen parents from
the computation. The other, sec. 5002 from the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, would limit the cap to 20 per cent
of those "treated as engaged in work for a month," including teen
parents. The Senate version, section 5905(k) of S. 947, as passed
by :the Senate on June 25, would clarify that .the cains“zoﬁper
cent of "individuals in all; families and 2-parent families," or
the entire ¢aseload, the same language as is.;in the current :TANF
statute, and would remove the teen parents fromthe calculation.”

600 INDEPENDENCE"' AVE S.W. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-0500

Our mission is to ensure equal access to educatzon and to promote educattona£ excellence throughout the Nation.
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In several 1etters to the relevant commlttees the Administration
opposed any. changes in .the cap as not w1th1n the scope of the
Budget Agreement and recommended. that the current law limitation
(20 per cent of caseload, &ncludlng teen parents) be retained.
However, both Houses, by thelr different actions on the
provision, have indicated an intent to change current law. For )
the reasons stated below, we believe that 'the Administration ' '
'should now express a preference for the Senate version.

I
1. The Senate version is cgosest to the Admlnistration position
{no change in current law) except that 'it removes teen parents.
In removing teen parents from the computatlon, the .Senate bill
simply and properly avoids differences in treatment among States
based on their significant variations in teen parent counts, thus.
putting States on a more equal footing in serving their adult ‘
TANF populatlons who need Vvocational educational training to -be
placed in a job that w1ll permanently remove them from the
welfare rolls. T

"2. The Senate version gives greater flexibility to the States in
responding to these needs without jeopardizing receipt of TANF
funds. Both House versions reduce the flex1b111ty of States in
responding to the educational needs of their adult TANF
recipients as compared w1th current law. The option of how to use
this flexibility lies with'the States. The National Governors'
Association wrote the House Committee on Ways and Means on June
5, regarding an earlier version of its proposal: "The proposed
new cap would place states at risk of financial penalties and
greatly limit the state flex1blllty -and dlscretlon that we
believe is essential to state 1mplementatlon of the TANF

program. " ) . |

K
i

3. The Senate version retains the overall emphasis of the TANF
statute on placement in work rather than vocational education.

No change is made in the work requirements applicable to
individuals. However, data indicates that acquisition of
targeted, sustained vocational training- prov1des a welfare
recipient with a greater opportunity to find and hold a job
providing a wage sufficient to support a family. A healthy mix of
education and training has contributed to the success of welfare-
to-work programs. Education, along with work experience, is
clearly important to further the careers and financial well-being
of TANF recipients. Based on a survey of anumber of models of
welfare-to-work programs, 1nclud1ng the successful Riverside,
California GAIN program, a ‘recent study concluded that the most
successful programs were those that involved a "mixed" approach,
including strong education and training components, as well as

jOb search. See Dan Bloom, Welfare-to-Work Choices and Challenges
for States, at 40- 50 {MDRC, 199?)
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We believe that the Administration should state a clear
preference for the Senate version as closer to current law and
the Budget Agreement, and jas more likely to enhance State
flexibility and foster links between education and work in

the interest of moving recipients from welfare to work. An
identical leter has been sent to Director ‘Raines.

Sincerely,
MérshallAS, Smith
Acting Deputy Secretary

g
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“THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

January 28, 1994
i
i
MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY ROBERT REICH
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

SECRETARY RICHARD RILEY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

SECRETARY DONNA SHALALA
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

SECRETARY LES ASPIN
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

FROM: CAROL H. RASCOQQ%Z““

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR DOMESTIC
POLICY

SUBJECT: Coordinated Efforts on Education and Training

The President recently received a memo from Secretaries Reich
and Shalala outlining a possible joint strategy for Welfare
Reform and Dislocated Workers. At the same time it was suggested
that the four of you together (and possibly others) talk about
easier "one stop" processing of state requests for waivers in
the area of workforce development

We are also very 1nterested in coordinating better the programs
each of you has in place, or will soon introduce, so that waivers
aren't always necessary. Further, you will receive very soon (if
you have not already done so), a letter from the National
Governors’ Association suggesting a similar look at improving
coordinated workforce development systems.. I have attached a copy
of the letter from the NGA. President Clinton may answer the NGA
letter prior to the start of the NGA Winter Meeting this weekend;
we will make certain you are copied on that letter when 1t is
sent.

Knowing that many of you and your staff who are working on this
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issue will be involved in the NGA and/or the National Education
Goals Panel meetings through Tuesday, I am asking my assistant,
Rosalyn Miller, to call your office to poll for the best meeting
time next week for the four of you (and staff you wish to bring)
to come to the White House for a meeting on this issue. I
sincerely hope each of you is present at the meeting.

Thank you for your attention to this critical nmatter.

cc:  Bob Rubin
Marcia Hale

Attachment



5

fout
=7

‘a4 O 44RM NGR 202 824 £R825 Casvall A, Coapiail Jo Tyl . 276, Scheppuch
; D

Governoe of Souts Carcling
Chairoes Hall af cha Statwe
Howard Desn mNu&Cg‘NSM
Govamoc of Vermant C. 2000
Vicw Ghuirswa Talepheos (02} §24-$300

x % | ‘

i ];k Jarmawy 26, 1994

X 2% ’

The Presidext

The White House |

Washmgtan, DC 20500

Togethar we represent tha leadership of the Nationsl Govemnors' Association on education,
welfisroe reform, and job traming issuss. ' We have been sctively engaged with your adminigtration
over the past year in developing proposals to reform the welfare system and the education system,
ad 1o restructure aid to dislocated workers.  We believe such refbnm is necessary wo achiove
mmgoahtumaﬁshmgaxhasdadmahghﬂ@mwﬁnahﬂ&g
a PIOSPETUS £Conomy, mmmmﬁmm

A common thread rumning through many of these diverse reform siforts is how best 1o deliver job
raiing services W youth and adults. For exampls, the Department of Education is rethinking the
role of student aid programs in funding job training; &s you know, student ald is curenty the
single largest source of federal funding for job traning. The Department of Heslth and Humen
Services is propesing a vast expansion of its employment and training propram for welfare
recipiants. The Department of Labor will soon relesse its proposal 1o restructure and grestly
expand assistancs to dislocated warkers, and to promote "one-stop career centers® for DOL~
fimded job traming programs. The deparunent also plans this year © begin redesigning its job

~ trammg progrem for low-income adults, Tifle II of the Job Trammng Partnership Act

We welonms this stention tn workfirce development tesaes and, indeed, a mumber of the
proposed changes are ones which the Governos have long supportad. ' We have seen over the
past year, however, that just as responsibility for job training is scattered across numerous federal
agencies, refbrms in these programs are proceeding in a piecemeal way which mirrors and will
add 1o the fragmentation of federal job training efforts. Unless a serious effort is made soon to
integrate these reform efforts before legislative proposals are mtroduced. we will all lose an
important opportunity to consolidats end ingrove these programs in ways that benefit both

taxpayers and the custamers of job trmining services. ‘

We would like to propose forming a jaint work group with your administration to address this
problem. The work group would be commposed of senior staff of the Govemors most active on
the relevant federal departments. The purpese of the work group would be to ensure that any
changes in federal job trainmg programs — including federal student aid — fit into o larger strategy
for creating high-quality, well-integrared workthree development systems at the stare and local
lovel ;
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Iﬁsmuukmmﬁdmmmwwmmmmmmm
two ways. First, the group could help the government changs the way it does brusiness by helping federal agencies
develop job traiming initiatives in an integrated way so that, taken together, these mitistives reduce mther than
increase the existng probiems of different slighdity and reparing requirements, and fragmented kines of mtherity
for operatng programs. To date in your admistretion, the departmenss have relied chiefly on new waiver
authority 1 promote betrer coordintion of programs. 'We welcme this new flexibility, however, we believe that it
will not be enough, mmwmmmmmwdmaww
wozkforce development palicy. ,

Second, the work group could explore ways, m addition to waiver mutharity, to increass state and local Hexdhility in
administesing job tramning programs, %wmwwﬁmumwm
better access 1o higher quaiily job maining and employment services can best be achisved by giving states the
Mwmmmwmmwmmmmfmmm
development systems, and to szt high, outcome-based standards for services. New waiver suthority is helpful to a
cartain extent, but es a nation we will move very slowly wward the goal of integrated workforce development
systems if each state mumt apply separataly t0 each difforemt foderal dopartment for permicgion to immegrate
'In sum, we believe that efftrts 1o reform and expand workforee development programs must recognize that these
programs share many of the same customers. We would like 0 work closely with your admimistration to ensure
that each job traming mitistive complements the others, and that their combaned effect is higher quality, more
mmdmmbhmmamm Webdtﬁxwdtnhnmsﬁunymm

JimEdgar

#s

o The Hororable Robest B Reisch, Sésectary of Labor
The Bonoeble Richard Riley, Scarvtaxy of Education
The Honorable Donna E. Shalals, Scoretary of Health and Hiznan Secviow

JI\WA_ e ('W"\_.
Governor Tom Carper
Co-Chair, Welfare Reform Leadership Team

v © Nejan
—
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

msamaron, DC. 20202 .-§§§
sj 'R OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
L July 14, 1903 f;
MEMORANDUM N i
- TO: David Eliwoed, Assl stant Sacretary for Plannlng. HHS .

Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President for Domestic Palicy
Mary Jo Bane Asslstant - Secretary Designate for the Admlnlstra.tlon for Chlidren
and Famillas, HHS i

f

From: ‘Ramon Co stant Secretary Des! gnate for - Intergovernmental and
' lnteragency Affairs, Department of Educat jon »
i‘ ?.

Subject: : Followup comments from July 7th Workmg Group meeth

‘*t

(

3 R
‘ A

~ The July 7th presentations by the Dapartment of Labor ‘CEA and NEC were extremely
informative and helpful in learning of the avellability of training programs and ]ob outlook.

Several Working Group members mantloned baslec skills education as a focus point for welfara
reform. As a representat:ve of the Educatlon Department, | belleve l should touch on this
aub]eot A

lli
5.

Past amphams of education and trainlng programs for welfare raolplerﬂs have been what Is
commonly referred to as basic educatton However, the skills welfare: recipients need to be -
prepared for In today’s working world are tar from "basic." Education and tralning programs for
welfare recipients should be based on the higher-order 1hlnklng skllls rich context—drlven
curricula, and contain high atandards .for all students. J
Education s the key to deallng with welfare reclplents on & long-term ‘basis. in our walfare
reform efforts, we should concentrate on the quality of these education-and training programs
while ensuring the- caliber of the trainers.

. b

We need to send the positive mossage ‘that education and ttéinlng Is the bridge that will move

students from the classroom into the worklng world with ease. and assist them In keaping the -
job. | i HRE |
‘Thank you for the considersation of my comments Should you have any quesﬂons. p!aase ieel
free to call upon me at 401 -3022 5

4,

_cc:  Madeleine Kunin V
~ Mike Smith i

i
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