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: ‘Hzere isat present nothing in m'le ﬂ’ of the Sacmt S‘ecumy Act canceming a work progrmn of rhe :
type envisioned here. Siates are presently permitted to gperate on-the-fob training, work ..
supplementation and communiry work experience programs as part of the JOBS program rSer:nan

482(e) and 482(f), Social Security Act, CFR 250.61, 250.62, 250.63). Regularions, however, ..

explicitly prohibit Siates from apemﬂng a program af public service employmem under the JOBS
’ umbrella (CFR 250.47).

Yisign

The focus of the transitional assistance program will be helping people move from welfare to self-
sufficiency through work. The two-year 1ime limit is part of this effort. Some welfare recipients will,
however, reach the two-year time limiz without kawng found a fob, despite having participated
- satigfactorily in the JOBS program. We are committed 10 providmg them with the opportunity to work
to suppart thelr fanu!m ' :

The WORK pragram would make work asszgnmems (hereqﬁer WORK as:!grmzems) in the publzc, -
private and nonr-profit sectors available to persons who had reached the rime limit for transitional '
assistunce. States would be required to create a minimian number of WORK assignments, but would
otherwise be given considerable flexibility in the. e.tpendzrure of WORK program funds.' For example,
States would be permirted 1o confract with privare firns and non-praﬂts {o place persans in ' '
umubs:d:zed private sector ;abs :

Deﬁm;mn The terms "WORK ass:gnments and "WORK posmons are defined as tempu:ary,
_ pubdicly subsxdlzed jobs in the publlc pﬂvate and non—profit sectors.

@ - Each State would be reqmred to operate 2 WORK' program which would make at least a

minimum number of WORK ass1gmuents avaﬂable o pm.ons who had reached the tune lnmi
- for transmonal assistance. :

. Sta1e3 would be requlrad to asmgu adm.lmstrauon of the WORK program t0a smglc State
o _agency. The-administrative structure of the WORK program at the State level wou]d take one
of the following three forms B :

OFTION OME. S S

States would have complete ﬂex:bxhty as to wh:ch agency would admnmster the WORK
‘program, which would permit States to administer the JOBS and WORK prugrams elthat
: through the same age.m:y or through d:fferent agencies.
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OPITON TWO. o ‘

States would be requlred to admxmstar the JOBS and WORK programs ttu.'ough the same-
agency, but the provision in current Jaw mandating States to administer the JOBS program
through the IV-A agency would be eliminated, which-would, for example allow States to
operate both programs through the JTPA system, ‘ B

"' OPTION THREE. S | |
- States would be required to admwstcr both the JOBS and WORK- programs thmugh the TV-A

agency, bat the IV-A agency would be encouraged to subcontract with the State JTPA

- program to provide services, including both WORK assagnments and ]ob search asgistance, to
_WDRH. program patticipants. ' . .

PROS AND CONS OF IHE OPTIONS

* Operating the JOBS and WORK programs through different agencics, a States would be

penmtted to do.under Option One, could present serious administrative headaches. The
agency in charge of the JOBS program would have a strong incentive to copcentrate on the 3
more employable participants, leaving the more dlfﬁcultfto—serve for the- WORK program.

The agency operating the WORK program would have an equally strong incentive to put the .
~ blame for any difficulties it was ekperiencing in moving WORK program participants into
"unsuhsidized Jobs on the JOBS program’s failure to adequ'ately--prcpnxc them for amployment.

" Oh the ottier hand a State u:ught concfude that one agency is hemt suned for pmwdmg

education and training services and moving recipients into wark, while another is best
equipped to generare WORK ‘assignments which will lead to unsubsidized private sector

employment, - Moreovar, separating the administration of the two prqgrams would emphasize -
the distinction hetween cash assistance and the WORK program. A State might be aware of -

the potential for coordination prohlems and yet judge that the benefits from administering the .

two programs through different entities m:nght outweigh the costs.- It is not clear that such 2

Stare shouid be prec!udcd from opting for this route. - .

@oo3

- Under Optlon Twn 2-State would be required to operate both p:ogram.s through a smglc T
. agency, but that agency could be an entity other than the TV-A agency. Apart from the issues.
" . toncerning moving the I OBS program out of the TV-A agency, there is the guestion of

enordination between the WORK program and the waiting list. Regardiess of which entity
administers the WORK program, the IV-A agency would likely need to be involved with

i respect to the waiting list, given that some monitoring of the acimues rcqulred of persons on

the waitmg Jist would be needed (see Allgcatio RK_Assi [Waiting List bclow)

' As:-igmng responsxblhty for the WORK progmm o thc IV-A agency would not preciuds )

extensive-involvement by the JTPA system in the WORK program. Under Option Three, the

- TV-A agency could, for example, suhcontract with the JTPA program t¢ generaie the WORK

. assignments in the private and npn~proﬁt sectors, keepmg the task of c.reaung public sector

WORK ass;gnments for itself.


http:OPIr"ct.te

,02/07/94  14:15 8202 690 8562 DHES/ASPE/HSP

DRAFT: For discussion only L Febmary g .

Opuon Three would gwc overall oontrol of the WORK program to the IV-A agency. A State -
. might su-ongly prefer t0 gwe the final say over the WORK program to the JTPA program or -

anoﬂ:er entity and agam it i3 not clear that a State shouid be expllcntly prohlh ited from doing
. $0. _
(¢©) . Localities woﬁld be réquiré& to deménare a body with balanced privéte xector, ﬁn.ion and
' . community (¢.g...community-based organization) representation, such as the local Private
- Industry Council (PIC); to pmvxde guidance-and. oversight to the WORK program.

@) Each Stats would be required to make the WORK program available i in :dl areas of the Smte

‘bya spamﬁed date, ) 5 S L -

&) - Suqtes would he permmed bnt not required to have thc entlty adlmmster:ng the WORK

program act as the employer of WORK program partxmpants with respect to dlsbursmg
paychecks, Workers’ Compensamn and so forth, o

2. FUNDING

The actual cost of the WORK program, for budget purposés, is the additional cost of placing persons

in WORK assignments relative to paying them cash benefits. The term "WORK program funds” as

used below refers only to the new funding for developing and maintaining the WORK assignments.

[The method of reimbursing States for wages paid to persons in WORK ass:gnmmls will be
considered as part of the dasum:on of all match rates (AFDC JOBS and WORK) to be held

. separately.] -

@ooq

(  Federal WORK program funds would be aliocated fo States By the JOBS formula (sco chart |

showing State allotmenrs using the JOBS and JTPA fnrmulas)._

: RATIONALE

Using a formula other than the JQBS mechanism to. dlstnbute WORK program funds would
"ensure a formula battle. An argument car be made for using the same formula for both JOBS
and WORK funds, as both programs serve essentially the same population. Employing the
JOBS formula, but with a countercyclical provision as discussed below, would to some degree
take local ecunomic condmons into consldersnon. without igniting a ﬁall-ccale debate on the
formula question ., .

® Total Pcrleral funds zvaﬂab]e for the WORK program wnuld be capped

- '(c) A Stte’s &lomnon of WORK program t'unds would be mcreasad 1f unemploymant i the .
. -State rose above.a specified level, to be determined by the Secretary. The overall capon
WORK program funding would be ralsed.accordingly. - . 72+ =~ .

[P

3. FLExwry

(@ States would enjoy wide discretion ‘concerning the spending of WORK program funds. ' A

State could pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide work to those who had
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reached the two-year time limit, with the stipulation that the combination of strategics :
employed by the State would have to generate the minimum number of WORK assignments :
(see Number of EORK A;sugmnggg below) . g.« v '?"
: '-Apprqach&s could mdude the fol]owmg o o T et C"M ‘F‘ '
- Submdlze not-for-proﬁt or pnvate sector jobs (for exa.mple through expanded (‘g.m
- - uge of on-ﬂxe-job trammg vouchers). L meem i S"‘"’ Gﬂ"
. Offcr employers other mcennvcs to hire ] OBS graduates
- G‘&. - Exccute perfomance»hasad contracts with private firms or not-foruproﬁt
T AR orgamzanons to place WORK pmgram partmpants in unsubsidized jobs. _ A
N . - R . \\ QNQV
W\" * - Create pcsmons in public sector agencies. ‘“qa. 1\ W
NG . . Support microenterprise ﬁnd selt‘«emp!oymsm efforts. - S - x
Q";\a‘*‘r Setup commumry service pmjacts employmg welfare recipients as, for .

example health aides in clinics located in underserved communities.
Employ adule welfare recxplcuts as mentors for teen parents on ass:stance. .'

The approaches abcwe would be listed in statute ag examples but States would not be
rew.tncted to- these strategies. : .

States would be required wblmt 3 WORK pIan smnlat to the State JOBS plan, for the -
approval of the Secretary. The Secretary would, as with the JOBS plan, consult with the
Secretary of Labor on plan requlrements and crstena for appmving State plans

-me ON SlmSmIEs m PIUVA. I‘E SECI‘OR Emmm

"The WORK program SubSId y tor a- posmon ina pnvate for~proﬁt ﬁrm would bé hnntud to

50 percent of the wages paid 1o tha pamenpant

For WORK assignments in the prwaLe sector, the wages of a participant could be subsidized
for no more than 12 months, consistent with the 12-month time Jimit on any single WORK
assignment (see below). If an employer chose to retain 3 participant after the subsidy ended,
the positiun would no Jonger be considered a WORK assignment, but rather umubsxdwed
employment . | . . .

States wold be required t-coordinate the WORK program with other employméat programs,
includisg the Employment Secvice, One-Stop Shopping and School-to-Work, as well as wlth

the efforts of the Cotporatmn for Nauona} and Community Semce 5

"-.4
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States would be required to track and monitor the perfOrmance of private, for-pwﬁt '

., employers in retaining WORK program participants after the subsuiy ended. Employers‘ who

had demonstrated a pattern of failing to retain WORK program participants at wages
comparable to those of similarly situated employees would be excluded from the program..

. Prohibited employers would mot be eligible for WORK program funds. . The definition of 2
- pattern of not retammg WORK prngram participants would be left'to the discretion of the
Swea :

&)
"~ profits with contracts to place WORK program participants into unsubsidized emp]oymem

States would mmllax ly he teqmra! 1 monitor the perfurmance of for-profit ﬁn:us ot not—fm‘- -

Contractors that demonstrated a pattern of poor performance in placing WORK program -

- participants into lastmg unsubsidized jobs would likewise be prohibited from contracring with

the WORK pmgram The dcﬁmnon of poor performance wculd a above, be determined by
the State, _ . .

" Now-msrucmuf ,

.

_ Non-dlsplacemm language: vmuld ha based on current law (Secuon 484(c), SOClal Sea,unty ,Mw-i g.,J'
: ,Act), except that WORK program pammpants could be placed jn unfi

led vacancies in the .
private sector, provided the vacuncies wese not created by (PL.R. 1! would have . v~ ‘*"‘“;c.\-aw

eliminated the restriction on placlng Work Supplemenlauon participa ts in unfilled vacancies e AE
m the private sector). kFS _

, Anﬁ-displacement language applying to the public sector would be adapted from the non-

.. NUMBER OF WORK ASSIGNMENTS T R g Q\*

-'_:7 ‘, 4“1”'\

displacement language in the National and Community Service Trust Act.

L‘}S

- The participation standard for the WORK prdgram would be expressed 2s a minimum average -

monthly sumber of WORK dsszguments each State would be cxpected to provide (see

~anachment on parnmpatwn standards). .

' RA’I‘IONALE _ ' ‘
A State, acting in good fuith, might casdy expend the majority of its WORK program
funds on placement contracts with private firms, only to find that the firms were
-placing participants who would have found jobs on their own, leaving the State with
no money for WORK assignments and a sizeable waiting list. Spending on, for
~* example, economic development might prove equaily ineffective and {eave a State in
the same predicament. HHS would then be held accountable for what would be e '
‘regarded as 2 waste of Federal funds. * . o s T

" A WORK program which ‘grants States almost complcte ﬂeubillty with 0. smndard 1o
meet may prove rather difficult to defend -An approach which rmght gamer wtder
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support would be tn grant States g'raat latitude pro\nded some basic standard, e.g.,
providing a minimum number of WORK mslgnmcnts were met.

Goor

()  States would not be permmed t count unsubsnd&zed prwate sector jobs tOward the minimum ~

mumber of WORK ass:gmnents. '
RATIONALE

e Counting placements mio unsubsidized jobs toward the minimum nuher of WORK s

assignments would be probiematic. It would be difficult to distinguish WORK
participants who-found, or would have found, jobs through their own efforts from
those whose employment was attributable to State job placement stratepies.

) » ' uv“’*\k © Consequently, a State which was especially creative at counting could claim to have |
T u"'.,: pto'nded the minimum number of WORK amgnmeuts while Stlll havmg a lengthy
o o *L " waiting list. .
R . S .
Lad " Moreover, States which were hav’ing difficulty generating the minimum number of

WORK asslgnmmts would have an incentive to delay the movement of JOBS partici-
- pants into private sector employment in order to count these plawmen:s as WORK
program positions. :

() © The minimum pumbet of WORK a.éqignménts for each State wﬁﬂid be set by the' Secretary, '
- based on'the participation standard and the number of persons who had been in the WORK
program for less than two years (see attachment on paruclpauou rates).

The minimum number w(mld be set such that State.s could meet the standard and snll have

WORK program fundmg available for supervised job sea.rch and other strategles (e.g., perfor-

mance-based placemem contracts with pnwte firms)

9. -AILOCATION OF WORK ASS!GW’I‘SIWM‘I'INC LIST -

(| If the sumber of persuns whn wers eligible and applied for WORK posmons exceeded the

number of WORK assignments available at that point, a State would be required to allocate”

WORK assignments according to a priority system and to. maintain a tist of persons awaiting a

WORK dssignment. States would be man o give preference for WO ents 1o
‘ ns new to the WORK am sed tQ persong had at held a WORK
position), oo S _ .

) Esch $tate would be required to establish a umform set of rules by which the pnonty system
: wnuld operate and mform all persons on the waiting list of these rules.

45)" In localities in which thé WORK program wis not administersd by the TV-A agency, the IV-A"_

agency and the entity operating the WORK program would maintain the waiting list jomdy

The WORK program agency would be responsible for placing persons on the waiting list into

- WORK assignments, while the [V-A agency would be responsible for ensuring that persons..

- .on the waiting list were participating in the requwed activities (e.g., se]t‘ mmated cnmmumty K

-servxce)
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- Wairlng list pohcy could take one of the followmg th:ee forms:

OPTION ONE.
~ Persons on the waiting list for a. WORK assignment would be expectad to find volunteer work

in the community for at least 20 hours per week in order to be eligible for cash benefits.
This volumteer work would be distinct from 8 WORK assignment. The recipient would be

“whiolly responsible for arranging the place(s) and hours, and would not recelve wages for -
" hours worked, The cash assistance check would.contimue 10 he treatcd as beneflts rather than
-aanungs for all purpos&e

OPITON IWO e -
- Same as Option One, except that a cap, to be set by the Secretary would be placed on the

number of pmons who were required to perform volunteer work in cxch:mge for benefits. .
OPTION IHREE '

Same as Option One, except that individuals who for good cause were yuable to find vol- -
unteer work {e.2., persons unable to arrange for child care, individuals lacking suitable sites
at which to volunteer) would be eligible for benefits provided they participated in another .
approved activity for at leust 20 hours or 3 days per week. The range of allowable approved
activities would be established at the State level, but could include human development -
activities such as parenting skills classes or domestic violence counseling, of self-initiated

- education or training. 'I’he State would not be required to fund pani.cupanon in these

activities..

DISCUSSION OF THE OPHONS .
Option One presents something of a Catch-22. In order to sell self~mmated communiry
service as work, roughly equivalent to.a WORK assignment, it would be necessary 10 momitor -

" compliance with the requirement fairly closely. If persons were required to velunteer for a

" minimum of 20 hours per week, child cire would have to be provided. Monitoring and child

~ care, however, represent the bulk of the cost of a WORK assignmeat. A strict 20-hour per

week volunteering requirement is not consistent with the strategy of limiting the cost of the
“WORK program by not meeting the fnll demand for WORI{ posmons '

Requmng persons on the wam.ng list 1o arrange to volunteer at a non-proﬁt while the WORK
program agency is approacking the same non-profits about providing WORK assignments is

- oot an ideal situation. While relatively few non-profits would be willing and able o kick in

part of the wage cost for WORK assignments, that number would fall to virtually zero if non-

-profits could as easlly take on bourd petsons cager to offer their time for free.

Unions (AFSCME, SEIU) concerned about WORK program pamcnpants workmg at below the o
. prev:ulmg wage would likely be even more alarmed ahout 2 strict self-initiated commumty
© service requirement, which could give non-profits and aven public sector agencies easy access

to free labor; without the administrative responsibilities associated with 2 WORK ‘assignment. -
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While there are serious problews with artemptmg 0 sell sc]f—mmaxed community service as

wark, it can be preseated as one of a number of appropriate activities for persons to engage in . -

while awaiting a WORK assignment, an activity that can yield both personal and societal
benefits. Option Three is ap attempt to adapt the Michigan "Social Contract” concept to the

' WORK program waitlng list. Volunieer work would still be the-preferred agtivity, but -

persons unable o find volunteer work would he permitted to engage. in other approved

" activities gimilar to the more informal Michigan “social eontracr” activities—sclf-initiated
education and trammg or human development activities.- o ,

States would not be reqmred o gua.rantee chdd care Or supportwe services to persom; on the
waiting list for participation in:approved activities. States-would, however, be required to

" The State TV-A agency would be requzred to mstab! ish procedures, subject to the appmval of

the Secretanr. for monitoring participation in approved activities.

States would not be permitted to distinguish between persons on the waiting list and other
recipients of cash assistance with respeet to the determination of eligibility and calcularion of
benefits—States could no: provndc reduced beneﬁts to persons on the' wamng hs:

- The. IV~A agency would bhe requlred tu make at lea.st quarterly contact with individualz on the
© waiting list for a WORK assngnment and to make case management services ivailable to these

persons. Persons on the waiting Vist would be requxred 10 engage in supervised job search

~ either periodically or wnuuuously, w1th the minimum number of hours to be set hy the State

(see-Job Search below}

TME LivaT ON PARTIC[PA'I'ION IN THE WORK Pntx.nm

' Individuals would be Yimited to a. manmum of 12 months in apy single WORK assignment,
. after which they wou]d be placed on the wmtmg list for 2 new WORK position.

. 'I'here would bc no tuna lmut on overa" particlpatlon in the WORK program..

States would be required to conduc't an assessment of each person who had completed at least

two WORK assignments or had been in the WORK program for at least two years o

détermins if any @d:tmnal services might be neaded to enable that individual to secure private

sector employment. In instances in which services other than a WORK assignment or job -

search were deemed necessary, persons would be permitted o participate in such activities, in-
lied of self-initiated community service, while on the waiting, Tist (even if volunteer work were

readily available). States wotld have the option of making fundmg avallable for such activi-
ties, including educatmn and trammg :

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA AND APPLICATION PROCESS

- @oo0s
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Adult recipients who had reachéd the time luﬁlt for cash assistance an'd who otherwise met the . |
cash assigtance eligibility criteria (e. 8- income and asset limits) would be ehgub]e for a
WORK assignment. '

States would: be mandatéd 10 d&scnbe the WORK program, mcludmg the terms: and condmons

© of participation, to all adult recipients who had reached the time limit for cash benefits.

" States would be permittad to establish an application process for the WORK program separate
-from the application for cash benetits, .but would be prohibited from denying eligible persons

@

H.

' eatry into the WORK program, provided they agreed to comply with all' WORK. program
_rules and requlrements

In instances in which the cash benef't to the famﬂy d:d not exceed $100 per monﬂl the aduit
rwlplent(s) would not be subject to tbe work reqwrement

Staus would Have the option to apply the work reqmrement o on!y One parent in a two-patent .

. family--only one parent would be penmtted to participate in the WORJ{ program.

An individual who had lefi the WORK program but hiad not earned back any months of cash

 agsistance would be permitted to re-enroll in the WORK prograrn provided he or she did not .
g quxt 2 p‘nva.[e sector job. thhout good cause. |

' EXAMPLE

A WORK program participam inds a private sector job md leaves chc WORK progmm, bul is tald off after just one .
month, bolore saming hack any months of cash assisance {ace JOBS and Time Lmum gpecification for discussion of .

* the camr-back pmvmnn) This pemsan "would be r;bgahla for 1 WORK awgmnent

States would have the option of assigning WORK pmgram m-entrams to supervised or _
unsuperv:sed job search for up to 3 months before placing them on the waiting list for WORK .
asgignments (these WORK program re-entrants would he ellglhle for cash benefits whlle
pa.rtlclpatmg in job search)

Persons who had left the WORK program but who voluntarﬂy quit a ]Ob ‘otherwise reduced

_ their earned income without geod cause or refused a booa fide offer of privaie sector - .
employment would not be itted to re-enter the WORK program for a permd of time to be -
set by the m@ﬁ&?&%&m o o

. If the fanuly income of an mdmdua} in 8 WORK ass:gnment rose {e.g., tbrough marriage or

an increase in unearned income) such that the family's fncome, less WORK program wages,

exceedad THe income Himit for cash benefits, the participant would still be permitted to

complete the WORK assignment. At the conclusion of that assignment; however, the.
individual would not be eligible for the WORK program and accordingly would not be pldcexl

" on the waiting list for a new position (unless the-family’s income had fallen back below the |

income limit before the conclusion of the WORK assignment). The same provision would

" __apply ifa family's circumstances otherwise: changed {e.g., a child s ledvmg lmme) such that

the family no longer met the eligibility criteria for cash bensfits. -

A \\A’\ng@ff‘“‘-‘—)-f R ,\

wﬁ‘“’"

GRERPT e


http:earuingllll.ck
http:lim.its)wo~1d.he

',02/02f94 T 14:19 ° B202 680 6562 ~ DHHS/ASPE/HSP Ro1r

'DRAFT:; For discﬁséion o'n_l:,- - o Fébma:y 8
12. ' WAGES mbnmnms o | |

) Pamclpdms in WORK asslgnmem.s would be compensated for hours worked at oo less than
* thé higher of the Federal minimuin wage and any applicable State or local mipimum wage -
law. States would have the uption to prmnde WORK sssignments which pay an hourly wage
higher than the minimum wage

- The eammgs dxscegard for WORI( assngmﬁeﬁt'wﬁée& would be set at a flat i:mo pér month.
Individuals in WORK ass:gnments would not be ehglb!c for the othe: dxsregardq (e.g., thirty
and nne-thlrd) '

Wages feom WORK asslgnmcnts would teeated 85 earmed income with respect 0 Worker's
Compensation and Federal assistance programs (.g., food stamps, public and Section 8
housing). [Tremment of FICA awaiting analysis by CEA] | :

- (@) - Earnmgs from WORK pasitions would not be included in Aggregate Gross Income, and
' consequently would not be treated as earned income for the purpose of calculating the Eamed

7 Income Tax Credit.
O, _fF'or WORK program participants not receiving cash assistance in addition to WORK progrém
S - of  wages, child support collécted would be paid directly to the WORK program participant.” In
No PAss-TH& .~ instances in which the WORK program participant was recelving cash benefits in addition to

WORK program wages, child support would be treared. just as for any other family receiving
cash benefits. If child support collected excecded the cash benefit, the difference would be
pald to the- parncipam . : _

® Wages would be pmd in the form of weekly or bl—we-ekly thecks. In instances in whlch an
individua} was receiving both wages and cash benefits there would be separate checks for
~wages and for benefits, regardless of the entity issuing the check for hours worked {i.e,, even
 if the IV-A"zgency were responsiblie for both paying wages and disbursing supplementary B
beneﬁts the two wounld not be combined lnto ona chm.k)

13, _,_HDURS OF WORK '

_ :(a)' ‘ States would have the ﬂe:-:ihi]ity'w determine the pumber of hours for each WORK
- assignment, which could vary depending on the nature of the position. WORK assignments -
would have to be for a minimum of 15 hours per week or 65 hours per montl, whichever is

greater, and for no more than 35 bours per week or 150 hours per montk; whmhever is
grm:er _ J )

A State could, for example, make d.ll WORK assignments the same number of hours (eg..
- 20), regardless of the size of the freant, and supplement wages with cash benefits such that
_persons in WORK assignments are not worse off than those on the assistance. High-benefit
* " Sratas might choose to make the number of hours 30 or 35, as opposed 10 15 or 2. States
could also opt ta calculate the aumber of hours for each participant by dividing the AFDC

{0 -
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grant by the minimum wage (a.s under, CWEP) pmwded that each partmpnnt was reqmred 10 -

work at least 15 and m% more than 35 hours per week.

' NOTE The margmal cnst of earolling an individual in « WORK ass:gnment would not in

general vary based on'the number of hours of the WORK assignment (since wages would

- replace cash beneﬁts on a dollar-for-dotlar bams apart from the disregard).

14.

(@ |

The rnarginal cost would vary with the hours of the WORK assignment if the WORK asmgn-

.ment wages, apart from the disregard, were actually higher than the cash benefits provided to ~

the family (e.g:, if Texas enrolled an individual in 4 three-person family in a 35-bour WORK
assignment), A State would, however, still be required to generatc the minimum nurnbcr of
WORK ass:gnments, regardless of the number of hours..

Y

SAHC’HONS

" WORK program participants would receive wages for hours worked. Failure-to work the set

* number of hours for 8 WORK assignment would result i a oon'espondmg loss in earnings.

Cash assistance would not act'to offset the drop in WORK program earnings, for either

" WORK program participants who were aiready receiving supplemental cash benefits or for -

1)

participants for whom the reduction in income ‘would otherwise have made them eligible for '
cash assistance. The loss in wages would be treated as a decline in earned income with '

) respea to vther assistance programs.

A WORK program participant who repeatedly failed to show up for work or whose
performance was otherwise unsatisfactory could be fired. The eatity administering the
WORK program would be required to determine if the individual was fired for cause. During
the period in which the determination. was being made, the family would continve to be
eligible for cash benefits. Individuals who were determined to have been fired for cause -

- would have the right to a fair hearing from the WORK program upon request. [Mlchael

Wald will be developmg language !or tlus provision]

() . An mdmdual who was fired from 2 WORK assignment for cause for the first
time would be placed at the end of the waiting list for WORK assignments and
the family would not be eligible fur ¢ash benefits for a period of 3 months
after the date of determination. States would be required to make vendor :
payments to Iandlords and unl ities if needed to prevent homelessness or ut:hty .

- shut-off _ 3.

@ A person fired from WORK ass;gnmem for a'second time for cause would be ﬁ‘“’js
' placed on the waiting list only after 6 months. During that six-mounth period, '
 the family would not be ehglble for cash benefits. Suates wou!d as above, be "'::'
. requued to makc vendor payment.s when nacessary ‘

@) - Persons ﬁred for a third time would not be able to enter the walung list or
' receive cash benefits for a period of one yeur (vendor payment as above).’

S
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- "fime in sanction status would not be couuted as time not in the WORK program for purposes '
of eammg bacL ehgnbmty for cash aSslsmnce : '
| States would be required to refer for intensive mtervenuon persons fired for cause more than - .
once (se.e Refgm!ﬁ to Serwces Q um;gg._ssful wogx Baﬂlmnan_t_& below) ‘
. Persons subject m the work requirement who were not eligible for cash benefits due: 10
sanction would qnll be abla to receive food stamps, Medicaid and other in-Kind assistance.

@

@

15.
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An mdmdual oﬂ:erwmse ehglble for the WORK pmgram who refused an offer of

pnvate sector employment without good cause would not be eligible for 2 WORK 2

calculated as if the job offer bad been accepted. When' calculating benefits for-families so
sanctioned, the disregards would apply. The sanction would end upen acceptance of a prwate
sector job. WORK program pasticipants ace permitted to refuse a job offer if accepting the
offer would result in a net loss of cash i mcome (as under current law, Secuon 402(3), Social -
Security Act). " ‘

for six months from the dats of refusal. Cash bepefits during this six-month period would be ] _:)

WORK PLACE RULES

Providers of WORK. assign.mehts whether pﬁblic, private or nnn~proﬁt would be required to

_ treat WORK program participants as other entry-level employees with respect to sick and

annual leave and uther workplace rules. A State would have the option o waive this
requirement for specific employers of WORK program participants, provided that the -
employer were complying with all ~applicable Federal and State laws concermng workplaca

) rulm

JOB SEARCH

"WORK p'rogram' participants would be required to engags in job.séarch either continuously .
~ (e.g., 5-10 hours per week) or periodically (e.g., for four weeks immediately after completing_ .

2 WORK assignment) or a combination of the two. Job search requirements for persons in

" the WORK program would be set by the State. While job search for persons on the waiting -

list Js discussed above, that provision should not be read as precludmg States from requiring .

- persons in WORK assignments to «iso simuhanesusly participate in supervised _]Ob search,

The combination of supervised job search and a WORK assignment or self-initiated
commuaity ‘service/approved activity—i.e., of 4il WORK program actwmes—-muld nnt excwd _

20 average of 35 hours pcr week in any month.

SUI’PORTWESERVICES_. .

 States wouId be required to guarantee child care for any person in a WORK assignment, as

with JOBS program participants under current {aw {Section 402(g), Social Secunty Act). -

- States are also mandated to. provide other supportive services as needed for participation in a -

WORK position (as with J OBS parucupams Secrion 402(g), Social Set:urny Act)

12
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Persons who had reached the two-year time limit and would otherwise be subject to the work
requirement could be deferred from participation in the WORK program, The eriteria for
deferral from the WORK program would be identical t the criteria for deferral from the

- JOBS program (sc¢ JOBS and Time Limits specifications). Parents of newborn children ‘_

would be defened for a 120-day period following the, buth of the ¢hild.

In localitiés in which the IV-A agency did pot administer the WORK progeam, the entity
opcrating the WORK program would refer persons meeting the deferral criteria to the IV-A

. sgency, which would make the determination as to whether the individual should be delerred

..(c)..

@

19,

@

from WORK prognm pamclpauon

Deferred persons would be ellglhle for cash benefits (not wages), without a requirement to
find volunteer work, for as lony as the condition necessitating the deferral continued.

‘Persons deferred from the WORK program would he treated a5 persons deferred from the.

JOBS program in all respects, except that once the deferral ended, they would re-enter the
WORK program, rather than the JOBS program, lndividuals deferred from the WORK

program would count against the ¢ap on the number of persons who could be deferred from

participation in the JOBS program (see JORS and Time Limits specifications).

'REFERRALS TO SERVICES FOR UNSUCCESSFUL WORK PARTICIPANTS

The entity administering the WORK program would be required to arrange for intensive

. intervention, by, for example, a praventive service agency, for WORK program participants -

who bad been fired from 8 WORK program position more than once. The agency respnns:ble

 for the intervention would attempt to resolve the outstanding issues to enahle the individual to
hold 3 WORK assignment. In instances in which an individual has left the WORK program

entirely, the agency would assess the family's fowd, housing and clothing needs and make

. referrals to child protective services if the children were at risk of abuse or neglect.

- 13
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- WORK'
. The focus bf rhe transitional assistance prbgram' will be héfpmg people move frorh welfare 10 self-
7 sufficiency through work.- The two-year time limit is part of this effort, Some welfare recipierts will,
however, reach the Mo—year time limit without having found a job, despite having participated
satisfactorily in the JOBS program. We are committed 1o providing them with the opportunity to”

work, through both economic development efforts to create private sector jobs and work ass:gnmems _
for those who cannot ﬁnd private sector emp!oymem - e

womc PROGRAM .

' _ Current Law and General Dlrecuon of PrODosa]

There is at present nothing in Title IV of the Social Secumy Act concemmg a work program of the
type envisioned here. States are presently permitted to operate on-the-job training, work
supplementation and community work experience programs as part of the JOBS program (CFR
250.61, 250.62, 250.63, Section 482(e) and 482(f), Social Security Act). Regulations; however,
explicitly prohibit States from operating a program of pubhc service employmem under the JOBS. -
umbrella (CFR 250 47). : .

The WORK program would make half-time, minimum wage work assignments (hereaﬂer WORK s

assignments)-in the public, private and non-profit sectors available to persons who had reached the

- time limit for ransitional assistance. States would be required to create a minimum number of WORK

- assignments; but would otherwise be given considerable flexibility in the expenditure of WORK
program funds. For example, States would be permitted to contract with private firms and non-proﬁts

to place persons in unsubszdzzed pnva:e sector jobs. ‘

Definition: The terms WORK assignments” and "WORK positions™ are deﬁned as all approved
WORK program activities except self-initiated commumty service (see be]ow)

1. ‘ Admmlstratwe Slructure;

()  Each State would be required to operate a WORK program which would make at leasta . _
- minimum number of temporary paid WORK assignments available to persons who had
reached the time limit for transitional asmstance :

(b)  States would be required to assign administration of the WORK program to a singie State

: - agency, but would otherwise have considerable flexibility with respect to the administrative
structure. For example, the WORK program could be adniinistered through the local TV-A
“agency, with the local ITPA Service Dehvery Area (SDA) contractmg to provnde some of all
of the WORK posmons ‘ - , , :

ISSUE Should States. be required to admrmster the WORK pmgram through
the State IV-A agency? [Tf not, should localities be required to
Fadwme JOBS and WORK programs through 1he same entlty‘?}. vE% (0 ¢

Tecesc for oneihp - Puc:sr;g : | S Tt
1 . ) - _- -".- . . V‘- '
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- _[SSUE: . Should the TV-A agency or other entity operating the WORK program

be encouraged 1o contract with the local FTPA SDA to provide WORK
assignments? Should the SDA be demgnated as a "presumptive
provider™ of WORK posmons?

Localities would be required to designate a body w1th sngniﬁcant private sector, union and
community (e.g., not-for-profit) representation, such as the local Prwate Industry Councnl

: (P[C) to prov:de guldance and ovemght to the WORK program T

ISSUE: How much power would the oversnght body wield? Would- it have ~ -

any sort of vets power over a locality’s plan for operating the WORK
program? .Would its responsibilities be specified-to some extent in
- statute or left entirely to the dnscretmn of States/locahtles‘?

Each State wonld be requlred to make the WORK program avajlable in all areas of the State

by a specified date,

'ISSUE:I . Would States be requu*ed to d:stnbute WORK program fundmg
o throughout the State by a formula similar to the formula by which
Federal WORK program matching funds are distributed to States?

E Funding-

Federal matching funds for the. WORK program would be allocated to States by a formula -

 based on the pumber of cash asmstance recipients in the State (sumlar 10 the JOBS distribution o

fo rmula)

ISSUE:. - ‘_Should_thg WORK program funding formula take into consideration
- * the number of individuals expected to be subject to the work require-
ment'(i e., differences in welfare dynamics among States)‘?

Total Federal matchi ing funds ava11able for the WORK program would be capped A State’s
allocatlon would be increased if 1ts unempioyment rate rose above a specified level '

ISSUE: Should couutercychcal rehef be pmvncled by raising a State $ alloca—
_tion of WORK program funds‘?

Match Rate |

Expehditures on the WORK program would be reimbursed at the jOBS match rate. The

Federal match rate for the WORK program only, not the JOBS program, would be increased -
‘by 10 percentage points, up.to a maximum of 90 percent, if unemploymem in the State rose . .

above the designated level (see Funding above)

. lSSUE: ‘ = Should countercycllcal relief be prov:ded t.hrough mcreasmg the
Federal match rate'? '

2
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Flexibility

‘States would enjoy wide discretion: concemkng the spéndmg of WORK prog'ram ﬁrhds A
- State could pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide worlk: to those who had

reached the two-year time limit, with the stipulation that the combination of strategles
employed by the State would have to generate:the minimum number of WORK assignments.
States would be sanctlonod for failure to meet this minimum standard (see Number of WORK

‘_Assnments be!ow) S o

Approaches could ulclude the followmg ' o . , : :
L om
\

* . Subsidize not—for-proﬁt ot private sector jobs (for example through expamded T,n,g. '!‘U
~ use of on«the-Job training vouchers) :

. ' - W?}“ T’JTCJ

.. Offer employers other mcennves to htre JOBS graduates
o o™

. Execute performance—based ¢ontracts with private ﬁrm.s or not—for-proﬁt Jf

' ) orgamzatlons to place WORK program partucrpants in unsubsidized jobs. ‘F;:: ‘:J..»ﬁcs .
.. Create posmons in pubhc sector: agencres ‘- o

. : ‘ Support-mioroenterprise and self—émployment efforts.

. C -Set up community service projects orﬁploying welfare récipiénfs as, for v s

example, health aides in clinics located in underserved communities.. \ ;_y o~ ¢

Coordination - -

- States would be- required to coordmate the WORK program wrth other employment programs,

including the Employment Service, One-Stop Shopping and Scheol-to-Work, as well as wnh
the efforts of the Corporation for Natlonal and COmmunlty Service. -

- Retention Rgguirements ' ' S -.5'

A private sector employer of a WORK progréu,n participant would bé‘expcoted to retain the °

participant once the wage subsidy ended, unless the employer could demonstrate that the l N g .

“individual was performing unsatisfactorily. -States would be required, in Jevelopmg contracts |

with employers to subsidize positions, o mclude provmons for retaining the WORK program - (
participant after the subsidy ends. _ '

Non-dlsglacement _ S IR ' B | .. B
Non-displacement language would be based-on current law (Section 484(c), Social Security
Act), except that WORK program participants could be placed in unfilled vacancies not .

created by layoffs (H.R. !1 would have eliminated the restriction on p]acmg Work
Supplementatlou pamclpants in unfilled vacancres)

3
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ISSUE: .- Should non-drsplacement language be based on. the stronger wordrng
"~ - found in the National and Community Service Trust Act (which
prohibits participants from engaging in activities that would supplant

the Hiring of employed workers)‘7 :

Number of WQRK Assrggg tg

. Each State wo'uld be required to provide at least.a minimum number ot:'}WOR]‘_C’ assignments. -

The minimum oumber of WORK assignments for each State would be set by the Secretary,
~calculated by dividing the amount of Federal funding allocated to the State by a fixed cost per

WORK assignment, which would be set at the Federal level. The cost per WORK assignment
figure would be equal to the annual wages payable for a'20 hour per week, minimum wage

. job plus an allocation for administrative costs.. The administrative allocatron would represent E
- the expense of creatmg and mamtammg the WORK assngnment :

EXAMPLE: A State receives $750 000 in Federal WORK program fundmg and the State )
' match is 25%, for a total of $1,000,000 in WORK program funding. The.
administrative cost figure is $2,000 per position and the annual wages for a

.20-hour per week minimum wage job are roughly $4,200, for a total figure of”

$6,200 per position. - A State would be. expected to provide 160 ($1 000,0-
. 00/$6,200) WORK assrgnments at any pomt in ttme o

'States would be encouraged to generate addmonal WORK assignments beyond the minimum -
~ number, but available Federal matching funds would be capped. The Federal government -

would provrde technical assistance to States to help them generate more WORK assignments
than the rnmrmum number through cost-effectlve expendtrure of WORK program funds

[n the event that a State failed to provide t the minimum nurnber of WORK posmons the

- Federal match rate for that State would be reduced to 50 percent, unless the minimum nurnber

of WORK posmons exceeded the number of persons sub_]ect to the work requrrement

A certain percentage (e.g., 5%) of WORK assrgnments would be reserved for noncustodlal

parents who were in arrears on chrld support

1locat10n Qf Wg JRK Asgrgnments/Waltrng Lts;

I the number of persons who were elrgrble and applled for WORK posrttons exceeded the
" number of WORK assignments available at that point,.States would be requrred to allocate

WORK assignments either on a first-come, first-served basis or according to a priority system
and to maintain a list of persons awart:ng a WORK assignment, -

The TV-A agency would maintzin the waltmg llst even in localities in whtch it d1d not
administer the WORK program -

| R T
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States employing a priority system would be required to establish a uniforin-set of rules by
which the priority system would operate and mform a]l person.s on the waiting llst of these
rules.

‘An individual awaiting a WORK assignment wbﬁld be eligible for cash benefits proirided.he

or she found volunteer work in the community for at least 20 hours per week. This volunteer

-work would be distinct from a WORK assignment. The recipient would be wholly

responsible for arranging the place(s) and hours, and would not receive.wages for hours,

= ‘worked. The cash assistance check would continue to be treated as beneﬁts rat.her than '

earnings for all purposes

ISSUE: Shoutd persons on the wa:tmg llst be required to perfonn self-lmtlated
_. - community service?

ISSUE: Should there be a minimum number of hours for self-initiated
volunteer work (as opposed to, for example, a requirement that the
individual volunteer for at least two days per week)?

The State IV-A agency would be required to establish procedures, subject to the approval of

-the Secretary, for verlfymg the volunteer arrangements for persons on the waltmg list,

ISSUE: If there is a minimum number of hours for volunteer work, should the

S [V-A agency be required to monitor the number of hours'(in which
case the organization for which the individual was volunteerlng would
bave to record the pumber of hours)"

The Federa] match rate for cash benefits paid.to recnpmnts on the wamng list would be equal -
to the Federal Med:cald Assxstance Percentage (FMAP) minus ten-points. -

ISSUE ‘ Should States be required to absorb a greafer share of the cost of cash -
benefits for those on the waltmg list? .

The entity operating the WORK program would be requxred to maintain"regillar contact with
persons on the waiting list for a WORK assignment. Remplents on the waiting list would be-

© required to engage in concurrent job seaich.

-Tlme Limit on Pamcnpatlon in the WORK Proggam '

‘IS_SUE: Should there he a time limit on participation in the WORK program? Should
- there be a time limit on individual WORK assignments? ' Should there be time
limits on'both individual WORK ass:gnments and the overall stay in th&
WORK program? : :

" EXAMPLE: Individuals would be limited to a maximumy of 9 months in any single WORK

assignment, after which they would be placed on the waiting list for.a new WORK posifion

. and would be expected to perform 20 hours of self-xmt:ated commumty service per week in
~ order 10 recewe beneﬁts . :
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-Earnings from WORK positions would not be included in Aggregate Gross income and
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" EXAMPLE: Same as above, excépt that States would have the option of reducing the cash
" benefits of recipients who had spent a total of at ieast 18 months in WORK assignments and

were on the waiting list for a new WORK assignment.  States would be permitted to reduce

" - the cash benefit by up to 20 percent, provided that the combined value of AFDC, food stamps

and housing assistance did not fall below 80 percent of the poverty line.

. Eligibiliﬁ{ Critaria .;md "Anplication Procedure

Persons who had reached the time Iumt for cash assmtance would be ellglble for a WORK
assignment, ‘ . 7 - .

An individual {vho bad left the WORK program but had not earned back any months of cash

assistance would be permitted to re-enroll in the WORK program, prov1ded he or she did not
quit a prwate sector job w1th0ut good cause - )

: EXAMPLE A WORK program participant ﬁnds a private sector jOb and leaves the WORK

program, but is laid off after 11 months, before earning back any months of cash assistance
(an individual would have to stay out of the JOBS and WORK programs for at least a year to

begin earning back assistance; see Time-Limited Assistance specifications). Thls person
' wou]d be ellglble for a. WORK ass1gmnent

" States ‘would be mandated to establish a simple appllcatmn procedure for WORK posmons

which insured that all individuals enrollmg in the WORK program understood the terms and

' condmons of participation.

Wages and Baneﬁts

Participants in WORK as'mgnments.wou!d be compensated for hours worked at no less than

the higher of the Federal minimum wage and any applicable State or local minimum wage
law. States would have the option to provide WORK asmgnments Whlch pay an hourly wage

" higher than the minimum wage.

States would be required fo supplement earnings from WORK pos:tlons w1th cash assistance if |
-net income from the WORK assignment were not equal to a cash benefit for a famnly of that
© size with no earned income. States would have the option to calculate benefits for persons in

the WORK program without applymg some or all of the dlsregards (e g thlrty and one-
third).

Wages from WORK assignments wouId treated as eamed income Wlth respect to Worker’s

- . Compensation, FICA and Federal assmtance programs (e g., food st,amps public and Section .

8 housmg)

consequently would not be treated as- eamed income for the pmpose of the Earned lnmme

Tax Credlt
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" All child support collected, notw:thstandmg arrears, would be pa:d dlrectly to the WORK
program pacticipant. ‘ |

- ISSUE: Should child support cotlected be pdid dlrec:ily to WORK program |
- participants? -

Wages would be paid in the form of weekly or bi-weekly checks In instances in which an

" individual was receiving both wages and cash berefits (see above) there would be separate
“checks for wages.and for welfare, benefits, regardless of the entity issuing the check for hours: - =~ -

worked (i.e., even if the [V-A agency were responsible for both paying wages and dlsbursmg

. _supplementary beneﬁts the two would aot be comblned into one check).-

Hours of Work

States would have the ﬂexlbdlty to determine the number of hours for each WORK
assignment, -which could vary dependmg on the nature of the position. WORK assignments. .

- would have to be for a minimum of 15 hours per week or 65 hours per month, whichever s

greater, and for no more than 35 hours per week of 150 hours per month, whichever is’

greater.
[SSUE: _ What should the minimum number of hours be (elsewhere in the
‘ document, part-time work is defined as 20 hours per week; usmg 15
’ here mlght seem Udd)" :
Sanctions -

WORK program participants would receive wages for hours worked. . Failure to work the set
number of hours for 2 WORK assignment would result in a corresponding loss in earnings.
Cash assisiance would not act 'to offset the drop in WORK program earnings, for either ,
WORK program participants who were already receiving supplemental cash benefits or for -
participants for whom the reduction in income-would otherwise have made them eligible for
cash assistance. The loss in wages would be treated as a declme in earned income with

" respect to othe,r assistance programs

A WOR.K program part1c1pant who repeatedly falled to show up f(}r work or whose

performance was othemlse unsatlsfactory could be ﬁ:ed

(1} . An individual who was ﬁre-d ftom a WORK asmgnmem for the first time
would be placed at the end of the waiting list for WORK assignments and
- would have to perform community service for 20 hours per-week to receive
benefits. o

(2) A person fired frc)m WORK assngnment ‘for.a second time would be placed on
-~ _the waiting list oaly after 6 months: During that six-month period, the
individual would not be eligible for cash benefits, =~ - -

L
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(3) Persons fired for a third time would not be able to enter the waiting list or
' receive cash benefits for a period of one year. This one year would not be
~ counted as time not in the. WORK program for purposes of earning back
el:glbllxty for transitional asmstance ‘

ISSUE: ‘Should persons ﬁred from WORK asmgrunents be ‘
‘ ehglble for new WORK assngnments‘? -

(©) _ Persons subject to the work requirement who were not ellglble for cash benefits due to
sanction would still be able to receive food stamps, Medicaid and other in-kind assistance.

" (d) . Anindividual otherwise eligible for the WORK program who refuses an offer of unsubsidized
' private sector emplayment without good cause would not be eligible for a WORK assignment

- for six months from the date of refusal. Cash benefits durmg this six-month period would be
calculated as if the job offer had been accepted. . When calculating benefits for families so
sanctioned, the disregards would apply. The- -sanction would end upon acceptance of a private
séctor job.. WORK program participants are permitted to refuse a job offer if accepting the
offer would result in a net loss of cash i income {as under current law, CFR 250 a5, Sectlon

" 402(a), Soc:a] Security Act). :

15.  Waork Place Rules

Providers-of WORK, assignments, whether pubhc private or non-profit, would be required to treat
WORK program participants as other entry-level employees with respect to sick and annual leave and
other workplace rules. A State would have the option to waive this- requirement for specific :
employers of WORK program pammpants provided that the employer comphed wn‘.h all appllcable
Federal and State laws mncermng workplace rules.

16. Job Search

WORK program participants would be required to engage in job search either continuously (e.g., 8
hours per week) or periodically (e.g., for one week every 3 months or immediately after completing a
. WORK assignment). As discussed above, recipients on a waiting list for WORK assignments would
be required to engage in continuous job search. The required number of hours of job search for both
‘persons in WORK assignments and on the waiting list would be set by the State. ' '

17. Supportive Services

States would be required to guarantee child care for any person who is either in a WORK assignment
or is on the waiting list for a WORK assignment and is volunteering in the community, as with JOBS
program participants under current law (Section 402(g), Social Security Act). ~States are also
mandated 1o provide payment or'reimbursement for transportation and other work-related expenses .
associated with participation in the WORK program (as wuh JOBS parttcnpants Sect:on 402(g) -Social
Se;:umy Act).
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18. Deferrals |

()  Persons who had reached the two-year time limit and wouId otherwlse be subject to the work
requirement (a WORK assignment or self—lmtlated community service) could, under certain
circumstances, be deferred from: pammpatlon in the WOFK program (much as persons would -
be deferred from the JOBS program) .

®)  Deferred persons would be eligible for cash benefits (not wages), without any requirement to
- find volunteer work, for-as long as the condition necessitating the deferral contmued “Once
- the deferral ended, these pefsons would enter, of ‘re-enter, the WORK program

.- Deferral policy could take one of two-forms:
D The criteria for defeffal from the WORK program would be specified in statute.

2) . States would be permitted to defer a certain percentage of persons subject to the work
requirement for conditions arising after entry into the: WORK program. The
maximum percentage deferable from the WORK program would likely be lower than
the percentage deferable from the JOBS program, given that the situation necessitating
the defefral could only have arisen after the mdmdual had reached the two-year time

lunlt _ _
ISSUE: Should the criteria for deferral from the WORK' program be
specified, or should States be permitted to defer a percentage
of persons subject to the work requirement?-
ISSUE: ** How should persons who do not meet the deferral criteria (e.g., caring. for a

disabled child) but are still deemed not job-ready by the'WORK program be
treated? Should intensive services be prowded perhaps by a not-for-profit
such as Project- Match? :

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
; Economlc development spemﬁcanons will be discussed durmg ihe next round of meetmgs after the
first of Lhe year. -
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ALLOCA’I‘ION OF WDRK PROGRAM FU'NDS
The Questi'on:

* What i is meant by the terms “WORK money or “WORK fundmg"? Is it some amount of new money
(e.g., $2 billion) to help States develop the WORK assignments, or is. it that new money and an
" amount equal to the benefits that would otherwme be paid to persons in WORK asmgnments‘? “

The WORK funds.will have to.be allocated in advance. Acccir-dingly",‘ if WORK money representn
both the new money -and the benefits,, the Federal government would be block grantmg to States an.
amount equal to the benefits for the number of penple we think will be in WORK assignments durmg
the commg year, not the actual number of peo;:ule in WORK pnsmons during that year.-

The two are exactly the same if the number of WORK ass:gnments a State would be expected to
create is known in‘advance. If, however, a State is. expected to provide WORK assignments to some
percent of persons in, for example, their first two years in the WORK.program, it would be necessary
to estimate the numbcr of people who would be in their first and second years. in the W()RK
program, o . : : -

" Let's say we estimate State A will have, in FY 99, 1000 persons who are in their first or second

years in the WORK program. If a State is expected to prowde a WORK assignment to 75% of such
.persons, State A -would have to prov:de 750 assignments. The block grant for State A would then be

- equal to the product of 750 {or a slightly higher number, to permit a State to provide some WORK
assignments for those in the WORK program more than two years) and the average benefit level in

the State, plus some amount of money for the cost of developing the WORK assignments. We would -
then add up the allocations for all the States and set the cap at that levél, or somewhere in that area.

* What if State A actually wound up with 1200 pérsons in the .WORK.bmgram and had to provide ¥
WORK assignments? If the capped funding were only adequate to fund, for example, 800 positions,
the State would be left with the tab for both the wages and the admm:stratwe cost for the 100 extra
posrtlons . .

To -write the capped levels into law as part of the Administration’s bill, it would be necessary to .
estimate the number of WORK assignments needed for the next several years. The capped levels.
would then be all over the place, particularly during the phase-m period {even estlmatmg Lhe number
of assignments for each year of the phase—m period would-be a full day s work). :

The alternative would be to set the level of the cap annually, in wmch case it mlght not be much of a
cap. If the number of persons in their first two years in the WORK program rose, the “capped” - -
funding level would rise acoordmgly ' .

One solut:on would be to fix the number of WORK asmgnments a State would have to create
- regardless of the number of péople in the WORK program. In other words,. in the example above, :
- State A would only be expected to-create 8. WORK assignments in FY 1999, even t.hcju_gh‘there L o

1
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' .were 1200 persons in their first two years in the WORK program and a 75% pam(:lpatlon standard

for such persons (which, as mentioned above would 1mply 900 posmons)

Opting for a-minimum number rather than a percentage as the partmnpation standard would give States" '
no incentive to generate additional WORK assignments once that minimum was met, regardless of the
number of people in, for example, their first two years in the program. If, however, States face a
higher match for benefits to persons who have reached the time limit and who are not in WORK .

- assignments, a State would be left with the choice of paying the full cost, including wages, of the

additional WORK assignments or mcurrmg ‘that match rate penalty, =~ =~

States are not likely to be too happy abom any block granting scheme that saddles them with the full
oost assoc:ated w1th unantncnpated Jumps in the caseload Or ErToneous est:mates by HHS. '

The Proposai.

-

" WORK funds should be defined as only the new money for the cost of setting up the WORK .= .

assignments and not both the new money and the amount that would have been paid in benefits.

Money for operational costs would be capped and distributed according to the average monthly
number of JOBS participants subject to the time limit in a State, relative to the number in all States.
WORK operating costs would be 100% Federally funded, with no State match—the WORK
admm:stratwe money would be block-granted to States,

- Federal matching. money.for wages to persons in WORK assignments would not be capped. The

Federal government would relmburse States for expendltures on wages at the FMAP, w1th no Ilmit on -
Federal matchmg funds ' : . -

Cappmg only the fundmg for operational costs would llkely make a cap more paiat:aible rto States, and
moreover the capped levels would not fluctuate quite as widely, in absolute terms, during phase-in
(e.g., from $500 million to $l bl"l()l’l to $2 billion, as opposed to from $1 5 billion to $3 bilhon to $6

‘ bllhon)

States would be required to provide positions to some percentage of persons who had been in' the

‘WORK program for less than two years or had held fewer than two WORK assignments. States

would face a higher.match rate for beneﬁts to persons who had reached the time limit and were not in.
WORK assngnments

Let s say, as in the examplé on the previous page, operational funding is sufficient for 800 .
assignments, but-the State actually has to provide 900. The State would have to pick up the full
administrative cost of developing the additional 100 positions, but the Federal government and the N
State would share the cost of wages for these 100 extra assignments. The State would still he left
holding the bag to some extent, but it would be a smaller bag. -

- Another possibility, mentioned above, would be to require States to provide a minimum number of
"~ WORK assignments, rather than to serve a percentage of persons in their fiest two years in the

-

WORK program. The number could be calculated by dividing the State’s allocation 6f- WORK

2
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operational money by an operating cost per WORK assignment figure, *States would then not be
‘confronted with what would effectively he an-unfunded mandate to generate additional WORK
assignments. The disadvantage, as noted previously, is the relative lack of incentive to generate
assignments above the minimum number, regardless of the number of people awaiting ass:gnments
- {and the State stlll faces the match rate penalty for persons not in WORK assignments).

.Erther, way, WORK program wages would still be replacing AFDC beneﬁts on basncal!y a ong-
to-one basis, so wages would not represent any additional cost, but we would avoid the messy

' business of trying to estimate in advance the amount that ‘would have been paid in benefits and -
block grantmg that sum, o o -

 States would still have the flexibility to expend WORK administrative doltars on a wide range of
strategies (e.g., performance-based placement contracts with America Works-type entities). There -
would be few WORK assignments avdilable for persons who had been in the WORK program for
over two years and States would have to pay a higher match rate for benefits to persons not in
WORK assignments. Consequently, States would have a legitimate incentive to pursue strategies that
would move WORK participants into unsubsidized employment as rapidly as possible. The more
_persons a State placed into unsubsidized jobs, the smaller the denominator for the participation
,standard ca]c:ulatnon and the sma]ler number of WORK assignments the State would have to create.

If a State were requlred to create a minimum numbér of WORK assngnments rather than provnde
assignments to a percentage of short-term WORK participants, however, there would be a disincentive
© 1o pursue strategies such as performance-based placement contracts, for fear of not generating the
minimum number of actual assignments (there are fairly cpmpelling reasons not 1o count placements

" into unsubgidized private sectof_jobs as WORK assignments; see WORK specifications).

One solution would be to set the minimum number. of WORK assignments such that the State could

- meet the requirement and still have WORK money available for job search assistance and for other
strategies. The higher match rate for persons who had reached the time limit and were not in WORK:
* assignments would serve as an incentive for States to find the most effective means of movmg
1nd1v1dua]s from the WORK program into unsubsidized employment
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_5 Persons who become temporarily ill or face a new major new temporé\;_:mg iment to work
eferr

' they cannot. requalify for

WORK Program ‘

Key Elements:

Work and Pay:

wage. Hours are set by the state, minimum 15 hours, maximum 35.
2: Supplementary AFDC and Food- Stamp benefits calculated accordmg to existmg state Jaw on-a
set.

3 Maximum of 12 (187) months subsidized wark in edch a551gnrnent States are encouraged to

find placements what w1]l lead to unsubmdmed work at the same estabhshment after the initial

p]acement
: 7 S : c ‘ t'\m . SC(}(D(
4 Persons' in subsidized WORK.assignments.do not collect the EITC : ?( '

such that their pay is likely to fall sigmﬁoantly may apply for temporary tatus and then
collect equivalent some additional benefits during the period. Persons in Tfiis status count agamst
the limit on pre-JOBS / deferrals .

6. Persons whose status db(anges perm@ly may apply to be placed in Pre«lOBS program but
waless th they have earned added credtts by belng., off of weifare

7. Child care to be determined.
Administration

1. States are required to have WORK advisory panel with me‘mbers'hip from Laiaor, Business,
Community Organizations, etc. The advisory panel must-approve the WORK plan.

2. States submit a WORK plan to feds.

3. States are reimbursed as follows:

For each WORK placement: _
-~ flat amount for administrative costs -
-~ expected earnings (hours times wage) retmbursed accodms to standard AFDC match
<= any supplementary AFDC and Food Stamps as per current law

1. Work for. Wag,es Persons are paid an hourly-wage rate, set by the state not less than minimum -

3 month prospective ba51s assumning the person does in fact work the hours required at the wage

)

| gl

| Gk’

States are not expected to track actual expenses or costs of wages for each placement thus :

states may use the monies to subsidize work and create jobs in any fashion they choose
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4. National Service displacement Language including labor veto over placements in existirig
“bargaming unit poisitons - . : o N '

L]
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WORK .

"Vision

Some welfare recipients will reach the end of their time limit

for receiving cash assistance without having obtained a job in.
the private secter, even despite their and the system’s best

efforts. These recipients must have the opportunity to- support
themselves and their families. At the same time;, it is
reasonable to expect work in return for support. The WORK'
program will make the expectatlon of ‘work real, by prov1d1nq
opportunltes to work : \

We have very little experlence to bulld on in. provxdlng work ,
opportunites for the populatlon of welfare recipients that is
likely to reach_the time limit. For this reason, and because,of
the diversity of local situations and -client populatlohé, it is
important that the progrma be designed in a very flexible way,
with the opportunity for planning, demonstration, and ongoing
assessment and modification. Several prlnc1ples, however; are
very important: adequate work. opportunites for all whe are past
the time limit, a preference for private sector work over public,
a preference for work for wages over work for welfare beneflts,

‘and non- dlsplacement of current workers.

Proqram Tlmlnq

Assumes October 1994 passage of welfare 1eglslat10n,
demonstratlon authority for secretary to give grants for
demonstration projects; one year planning period (preferably w1th
implementation grants) for all states before first program
participants hit the time limit. Assumes a seven year

authorization period for the legislation; with regquired reportingi

by the Secretary'eighteen months before.the expiration date.

‘July“1995"F1rst states 1mplement TAP for appllcants and
'reclplents born after 1970 _ .

' July 1995: Selected states begin implmenting demonstration .

WORK program for volunteers or selected subpopulations

July 1996: Early states begln 1mp1ementatlon plannlng for
WORK program . ‘ :

October 1996: All states required to implement TAP for
applicants and recipients born after .1970"

 January 1997: Second Clinton administration begins
- July 1997: First recipients hit time limits invearly.

3



implementing .states

October 1997: Last'states'begin‘implementation planning for
WORK program : - co 'fl ' ..

October.1998'- First program partlclpants hlt tlme 11m1t 1n i
.late 1mp1ement1ng states. ' _ : : o '

December 1999'- A maximum of 230,000 part1c1pants are

enrolled in the WORK program (if all states 1mplemented ,
October 1995) . _ ‘ P
April 2000. Seéretary submits required reports .on
1mp1ementatlon of the leglslatlon and suggested _
]’:EVlSlonS - ‘ ) ] B SR Lo — . ‘-,‘.

January 2001: " First Gore admlnlstratlon beglns

-

October 2001: Authorlzlng leglslatlon explres_

'Februéry'zooz ' Mary Jo reaches age 60 retlres to the g
Maine woods, and applies for LIHEAP beneflts. :

,Targettlng on young appllcants and rec1p1ents ensures that the

. numbers of program partlclpants hitting the time limit w111 be

. guite modest even five years after implementation. Early - ,

establishment of demonstrations will enable some knowledge to be ‘-

gained before required participants hit the time limit, at' least

- on inplementation and design issues. Establishing a defined

~ planning period for states will focus their attention before that’

time on the JOBS program, but will also encourage them .to devote

serious attention to d351gn1ng the WORK program. A“deflned ‘

authorization period ensures assessment of the legislation and

. revision if necessary, before the program reaches an unmanageable
‘scale. o L v R .

Program Design

o0 By two years after the date of state implementation of.
the TAP program, states must ‘have in place a WORK
program of sufficient scale to serve all program
participants who hit the time limit but are unable to
obtain work in the prlvate Sector.

o . The program must have an admlnlstratlve and governlng
structure that is certlfled by . the governor to:

-—- ensure accountablllty for serv1ng ellglble T .
re01p1ents, . i B

L o—— ensure smooth coordlnatlon w1th and handoff from

2



the JOBS program,

'~ ensure coordlnatlon with other workforce
development programs in the state;

-~ ensure participation. in policy decisions by the
business community, labor unions and recipients.

The V-2 agency will be assumed to be the _
administration entity for the WORK program as well as
the JOBS program unless a waiver is specifically’ _
. .. Pequsted by the governor. In states designated. for ..
One-Stop .Career Centers, the .WORK program will be a
memeber of the State Human Resource Investment Council,
" which will facilitate coordination~at the local level.

o . The program will be fUnded'through.a{ég;;;afgggzgigﬁéﬁiib
- allocated to the states on the same basis as JOBS .
‘funds. States will be reimbursed for.x percent -of WORK
program expenditures (same as JOBS matching rate) up to
the cap. Wages and/or benefits to WORK program’
partlclpants will be reimbursed at the AFDC bene

iihlng rate. States may choose to receive bloc

D of funds for the WORK program which covers éjither
sgram operation only or program operation plus
estlmated wage/benefit costs.  The secretary will study
the potential effects of other reimbursement systems,
including various kinds of "’ incentive systems, and =
report to the Congress on her flndlngs one year before
the explratlon of the legislation. :

ISSUE: . AMOUNT OF THE CAPPED~ENTITLEMENT. IT SHOULD PROBARLY BE
BASED ON, PREDICTIONS OF THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE WHO WILL HIT THE i
. TIME LIMIT IN VARIOQUS YEARS ASSUMING NO BEHAVIORAL EFFECTS OF THE
PROGRAM, TIMES AN ESTIMATED REASONABLE COST PER SLOT, PERHAPS
WITH A SMALL CUSHION. THIS WILL PUT. AN EFFECTIVE CAP.ON THE
NUMBER. OF PEOPLE WHO WILL BE SERVED WITHOUT ESTIMATING OR
ALLOCATING A SPECIFIC NUMBER OF SLOTS. AN ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE
TO LIMIT THE NUMBER OF SLOTS AS WELL, BUT THIS COULD .SEEN AS IN

_ CONFLICT WITH A" COMMITMENT TO SERVE" EVERYONE.

0 States may. prOV1de ‘work opportunltles for part101pants
' through the following mechanisms: work supplementatlon
to private sector employers; public work 'slots paying .
wages for hours worked; communlty services slots with
work a condition of receiving benefits. During the
‘authorization period of- this leglslatlon, states may
establish their slots in any combination they wish.
Work for wages will be encouraged; - some  funds might be

‘reserved to the secretary  to provide incentives for
~establishing work for wages slots.  The secretary will

publlsh quldellnes and 1nformat10n on’ model programs

3
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"for administering work for wages programs and ensuring'

the protection of workers. The secretary will fund
demonstrations of programs which use the WORK agency as
the employer. As a result of study and analysis, the ‘
secretary may recommend limitations on different types' C

of slots for the next-authorization perioed.

' States must certlfy that work opportunltles ptovidéd . ‘ i

through the WORK program de not displace other workers ?53

.(INSERT WHATEVER LANGUAGE WE NEED HERE.)

-Resgpn51b111t1es of States and Recipients’

O -

States must provide a work opportunity for everyone who
is eligible. The secretary will collect data on the
demand for multiple placements, study alternatives .to
providing multiple slots, and make recommendations for
the reauthorlzatlon. : : '

ISSUE: SHOULD STATES ONLY BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE ONE WORK
OPPORTUNITY, RATHER THAN MULTIPLE OPPORTUNITIES? ALTERNATIVES:
NO BENEFITS; RETURN TO JOBS PROGRAM;. .BENEFITS WITHOUT
RESPONSIBILITIES. - OUR FOCUS STRATEGY MAKES THE PROVISION OF -
MULTIPLE SLOTS ‘QUITE. FEASIBLE WITHIN THE AUTHORIZATION PERIOD.

o

Work opportunltles.must be for a flxed number of hours
between 10 and 35 per week. The pay or benefits

associated. wlth the work hours must be at least egual
" to. the number of work hours times the minimum“wage )

If the pay or beneflts prov1ded by the work opportunlty ' ;
1is -less that the AFDC benefits that the person would be '[i)
eligible for if she were not working, the state must
supplenent those benefits by treating WORK pay or

benefits as income for the purposes of AFDC Co '
eligibility, assuming that the pay received 1s the pay

~ associated with the number of required hours. (If .you

don’t work and don’t ‘get paid, your benefits don't'go'

‘up.) The costs of child care must be dlsregarded 1n

maklnq this calculation.

. ISSUE: IS THIS THE RIGHT WAY TO THINK ABOUT THIS? THE

ALTERNATIVES ARE TO MAKE STATES PROVIDE WORK HOURS AND/OR WAGES *
ASSOCIATED WITH WORK OPPORTUNITIES SUFFICIENT TC ENSURE A- LEVEL [)
OF SUPPORT EQUAL TO THAT OF AFDC RECIPIENTS WHO DON’'T WORK; OR TO
ALLCW RECIPIENTS, ESPECIALLY IN HIGH BENEFIT ' STATES TC:-BE WORSE

OFF IN -THE WORK PROGRAM THAN THEY WOULD HAVE BEEN ON AFDC. '

o)

Child care sub51d1es must be made avallable to WORK
participants who are not eligible for supplemental AFDC

beneflts. Subsidies nay be substituted for disregards.



o Placements in any one WORK slot w111 be llmlted to ‘one
year, at state option up to two years. States must
regquire a period of private sector job search between’ .
WORK assignments of up to eight weeks. WORK . . -'ﬂw
participants receive benefits equal to, AFDC benefits
durlng job search perlods :

o Partlclpants in the WORK program may not clalm the EITC
_ for pay or benefits they receive while 'in the. progran.
(I'M ASSUMING THAT PEOPLE IN PRIVATE UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS
ARE NOT IN THE WORK PROGRAM B :
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_Structure of the Program

" DRAFT: For discussionoaly =~ . S e (ZL(

DEFINITIONS: The term "WORK asmgnmentfs" refers only to work- for-wageé positions, "WORK
participants” are defined as all persons who have reached the time limit and ‘are subjéct to the work .

- -requirement, including both persons in WORK assxgmnents and t.hose in community work experience
. programs (see below) )

. ’ B .. B
. . . . Lo
e ) . : i

o« 'Work for«wages would be the model for the WORK program.. St.ates would be gwen the .
" .option of enrofling up to/20% of WORK program participants in CWEP; rather than in e
WORK assignments. ' : o e

* . States would be required to a551gn ultimate respons:blllty for the WORK: program to the IV-A

© agency, but the IV-A agency would have complete latitude to subcontract some or all WORK

. program services-out to, for example, the loca! JTPA administrative entity. States might b
required to submit the JOBS, WORK and JTPA plans _;omtly to encourage coordmatlon

. | CWEP placements could be in the publlc or pof- prof it gectors only. -

. . States would have the opuon of enrolling WORK part:cnpants in CWEP with a $100 per

" month work stipend in addition to the standard cash benefit. ‘There would be no Jimit on the @ o
percentage of WORK participants States could enroll in "CWEP with a work bonus :
_posmons

L -Strong public sector anti-displacement prowsmns developed 1n conjunctlon with the public
- sector vnions, would be put in- place :

e Certain provisions concermng the WORK program (e.g., the percentage cap on the number of
' persons in CWEP) could not be wawed : : -

}Vhy? : e .
Offering States the option of CWEP as an alternative to, rather than in addmon 10, the work-for-

wages model; would be a dangerous gamble

A work-for-wages model would not necessarlly be substantlally more dlfficult to admlmster than
CWEP. As noted above, State IV-A agencies would be encouraged to subcontract those furictions
which they are not best suited to perform (e.g., placing persons in private sector, OJT-type WORK:
a351gnments) out to the JTPA program or othér entities. States, however, have experience in
operating CWEP, albeit-on a much smaller 'scile; whereas work-for-wages is a untested concept.

- Many States might consequently be tempted to go with the devil they know, wnthout giving work-for- -

wages serious consnderat:on

g While’.ibmay not be possible to move large numbers of participants out of the WORK program and .
~ into unsubsidized private sector jobs-even under a work-for-wages model, a work-for-wages model is,

more consistent with-a private sector focts, not to mention with providing meaningful work. CWEP-

-
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pamcrpants with their w1dely varying and uneven hours of work, would likely not be very aitractive
to private employers or pamqularly suitable for substantive, skill- -building positions.

There is some evidence-on the impact of CWEP programs on employment and earnings, and it could
not be called encouraging. This is a strong argument for dissuading States from pursuing the CWEP
route. Moreover, the work-for-wages model would need to be implemented on a fairly wide scale,
rather than in a few, not-randonﬂy*selected States in order to determine lf it deI ivers better results
than CWEP.

‘ Finally, one of the most salient differences between the Administration’s plan as it currently stands
and the House and Senate Republican bills is the choice of work- -for-wages over CWEP. We need to
consider the polltlcal as well as the progranunauc effects of permlttmg States to opt for CWEP -
exclusively..

Hours, Wages and Supportwe Servmm

. WORK assignments would be for a minimum of 15 and a maximum of 35 hours per week
and would have to pay at least the minimum wage (more at State optron) ‘

e . The hours for persons in CWEP would be calculated by dmdmg the cash benefit by the
~ minimum wage. The amount of any child support orders would be deducted fromthe benefit
- for the purpose of calculating required CWEP hours. The 15~hour mmlmum would apply
only o WORK ass:gnments not to CWEP participation.

"« The earnings disregard for WORK assrgnmems would be a flat $120 per month. WORK |
-~ wages would count ag earned incore for most purposes except for calculation of the EITC.
Child support would be treated Just as it would for any other family with earmngs

. .Beneﬁts pa:d to CWEP partrcrpants would be treated as beneﬁts rather than: earnmgs for all
: purposes..
.. - States would be required to guarantee ch:!d care and(or other suppomve services if needed for

participation in the WORK pmgram

Private’ Employers R
. Retention language similar to that found in the WORK specifications {and the JTPA statute) .
would be adopted--private, for-profit employers who demonstrated 2 pattern of falllng to " O\C

retain WORK participants would be excluded fram the program

.’ 'I'he WORK program subsidy for a WORK assngnment in a private, for—prof' it firm would be : ')
: llmlled to'50 percent of the wages pa:d to the partlupa.nt ; V“j

Why? ‘ : U ) o :
Both of the above provisions are intended to sérve as protections agalnst recyclmg of WORK o
_participants by employers. While there. is not currently such a limit'on the work supplementatton _

2
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wage subsidy, work suppiementation is not, to put it mildly, extensively used. The WORK program
will be on a much larger scale and under much greater scrutiny, with a correspondmgly greater risk
of abuses and scandals. .

Moreover, staff from the Department of Labor expressed skepticism about the' marginal value of
increasing the subsidy above 50 percent, particularly given that WORK :program subsidies already ..
" have the advantage of extending for up to {2 months, as ‘opposed to 6 months for JTPA OIT.

. Length of Partlupatlnn/Number of WORK Assngnments
. ‘ WORK program pamcmants would in genera! be. llmlted to either two WORK assignments
~ " (one at State option) or 24 months in the WORK program (12 at State option), whlchever is
shorter The 24-month limit would apply to-participation in CWEP as well. ©

. States would be requ:red to prowde WORK assignments (or CWEP placements) 10 a hlgh

percentage (e.g., 65%) of those who had not yet held two WORK assignments or spent two

years in the WORK program. -
. The toml number of WORK ass1gnments (nat:onwnde) would be llmlted to. 300 000.

>~ .States would be requlred to re-assess WORK participants at. the two-year/two«asmgnment mark
. 10 determine if more time in the WORK program would be appropriate, or if other services
might be in order. In instances in which other services were needed individuals could be
referred back to the JOBS program

e Persons re-evaluated and sent back to the JOBS program would be eligible for cash beneﬁts
without a time limit. If the State SubseqUendy determined that a person in this category
would benefit from another WORK assignment, he or she could be sent back to the WORK
program, - :

%}:9 } :
For the time limit to be more than a semantic exerc1se a recnplent reaching the time limit would need

to know that he or she will be going to a WORK assng_nment very shortly and will not be placed ona
. waiting list indefinitely. If the time limit means only that benefit checks are sent out under a different

program name, with perhaps a few additional toothless requirements (e.g., unmonitored self-mmated
- community service) imposed, we cannot expect any change in the phllosophy of either rec:p:enrs or
welfare offices to result. .

On the other hand, guarameemg a WORK ass:gnment to everyone reachlng the time limit, wh:ch
would be the other way of ensuring a WORK assignment for those just hxttmg the wall, could be
prohlbltwel y expernsive.

7,

Tt would be difficult if not lmpossmle to cap the fundmg for such a WOR]{ program. While our cost '

estimates have presumed @ WORK assignment for everyone reaching the time limit, they have also
presumed substantial caseload reductions which may or may not be accepted by CBO. Moreover,

CBO’s current model predicts that the marginal cost:of ‘work slots, not including child care, rises with -
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the number of persons in the program {i.e., enrolling the 300,000th person would cost $2, 700 per .' |
year, while enrolling the 1,000,000th would cost $5,400 per year). Consequently, CBO might score’
phenomenal costs for an open -ended WORK program (including a full-participation CWEP model)

Limiting participation in the WORK' program'to two yearsftwo WORK assignments would effectively .
cap the size and cost of the program in the steady state {even in ‘the absénce of a cap on the number-
of WORK assignments). As noted above, some persons could be requlred to wke part in the WORK
program for a longer penod when approprlate .

i K T - e T

)

- % " "Phase-in the time limit and the WORK program SlOWl)’, beginning with, 3ppl'°3“t3 and

rec1p1ents age 24 and under and increasing by one-year age increments each year thereafter.
The Secretary of HHS would be required to make a report to Congress at the 4 or S -year 3
.point (e.g., FY 2000) on the implementation of the new program; 1ncludmg lmpacts and the
characteristics of the persons subject to the new rules who had been in lhe system -
continuously smce the phase~m :

s - The Secretary w0uld also be requ1red to make reconunendations as to 'any changes or shifts of
direction needed . :
.. The new program, mcludmg both the time limit and the WORK program would: have to be

_reaut.horlzed after 8-10 years.

Why?

- A slower phase—m strategy would not only keep costs. down durmg the five-year budget wmdow but

would also provide adequate time to evaluate the effect of the new program before expanding it to the

entire caseload

But does a slow phase-in constitute changing welfare as we know it?

A strong argument could be made that by beginning with applicants and recipients 24 and under, the
Administration would be immediately changing welfare for the most critical population, vounger
recipients and especially younger applicants who are ai the greatest risk of long-term welfare receipt.
The Administration’s bill would be reaching this population more rapidly than does the House
Republican bitl, whlch does not phase-in current recnplents mcludmg those: under 25 at present untll
1999. ‘ : :

.Another argument in favor of a phase—m beginning with those 24 and under is that these most at-risk
_recipients might get lost during a more rapid phase-in; focusmg on younger rec1p1ents first is the best

bet for success wuh this essential subgroup

The Admmlstfatlon would make the commitment in the bill to senmbly expand to the rest of the
caseload as rapidly as resources allow, with the benefit of the knowledge plcked up durmg the early
years of the phase-in. ' :
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Funding

'WORK money would be defined as only the new_money needed to set up WORK

assignments. This funding would be capped and would be distributed to States according to
the number of persons in the J OBS program subject to the time limit in the State, relative to.

" the number in all States.

Federal money for wages to persons in WORK ass)ighiﬁeh_ts would not be capped. The

. Federal government would reimburse States for wages to persons in WORK assignments, with

no limit on Federal matching funds-(as-noted-above, however, the total number of WORK
asmgnments would be cappecl)

“The Federal match rate for wages W(;[l- be structured s0 as to encourage (high-benefi t) States
. to make their WORK assignments 15

hours per week, as opposed to 30 35.

States would face a higher match rate for beneﬁts to persons who had reached the time limit

and were not m a WORK assignment.

' [see piece on Allocation of WORK Prqgram Funds for further discussioli, of funding issues]
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Issue Paper.: WORK PROGRAM FUNDING

Key QuestlonS' '

. - What'is meant by the terms "WORK fundu;g or "WORK money"“ .
' How should WORK funding be allocated?

. How much ['Iexlblhly should Stalm be given in the spendmg of WORK dollars"

pla!

"For example, a State receives $10 million in WORK dollars. Does that $10 million represent thel

money for WORK wages and for WORK operational costs, or just for the latter? What can the Staie

- do with that sum? Is the State re(juired to spend all of the money on WORK: aésignments‘? Is. it

required to spend any of the money on WORK positions, or could all of the funds be devoted to
performance-based placement contracts, job search workshops, microenterprise activities and other
strategies to move persons from the WORK program to work? ' :

Would persons who, for example, had been referred to a placement contractor be el igible for cash
benefits while awaiting placement? What about individuals enrolled in job search or in the very eariy

stages of starting their own microenterprises (i.e., before any revenue has come in)? . Would such~

cash benefits come out of WORK money or from AFDC {or the successor program) funds?

* ‘What if a State, due to a lack of matching funds, administrative difficulties or a preference for offrer -
strategies, gencrated very few WORK assignments? Could the State’ s:mply continue to pay AFDC or
Lhe equwalent benefits to most of Lhose in the WORK program? .

A Preferred A!locanon Strategy

- Money for the cost of | operatmg the program would be capped and ditributed according to the
- number of persons in the State subject to the time limit (i.e., thosé required to participate in JOBS).

The State match for WORK administrative funding would be set at least the JOBS match rate and
perhaps hagher Statés would be reimbursed for wages at the FMAP, with no limit on Federal

matching funds. Persons in the WORK program but not in WORK assignments would be el lgnble for

cash benefits, which would a]so be reimbursed at tbe FMAP

The Federal match rate for WORK wages. could be set bigher than the FMAP to encourage States to

generate WDRK assignments rather than lengthy waiting lists. Conversely, the match rate for persons, _

who were awaiting WORK assignments could be set lower than the FMAP, to achieve the same end.
Both match rates could decrease with the length of time persons had spent in the WORK program, to
give States an incéntive to move WORK partlelpams into unsubsidized employment as rapldly as
possible. ' .

* The distinction between the administrative money and the wage money would have to be made in any. -
- event for match rate purposes, since the Federal match for WORK administrative dellars would likely
. be higher than the Federal match for WORK wages (much as the JOBS match rate is higher than the
‘FMAP). ' The cap on WORK money could be set relatively painlessly, since wages and cash benefits

~ would not have to be paid out of the capped WORK allocation. If the capped WORK allocation
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included funds for ,wages.‘and cash benefits and the cap were set too low, a State would be left with
insufficient funds to provide income support to persons in'the WORK program (see below).

Under this arrangement, wages for persons in WORK assignients would essentially be the
money that would otherwise have been paid in AFDC benefits to such persons, The

' Department, however; would avoid the arduous and messy business of trying to estimatezin -
advance the amount that would- have been paid in benefits to such persons, and States would not

.. be left holding the bag in the event of flawed projecnons (see below) e

There is still the questlon of how, if WORK administrative funding were capped-, States with higher
than average per participant operational costs weuld be reimbursed adequately for such ‘expendirurc;c;. :

States would under this structure, still have the flexibility o spend the WORK operauona! ﬁmdmg on
a range, of activities, including job search assistance and perfonnance—based placement contracts.

- It should be noted that the méthod by which the Federal governm‘ent reimburses States is qu.nﬁrz

separate from the mechanism by which a State channels funds to private employers or '
‘placement contractors. A State could choose to make the wage subsidy payments to employers of =
WORK participants on a monthly basis or in a lump sum at the outset of a WORK assignment, or by
some combination of the two methods. Similarly, a State could pay placement contractors a '
percentage of the fee at the outset and the remainder upon placement, or the entire fee upon '
placement, Regardiess of the method by which the State transferred dollars to WORK employers, the
‘Federal government would reimburse the State for wages at the FMAP (or a hrgher rate), and for
admmrstratwe spendmg at the WORK match rate. T

There is still the question of whether a State. should be requlred to spend at least some of its WORK _
administrative money on generating WORK assignments, or whether a State would be permlttev:i for
example, to put all its WORK money into placement contracts and create no WORK assrgnments

" Perhaps a more salient questron is, what 1f a State devotas most of its WORK fundlng to generating
WORK assignments but due to administrative difficulties or insufficient matching funds provides vir ¥
few WORK assrgnments‘? -Would such a State face any penalty‘?

'Stdtes could be required to generate a minimum number of WORK assignments, to ensure that a work"
requirement would kick in for at least some percentage of persons who had reached the time limit.

The minimum number would be based on the State’s allocation of WORK funds and would be set

such that the State could meet the requirement and still have WORK money available for other
strategies designed to move peaple out of the WORK program and into unsubsndlzed employment

. (including selﬁemployment)

Alternatively, Stat% could be required to enroll a certain percentage (e.g., 80-95%) of persons whe
had not yet reached the reassessment point in WORK assignments, provided WORK administrative
funding were sufﬁcie'm to enable States to p'rovide WORK aEsignments'to such a number. of persons.’

T'here are farrly compelling reasons not t0 count placements into unsubsrdlzed _]Obs as WORK ...
assngnments It would be difficult to distinguish WORK' participants who found, or would hdve

2
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found, jobs on their own from those whose employment was attributable to: State job placement
efforts, A State which was'especially creative at counting could claim to have provided the minimum -
number of WORK assignments while still having a lengthy waiting list. What if an individual found a
position but lost it two months jater? Would it be counted as a WORK assngnment for those two
months? Monitoring how long persons plaeed in unsubsu;llzed employment kept such jobs could
prove rather difficult. : : :
The allocation strategy described above attempis to afford States considerable flexibility, while
ensuring that at least a2 minimum number of WORK assignments is provided by each State. The ’
* intent of the structure is to give States an.incentive to move persons out of the WORK program and
into unsubsidized employment as rapidly as possnble while mlmmlzmg the admmlstratwe burden for.
both the States and the Federal goverument :

i Why Not a Flexible PooI of Wages and Admzmsrranve Do!lars?

Another option would be to require States to furnd income support for persons who had reached the
time limit out of WORK program funds. In other words, WORK money would include both the.

. funding to generate and maintain the WORK assignments and the wages to be paid to persons in
WORK assignments—a "fléxible pool™ of both types of doltars. The amount for wages would be

‘ equal to the amount that would have been paid in cash benefits to such persons.

Since WORK dollars would be allocated at the start of the ﬁscal year, WORK money for a year
would be equal to the operanonal funding plus the amount in benefits that would have been paid to
the number of persons we esrimazed would be in the WORK program durmg the year, not the actua!
number of people in WORK posmons during that year

If WORK fundmg is capped, an erroneous estimate on the Department’s part would be rather
- problematic, - If the Department guessed low, a State would be left with insufficient funds to provide .- |
WORK assignments or cash benefits to all who had reached the time limit. The State would then be
left to either pick up the tab or deny support to persons who were willing to work. -

“ One solution would be 1o permit a State, "m such an inﬁtan_ce, to provide cash benefits out of AFDC d
{or the equivalent program} money to such persons. A State which, however, generated few WORK .
assignments, as discussed above, could then pay cash benefits, out of AFDC money, to the large

" number of persons in the WORK program but not in WORK asmgnments

Deﬁmng WORK money as both the admlmstratwe dollars to set up the WORK assngnments and the
WORK wages, and capping that total would be tantamount to replacing AFDC, which is an uncapped
" entitlement, with a capped entitlernent for persons who had reached the time limit. States are not
likely to welcome such an arrangement, unless the Federal match rate for WORK money i
substantially higher than the FMAP or even the JOBS match rate. . -

This structure would also impose a substantial administrative burden on the Department, which would
be required,. for each State, to calculate the amount that would have been prowded in beneﬁts to
persons who were in the WORK program.

. .:w-'
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Writing the capped WORK fundlng fevels into law as part of- the Admlmstratlon s bill would be
particularly challenging, as it would require estimatiag the number of persons who would be in the ‘
- WORK program in, for example, fiscal years 1996 through 1999. The level of WORK: funding might
have to be determined on an annual basis, which would do little to assuage fears of a massively
expensive WORK program. 'If the number of persons in the WORK program rose from year to year
WORK fundmg would then rise accordmgly :

It is not clear what the advantages are to such a block grantmg scheme. Much the same effect
could be achieved by the strategy described above, which distinguishes between money for
setting up the' WORK ass:gnments and money for WORK program wages

S (D S
Vgl 0cadL wac& S

Lot 34)‘,- r?‘JL



