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WORK' 

~y.rrent l.aw 

~re\ is at p~esent nothing in Tule IV oftheSodaJ Security Act concernIng 4 workp'~~grfl!" of the .. ' 

type ,tnvisioned here. States, are.presenf!Y permitted to operate on-ihe-Job trainillg. work. ,,,,' 

supplemen~ation and commuiUrY wiirk eiperience. programs as part of the JOBS program (Section 

482(e) aNl482(j), Social SecUrity A.ct, ,CFR 250.61,250.62,250.63). Regulations, however, ., 

explicitly prohibit States from operartng a progTQIII ofpublic service employmeTiiimder t11£ JOBS 


.. " umbrella (CFR 250.47). ,. , ":, " , 	 '. ' ,.' 

1. 

The fOCUs ofthe' iiimsitiOtud assisttince program wU~ be helpUig people move from welfiire to self' 
,sufficiency through work. The two-yeOl rime llm1t is part ofthis ejJon. Some welfare recipients will, 
however, .reach the tWo-year time limit without having found a jOD, despite h,aving parttdpp.red 

, satiqtu..1oriiy in the JOBS program. We are co'mm.itted to providing them wiih the 0PP0rt7Jnity to work 
to supporr theirfainilie~. . 

The WORK program would make ~rk ~8igiune1us (hereafter-WORK a.ulglzmentS) En the public, 
privaze and non-profit sectors available to persons who had re.tU'Ju'.lJ. me time limit for tTatzsttWnai 
assi;rtan.ce. Staus would be required to create a minimum niJl:nberofWORK assignments. but would 
otherwLr;e be given consider(1}Jlejlexibiliry in theupenditure ofWORKprogram/Wids.' For eXt1mple, 
$tates would be pe'?1fitred 10 .conJract·wah privaie firm.s and non-profits to place persons in 
lIJ1Subsidked private sector jobs, . 	 

Definition: The terms "WORK assignments" and "WORK positions" are defined as tempurary, 
publicly subsidized jobs in the pubHc, private an~ non·profit sectors. 

I l' r (;' \);w~
lM:r~~ . 

(a) 	 ·Each State would be required to operate a WORK'progrmn which would mak~'at'leasta 

minimum number of WORK assignments available to persons who had reached the time limit 

Jor transitional assistance. 

(b) 	 S~tes ~ould be:iequired to assign administration of the WORK program to a single State .. 
, 'agency. The'administi:ativestructure of the WORK. progfapl at the state level would take pne 
of the following thr~ forms: . _ 

OPTION. CJ..NE~ " .' .-"- '.. . .' 

States would have complete t1e1{ib~ity as to which agency would administer the WORK 


. program. which would permit States to aQministerthe JOBS and WORK. programs. either 

. through the same agency or through differeniiigencies. . . 
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OPTION nvo~ 	 ,-~, ' , . 
States would ,be required to administer the JOBS aDd WORK programs through' the same 
agency, b!lt the provision in current law mandating States to adniinister the JOBS program
!iJrough the IV-A agenc;y would be el~ated, whicb-wQuld. for eJ;ample,3Jlow States to 
operate both programs through the JTPA sysuam;-' ". , ...... ' '.' .' ",' 

~ ...:":~ ..~ 	 ·OP110N~Tl:lREE. ,"' . 
States would be CCQ1:lired to administer both die JOBS and WORK'programs through the rv:'A 
agency. but tbe rv-A agency would be encouraged to subContraCt with the State JTPA' . 

, program to provide services, including botP: WORK assignment! and job search assistance, [0 

.WORK program patticip~ts. ". . 

PROS AND CONS OF mE OmONS.. 
.. '. Operating the JOBS and WORK progra:ms through different agencies, as States would be 

permitted to do.uuder Option One, could present seriOJ,lS adm.inil!.tri1tive headaches..... The 
agency in charge of the JOBS program would have a strong incentive to concentrate on the _. 
more employable participants, leaving the more difficult:1O-serve for the,WORK program. 
The.agency operating the WORK program would have an equallY.strong iIlcentive to put the 
bhifne foe any difficulties it was experiencing in moving WORK program participants into 
unsuhsidizedjobs on the JOBS program's failure to adeqUate]y·prep~c them for'emp!Qyment. 

On the other hand, a State might cODclude that ope agency is ba~t suited. for prov~ding , 

education and training services and moving recipientS into work, while another.i~ best 

equipped to generate WORK 'assigrunents which will lead to unsubsidized private Sector 

employment.· Mo~eover. separating the administration of the·[WC) programs would empha.~ize . 

the distinction hetween cash assist8.nceandthe WORK. program.' A State might bea,!are of 

"<, 


the potential for coordination prohlems and :yet j\Jdge that.the benefits from administering the . 

two programs ~ough different entities might outweigh the costs.· It is not clear that such a 


. Stale should be precluded from opting for' ~i.s route. 	 . ' 

Under Option. Two, a State w~1I1d be requieed to OPIr"ct.te both progIaJ::QS through a single 
. agency, but that.agency cOu14 be an entity other than the IV-A agency.. Apan' from the issues.· 
cOncerning moving the JOBS program out of the' IV-A agency, there istlle question of 
cooediilaiion between the WORK program and the waiting list. RegardleSs of which entity 
administers the WORK program, the IV-A agency w,?uld 1ikely need to be involved with 
respect to the waiting Jist, given that sOme Rlonirorlllg of the activities required of persons on 
the waiting list would be needed (see Allocation of WORK Assignments/Waiting List below): 

. A.~c;igning responSibi~ity for tb~~ORK program to tbeIV·A agency WQuid not preclude 
extenSive-involvement by the JTPA system i l1 the WORK program. Under OptiOlfThree, the 
'IV-A agcncy could. for, example, subcnntract with the JTPA program to generate the WORK 
assignments,intbe private and non-profit sectors, keeping.t1!~_~kof cr~dng public sector . 
WORK assignments for itself. . . 	 . . 	 . 
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Option Three would give overall control of the WORK program lO the IV-A agency. A State, 
might strongly prefer to give the final say over the WORK program to the JTPA program or ' 
another entity and again, it is not clear that a State should be explicitly probibited from doing 

, so. 

" 
(c) 	 .. Localities would be required to desiglwe a body with balanced private s~1or, union and 


community (e.g.•_couunumty-basedorgan!zation) represeotatioll, 5Uth as the local Private

' 

I ~ " ': 

" 

Industry CouncU (pIC). to provide guidance,'and, oversigbt to ,the WORK program. "'. ~'\. ' 

(d) 	 Each state would be required to make the WORK progr4IJ1' available, in all area,s o~ the State 

: by a specified date. ' , .. . ' 


-- (e) , 	 St<rtes would be permitted but' not rc.m.uiredlo have the en~ity administering the WORK 
program act as the employer ofWORK program participants with respect,tO disbursing 
payChecks, Workers" Compensation and Sf:) forth. 

2. 	 FIJJo.fDlNG 

The actual Costaf the WORK' program, for budget purposes, is the additional cost of placing persons 

in WORK aSsipmenL~ relative to paying them cash benefit!i'. The term "WORK program funds" as 

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

[The method, of reimbursing States for wages paid to persOM in WORK'assigrunents will be 

considered 8.41 part of thewscussion of all matdl rates (AFDC, JOBS and, WOUl to be held 

separately.] 


(a) 	 Federal WORK program funds would be allocated to States by the iOB~ formula (seecbart 

showing State allotments using the JOBS and JTPA formulas)., . 


.	RATIONALE: ' , 
Using a tormula other than the JOBS ~echanism to, distribute WORK program funds would 

,	ensure aformula battle. An argumeot can be made fot':l-<:mg the same formula for both JOBS ' ' 
and WORK fuods, as both programs serve e5sentialfy the samepoP\llatian. Employing the 
JOBS fomnila.but-with a coUntercyclical provision as discussed below. would to some degree 

. talce local ~nomic coriditions into consideration. without igniting a run-scale debate on the 
formula question~ , . ., 

. 	 ' 

(b) 	 'fotal Federal funds available for the WORK program would be capped. 

. A State's allOcalion of WORK program funds _would be increased if unemploymentin the 
. State rose above ..a specified level~ to be determined by the Secr~.The 'over311 cap on 

WORK program funding would be ral5edaccordingly, ' '} " " ' 

3,' 	 FLExlHILITY 

(a) . 	 ,States Would enjoy wide discretionconeermng the spending of WORK program funds. ' A 

State OOul9. pursue any of a wide range of strategies' to provide work to those ,wh~ had 


, 	 "" 

3, 	 '., 'j 
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reached the two-year !ilne limit, with the stipulation that the combination of 8trategies : 

employed by the. State would have to generate the minimum number of WORK assignments wt.)· 


(see Number of WORK Assipments below). .., . ' '. . . ~~ v ~ '( 


'Approaches coUld include. the folJowiD~:' . . '- ", C~.q,rJ\().. 

.'. :~.:' Subsidize notA:or1'r~~t or private secwr jobs (fo~ e,xample, thrC!ugh. expanded. '.' , r__~ 
use of on..me-Job traIDlDg vouchers). '.', .. "- . " . \l-C;~~ \'P'"-., . 

, ,..,..:::t 

• ..Offer ~ployers other bicentives to hire J()BS·gr~Wltes. 

~ • •. Execute performance-baSedcontracts with private fll'IIlS or not-for-profit· 
, r-.i.t-~v ":" '. :••... organizations to place WORK program participants in .unsubsidized jObs. . ," .'. "ttQ. ;,_ . 

~. 	 .' .~~ 

....V),.IS,. , • - Create positiollS In j>ublic sectoragendes. 	 ~' ....~":" • . . 

.~~ 	 • .Support microenwpris~' and self-employmenteffons. ' . " " . r'.~ 
• ~" 	 .' ' , 'fll\'-~S 

" 	 " ....,.......~, 
., "?"" ...v;. Set up community service projects employing welfare recipients as. for: ' ',' 
~~\I""'<c., 0 • CLC--~ . example. health aides in clinicS' located in underserved communitie.c;. . 

.\1- f _.J(~~.

'l1o- ~~. • Employ adult welfare recipients as mentors for teen parents. on assistance, " 

1 

The approaches above would be listed in st:atute as examples.ibut States wdulu: nOl be 
r~tricted to, these Strategies.' " . 

(b) 	 States would be required 10 ~ubmit'a WORK plan, similar to the Sr.a~ JOSS plan. for the ' : , 

approval of the Secretary. The Seeretary w(luld, as with the lOBS plan, consult with the 
Secretary of Labor on pJan requirements and criteria for approving state ,plans. 

, 

,''I 4. ·LIMITS ON· SUBSIDIES TO PlUVA'fE SECTOR EMPLOYERS 


. The WORK program subsidy for a.pOsition in a private, for-profit fum would be limited to 
SO percent of the wages paid to the participant. 

(b) 	 For WORK a&Signments In the priV8!e'seCtor, the wages of a participant co~ld be subsidized . 
for no more ~an 12 months, consistent with the 12-month time limit on any .single WORK 
assignment (see below). If an employer chose to retain a participant after the subsidy ended,' 
the position would no longer be considered a WORK assignment, but rather UDSubsidized 
employment. ' " 	 . 

5. 	 C()()R))JNATION 

(a) . 	 StateSwQqJd be required uj'coordinate the WORK program with other employmemprograms, 
including Ihe Employment Servi~, One-Stop Shopping and School-to-Work,as well as with .' 

. the efforts of the Corporation for National and Community Service. ". , 

, 4 
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6. . . IlETENTION REQtJIREMENTS 

(a) '. States would be required' to track aD.d monitnr the peiformance of private. for-p~fit 
, , employers in retaining WORK. pro~ participants after the subsidy enijed. Employers who 

had demonstrated a pattern of. failiilg to, retaIn WQRK,p~ograIJ1 panicipantS at wages 
compara~le to' those of similarly situated employees woUld be ex<.:luded from the program. , 

. 	 ~... ' '. Prohibited employ~s woulq not be eligible for WORK program funds. , The definition of a 

pattern ofnot retaIning WORK. program.participants would be lefno.the dis~regon of the 

States; 


(b) States would similarly be requtre({ to' monitor the performanCe of for-profit fimls or'not-for- . 
. profits with contracts to place WORK. programpani,cipailtS intouDSubsidiZed employment. , 

Contractors that demonstrated a panern of poor,perfurmagce in.placing WOR{{ program.' . 
participants into 'lasting unsubsidized jobs would likewise, be prohibited from coptracting with 
.the WORK progra.oi.: The definition of poor p~rformance would,,~ above, be determined by 
the State. . .'. '~h 

?"'~ , .r::"'~ 
.;, 	 ..' fIlON-DISMACEMEN"i·r.../~)(tP 7. 

~~", . 
\ (it) Non-displacement language would be based on current law (SeCtion 484(~)" Social Security l \...J..~ 

..... : ,Act), except that WORK program p~cjpants could be placed " ~ led vacancies in the. "'" 
private sector. 'provided the vacancies .were DOt. creatt:d b ayoffs .R. 1~ would have '. . J:'~'~~~ 
eliminated the 'restriction on placing WorkSupplemenlation partte ts in· unfilled vacancies rl,c, ~~ 
in the private sector): ' := ? ." ~ f.' 

. : . ~,d. 
(b) 	.. ,Anti-displacement language applying to the public sector would be ~apted from the non

" displacement language in !he National and Community Semce'Trust Act. 

8. •NUMBER. OF WORK ASsIGNMENTS 

(a) 	 'The participation ~tandard for the WORK program would be expressed as a,IIrlnimum average. " . 
monthly number of WORK~signments each State would be expected to provide (see 

, . attachment on participation standard.o;)... -. 

RATIONALE 
A State, acting in good r4ith·. might easily expend the majorityof its WORK program 
funds on placement, contnlcts with private finns, only to find that the fInns w~e . 
. placing participants who ,would have found jobs'on their oWn, leaving the State with 
no money for WORK assignments and a sizeable waiting list. Speilding'on,foi 

." example, economic development might prove equally ineffective and ieave a State in 
'. ,the saine predi'¢ament. HHS would tticn be held acCountable for,~hat would be 

'regarded as a waste of Ft;denl1 funds. :.' ' ", ~ ,.. . . . "~ 

. 	AWORK program which 'gr~tsStates almost complete flexibility with no_stmd;ud to 
meet may prove ,rather difficult to defend•.An approach which might garner wider 

. 	 ." 
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suppOrt woUld be to grarit Statesgreaf latitude proVided some baSic standard, e.g., 
providing a minimum. number of WORK assigmn~ts. were met~ , 

(b) 	 States would not be permitted·to count UDSubsidized private sector jobs' t~ward the aiinim~m . 
number of WORK' as5igwneot.~_ 

. R.A.TlONALE. ..' ';'. " . . ,.... .. ' 
.' ·"-:Counting placements into unsubsidized jobs toward the minimum numher of WORJ{ 

assignments would be problematic. It wouJd be difficult to distinguish WORK 
.participantS who·found, or would have found. jobs through their own efforts from 
those whose employment was aru:ibutable to State Job placement strategies. 
Consequently, a State which was especially creativeaUXlUnting could claimto ba ....e0< 

provided the minimum f\umber of WORK assignments while stilt having a lengtIiy 
. ' waiting list. 

. Moreover, States which were having difficulty 'generating the minimum number of 
WORK. assignments would have an incentive to delay the movement .of JOBS partici

'. ' 

pants into private scaor employment, in order tt) count these placements as·WORK 
pro,gram positions.. ' . 

(c)" 	 The ~mum number of WORK aSsignmemsfor each S~e wo~d be set by the Secretary;' 

based on the particip~ionstandard arid the number of persoDS wbo had bee-nin the'WORK 

program for less than two years (see attachment. on participation rates). ' 


The minimum 'nUmber would be set such that States could meet the standard' and still ha"e 
.WORK program ftioding avaiJabJe{pr supervised job s~ch' and 'other strategies (e.g., perfor
mance-based placement contracts with private firms).' 

9. 	 ' ALLOcATION OF WORK AssIGNMENTSIWAlTlNG LIST 

.. '(a) 	 If the number of persons who were eligible and applied for WORK positions exceeded the .... 
number of WORK assignment~ available at that point, a State would b'e required to allocate'· 
WORK assj~ents according to a priority system ..and to, maintain a li!<t of persons awaiting a 
WORK assignm.ent. States would be mandated to give preference for WORK assignments to 
Persons new to the WORK program (as Qpposed to nersons !hat had already held a WORK' 
pgsition).· 	 . 

(b) 	 Each· State would be required to establish a ~form set of ruleS by whichth~ priority, syst~m . 
would operate 3.nd infollD aU persons. oil tlie waiting list of these rules. . . . 

",(e)' . 1.n localities in which the WORK progfam.).Vasnotadmlnistered by th; N-A agency, the IV-A 
agency and the entity operatingtbe.WORK program would maintain~ewaiting iistjointly. :> 

The'WORK program agency would be responsihle for placing persons on the waiting list into 
·· .. WORK assigninents. 'while the IV-A agency would be responsible for ensurin~ tJu~t p'ersoDS.. 

. on the waiting list were participating in the required activit!es (e.g., self-initiated community , 
·service);· . . 

6 
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\yaiting list policy could take one ofthe following three forms: 

,OPTION ONE. 
, "" ...',-" Persons on the waiting list for a WORK assignment would be eXpected"to,(mdvoluDteer work,' 

in the community for at least 20 hours per week in order to be eligibJe for cash benefits. 
This volunteer work would be distinct from a WORKas.~ignment. The r~ipient .would be 

"wholly responsible foracr8llging the place(s) and hours, and would ',not receive wages for ,,: 
, hours worked., The cash assisranCecheck wOUld-continue to be treated as benefits rather than 

earnings ~r all purposes. 

OP1l0N1WO. ,', - " , 
,Same as Option One. except that a cap, to be set by the Secretary, wonld be placed on tbe ' 
Dumber, of persons who were required to perform volunteer work in exchange for benefits. ' 

omON THREE. , ' , _ ' 
Same as OPtion One, except that individuals who for good cause were unable to fmd vol
unteer work (e.g., persons unable to arrange fot child care, individuals lacking suitable sites 
at which to volunt~) would be eligible for benefits provided they. participated in another ' 
approved aCtiVity for at least 20 hours,or 3 days per week:. The range of allowable approved 

" , ac~vities would be establisht!Ci at the State level. but coUld include human development ' 
activities such as parenting skills classes or domestic violence counseling. or selHnitiated 
education or training. The State would not be required to fund panicipation in these . 
activities. . . . 

DISCUSSION OF mE OmONS. 
Option One presents something of a Catch-22. In order to sell self":initiated community 
service as work,roughly equivalent lOa ~WORK 'assignment, it would be n~essary to monitor . 

,. compliance with the requirement fairly closely. If persons were required to volunteer for a 
. -' minimum of 20 hours per week, ,child care would have to be provided.. Monitoring and child 
. care, however,represent the hulk of the cost of a WORK assignment. A strict 2()"hour per' 
" week ,Volunteering requirement is not consistent with the strategy of limiting the cost o{tbe 
,'WPRK program by not meeting the full demand fur WORK positions.. . 

R~iring persons on the waiting list I.D arrange to volunteer at a non-profit while the WORK 
program agency is approaching the saml non"'Profits a~ut providing WORK aSsignments is 
not an ideal situation. While relatively few nOD-profits would be willing and able to kick in 
. part of the wage cost for WORK assignments,thar number would tall to virtually zero if non
. profits could as easily take onboant perso~s eager to.offer their time for free. 

. . '. '." . 

Unions (AFSCME, SEIU) Concerned about WORK pr.:ogram participants working at below .~~ " 
. preVailing wage would likely be even more alarmed about a stncfself-~tiated community , 

. . .. service requiremen~ which could give non-profits and even public secroragencies eaSy access 
to free tabor; . without the administrative responsibilities associated. with a WORK -,assignment,.. ' . 

7 
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While there are seriousprobJems with attempting to sell sclf-iOitiated community service as . 
work, it can .,e presented as one ofanumber of appropriate activities for persons to eng~e in 
while awaiting a WORK assignment, an activity that caD yield both personal and, societal 
benefits. Option Three is au attempt to adapt the'Michigan ·Social Contract" concept to the 
.WORK p~ogiam waiting list. Volunteer work :would still be the preferred activity. but . . . 
persons unable to find volunteer ~or" woWd .be pennitted to engage.in other approved: 
activities similar to the more info'imal Michigan "sociaJ contract" activities-self-initiated , f 
education and training or buman development activities., ' ro 

(d) 	 States would not be required to guacaritee child care or supportive'services to persOn.~ on the . J 
waiting list for participation in': approved activities. States would, however. be required to i:,. " :, pr()vide chlld care 'andlor other supportive s,ervice.c: if needed to enable a person 00 the waiting 

list tI? participate in supervised job' search. ' 


,(e) 	 The State TV-A agency would be required to establish, procedures, s~bject to the approval of 
the Secretary, for monitoring partleipation in approved activities. ','. ,'.' '. '., ... 

(0 	 States would not be permitted to distinguisb between persOns QD the waiting !istand other 
recipients of cash assistance witbrespcct to the determination of eligibility and calculation of 
benefiL~-States could not provide reduced benefits to persons on the' wa~ting list. , 

l'be,IV.,.A agency would be requirecl t~ mue a.t least q~arterly'contact with indivkiuals~()n the 
,.;;waiting list for a WORK assignment and to make case'managef!1ent services available to these 

PeJ:sons. Persons on the wainng list would be required to engage in supervise4 jot, search 
either.periodically or' continuously. with the.minimum number of hou~s to be set hy the State 
(see' Job Search below). ' 

10. 	 TIME LIMlT ON PARTICIPATION IN TH£ WORK PROGRAM 

a) 	 IDdividualswould be limited to a,maximum. of 12 months in any single WORK asslgnment. 

c) 

after which the~ would be pla.cedon the waiting list for a new 'WORK poSition. 

'There would be no time limit-onovera11 partiCipation in the woRk progldJl1., ',' 
. 	 . 

Suites would be required to conduct an,. assessment of each periOn'who had completed at least' , 
EWO WORK assigmnents or badb~ in the)VORK program for at least two years to 

determine if any additional service§, might be needed to enable that individual to secur.e private 
sector employment. In instances in which services other'than a WORK assignm~nt or job, 
search were deemed necessary, persons would be pen:qitted to participate in such activities, iIi " 
lieu of !lelf-initiated commUnlty,scIVice. while on the waiting' list (even· if volunteer' work.. were 

'~. 	 readily available). States woUld have the option of making funding avaj.lableJor such activi-. 
ti~, including education and training. . . 

11. 	 ELiGIBII..IIT C1tl'rER.IA AND ApPLICATION PROCESS· 

8 
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(a) 	 Adult recipients who had reached the time limit for caSh assistance and who otherwise met the 
Cash assistance eligibiUty criteria (e.g., income and asset lim.its)wo~1d.he eligible for a 
WORK assignment. . 

. . 	 . -. . , 

(by StateS would~be mandated to describe the WORK program, ,including dle terms and conditions 
, of participation, to all adult recipients'who had reached the time limit for cash benefits. 

.... States. would be permitted to establish an application process' for 'the WORK program separate 
,from the application'for cash benetits,.but would'be prohib~ted from denying eligible' persOnS ". 

, entry into the WORK prograDi, provided they agreed to complywiLP al1:WORK program 
..rules and: requirements. ' . . 

(c) 	 "' In instances in which the cash benefit to tbefamUydidnot exceed $100 per month, the.adult, 
recipient(s) would not be subjed: tDthe, work requirement: 

" (d) 	 States would have the option to apply the work requirement to only one pareD~'in a two--parent" 
fmiily-unly one parent would be permitted to participate in the WORK program. 

An individual who had left the WORK prugram but had not ~med back ~y months of caSh, 
· assistance would be permitted to re-enroU in the WORK program. provided he or she did npt 
quit a private sector job without good' caus~. . 

· EXAMPLE: 
A WORK program pat'tkipanl. rmds a private IICI:tor job and Joo.Ve/I the WORK program, but iA Ia.Id off after just one ' 
month, berol'lS earuingllll.ck my mont.h.8 of cub Ill1BitlCancc'{Sele JOBS and Time Limit!! apeeifacatiofJll for d.ilIoussioD of 

· tlie ca.rn-back ~ision). This penon' would. be '~UJi.blo for it WORK QIIligluncnt. ..... , ' 

(f). 	 states would have (he option of as:dgning WORK program re..entrants to supenrised 01' 

unsupervised job search for up to 3 monThs before" placing t;hem on the waiting list tor WORK.' 
assignments (these WORK program re-entrarits would he eligible 'for cash benefits whiJe. 
participating in job search). 

, . . L(g)' . PersonS who bad left the WORK program but who voluntarily quit a job~ 'otherwise reduced 
.~ ..' ..... " .. their earned ~ncome without good cause or refused a bona fide offer of private sector' 
~. ", .. ' employment would not be permitted to re-emer the WORK program fora period'ofdme lobe 

, ?; ~? set by th~ Stat~(not to'exteed 3mo~' .J. 	 ,.' '" • • 

(h) 	 .' If the family incom! of an individual in a WORK assignment rose (e.g~, through marriage or 
. an increase in uneamedjncome) Stich that tbefamily's ii1come~ less WORK program wages, 
.exceeaea the IncomeJinut for cash benefits, the participant would stUlbe permitted to 
complete"the WORK assignoient. At the conclusion of that assignment; however, the . . ? ~dhHdua1 would not be eligible for the WORK program and accor4inglywould not be placed 

· on t;Qe waiting list for a new. position (unless the family's income hadfaUen back below the . 
. income limit before the conclusion of the WORK assignmem). The same provision would 
.. ,.apply if"a famiJy's circumstances o1herwisechanged (e.g., a.child"s leaving home) such that 

the family no IOl!ger met the eligibility criteria for cash benefits.. 

9' 
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12. , ,WAGllS AND BENEnTS 

(a) 	 Participants in WORK assignments would be compensated for hours ~orked at DO less than 
, the higher of the Federal minimum wage arid any applicableStal:e or local minimum 'wage , 

law. ,StateS would have the optiontri provide WORK assignments· which pay an hourly wage 
higher than the minimum wage. ' 

" 	 ' 

The ~gS disregard for WORK assignment' wages would be set at a flat S100 per month. 
Individua1~ in WORK assignments would not be' eligible for the other disregards (e.g., thirty 
and ,one--tbird). 

" ,Wages from WORKassigmrients~ouJd tteated as earned income with respect'to Worker's 
Compensation and ;Federal 'assistance programs {e.g.• food stamps, public and Section 8 
hou~ingJ. rri'eatment of FlCA awaiting analysis by CEA] , ' 

, (d)' 	 EamiDgs'from WORK pOsitions would 'not be included in Aggr~gate Gross Iricome; and ' 
consequently would not be treated as earned incnme for the purPose of calculating the Eamed 
Income Tax Credit. - ' 

, (e)' 'For'WORK' program panicipants not receiviog '~h assistance in addition to WORK program 
, " , '2 'wages;"'cbUd support collectc'd would be paid dir~lly lo'me WORK program panicipant.' In 

IJ" fA~.1J(401. .instances in which the WORK program pamcip,ant was receiving cash benefits in addition to 
WORK program wages, chUd support would be treatedjust as for any other family receiving 
cash benefits. IfehUd support collected exceeded the cash benefit, the difference would be 
paid to the-participant. 

. '. 	 . 

(t) 	 Wages would,be,paid iIi the form 'of weekly or bi-weekly cllec.ks. In i&1ances in which an 
individual was receiving both wages, and cash benefits there would be separate thecks for 

,wages and for benefiql, regardless of the endty issuing the check: for hour~ worked (i.e.~ even 
iftheN.Aagency ""ere responsible for ham paying wages and disbursing supplementary 
benefits, the two wnuld not be combined lnto one cbeck). 

1~,. 	 HOURS OF WOlUC 
. 	 ' . . 

(a) 	 , states would have the flexibility to determine the number of hours for each :WORK 
, , " " assignment. whjchcould vary depending on the nature of the position. WQRK assignments ' 

, would have to be for a 1D.iuimum of IS bours per week or 6S bours per month. whichever is 
gr~er. and fur'no more than 35 hoUrs per weak or 150 hours per.month;, whichever is 

>,', greater_ 

A State could, fot' example, mate all WORK asslgninents the same nUIDbe~ of hours (e.g.• 

. 20), regardless of the siZe of the grant, and ~upplemeDt wages with cash benefits such that' 

, persons in WORK assignments ar,e not worse 'off than those on the assistance. Hlgb-benefit 


,'- "S!ate~inighi choose to make ,the number ofhours 30 or 35"as opposed to 15 or 20': Staie... , 

Could also opt to ~Cl11ate the number of hours for ea~ participant by dividing the AFDC 
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grant by the minimum, wage (as under"eWEP); provided that each participant'was requiroo to 
work at least 15 and no more than 35 hours per week. ' , 

NoTE: The marginal cost of enrolling an individual in a WORK assignment would not in 
general vary based on"1f.J.e ,nwDber ,of hour~ of the WORK assignment (since wages would 
replace cash benefits on a dollar·for--d.oUar basis, apan from the distegaTd). ' 

'!be marglnai cost wouldv.ary with the hoUrs of the WORK ~sigrunent if the WORK assign
,ment wages, apar:t from the disregarcl, were acmally higher than the cash benefits provided to ' 
the family (e.g;, if TexaS euroJled an Individual in athiee-person family ina 3S-hour WORK 
assignri:J.ent).A State would. however, still be required to generate the minimum number of 
WORK assignments, regardless of the, Duin~rof. hoUrs. ' 

14. 	 SANCDONS 

(a) 	 WORK progrms participaots would receive wages for hours"worked. Fallureto wQrk the set ' 
" qurnber ofhours for a WORK assignmemwould resul,t in a corresponding loss in earnings. 

Casb assistance would not aeno offset the drop iIi WORJ{ program ea.m..mgs, for either 
,., WORK program participants who wete already receiving supplemental cash benefits or for 
, participartts for whom the reduction in income:would otherwise have.made thenl eligiblefor 

cash assistance. ,The'loss in wages would be treated as a decline in earned income with 
, respect to other aSsistance programs. " ' 

(b) 	 A WOU program participant who repeatedly failed to show up for work or whose 
perforriiance was otherwise unsatjsfactory could be.!!!.!L'The entity administering 'the 
WORK program would be required to determine if the iIldi"idual was fired for cause., DUring 
the,period in Which the determination. was being ~adeJ the family woUld'continue to be 
eligible for cash benefits. Individuals who were detennined to have been fired for cause' 

, would have the right to a fair hearing from the WORK p~ogr.un upon request. {Michael 
Wald "ill be developing language ror this provision] ',' 

(1) 	 , An individual who was fired, from a WORK assignment for cause fur the fir~t 
time would be placed at the end of the waiting list for WORK assignments and 
the faniily would not be 'eligible for cash benefits for a period ,of 3 months 
after the date of determination. st.aies would be required to make venaor 
payments,to landlords and utilities if needed to, prev:ent homelessness or utility 

, , shut-off. 

, A person fired from WORK assignment for aseci>nd time for cauSe would be 
placed on the waiting list only after 6 months. During that six-month period, 

"the family would riot be eligible for casb be~efits. States WOUld. as above. be, 
, required to make vendor payments when necessary. ' ' ' 

, '(3) 	 Persons fired for a third time would not,be'ab~e to enter the waiting list or 
receive ca.~ benefits for a period of one year (vendor paYIl1en~ as above): ' 

11. 
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Time in sanction,status would DOt~e counted as time not in tile WORK progtan;t. for pw;poses 
of earning back' eligibility for cash assistance. '.' , ' ' , ' 

(c) 	 , State8 wo~idbe required to refur for ini~ive'~t~ention persons fired for cause more than 

once (see ReferraistoServices for Unsuccessful WORKPaqicipants below) .. 


, (d) ,'; 	 Persons s~ject to the work requirement who' were not e1igjbl~ for ~b,benefits due to , 

sanction would still be able t~ receive food stamps: Medicai.d arid other in-kind assistance. ' 


'(e) , An individual oth~ise eligible for the WORK progfamWbo refusCd an offer of 
private sector'employment without good Cause would not be eligible for a WORK, ent 

, for SIX months from the date of refusal. Cash benefits auring this six~month 'period would be "J' ,:
calcul~ ~ if.the job offer had been accepted. Whcncalculat~g benefits for,f3.!Ililies so', " ',' ! 
sanctioned', the..9i:sregards would apply.1besanction '\Vouid end upon acceptance of a private ,~, 
sector job~ WORK program partIcipants ate permitted to refuse a job offer if accepting the " 
offer would result in a net loss of ca~ ulcome (as under ,current lawt Section 402(a)~ Sociai', . 
Securil}' Act). " , . , 

, , 15. WORK PLACE RULES 

(a) 	 Providers of WORK assigmnenl3.. whether public, private or non-profit, would be required to , 

treat WORK program participants as other entry-level employeeS witb respect to sick and 


, annual leave and other workpla~ rules. A State ,wOuld have the option to waive this 
requirement for spec~fic 'employers of WORKptogram pardcipants, provided that.the ' 
employer were complying with an applicable Federal and State laws concerning workplace, 

,rules. ' " 	 " 

16. 	 JOB SEARCH 
. 	 , 

(a) 	 'WORK PlOit-am p~cipantswuuld he 'requir~ to engage in job, search either Continuously 

(e.g., 5.;.10 hours per week) or periodlcaJly(e.g., for four weeks j.tpm.ediately ,after completing , 

a WORK assignment) or a combination of tbetwo. Job search requirements for persons in . 

the WORKpro~ would be set by the State. Wbile job search for persons on the waiting 

Ii~ is discussed above, thar proviSion should' Dot be read as precluding States fro,m requiring 


, PersoPS in WORK ac;s;lgnments to also simultaneously participate in supervised job search. 
The combination of supervised job searcb and a WORK asdgnment or self-initiated 
community's~ice/approved activity-Le., of all WORK program activities~uldnot exceed,' 

., an average of 35 hoW'S per week in 'any month. ' 
" 	 ••• 1', l 

, , 

17~ 

, (a) Staces would be required to guarantee child cartdbi any person' in a WORK a..i~ignment. as 

with JOBS progr-uD participants under current law (Section 402(g), Social SeCur~ty, Act). ' 


, , States are also mandated to, provide other supportive services as needed for' participation in a 

WORK position (as with JOBS, participants, Section 402(g), Social S~urity Act).' " 
. '" .' 	 ..,. " 
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(b) 

(c) 
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DEnlUW8 

Penons who bad reached the lw<ryear ~e limit and would otherwise be'subject to the, work 

requirement' cOuld be deferred from participation in the WORK program. The criteria fQr 

deferral from the WORK program would be'identlc31 TD the (..Ti.teria for deferral from the 

lOBS program (see JOBS and Time LimitS specifications). Parents of newborn children 

would be deferred for ,a 12O-day periodfoll~wing tb~b~_ofthBchUd'. . ' " ' 


, In localities in which the TV-A agency did DOt administer the WORK program, the entity 
operating the WORK program would,refer peisonsmeetingthe deferral criteria to the IV·A. 

,agency. which would Make the determination a.lii to whether the individual should b~ deferred 
, from WORK program participation. 

Deferred persons would be, eligibt~ for 'cas~ benefits (not wages), without a requirement to 

find volunteer work, fur as long as the cOndition necessit;U:ing the deferral continued. 


Persons deferred from the WORK program wou1d be treated aspersQns,deferred from the," 

JOBS program in all r~pects. exCept that once the. deferral,ended, they would r&-enter the 

WORK prugram. ramer than The iOBS program. Individuals deferred from the WORK 

program would cOunt against the cap on the number of persons who could be deferred from 

participation in .the JOBS program (see JOBS angTime Limits specifications). 


REFEIUlALS 10 SE.R.VICES FOIl UNSUCCESSFUL WORK PARTICIPANTS 

The emity administering the WORK l)Cogram would be required to arrangefo'r intensive 
. intervention, by, for example, B..preventive service agency. for WORK program participants 

who bad been ,fired from a WORK program Position more than once. The agency responsi9le 
, for the intc.nenlion would attempt to resQ1ve the outstanding i5S~ to ena1'lle the indiyidual1to 

bold a WORK a..~signment. in instances in which an individual has left the WORK program 
entirely. the agency would assess ,the familY's food, housing and clothing needs and make 
referrals to chUd protective'servic~ if the children were at risk of abuse or neglect. 
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WORK'·. 

The focus ofthe transitional assistance program' will be ~lping people movejro;" welfare to self
sUffiCiency through work. The two-year time limit is part ofthis effort. Some welfal'e recipienrs will, 
however, reach thitwo-year time limit without havihgfound a job, despite having participated .' 
satisfaCtorily in the iOBS program. ,We' are. conunitted to providing them with the opportunity to" 
work, throughbo.th economic developmenr efforts to create private sector jobs and workassignmenrs 
fo.rthose who cCmnOi.flnd private sectQf emplpymeiit.·· . . ' 

WORK PROGRAM . 

Current Law and General Direction of Proposal 

There is at presenr nothing in Title IV ofthe Social Security Act concerning. a 'work progr~ of the 
type envisioned here~ States are presently permitted to operate on-the-job training, work 
supplementcition and conununity work experience programs as part of the JOBS program (CFR 
250.61,250.62,250.63,· Section 482(e) and 482(/), Social Seculity Act}. RegU/pJions; however, 
explicitly prohibit Statesjrom operating a program ofpublic service employment wuier the'J0l!S 
umbrella (CFR 250.47).· 

The WORK jJrogramwould make haJf-time, mininuim wagewo;k assignmenrs (he~eafter'WORK ' . 
assignments} in the public, private and non-profit sectors available to persons .who had reached the 
time limit for transitional assistance. States 'WOuld be required to create a minimum number of WORK 
assignmenrs; bUt would otherwise be. given considerable jlexibiUty in the expenditurlf of WORK . 
programjunds. For example, States would be pennitted to contract with piivate firms andnonjJrofits 
to place persons in UlJ.Subsidized private seCtor jobs. ' . . . 

Definition: The terms "WORK assignments" and "WORK positio;llS" are defined as all approved 
WORK program activities exceptself-iDiti~ted co'mmunitY serviCe (see below).., 

1. 	 Administrative Structure,' 

''. 	 t 

(a) 	 Each State would be· required to operate a WORK program which would .make at least a 
minimum number of temporary paid WORK assignments available to persons who had . 
reach'ed the'time limit for traI)Sitional assistance. ' 

(b) 	 .States would be required'to assign administration of the WORK program to a sing'le 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 'IV-A 

. agency, with the local JTPA Service Delivery Area (SDA) contracting to provide some'.orl:l11 

of the WORK positions." '" .,' . 


'. 

ISSUE:' .. ' 	 Should States be, required to administe.r the WORK progTi:un through . . 
the S1!te IV -:A agency? rtf not, should localiti~ be required to. .' 

,~,.. '. .,. 
" (~~_~the JOBS and WORK progr~ through the same entity?} f ~ '5 t ~wt-

...: .v'\U.t. ...<.,~ D""'H~ • (>'-<~ A~s. . da- t f".o-..J;,..\,,,..: . 
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, ISSUE: 	 Should the IV-A agency or other entity operating' the WORK program 
be encouraged to contract with the local JTPA SDA to provide WORK: 
assignments? Should the SDA be designated as a "presumptive 
provid~r" of WORK positions? 

(c), 	 Localities would be required to designate a body with significant private sector, union and 
community (e.g., not-for-profit) representation, such as,the local Private Industry Council . ~r 
(PIC) to provide guidance' anq overs'lght to the ~ORK program: _, .. ., ~ .•..\... &t

._, 	 ;~<;: 

ISSUE: 	 How much power would the oversight body wield? Would· it have '. 
'!fly sort of veto power over a locality's plan for .operating the WO~ 
program? ,Would its responsibilities be specified 'to some extent in 
statute of left entirely to the discretion of ~tatesnochliiies? ' " 

, 	 , 

(d) 	 Each State would be required to make the WORK program available in all are,as of the State 
by a specified date. ' 

ISSUE: 	 Woulc1 States be r~uired to distribute WORK program funding , , , 
throughout the State by a formula similar to the formula py which' 
Federal WORK program matching funds, are distributed to States? 

2. ' Funding 
•.! 

(a) 	 Federal matching funds for the.WORK pro'gram would be allocated to States by a formula , 
\:;lased on the number of cash assistance recipients in the State (similar to the JOBS distribution' 
formula).' ' " . 

, , 

ISSUE: 'Should the WORK program funding formula take into consideration 
, the number of individuals expected to be' subject to the work require-' 

ment(Le., 4iffere,nces in welfare dynamics among States)? . 

(b) 	 Total Federal matching funds av~lable for the WORK program would be capped. A State's' 
allocatiori would be ~ncreased if fti: unemployment rate rose above' {specified level. 

ISSUE: Should countercyClical relief be provid¢ by raising a State's alloca
, tion of WORK program fun~s? ' 

'3. 	 Match Rate 

(a) 	 Expe~ditures 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 maiimum of 90 percent, if unemp!Qyment ih the State rose . 
above the designated level (see Funding above). ' , , 

1 
ISSUE: '". Should cou~tercyclical relief be provided through increasing 'the 

, Federal match rate? 

2 
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4, 	 Flexibility 

(a) 'States would enjoy widediscretion~concerning~e sp~nding Of WORK program fu~ds, A 
, State could pursue any of a wide range of ' strategies to ,provide wort to those who had 


reached the two-year tillie limit, with the stipulation that the com9ination of ~trategies 

employed by the State would have to generate",the minimum number of woRi{ assigninents. 

States w6uld ,be sanctioned for failure to meet, this miDimum standard (see Number of WORK 


, Assignments below). ,,' 
'. '. 

Approaches cpuld include the following: 

.. ' Subsidize not-for-profitor private sectOr jobs (for example, through expanded 
use of on-the-job training vou~hers). " ' 

, 	 , 

• 	 Offer employers other incen~ives to hire JOBS graduates . 

.' Execute performance-based Contracts with private firms or 'not-for-profit ' J
organizat,ions to place WORK p'rogram participants in unsubsidized J' obs.·j cSC"",e ' 

LJv-('I-(.S
(-. ~ 

'F\~, 

r'·,· 
e' 	 Create; p?sitions in publ~c sectOr agenCies. 

'. , 	 Supportmicroenterprise and self-employment efforts. 

'. 	
" ' 

, 1 
Set up comm..mity service projects employing welfare recipients as" for '),\,1, '1"'..,<' • 
example, health, ai9es in clinics located in underserved communities .. , \ .:.~ 0 .... ~J 

, ", ' ' ,jo " ' 
, 1 , ... • 

,5, .' 	 Coordination 

, (a~ 	 States would be required to coordinate the WORK program with other employment programs, 
including the Employment SerVice,' One-stop Shopping and School-to-Work,' as well as with' ' 
the' efforts of the Corporation for' National' and Community Service. ' 

6. ' 	 Retention Requirements 

(a) 	 A private sector employer of a WORK progr~ participant would be expected to retain the' "\ 
partiCipant once'the wage subsidy ended, unless the employer could demonstrate that the ~ 0 , 

, individual was performing unsatisfactorily. ,States would be required, in' Jeveloping contracts 
with employers to subsidize positions, to include provisions for retaining the WORK program, ,l' 
participant after the subsidy ends. ' '''--I 

7. 	 Non"<lisplacement 

(a) 	 Non"<lisplac~ment language would b~ 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 (II.K 11 would have eliminated the r~triction on' placing Work 

Supplementation participants in unfilled vacanCies). 
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ISSUE: 	 Should non~is~lacement language b~ based on, the stro~ger wo~ding' 
found in the National and Community Service Trust Act (which 
prohibits participants from engaging in activities that would supplant 
the liiring of employ.xJ workers)? ' 

8; 	 Nuinber of WORK Assignments .: 

(a) 	 Each State would be required to provide at least a minimum number or' WORK' assignments. ' 
. 	 ...- ~.....~ .. ~. . . :::' . .' ._...... ,.... ' ~-.. 

(b) The minimum number of WORK assignments for each State would be set by the Secretary; 
--calculated by diyiding the amount of Federal funding allocated to the State bya fixed cost per 

WORK assignment, which would be set at the Federal leveL The cost per WORK assignment ' 
figure would be equ~ to the annual wageS payable for a20 'hOur per week, minimum wage 
job plus an allocation for administrative costs~ The administrative allocation would represent 

"the expense of creating and maintaining ~e WORK assignment. 

EXAMPLE: 	 A State receives' $750,000 in Federal WORK program funding, 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 aJ?d the annual wages for a 


,20-hour per week minimum wage job are roughly $4,200, fora total figure of 
$6;200 per position: ,A State, would be expected to provide 160 ($I,OOO;O
00/$6,2(0) WORK assignments at any poiIit in time. ," 

. 	 ". ~....., " . . . 
(c) 	 States would' be enCouraged to gener~te additional WORK assignments beyond the minim'um 

number, 'but avail~le Federal matching fund~ would,be capped. The Federal government 
would provide technical assistance to States to help them generate more WORK assignments 
than the mini,mum number through Cost-effective'expenditure of \yORK program fuiids~ 

(d) 	 In the event that a State failed to p'rovide rpe minimum number of WORK positions;:the 
, Federal match rate 'fo~ ,that State would be reduced to 50 pe'rcent, unless the minimum ,miniber 
of WORK'positiops exceeded the number of persons subject to the 'work requirement .. , 

(e) 	 A certain percentage (e.g., 5%) of WORK assignments would be reserved for noncustodial 
parents ~ho were marrears on child support. 

9. 	 Allocation ofWORK AssignmentsfWaiting List 

. . .' 	 . . 
(a) 	 If the number of persons, who were eligible and applied for WORK positions exceeded the 

number of WORK assignments available at that point" States would be required to allocate 
WORK assignments either on a first-tome, first-served basis or according to a'priority system 
and to maintain 'a list of persons awaiting aWO,RK assigmflent.', 

..'.!. 	 ..'~. 

(b) 	 The IV-A agency would maintain the waiting list, even in localities in which it did not', 
administer the ,WORK program. ' 

.,'1 
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(c) 	 States employing a priority system would be required to eStablish a uniform set of ruleS by " 
whichthe priority system would operate and \.nform all persons on the waiting list of these 
rules. . 

, (d) An individual awaiting a WORK assignment would be eligible for cash benefits provided he 
or she found volunteer work in the community for at least 20 hours per week. Thi~ volunteer 

. work would be distinct from 'it WORK assignment. The recipient would be wholly 
responsible for· arrang41g the place(s) and hours, and would not receive,.wages for hours, 

.... " .......... -. worked: The cash assistance check would contmue to be treated as-benefifS'raiherthail .. 
earnings for all purposes. 

. ISSUE: 	 Should personS on the waiting list be required to 'perform 'self-initiated 
community service? . . 

ISSUE: 	 Should there' be aDnnimum 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)? 

(e) 	 The ~tate IV-A agency would be required, to establish procedures, subject to the approval of 
. the Secretary, for verifying the volunteer arrangements fot persons on the waiting list. ' 

ISSUE: 	 If there is a minimum number of hours for volunteer work, should the 
IV -A agency be required to monitor the number' of hours' (in which 
case the organization forwhich the individual was volunt~ririg would 

. have to record the number of hours)?, ' 

(f) 	 The Federal match rate for cash:t>enefits paid,to recipients,on the waiting list would be equaI' 
to the Federal Medica~d Assistance Per:centage (FMAP) minus teilpoints. .' . 

. . 	 ., 

ISSUE: 	 Should States b~ required to absorb a gi~ter share of the co.st ofcash . 
benefits for those on the waiting list? 

(g) 	 The entity operating the WORK program would be required to maintain' regUlar contact with 
persons on the waiting list for a WORK assignment. Recipients on the waiting list would be'. ' 

. required to engage in concurrent job search. . . 

10. 	 . Time Limit on Participation in the WORK Program 

,ISSUE: 	 Should.there be a tiine limit on participation in the WORK program? Should 
th~re be a time limit on individual WORK assignments?' Should there be time 
limits on' both individualWQRK assigriments and the ov~rall stay in the 

"/ . WORK program? 	 . 

EXAMPLE: I~dividuals would be limited to amax~~m of 9 'months in any single WORK 
assignment, after which they ,would be placed on the waitiilg list for.a new WORK position 
and would be expected to perform 20 hours of self-initiated community service per week in 

. order to receive benefits. 	 . . 
,', 
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EXAMPLE: Same as above, except that States would have the option of reducing the cash 
benefits of recipients who had spent a tOtal of at least 1,8 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 fal~ below 80 percent of the poverty line. 

" 

11. 	 Eligibility Crite~ia and Application Procedure 

(a) 	 Persons who 'had reached the time limit for cash assistance would be eligible for a WORK 

,assigninent., , " 


,. ' 

(b) 	 ,An individual who.had left the WORK program but had not earned back anY months of cash' 
assistance would be permitted tore-enroll iIi the WORK program, provided he or she did not 
quit a ,private ,sector job without 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 wo'uld have to stay out of the JOBS'and WORK programs for at .ieasta year to' 
begin earning back assistance; see Time-Limited Assistance specifications). This person 

, would, be eligible for a, WORK, assignment. ' 

(c) 	 States would be mandated to estaalish a sin).ple application procedure for WORK positions 
which ins'ured that all individuals enrolling in the WORK program undf;!rstoOd'the terms and 
cpnditions of participation. 

12. 	 Wages and Benefits 

(a) 	 Participants in WORK assignments, would 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 assignments which pay an hourly wage 
higher than the minimum wage. 

(b) 	 States would be required to supplement earnings from WORK' pQsitions with cash assistance if 
net income from the WORK assignment were not equal to a cash benefit for a family of that 
size with no earned inco'me. StateS would have the option to calculate benefits for persons in 
the WORK program without applying some or all of the disregards (e.g., thirty and one-
third). ' 

(c) 	 Wages from WORK assignments would treated as earned inC()me with respect to Worker's 
Compensation, FICA and Federal assistance programS .(e:g., foOd stamps, public and Section, "'\ 
8 housing). ' " 	 ' , 

Cd) 	 Earnings from WORK positions would not b~ included in Aggregate' Gross Income, ana 

consequently would not be treated asearnecl income for the purpose of the Earned Income 

Tax Credit. " ' 
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. (e) All child support collected, notwiths~ding arrears, would be paid directly to th~ WORK 
program participant. 

ISSUE: Should child supportcollect:ed be paid direcdy to WORK progt~ 
participants? 

Wages would be paid·in the f()rm of weekly or bi-:-weekly checks. In instances in which an 
individual was receivmg both wages "and cashbeIiefits (see above) there would be.separate . . 

.chec~' for-~ages:,andfor w~lfare. benefits, regardless of the entity issuing the check'fof h()~rs' .. 'eee.'_' 

worked (Le., even if the IV-A agency were responsible for bOth paying wageS and'disbursing 
,supplem~ntary benefits, tbe two would not be combibed into one check)< 

13. Hours of Work 

(a) States would have the flexibility to deterntinethe number 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 pf 15 hours per week or 65 hours per month, whichever is 
greater, and for no more than 35 hours per week or 150 hours per month, which~ver is: 
.," '. • '.< ' 

greater. 

ISSUE: What should the minimum number of ho~rs be (elsewhere in the 
document, part -tQne work IS defined as' 20 hours' per week; using ·15 
here might seem odd)? 

14. Sanctions 

(a) WORK program participants would receive wages for hours worked .. Failure to work the set 
number of hours for a WORK assignmenrwould result in a Corresponding loss in earnings. 
Cash assistance would not act 'to offset the drop in WOI,tK 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 decline in earned income with 
respect to other assistance programs.. ' 

(b) A· WORK program parti~ipant who repeatedly failed to show up for'work or whose' 
performance was otherwise unsatisfactory could be fired. . . 

(1) An mdividual who wasfued'from it WORK assigntnent for 'the first time 
would be placed at the end of the waiting list for WORK asSignments and 
would have to perform CQmmunity service for 20 hours per week to receive 
benefits.' .. 

;"0, 

""t.; (2) A person fired frori'fWORK 3$Signment' for a second time-would be placed on 
. the waiting. list only after 6 months; During that six-month period, the 

individual wo.uld not be eligible for cash benefits. ' 

- '. 

.. 
. 
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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 aperiod of one year. This one year would not be 
Counted as time' not in the WORK program for purposes of earning back 

, eligibility for transitional a:;sistance. 

ISSUE: 	 Should persons fired from WORK assignmentS be 
e,igible for new WORK assignments? 

.,_p'~,rsons subject to the work r~uifenientwho were 'not eligible':forcash,benefits9.ue ,to 
san~tion would still. be able to recei~e food stamps, Medicaid and'other in-kind ~sistance. 

(d) 	 , An individual otherwise ~ligible for'the'\VORKprogram who refuseSan'offer of unsubsidized 
private sector employment without good cause would n()t be 'eligible for a WORK assignment 
for six months from the date of refusal. Cash benefits during 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 woulden~ upon acceptanceM a private, 
sector job. WORK program participants are permitted to refuse a job offer, if accepting the 
offer would result,in a net loss of casbincome (~ under current law, CFR 250.35, ,Section 
402(a)~S()cial Security Act). ' 

15. 	 Work Place Rules, 

, Providers ·of WORK, assignments, whether public, 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 St,lte would have the option to waive this 'requirement for specific 
employers of WORK program participants, provided that the employer complied with all applicable 

, 	 ' , 

Federal and State laws concerning workplace rules. 

" 

16. Job Search 	 ,; 

WORK' progr~ participants ~ould be required to engage in job search either conti~uously (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 
perso'ns in WORK assignments and on the waitmg.1ist would be set by. the State. 

17. Supportive Services 

States would be required to guarantee child care: for .my person who .s either in a WORK assignment 
or is on the waiting list fora 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 to provide payment or'reimbursement for transportation and other work-related expenses 
associated' with participation in the WORK program (as with JOBS participants, 'Secdon 4Oicg), Social 
Security Act). ' 

,8 

, . 
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18. Deferrais 

(a) 	 , Persons who had reached the two-year time limit and would otherwjs~ be subject to the work 
requirement (a WORK as~,ignment or self-initiated Wmmunity service) could, under certain 
circumstances, be ~deferted from participation in the WOr.K program (much as persons would 
be deferred from the JOBS program). ' 

, , 
(b) 	 Deferred persons would be eligible for cash benefits (not'wages), without any requirement to 

find volunteer work, foc:as.1opgas the condition necessitating the deferral contin9ed.-Once 
"'the deferral ended, these persOnswould'~enter, Cft"r~-enter,the WORKprograin~," '" 

Deferr~ policy could take one of two forms: 
• I '. . . ~:", , . 

1) 	 The criteria for defe.,:ral from the WORK program would be sp~ified in statute: 

2) , States would 'be permitted to defer a certain percentage of persons subject to the work 
requirement for conditions arising after entry iilto the 'WORK program. The' 
maximum percentage deferable fro~ the Y'oRic program would likely be lower than 
the percentage deferable' from the JOBS p'cogram, given that the situation necessitating 
the deferral could only have arisen 'after the individuaJ had reached the two-year time 
limit. ' ' , ' 	 " . 

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, reqiliren:ent?, 

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"WORKprogram be 
treated? Should intenSive services be provided, perhaps by a not-for"profit 
such as, Project Match? 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Economic development specificationS will be discussed during the next round ofmeetings,' after the 
first of the year. " . ' 

.,
", " 
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,ALLOCATION,OF WORK PROG':lA~f FuNDS 

, , 

. The Question: 

What is meant by 'the terms "WORK money," or "WORK funding"? Is it some amount of new money 
(e.g., $2 billion) to help States develop the WORK assignments, or is it tha(new money and an 

-" amount equal to the benefits that would o,therwise be paid to persons in WORK assignments? . 

" 
The Issues:, 

-, . . '. . 

The WORK funds;willhave to,be 3l10cated in advance. ACcOrdingly~ if WORK money represents 
both the new money ,and the benefits" the Fed~ral government would be blockgranting to ,States an, ,., 
amount equal' to die benefits for'the number of people we'think will be in WORK assignments during 
the coming year,not the actual number of people in WORK positions d.uring tha~year.' 

, ,The two are exactly the'same if the number of WORK assignments a S~tewould be expected to 
create is known in 'advance. If, however, a State is expected to provide WORK assignments to some 
percent ofpersons in, for example, their first two years in the WO~program, it would be necessary 
to estimate the number of.p~ple who would he in their first and second years in the WORK ' 

, . . . 
program. 
. . . 

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

years in the WORK program. If a State is expected to provide a WORK assignment to 75% of such 


,persons, State A would have to provide 750 assignments. The block grantf~r, State A w<?uld then be . 
equal to the product of 750 (or a slightly higher number, to permit a State to provid~'some WORK . 
assignments for those in the WORK program more than two years) and the average benefit l~vel 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 Utat level; or somewhere' in that area. 

What ifState A actually wound up with 1200 persons inthe,WORK,prograpland had to provide 900 
WORK a~signments? 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 administrative cost for the looex:tra 
positions. 

To :~rite the capp~' levels into law as part of the Administration~s. bill, it would be neCessary to . 
estimate the number of WORK' assignments needed for the ne'!-t several 'years~ The capped levels, 
would then be allover tlie place, particularly during the phase-in period (even estimating , the number 
of assignments for each year of the phase-in period woidd' be,a full day's'work);' . ',i 

The alternative would be to set the level of the cap annually, in which case it might not be much of a 
cap. If the number of persons in their first two years in theWORKprogram'rose, the "capped",' 
funding level would dse accordingly. ' " l ' 

One solutio~ would 'be to fix the mimbe~ ofWORK 3ssignme~ts a State would h~ve to create, 

,regardless of the numl?er of-people in, the WORK program. lnoth~r words" in the, example above, 

Sta~e A would only be expected to~create 800 WORK aSsignmentS in FY 1999, even' though there 
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were 1200 persons, in their first two years in the WORK program and a 75% pan:icipation standard 
for such persons (which, asnientioned above, would imply 900 positions). . . , 

.' .' 

Opting for a'minimum number rather than a percentage as the participation standard would give States' 
no incentive to generate additional WOR}( 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 reachedtbe time limit and who are not in WORK. 

' .. assignments, a State would be left with the choice ·of paying the full cost, including wages, ofthe 
additional WORK aSsignments or' incilrri'njfth.at matcfi rate penhlty.-';"· ..... . 

. .. . . " ...~- ..~~ -~ 

. '. 
States are not likely,t~ be too happy about any block granting scheme that 'saddles them with the full 
cost associated. with unanticipated jumps in the . caseloador erroneous, estimates 'by HHS. 

The Proposal: 

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 subjec~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 
admiitistrativemoney would be block-granted to States. . . 

F~eralmatchingmoneyfor wages to persons in WORK assignments would nofbe capped. The 
Federal government would reimburse states for expenditureS on wages at the FMAP,'with no limit on 
Federal matching funds. ., . 

Capping only the funding for operational costs, would likely make a cap more palaUble 'to States, and . 
moreover the capped levels would not fluctuate quite as widely, in absolute terms, during phase-in 
(e.g., from $500 million to $1 billion to $2 billion, as opposed to from $1,5 billion to $3 billion to $6 
billion).' " . 

States would be required to provide 'positionS to so~e percentage of persons who had been in ·the 
.WORKprogram foe· 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 timeJimit and were not in, 
WORK assignments. 

Let's say, ll& in the example onthe previous page, operational funding is sufficient for 800 
assignments, but the State actually has to provide 9OQ. The State would have to pick up the full. 
administrative costof developing the additional 100 positions, ,but the Federal government and the 
State would share the cost of wages for. these 100 extra assignments. 'The State would still be left 
holding the b.ag to some extent, but it would be a s~a1ler bag. ' 

Another possibility, mentioned above, would be to require States to Pfovidea~inimum number of 
WORK assignments, rather than to serve a percentage of persons in their 'first two years in the 
WORK program. The number could be calculated by dividing the State's a1locationc~fWORK 
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operational money by an operating cost per WORK assignment figure. ' States would then not be 
'confronted with what would effectively be an'unfundeq 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 assignments 

· (and the State still faceS the m~tch rate penalty.for persons not in WORK assignments). . 

, . 
. Either, way,WORK program wages would still be replacing AIDC benefits on basically a one-
t(H)ne basis, so wages would not represent any additional cost, but we would avoid th~ messy 

. business, o~.. trying to estimate inadva!!.ce· the amount. that'would ,have been paid in benefits and ' 
block granting that sum~ .,.. " , 

· 	States would still have the flexibility toexp.endWORK administrative doIiars on a wide. range of 
strategjes (e.g., performance-based placement contracts with America Works-type entities). Th~re 
would be few WORK assignments available for persons who had been in the WORK prog'ram for 
over two years and States would have to pay ahigher 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 rapi~ly as possible. The mor~ 

, persons a State placed into unsubsidized jobs, the :smaller the denominator for the participation '. 
,standard calculation, and the smaller numger of WORK assignments the State would, have to create.' '. 	 .' 

Ifa State were required to create a minimum number of WORK assignments rath'er than provide 
assignments to a percentage 'of short-term WORK participants, however, there would be a disincentive. 
to pursue strategies such as performance-based placement contracts, {or fear of not generating the. 
minimum number of actual assignments (there are fairly compelling reasons not to count placements 

", 	 into unsubsidized p.rivate sector)obs as WO~assignments; see WORK specifications). 
. 	 , 

One solution would be to set the minimum number. of WORK assignments such that the State could . 
· 	meet,the requirem~nt and still have WORK.money available for job search assis~ce 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 moving 
individuals from the WORK program into unsubsidized employment' . ' ' 

'1\' , 

3, 
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WORK Pr<?gram . 

Key Elements: 

Work and Pay: 

.' 	1.Work.forWages:· P~rsons are pai~,~nho~rly'wage rate, setby the state, not I~ss than-lTIinimum 
wage. Hours are set by the state;minimu'm 15 hours, maximum 35. 

J ' 

2: SupplementaryAFDC and Food Stamp benefits calculateq according to existing state law on'a'" 

3 month' prospective basis? assuming the person does in fact work the hours required, at the wage 

set. 


3, Maximum of 12 (18?) months subsigized WQrk in each assignment. States are encouraged to 
. find placements what will lead to unsubsidized work at the same establishment after the initial 
placement. 

4. Persons in, subsi<iized WORKassignments.do not collect theEITC 

Persons who become temporarily ill or factf a' new major new tempor~'diment to work, 

such that their pay is likely to fall significantly may apply for temporary eferra tatus and then 

collect equivalent some additiorialbe~efits during the period. Persons in t IS status count agaihst' 

the limit on pre-J0!3S / deferrals, " 


. . '7. . 

, 6. Persons w~ose ~tatus ~anges p;;;;tly~aY'apPIY to be place~ in~re-!OBS progra~, but' 
they cannot requahfy, for J'c:ffiS-unless they have earned added credits by bemg off ofwelfare: 

7. Child care to be determined, 

Administration 

1. States,are required to have WORK advisory panel with membership from Labor, Business, 

Community Organizations, etc. The advisory panel must,approve the WORK plan. 


2. States submit a WORK olan to feds~ 

'3, States are reimbursed as follows: 
For each WORK placement: 
-- flat amount' for administrative costs 

, 
.. -, 

-- expected earnings (hours times wage) reimbursed accodi~g to standard AFDC match 
"-- any supplementary A,FDCan9 Fooq Stamps?as per current law ' 
States an~ not expected to track actual expenses or costs of.wages for each placementthus 

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 
. bargaif!ing unit poisitons 

." 

, .' 
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WORK " 

, Vision 
" 

Some welfare recipients 'will'reach the end of, their time limit 
forrecelving cash assistance wit,hout, h~ving obtained a job in 
,the private sector I even despite ',their and th(;i system I s best 
efforts. These recipients must have tQe opportunity to 'support 
themselves and t,heir'families. At the same time, it is, 
reasonable to expect work. in" return for support. The WORlC 
program will make the expectation of'-workreal, by providing 

, . 
opportunites to work. 

We have very 'little experience to build on'in,pro~idirig work 
opportunites ,for the population of welfare 'recipients that is 
likely to reach the time limit. For.this ""r'eason" and because of 
the diversity of local situations and client population's, it is' 
important tha't the progrma be designed' in a. very f:L,extble way; 
with the opport;unlty for'planning, demonstration, and ongoing 
assessment and modification. Severa"! principles, however; are 
very important: adequate work,opportunites for' all who',are past 
the time, limit, ,a pref~rence for private sector work ove'r public, 
a prefer'ence for work for 'wages over ~ork for welfare benefits," , 

"., 

'and non-displacement of current worker~. 
,. 

Program Timing 

,July 1995: Selected state's' beg.:i,.n lmplment'ing demonstrati'on' .. 
WORK pr~gram for volunteers or selected,subpopulations ' 

July 1996: Early states begi'n implementation planning. for" 
WORK prograi!t ' " 

October 1996: All states required to implement TAP for 

applicants and' recipient.s born after :,1970' ' 


, " 

January'1997: Second Clinton administration begins 


July. 1997: First recipients hl.t time limits irr""early 
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implementing states 

October, 1997: Last states'begin'.implementation planning for 
WORK program 

October'1998:' First program participants hit time limit'in, 
,late imp;Lementing states, 

D~ceinber 1999: A maxilnum ,of 230,000,participants are 
enrolled in the ,WORK program, (if all states implemented 
Qctober 1995) 

~ ~..~... 

April 2000: Secretary, submits required reports on 
implementation of the legislatio~ an~ suggested 
revisions 

January 2001:Fi~st Gore administration begins 

October 2001: Authorizing legislation'expires 
. ,.' " , 

February 2002: ' Ma::ty Jo reaches age '60; retires to the 
Maine woods, and applies for LIHEAP benefits.' 

, . '. '" . " 	 . 

,Tar-getting on young applicants and r~cipients ensures that: the' 
numbers of progr<;lin participants hit.ting the time limit will be 

,quite 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 implementation 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 attentiqn' todesigning,t.heWORK program~ A'defined 
authorization period ensures assessment of thelegislatioh ari~ 
revision if nece,~sary, before the program reaches an unmanageable 

, scale.' " . ) 	 , 

Program Design 

o 	 By two, years after the date .of· state, implementation of" 
the TAP, program, 'states must "have in ,place a W,oRK 
program of'sufficient scale to serve all program 
participants who hit the time limit but are unable to, 
obtain work in the private sector. 

o 	 ,The program 'must have an administrativ~ and governing 
structure 'that is certified bY"t.he governor to: 

." I. ' , '. 	 • 

--	,ensure accountabi'lity for,serving eligible 
, 	 recipients; , '. ' , 

ensure smoo£h,coordinattdri with and ,handoff from 
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the ,JOBS program; 

ensure coordination with other workforce 
development programs in ,the state; 

, 	 " 

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

The IV-A agency will:be asSumed to be the 
administration entity for the WORK ,program ,as well as 
the JOBS program unless a waiver is spe.cifically' 

.,....·f·equsted by the governor. In states' designated" f,or~ '" 
One-Stop,Career centers, the.WORKprogram will be a 
memeber of the State Human Resource Investment council, 
which will facilitate 'coordination'''at the local level. 

, 	 , 

o 	 .. The program, will be fU:m;led thr~ugh ,a §~pedEintitlemeIib 
allocated to the states on the same,basl.s as JOBS', ' 

, funds. states wi,ll 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' 
partic;fpants wi,ll' be reimbursed at the' AF~C be~ 

a hl.ng rate. States may choose to recel.ye ~ , 
g'r~n of funds, for the WORK programwhic~ ,covers el.ther 

gram operatl.on only or program operatl.on plus ' ' 
estimated ~age/benefit costs. ' The secretary will study 
the potential effects of> other reimbu;isement systems, , 
including various ,kinds of'in'centive. systems, and' 
report to the Congress on her findings one' year before 
the expiration of the legislation. 

e
ISSUE: ' AMOUNT OF THE CAPPED ENTITLEMENT. IT SHOULD PROBABLY BE 
BASED ON, PREDICTIONS OF THE NuMBER OF PEOPLE WHO WILL HIT THE 
TIME LIMIT IN VARIOUS YEARS ASSUMING NO BEHAVIORAL EFFECTS OF'THE 

"PROGRAM, TIMES AN 'ESTIMATED REASONABLE COST PER: SLOT, PERHAPS 
WITH 'A SMALL CGSHION. 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 NUM:BER OF SLOTS AS WEL~, BUT THIS'COULD .SEEN AS IN 
CONFLICT WITH A' COMMITMENT TO SERVE EVERYONE. 

o 	 States may,provide'work opportunities'for'participants: 
through the following mechanisms: 'work supplementation 
to privat'e sector employers; public work 'slots payi.ng '. 
wages for hours worked; community ,services slots with 
work a'conditionof'receiving be~efits., During the, 
authorization period of- this legislation, states may 
establish ,their slots in any combination th~y' wish., 
Work for wages will be encouraged; ,some funds might be 

, reserved to the, s,ecretary,' to 'provide incentivesfor 
'esta'blishing work for wages slots. The secretary will 
publish gU.ldelines and information' on'mod~l programs 
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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 an'alysis I the 
secretary may recommend limitations on differe'nt types 
,of siots for the next-authorization period. 

()" 	 S:tatesmust certify that work opportunities provided l' J 
through the WORK program do not displace ,other workers., 
(INSERT WHATEVER,LANGUAGE WE NEED HERE.) r 

Responsibilities or states 'and ReciPrents' 

0' 	States must provide a workopportunity'for everyone who 

is eligible~ The secretary'w,ill collect data on the 

demand for multiple placements I study alternatives ,to 

providing multiple slots and make recommendations for
l 

the re'authorization. 	 ' 

ISSUE:' 'SHOULD STATES ONLY BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE ONE WORK 

OPPORTUNITY I RATHER THAN MULTIPLE OPPORTUNITIES? ALTERNATIVES: 

NO BENEFITS; RETURN TO JOBS PROGRAMi, 'BENEFITS WITHOUT 

RESPONSIBILITIES.' OUR FOCUS STRATEGY MAKES' THE PROVtSION OF ,: 

MULTIPLE ,SLOTS 'QUITE, FEASIBLE WITHIN THE AUTHORIZATION PERIOD. 


o 	 Work 'opportunities ,must be for a fixed number of hours, 

between io and 35 per week. The payor benefits 

, " 

,associated, with the work hours must be at least' equal 

to,the number of work ho~rs times the minimum "wage. 

o 	 If the pay 01;" benefits provided by the work 'opportunity 

is less that the AFDC oenefits ,that the' person would be 

elig,ible for if she were not working Itt,te state must' 

supplement'those benefits by,treating WORK payor' , 

benefits as income for the, purposes of AFDC 

eligibilitYI assuming'that'the pay received'is,the, pay 

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

don't work and don't 'get paid l your benefits doh't'go 


'up.) 	 The costs of child care must'be',disregarded in 

making this calculation. 


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

ALTERNATIVES ARE TO MAKE STATES PROVIDE WORK HOURS AND/OR WAGES 

j
' 


,ASSOCIATED WITH WORK OPPORTUNITIES SUFFICIENT TO ENSURE A LE;VEL 
 fD, 
~ 	 OF SUPPORT EQUAL TO THAT OF AFDC RECIPIENTS WHO DON'T WORK; OR TO 

ALLOW RECIPIENTS I ESPECIALLY IN HIGH BENEFIT'STATES TO-BE WORSE 
OFF IN·THE WORK PROGRAM THAN THEY WOULD HAVE BEEN ON AFDC. 

o 	 Child care subsidies'must be 'made available to WORK ' 

participants w~o are not eligible for supplementai ,AFDC 

benefits. Subsidies may be SUbstituted for disregards. 


~. 
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Placemeht~ in 'any ohe WORK slot will' be iinlit~d 'to 'on'e 
year, at state option up to two years., states'must 
require a period of private sector job search betweeri' 
WORK assignments of up to eight weeks., WORK . 
participants receive benefits,equal foAFDC benefits 
during jOb search per'iods. 

o 	 Participants in the WORK program may not claim the EITC 
for p~y or benefits they receiv~"while in the· program. 
(I'M ASSUMING THAT PEOPLE IN PRIVATE UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS 
ARE NOT IN THE WORK PRO~RAM.) " 
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, A WORK PROGRAM 
, "I. 

DEFINITIONS: The term "WORK 'assignmen~" ryfers only to work-for-wag~positions. "WORK 

participants" are defined as all p~rsons who have reachtid the time limit and 'are supject to the work :. 


, . requirement, including both persons in WORK assignments, and ,those in community work experience 
prognims (see below)." ' , 

Structure or the Progr~m 

• 	 ·Wo.rk-f~r-wag~ Would~bee mod~l for the WORK p~o?raIil.:States wo.uld be given:the', ",' 

,option of enrollIng up 20 of WORK program partiCipants m CWEP~ rather, than m , ' 

WORK assignments. ' ' , , , ':', ' , ,,' 


• 	 States would be required to assign ultimate responsibility for the WORE program to the Iy'-A 

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


'" program services out to, for example,the local JTPA administrative entity. States might he' 
required to submit the JOBS, WORK and JTPAplans jointly to encourage coordination. 

• 	 CWEPplacements Could be in the public or non-f'rofit sectors only. ' 

States would have the option of enrolling WORK participants in CWEP~ with a $100 per .' 
month work stipend in addition to the ,standard cash benefit. 'There,~ould be no limit on the 

percentage of WORK participants ~tates could enroll in "CWEP with a,work b9nus" 

positions" 


• 	 ,Strong public sector anti-displacementprovisions, developed in' conjunction with the public 

sector unions, would be put in' place. ' 


• 	 Certain provisions concerning the WORK program (e.g~, the percentage cap on the number of 

persons in CWEP) , could not be waived. ' 


Why? 	 " 
Offering States 'the option of CWEP as an alternative to; rather than in addition to, the work~for-

, wages model; would be a dangerous gamble. 


A work-for-wages model would not necessarily be substantialiy more difficult to administer than 

CWEP. As 'noted above, State IY-A agencies would be encou'ragedto subcontract those functions 

which 'they are not best suited to perform (e.g., placing persons in' priva~esec~or, OJT:..type WORK" 

assignments) out to the JTPA program or other entities. ~tates, howev~r,:have experience in' 

operating CWEP, albeit'on a much smaller 'scale, 'whereas work-for,..wages is a untested concept. 

Many States might Consequently be tempted to go wi~ the ~evil they know, without giving ~ork~for-
wages serious consideration. ' 


: While.itmaynot be possible to move large numbers ,of participants out of the WORK program and , 

into unsubsidized piiv;:ttesector jobs even under a work-'for-wages model,a work-for-wages model is 

more ,consistent with"a ~rivate sector focus, not to mention with providing m~ingful wor~. CWEP" 
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participants, with their widely varying and' uneven hours of work,' would .likely not be very attractive 
to private employers o~ particularly suitable for substantive, skill-~uilding pOsitions. , 

There is some evidence'on the impact of tWEP programs on employment and earnings, and it could 
not be called enro.uraging. 'Thi's 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 wid~ scale, 
rather than in a few, not-randomly-selected States, in order.to determine if it delivers better resull:$ 
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 political as Well as the prograInmatic .effeCts of permitting States'to opt for CWEP 
exclusively', , 

Hours, Wages and Supportive Ser"ices 

.' 	WORK aSsignments would be for a, miniinum of 15 and a maximum of 35 hours per week 
and would have to pay at least the 'minimum ~age (more at State option). ' 

.,' 	 ' The hours for persons in CWEP would be calculated by dividing the cash benefit by the ' 
, minimum Wage. The amount' of any child support orders would be deducted from the benefit 

for the purpos'e of calculating required CWEP hours. The IS-hour minimum would apply 
only ~o WORK assignments, not to CWEP participation: " 

• 	 The earnings disregard for, WORK assignments would be,a flat $120 per month'. WORK, 
,wages would count as earned income for most purposes except for calculation of the EITC. 
'Child support would be treated just as it would for any' other family with earnings', ' 

• 	 ,Benefits paid to CWEP participants would be treated ,as benefits rath'er than; earnings for all 
purposes., 

• 	 States would be required'to guarantee child care andlor other supportive services if needed for 
p;uticipation in the WORK program. ' , ' 

Private Employers 

• 	 Retention language similar to that found in the WORK specifications (and the.1TPAstatute) ! 

would be adopted--private,for-profit employers who demonstrated a pattern of failing to ' oIL 
retain WORK p,articipants would be excluded'from the program. , ' 

". The WORK progr~ subsidy for a WORK assignment in a nrivate, for-profit firm would be ,t I,k. I 
limited ,to 50 per-cent of the wages paid to the participant. ..' "11"'--1 

Why? .'-' 	 , , 
Bot:Q ofthe above provisions are intended to serve ~ protections against recycling of WORK 


, participahts by employers. While there is not currently such a limit"on the work supp,leffientation 
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wage subsidy, ,wo.rksupplementation is no.t, to put it mildly, extensively used. The WORK pro.gram 

will be o.n a much larger scale and under much greater scrutiny, with a correspo.ndingly greater risk 

o.f abuses and scandals. ' 	 . . 

Mo.reover, staff fro.mthe Department o.f Labo.r expressed skepticism abo.ut the' marginal value o.f 

increasing the subsidy above 50 percent, particularly.given'that WORK:pro.gram subsidies already 

have the advantage of extending fo.r up to. 12 mo.nths, as o.PPo.sed to. 6 mo.nths 'for JTPA OJT. 


Length of farticipaliQ~/Nu,mb~ofWORK Assignments 	 . ·"-I~' ,~. 

• 	 WORK pro.gram participants wo.uld in general' be, limited to. 'either two. WORK assignments 

(o.ne at State o.ptio.n) or 24 months in the WORK pro.gram (12 at State o.ptio.n)~"whiChever is 

sho.rter. The 24-m~nth limit wo.uld apply to.·participatio.n in CWEP as well. 


.• 	 States·wo.uld be requirCd to. pro.vide WORK assignments (o.r CWEPplacements) to. a high 
percentage (e.g., 65%) o.f tho.se who. had no.t yet held two. WORK assignmeQt:S o.r spent two. 
~ears in the WORK pro.gram: . 

• 	 The to.tal number o.f WORK assignments (natio.nwide) wo.uld be limited to. 300,000. 

•. 	 States wo.uld be required to. re-assess WORK participants at the two.-year/two.-assignment mark 

to. determine if mo.re time in the WORK pro.gram wo.uld be appro.priate, o.r if o.ther services 

might be in o.rder. In instances in which o.ther services were needed, individuals could be 

referred back to. the. JOBS pro.gram.


• 	 . I • 

• 	 Perso.ns re-evaluated and sent back to. the JOBS pro.gram wo.uld be eligible fo.r casQ benefits, 

witho.ut a time limit. If the State subsequently determined that a perso.n in this catego.ry 

wo.uld benefit fro.m ano.ther WORK assignment, he o.r she could he sent back to the WORK 

pro.gram. 


Why? 
Fo.r the time limit to be mo.re than a semantic exercise, a recipient reaching the time limit wo.uld need 

to. kno.w !Qat he o.r she will be go.ipg to. a WORK assignment very sho.rtly.and will no.tbe placed o.n a 

waiting list indefinitely. If the time limit'means o.nly that benefit checks. are sent o.ut und,er a different 

program name, with perhaps a few additio.nal toothless requirements (e'.g., l;1nmo.nito.red self-initiatec:t 


. community service) impo.sed, we 'canno.t· expect any change in theph~lo.so.phy 9f either r~cipients, o.r 
welfare o.ffices to. result. ' ' ' . 

On the o.ther hand, guaranteeing a WORK assignment to. everyo.ne reaching the time limit, whiCh 

wo.uld be the o.ther way o.f ensuring a WORK assignment fo.r tho.se Just hitting the wall, cOuld be 

pro.hibitively expensive. . 


It wo.uld ,be difficult if no.t impossible to. cap the funding fo.r such a WORK pro.gram. While o.ur cost 

estimates have presumed a WORK assignment fo.r everyo.ne, reaching the time limit, they have'also. 

presumed substantial caselo.ad reductions which may o.r may no.t be accepted by CBO. Mo.reover, 

CBO's current ,mo.del predicts that the marginal cost: o.f\Vo.rk slo.ts, no.t including child care, rises with 


http:o.f\Vo.rk
http:caselo.ad
http:everyo.ne
http:everyo.ne
http:catego.ry
http:witho.ut
http:Perso.ns


. )' 

" ' 
" 

DRAFT: For' discus~ion only' 	 2/16 . 

the number of persons in the program (Le., enro,lling the 300,00Qth per~on would cost $2,700 per 
year, while enrolling the 1,000,000th would cost $5,400 p~r 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 years/two WORK assignments would effective,ly I. 

'1ap the size and cost of the program in the steady state (even in.'tbe absence of a cap on the number 
of WORK assignments). As noted above, some persons could be required to take. part ,in th~ WORK 

'" program for a longer period, when ap~ropriate. 	 ""I ' 

:...~. '~'.' 

.""~.----.--. _.... ' , ' . 
. Phase-In 

.~,' 'Ppase-in the time limit' ~d the WORJ(programC's)owly, beginning, with,applic~ts and 
recipients age 24 and under and increasing by one-year age increments ,each year thereafter. 

.. 	 The Secretary of IiHS would be required to make a report to. CongreSs at the 4 or'5-year 
. point (e.g.; FY 2(00) on the implementation of the new program; including impacts and the 
charactet:istics of the personS subject to the new rules who had been in the system' 
continuously since the phase-in. . 

., 	 .' 
• 	 '. The Secretary wouldalsQ be required to make recommendationS as to any changes or shifts of 

direction needed. ' 

• \ 	 The new program,including both the time limit and the WORK program; would have to ,be 
reau,thorized after 8-10 years. ' 

. , .~ 

Why? . '. ,.. . .' 	 ' 
, A slower phase-in strategy would not only keep costs down during the five-year budgetwindow 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. younger 

'recipients arid especially younger applicants who are at the greateSt risk of long-term welfare receipt 
The Administration's bill would be reaching this population more rapidly than 'does ,the H<;>use . 
Republican bill, which does'not phase-in current recipients, including those'under 25 at present, unt!1
1999. . '. 	 ,- , . 

Another argument in favor of a phase-in beginning with those 24 and undeds .,thatthese most at-risk 
recipients might get lost during a more rapid phase~in; focusing on younger recipients, first is the best 

, bet for success with thisess~ntial subgroup. - '. 

The Administration would make the commitme'nt in the bill to sensibly expand to the rest of the 
caseload as rapidly as resources allow, with the 'benefit of the knowledge picked up during the early. 
years of the phase-in. . "i'7.f: 
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Funding 

-WORK money would be defined as only the new money needed to set uD WORK 
assignments. This funding would be capped and would be distributed to States according to 
the number of persons in the JOBS program subject to the time limit in the State, relative to' 
the number in all States. . .' 

- Feder;U money for 'wages to persons in WORK assig~ents would not be capped. The 
, Federal government would reimburse. States for wag~ to persons in WORK assignments, with 
no lillli~ on Federal matching funds-(as':noted-above; Tilowever. the total number of WORK 
assignments would be capped); " 

- . 'The Federal match rate for wages wo~ld be structured so as to encourage (high-benefit) States 
to make their WORK assignments 15-@ hou~s per ~eek, as opposed to 30-35. ' . , . 

- States' would face a higher match rate for benefits to persons who had reached the tim~ limit 
and were, not in a WORK assignment . 

. [see'piece on AIl~tion of WORK Pror:ram Funds for further discussion, ~f funding iSS,ties] 
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, Issue Paper: WORK PROGRAM FuNDING 

Key Questions: 

• Whatis meant by the terms "WORK funding" or "WORK mOrley?" 
• How should WORK funding be allocated? ' ' 
• ' , How much nexibility should States be given in the spending of WORK dollars? 

'For example, a state receiv'es $10 million in,WORK dollars. Does th~t $10 million represent the 
moriey for WORK wages and for WORK operational costs, or just for the latter? what can the State 
do with that sum? Is the State required to spend all of the money on WORK aSsignments? 'Is it 
required to spend any of the money on WOIU( positions, or could all ,of the ~inds be devo,ted 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 ex~ple, had 'b~n referred to a placement contractor be eligibl; for cash 

benefits while awaiting placement? What about individuals enrolled ,in job search or in the v'ery 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 0111(\1 ' 


strategies, generated very few WORK assignments? Could the State'simply contiriue to pay AFDC or 

'the equivalent benefits to most'ofthose in the WORK prognun? "', ' ,,' 


A Preferred Allocation,Strategy 

Money, for the cost of operating the program would be capped and distributed according to the , 

number of personS in the State subject to the time limit, (i.e., those required to participate .in' JOBS), 


,The State match for :WORK administrative funding woula be set, at least the JOBS match rate and 

perhaps higher. states 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 eligible for 

c~h berefits, which would also be reimbursed, at the FMAP. ' 


The Federal match rate for WORK wages, could be set higher than the FMAP, to encourage state." to 
generate WORK assignments rather than lengthy waiting Hsts. Conversely, the match rate for persolJ,'>, 
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 incentive to move WORK particip'ants into unsubsidized employment as rapidly as, 
possi~le. " , " ' ' , 

The distinction between the administrative money and the, wage ~oney would have to be made in ?illY " 

, event for match rate purposes, since the Federal ",!Itch for WORK administrative dollars ~ould likely 
. be highef"tl,lan 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 ben~fits 
wO\Jld not have to be p;.id out of the capped. WORK allocation. If the capped WORK allocation. 

, I 
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included funds for.wages and ~h benefits and the 'cap were set too low, a State would be left with', . 
insufficient funds to provide income support to persons in"theWORK program (see below),' ." .. 

, , 

Under this arrang~ent, wages (or persons in WORK assigntnents would essentially be the. 
money that would otherwise haye ~paid in AFDC ~efitsto such personS. The 

. Department,.::however; would avoid'the. arduous and meSsy busineSs ~f trying to estimate;in 
advance the amount that would, have been paid in benefits to such persons, and States would -:tot 

"'_ be left .holding the bag in the event of nawed projectioos (see' below)~' ,--' 
, ' , 

There is still the question of-how, if WORK administrative funding were capped, States with higher 
than average per participantoperatioilal costs would be reimbursed adequately for su~hexpenditurcs, 

States would, under 'this structure, stillhave the flexibility to spend the WORK operationalfonding on 
a range of activities, including job'search assistance and performance:.based placement contracts,' 
.' . '. 

, ' 

.- ,It should be ~oted that the method by which the Federai gover~ment reimburses States is qupJe 

separate from the nlechanism 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 ,3 monthly basis or in a lump sum at the outSet of aWORK' 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. ,Regardless' of the method by which the State transferred dollars to WORK employers, (he. 

'Federal government would reimburse the State for wages at the FMAP (or a higher rate), and fOf 
administrative spending at the WORK match rate. ' .' . 

There is still the question of ~hether it State should be required to spend at least some of its WPRK . 
administrative money on ge~erating WORK assignments, or whether a State ~ould be permitted, for 

. example, ,to put all i.sWORK money into placement contracts and create no WORK assignments, ' 
.. ". 

Perhaps a more salient question is, w~at If a State devotes most of its WORK funding to genera~ing 
WORK assignments but due to administrative difficulties or insufficient matching funds, provides very 
few WORK assignments? . Would such a State face any penalty? 

. Stites could be required' to g~nerate a minimum number of WORK as~,ignments" to ensure that a 'work' . ' 
requirement would kic~ 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 people out of the WORK program and into unsubsidized employment 
(including self-employment), . ' , 

Alternatively, States could be required to .enroll a certain percentage (e.g., 80-95%) of-persons who 
had not yet reached the reassessment point in WORK aSsignments, provided-WORK administrative 
funding were sufficient to enable States to provige WORK assignmentsto such a number. ofpersons. 

There are fai~ly compelling reasonS not to cOunt placemen~ into unSup~ld~ed, jobs as WORK ...,,, 

aSsignments;'"It would be difficult to distinguish WORK participants who found, or would have 
. ' ' .. 
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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 Jost it two months later? Would it be counted as a WORK aSsig~ment for those two 
months? Monitoring how long persons' placed in unsubsidized ~mployment kept such jobs could 
prove rather 'difficult. ' '. 

,:. 

The allocation strategy described above attempts to afford States considerable flexibility, while 
ensuring that at least a 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 possible, while minimizing the.administrative burden fOL 

both the States an<fthe Federal government. ," ' , ' " 

,Why Not a Flexible Pool of Wages.and Administrative Dollars? 

Another option would be to require States to fund income support for persons who had reached the 
time limit out of WORK pr~gram ,funds. In other words, WORK money ~ould include both the, 
funding to generate and maintain the WORK assignments and the wages to be paid to persons in 

. WORK assignments-a "fl~xible pool" of both types of dollars. The amount for, wages wotil~ 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 tllt'; fiscal year, WORK money for a year 
would be equal ,to the operational 'funding plus the amount in benefits that would have been paid to 
the number of persons we estimated would be in the WORK program during the year, not the actual 
number of people in WORK positioilS during that year. ' 

.' . . , '. . 

. If WORK funding 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 f4nds to provide, 

WORK assigrHnents or cash benefits to ail 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 wou.ld be to permit a State, in such an instance, to provide cash benefits out of AFDC , 
(or the equivalent program) money to such persons. A State which, however, generated few WORK 
assignments, as discussed above, could then pay cash b,enefits, out of AFDC money, to the large' 

, numberof persons, in the WORK program but riot in WO~ aSsignments. ,.'. ' , 

Defining WORK money as both the administrative dollars to set up the WORK assignments and the 
WORK wages, and capping that total would be tantamount to replacing AFDC, which is an uncapped 

. entitlement, with a capped entitlement for persons who had reached the time limit. States are not 
likely to weioome such an arrangement, unless the Federal match nite for WORK money is 

, substantially higher than the FMAP or even the JOBS match rate. ' - , , 

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

" .::r" 
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Writing the 'capped WORK funding 'levels into law aspart ohhe Administration-'s bili would be ' 
particularly challenging, as it would require estill)ating the tlumber of perSons who would' be in the , 

, WORK program in, for example, fiscal years 1996 throug~ 1999: The level of WORK funding might 
have to be deterniined 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 y~ to year, 
WORK funding would then rise accordingly. . " 

. , 

ltis not clear what the advantages are to such a block granting sCheme. Much the same effect' 
.~uldbe achi~yed~by tile strategy deScribed above, which distinguishes between money for,.- :-
setting up the'WORK ~ignments ,and money fot WORK program wages. 

" 
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