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Attach.,d is a draft paper outlining the slate ofplay on the design of the Welfare-to-Work 
program, as summarized by my staff. It bas not been reviewed by the agencies and sbQuld not be 
shared with lh,mulll, I want us to talk it through first. 

The paper identifies eight significant issues for resolution. You "'ill nole that it does not 
highlight labor protections as an issue (see p, 9), This is bee.use the Lahor Department 
developed the text offered (at Tah C), based pardy on current JTPA law and on the provisions 
from the Administration's Work and Responsibility Act, and DOL policy officials aver that this 
text will satis(y organized labor, You will note that the paper does note on page 9 that an option 
would be to write the specification such that any State or city that uses WTW funds in • project 
with other funds) such as TANF monies, would have to apply this set of labor protections to the 
whole project .. something organized labor surely would applaud, but which might lead States 
and cities to fence offWTW funds from other funds to avoid having to abide by these rules. 

At our meeting. we should: (1) discuss the issues and options and identify alternative 
approaches; (2) identifY other issues that should be highlighted; (3) discuss when and how to 
share with the agencies; (4) discuss when and how to raise iss~es with principals, including the 
overarchlng issue of whether to have an actual bill, Vv'hen we do go to principals, the 
presentation will have to be shorter,and m"ore focused on tne issues, but we can work on that 
later. 

Attachment 
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CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT 


December 3, 1996 

WELFARE-TO-WORK JOBS PROGRAM DESIGN 

)"lle Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge Fund provides incentives to States and cities to 
place longAerm welfare recipients in jobs that lead toward self~sufficiency and reduce welfare 
dependency. It maximizes the flexibility and innovation of States and cities working in close 
cooperation with lbe private sectOr and the community by not specifying a program design; 
rather it specifies the measure ofsuccess and rewards its achievement. The evidence of the 
ability ofpast Federally-designed job placement programs to achieve significant levels of success 
with this population is decidedly mixed, whether under JTPA, Welfare-JOBS, Food Stamps 
Employment and Training, or myriad other designs, WTW would be accompanied by a 
sUbstantially enriched tax credit to employers who hire the target group, Nevertheless,based on 
previous tax credit take up rates, the credit alone win not be sufficient to change the hiring 
practices of employers, or the employment prospects of long..tenn welfare recipients. The 
introduction of the performance-based incentives ofWTW to an environment of the tax credit, 
T ANF's work foeus, new child care funds and strategies that integrate other State and l""at funds 
shouldt however, catalyze substantial new job creation to make iasting improvements in the lives 
oflong-tenn welfare recipients. 

Presented below is a working outline of bow the Welfare-to-Work (WTW) Jobs $3 
billion spending program could be designed. White any aspect of the design can raise issues, the 
outline highlights the eight major issues the WTW workgroup identified: 

L City eligibility for direct grants, 
2. Definition ofeligible individuals 
3. Definition of earnings success for performance payments 
4. Perfonnance payments for public sector jobs . 

5, Mayornl control 

6, Federal role in plan approval 

7, Use of WTW funds for workfare and subsidized public sector jobs 

S. Federal administration 

(A) Budget structure 

• 	 ~ WTW will be a capped mandatory spending program, 

• 	 fund availability, Funds will be available in the following amounts: FY 1998, $750 

million; FY 1999, $1 billion; and FY 2000, $1.25 billion, 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

(B) Flow of funds; performance grants 

For the purposes ofmaking perfonnance payments during FY 1998, the Secretary may 
•draw funds from the amount for FY 1999. For the purpose of making pcrfonnance 

payments during FY 1999, the Secretary may draw funds from the amount for FY 2000. 

Avajl~bjJity for obligation. Funds would be available for obligation in the year in which 
they are first available, and for two additional fiscal years. Funds would be avaiJable on a 
fiscal year basis, as in TANF (vs.• for example, on a July·June program year basis as in 
JTPA), given the necessity for joint programming with TANF funds. 

Eedernl administration funds. Funds for Federal administration and for evaluation would 
be appropriated annually in the discretionary budget. The agencies suggest about $S 
million per year to support 50 FIE, plus evaluation costs. 

Iotal fonnul. grants. In general. each eligible applicant (see below) with an approved 
plan would be eligible to receive amount equal to its percentage share of the eligible 
population, applied to the $3 billion, or $1 billion annually for three years. 

Annua) fOUDu)a grants. In general, for each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2000, each 
eligible applicant with an approved plan would receive an amount equal to its percentage 
share of the eligible population, applied to $750 million. After the FY 1998 grant, 
subsequent grants would be conditioned upon demonstration of satisfactory progress 
toward meeting the goals ofthe approved plan. 

Performance grants. The remaining funds ($250 million in 1998 Ill1d $500 million in 
each of fisc.. 1 years 1999 and 2000) would be distributed to each grantee based on its 
actual number of successful placements/retentions, up to the maximum for which it 
planned. 

perforrmmce pavments, The total Federal payment per placement - regardJess of the 
actual cost of placement-- is calculated to be $3,000. The fOmlula gtllOl provides three­
fourths of the Federal share of each-expected placement, or $2,250, up front, in order to 
support WTW's share of the grantee's approved plan. 

For each successful placement, the grantee then earns an additional $750 PJ'dQnn~nce 
w:ant. Failure to place as many individuals as its apprQved plan calls for does not result 
in State or city repayment ofthe grantee's formula grant, but it would trigger the 
necessity for corrective actions prior to receiving subsequent years' fommla grant, and. in 
extreme cases, reallocation of funds to other areas, 

• 	 The actual cost per placement will be whatever the grantee chooses, and is 

financed by • combination of WTW funds, State TANF block grant funds, State 
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job training funds, the private sector, and other funds in the plan. 'While WTW 
·funds need not be spent in any specific amount or proportion on anyone 
individual, the funds must be spent on activities intended to benefit the eligible 
population (V5" for example, the welfare population genera!1Yt or those with 
shorter durations on welfare). 

• 	 Timing Qfpaymenl of Ill'rfonnance granl., Beginning on Oetober 1, 1998, perfonnance 
grants will be awarded quarterly. based on grantee certification of successful placements 
to the Secretary. Certifications wiU be subject to audit and grantees liable for recovery of 
funds for improper certifications. 

(i:J Eligible appli<:anls and share of funds 

• 	 ~. Ench State, the District of Columhia, Puerto Rico. Guam, the Virgin Islands. and 
the Territories is eligible for a WTW grant. Grant funds within these entities would 
automatically pass tbrough, by ronnula, to cities which are eligible applicants, The State 
administcrS the funds for parts ofthe State without cities that are eligible applicants. 

• 	 c.i.tks.. Cities with the highest number of individuals in poverty also receive and 
administer WTW grants. A city may, in its sole discretion, arrange for the State to 
administer funds the city would otherwise receive .. 

• 	 Counties. [NOTE: this is the response to the August statement that "counties, as 
appropriate" could be grantees. The term "appropriate" is defined locally] .The State may 
delegate administration offunds in areas for which a city is not otherwise an eligible 
applicant) to a county (or a city) of its choosing. In States where counties win be 
responsible for TANF administration, a State may find it appropriate to delegate its DOn­

city WTW funds and responsibilities to the counties. Cities within or abutting a county 
with the n.ecessary capability could arrange to' have the county administer its WTW funds. 

• 	 Service Delivery Areas (SPAs) as eligible lIPplic.nts, The Labor Department is 
exploring an option in which the 630 JTPA SDAs, comprised of cities, counties, and 
other units of local goverrunent, would constitute the eligible grantees, In this option, 
there would be no State grantees. 

DESIGN ISSUEJ1l:.100 or 150 cities 

Ideally, wrw would distribute funds on the basis ufthe relative numbers oflong-term 
welfare recipients. There is no data base that does this, so the workgroup asswnes \VTW will 
use the distribution ufpeople in poverty, The attached tables (fab A) use 1990 Census data, but 
wuuld need to be updated, They show the percentage and amount of funds which cities and 
States-less-cities ("Balance ofStates'j would receive under the annual $750 million grant, and 
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from the total $3 billion, 

"'OTE: The illustrative tables are from a data base that only has cities of 100,000 
population or more. Thus it excludes cities with smaller total population that may have 
more poor people than cities that now show as being within either the 1,00 or the 150 list. 
East S1. Louis, for example is not on the list~ but may qualify when there is a list ofcities 
by number of people in poverty without regard to total city population. 'AlsO. Puerto Rico 
and the territories are not shown and would change the numbers. 

Each table set shows the cities in descending order ofnumbers in poverty, followed by 
the Balance of State amounts. The first set of tables is based on 150 cities qualifying; the second 
on 100 cities qualifying, Items for consideration: 

• 1I.:here are lbe poor? Whether at the 100 or the 150 city level, roughly one-third ofthe 
poor are in the cities, two-thirds in the Balance of States (this would shift somewhat on 
the data base that ranks cities without regard to population size.) The task of moving 
welfare redpieniS into jobs is preponderantly a State task, 

• Basis for deciding, :which cities should b~ eligible, There is no particular objective 
standard that leaps out for where to draw the line on the table. On an annual basis, only 
22 cities would have to plan for more than 1,000 job placements per year. Only 46 cities 
would ne(:d to plan for more than 2.000 jobs over the tiu'ee year period. 

• There are 1J States with Do cities thm qualify, It is not uncommon in Federal programs 
to recognize this situation by qualifying "the largest cit)' in a state with no otherwise 
eligible city." 

The decision on how many cities to make eligible is a pure policy catl. Given the 
preponderance of the poor in small cities, suburbs and rural areas. whether there are 100 or 150 
or some other number of cities win not materially influence the overall success ofWTW; State 
behavior win be the greatest determinant. 

(D) WTW eligible individuals 

The August outline names "Iong~tenn welfare recipients'" who have been on the rolls for 
"at least" 18 months. The caseload of adults receiving welfare for 18+ months numbers about 
2,2 million annually, Because of normal churning of the welfare population1 about half of these 
individuals probably would get jobs without special State efforts. With only the 18+ mpnths 
factor, WTW is susceptible to charges of creaming and having no net impact. In addition, as the 
tables indicate, the number ofjobs a city or State needs to find to qualify for the full perfonnance 
paymenlls not large. The combination ofavoiding creaming and spending the $3 billion for 
people in the most need suggests the necessity for an additional individual targeting factor. 

4 




DESIGN ISSUE 1/1: Definition of eligible individuals 

The workgroup identified two approaches to ensuring that the individuals for whom 
WTW makes performance payments are those more likely to need the extra effort that \VTW 
implies, one based on the Federal government specifying an additional criterion beyond duration 
on welfare; the other requiring an additional criterion, but permitting each grantee to select the 
facior from a statutory list. Or based on its OVill justification. 

OptiQQ A: Stlccify in law an additional factor. such as; 

(1) 18+ months on welfare and lacking a high school diploma/OED; about 900,000 
eligibles; 
(2) 18+ months on welfare and lacking basic skills -- about 900,000 eligibles. 
(3) 18+ months on welfare and lacking high schoolll!lll basic ,kills -- about 600,000. 
(4) 18+ months on welfare and living in high poverty • ...,.s -- about 950,000 in ateas of 

20% poverty or greater; about 665,000 in 30% or greater poverty areas. 
(5) 18+ months on welfare and victim of domestic abuse, or other factor from a 
Feder.llist. 
(6) 18+ an additional 6 months on welf.re; about xxx,OOO eligibles [estimate coming); 

Option B: Let States and citjes choose the additional factor 

Formula grants could only be used for, and payments from the 25% withheld funds could 
be awarded only for~ individuals the State or city document are long~terrn recipients and 
from one ofthe groups above (including any other factor the State or city proposes and 
justifies in its plan), 

Option A more closely resembles the current JTPA structure (although JTPA does 
include in its targeting menu a "local choice" option); cities and States are familiar with this 
approach. Option B is more consistent with the overall State flexibility principle ofVtrW and 
puts the onus of selecting the targeting fuctor more on the State or city, where it belongs. 

(£) Hours worktd/carnings standard for the performance payment 

The August outline defined the condition for a perfonnance payment for an eligible 
individual to be placement in a job that lasted for at least 1,000 hours during nine months, At the 
time. this definition was simply an intuitive judgement that it was tong enough to demonstrate 
the desired focus on job retention and still seem achievable. 

The workgroup questioned whether this goal was sufficiently ambitious: If000 hours at 
the minimum wage would qualify, but is not much ofan achievement. Earnings for 1.000 hours 
at next year's minimum wage ($5.15Ihour) would be $5,150, or $10,712 for a full yent'S work 
(2,080 hours). The poverty level for the typical welfare family of three is S12,980 now and ....ill 
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be higher in FY 1998, when WTW begins. This population is believed to churn in and out of 
minimum wage jobs, though it is noted that there is no systematic infonnation available at HHS 
on the wage experiences of the target population. 

Thus:ifa WTW "success" is ajob at minimum wage, the typical welfare family's full­
time earnings would be about 17% below poverty. This level would be a significant 
improvement in earnings for many on welfare, but it should be achievabIe with relatively limited 
effort, such as might be available under TANF without WTW. 

On the other hand, it is important not to have a measure of success so difficult to achieve 
as to doom WTW's likelihood of success. The JTPA National Study found that even though 
ITPA boosted welfare recipients' earnings by as much as 50 percent above control group 
member earnings, the program did not reduce welfare and food stamp dependency among 
treatment group memberS. The Study found that AFDC participants' average post-program 18­
month earnings were about $5,200; average hours worked over that IS-month period ~~ a period 
douhle the August outline's 9-month standard for WTW -- were 1,072. , 

Notwithstanding the evidence that this is a hard group to place in better paying jobs, it is 
also important to keep in mind that TA1\F permits each State to exempt from time limits 20% of 
its welfare population, which should mean that the very hardest to employ likely will not be in 
the WTW population. Finally, as the illustrative tables at Tab A show~ at least for the cities, the 
actual number of individuals that need to be placed to generate a performance grant in WTW is 
fairly modest, again suggesting that a more ambitious success measure is feasible. 

The workgroup also detennined that there is nO administrative recotd series that tracks 
post~program hours worked, To do so would require a cost1y fonow-up reporting system for 
each grantee. Quarterly Unemployment Insurance (lIT) wage record data is available in each 
State and offers an objective way to document the earnings of individuals for whom performance 
payments are claimed. Therefore, an earnings standard ~~ rather than an hours worked standard­
would be adopted for WTW. 

DESIGN ISSUE tl3; Definition of earnings success for performance payments. 

The work group suggests a policy goal that can be argued as "economic se1f~sufficiencytt 
for long~term welfare recipients. It is exploring approaches linked rhetorically to the President's 
1993 EITC and minimum wage goals. 

In 1993, the President's Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and minimum wagcpolicy 

goal \vas for levels that. when combined with Food Stamps~ provided income sufficient for a 

female-headed family ofthree (the typical long-term welfare family) to escape poverty. At the, 

1996 poverty threshold for a family of three ofSI2,980, the "Minimum Wage + ElTC + Food 

Stamps> Poverty" standard requires only 30 hours of work per week, or about t t500 hours 

annuaUy. for actua1 earnings of$7,725. 
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, 

WTW could define its <lself~sumciency" earnings goal as ~. 

• Qption A; Wages +EITe,. Pover!)', excluding Food Stamp benefits from the caleulation 
because they are another form ofdependency. This would require annual earnings of 
$. , or about $__ per hour for a 2,000 hour job. Or, 

• Qption B; Wages + BITe" 130% Poverty, This option uses the standard that takes a 
family above the qualifying level for free lunch, or 130% ofpoverty. This formulation, 
would require annual earnings 0[$ , or $ per hour for a 2,000 hour job, 

Analysis is needed to determine ¥.'hcther either of these fonnulations place the success 
goal so far out of reach as to be unrealistic, even in light of the 20% exemption and the modest 
job targets generated by the funding structure. Some effort in this direction) however, is 
desirable to justify the spending program and demonstrate that it is' achieving something not 
otherwise likely to occur. 

(F) Jobs for whi<h WTW performance payments can be made 

The workgroup generally agreed that WTW perfonnance payments should be made only 
for jobs that are unsubsidized (except by WOTe) and that result in the requisite earnings leveL 
(See also the discussion below on Use of Funds for consideration ofwhether WTW funds should 
support workfare or other fonns ofjob subsidy, without regard t? the basis on which 
perfonnanee payments arc made,) 

It should be noted that some Administration rhetoric since August could lead some to 
believe that WTW performance payments are for subsidizing private sector jobs. White WTW 
funds may certainly be used for this purpose (e.g. I in the America Works approach), to make the 
performance payment for time spent in such jobs would be premature: there would be no basis 
for determining if the individual had reatly achieved a degree of independence and earnings. 
Permitting WTW performance payments for jobs for which employers are claiming WOTC 
should be the maximum degree of subsid.ization allowed. 

Some in the workgroup and elsewhere have argued that especially in areas oflocal 
recession, WTW should make performance payments for subsidized jobs. Given how few jobs 
are needed to satisfy WTW requirements (see Tables at Tab A), this does not se~m necessary, 
TANF and other funds can and wilt support workfare and subsidized jobs in any case. vrrw 
perfonnance payments should focus on an individual achieving employment status outside the 
welfare system. 

The work group was, however, sharply divided over the question of paying perfonnance 
grants for unsubsidized jobs in the pubHc sector, The August design stressed private sector jobs 
but did not explicitly address: whether performance payments could be made for regular. 
unsubsidized jobs in Federal, Slale, or loea] government. As the attached table (Tab B) notes, 
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public jobs make up 15 to 25 percent of the job opportunities: in most local labor markets, more 
in a few places. On the other hand, public agencies are not eligible for the WOTe and most 
employment growth is occurring in the private, not the public sector, so it is likely that most 
WTW job placements will be in the private sector. Paying off for pub~ic jobs could also raise the 
specter of the much~maligned CETA public service employment program. 

DESIGN ISSUE #4: Performance payments for public jobs 

The choices range from no public jobs, through a cap on public jobs, to totallocol 
discretion. 

• 0PlloD A; No payments for pubJicjQbs. A complete bar on performance payments for 
such jobs. This may present difficulties in areas of high public employment. 

• Optioo B: Cap 00 payments fox public jobS. This could be an arbitrary cap, sueb as 10%, 
or a limitation based on the presence ofpubJic jobs in the local labor market: if the local 
labor market bas 15% of its total employment in lhe public sector, only 15% ofthe jobs 
qualifying for performance payments could be in the public sector. 

• Option C; No Iimjt on payments for pubUc; jobs. Complete State and city discretion. 

It is difficult to craft a credible argument that jobs in the pubHc sector are somehow not 
real or appropriate jobs for long-term welfare recipients. Allowing public job placements to 
count does not necessarily weaken the private sector emphasis of the program, or somehow make 
it like CETA,lhough this criticism will be made, The issue ofwhether WTW is more like CETA 
with aU is perceived faults. is more Jikely to arise with the use of\VTW funds, as discussed 
below. not the basis upon which perfonnance payments are made. If there bas to be some 
limitation, doing it with reference to the share ofpublic jobs in the area is defensible. 

(G) Application process 

• 	 process. States and eligible cities submit a p1an at the same time to the Secretary, at a 
time and in the manner designated by the Secretary, for their share of the formula grant 
funds. Initial applications would be for the full program period (3 years of annual 
formula grants) plus the additional time needed to meet the job retention geal) with 
annual reporting, updates, and plan amendments. Plans would be modified by grantees as 
necessary, in accord with procedures the Secretary determines. 

• 	 Satjsfactor.y progress. Grantees will be required to show satisfactory progress toward 
their jobs goal in order to receive second~ and third-year formula grants. Failure to show 
such progress will result in required p1an modification and. at the discretion ofthe 
Secretary, could lead to a reallocation of funds to other grantees 'with a greater likelihood 
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of success. 
• 


• 	 public commenl, Applications must be made available for public comment prior to 
admission to the Secretary. The final submission will indicate what public comments 
were received t and how they are reflected in the plan. 

(II) Plan content 

• 	 Linkages and leveraging QfresQurees. How the resources from State TANF. Child Care 
and Development Block Grant. lTPA. Work Opport\ffiities Tax Credit (WOTC) and nther 
sources will be used to help achieve the jobs goal. 

• 	 Stal;ehplder pa(1jcipatioQ. How the TANF administering entity, the private sector, 
community~based organizations. labor representatives, EZlEC plans, CDFI grantees, 
JTPA service delivery areas, educational institutions. the Employment Service, and other 
job training and placement entities and economic development activities have been 
brought together to pJan the WTW activities, and how their participation mil help 
achieve the jobs goal through use of their financial or in-kind resources, hiring 
commitments, or in other ways, 

• 	 Lnhot j)IQlztiQns. How the job placements genemtnd by WTW funds will be covered by 
the Fair Labor Standards Act and other labor protection laws, and will satisfY the 
nondisplacement, nondiscrimination, and wages and working conditions provisions of 
sections 142 through 144. and 167(a)(1 ) and (2) of the Job Training Partnership Act. as 
amended, and the additional labor protections included in the Administration's Work and 
Responsibility Act (see language at Tab C). 

Labor Department policy offidais believe the language meets organized labor concerns. 

• 	 Organized labor would welcome a requirement that would extend the labor 
protections described above to any programs (especially T ANF) that grantees use 
in conjunction with WTW Jobs funds. However, such an extension could have 
the unintended effects of discouraging the merging ofWTW and T ANF funds and 
creating separate tracking of funds to avoid the additional labor protections. 

• . 	 JOb niacemems, The number ofprojected job placements consistent with the share of 
funds l and how these piacements will occur in jobs that can be expected to continue after 
the relentlon period has expired. 

(1) The relation,hip of the city to th~ State 

Mayors ofme largest cities \'.111 receive wrw Jobs funds directly and "contro)" their 

expenditure. At the same time, VlTW funds must, to have a chance of being effective. be 
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deployed locally in a manner that is fully consistent with State T ANF and child care plans and 
spending. Under TANF. it is the State which is responsible fo~ the welfare population, although 
States may devolve significant control to lower levels of government ~- mainly counties_ It is 
therefore not possible to give mayors totally independent control over WTW and still hope to 
have a successful program. 

DESIGN ISSUKIts.: Mayoral control 

To balance mayoral control with necessary State coordination, the workgroup considered 
three options for local plan approval and funding arrangements. 

• 	 Option A: Consultation. Mayors must consult on their plans wIth Governors, but are not 
required to incorporate or report to the Secretary any comments received, or to secure 
Governor approval. This model assures the Governor the opportunity for input, but the 
degree to which his input is accepted is solely at the discretion of the mayor. 

• 	 Option B: JQjnt responsibility. Mayors must work with Governors to gain their approval 
prior to plan submission to the Secretary. Cities that could not secure Governor approval 
of their plans would be ineligible for WTW FWlds. Their formula allotment would be 
reallocated among other eligible applIcants in the State. including the Governor. This 
model maximizes the likelihood of close coordination between TANF and WTW, but at 
the expense of mayoral independence. 

• 	 OptjOo C; Required mayor/governor interactioo, A step~by~step process: (1) Mayors 
would de,veIop their plans with Governors in whatever manner the two players work out. 
(2) The mayor+s plan would, "to the greatest extent feasible," reflect Governor views in 
the plan. (3) Ifmayors cannot reach initial agreement with the Governor, they would be 
required to attach the Govemor~s comments to the application to the Secretary and to 
explain the areas Qf disagreement to the Secretary. (4) The Secretary could return the 
plan to the mayor to ask for additional explanation. (5) The Secretary could suggest 
al1ernatives to the mayor and the Governor. to help obtain a mutually satisfactory plan. 
(6) In the end) the mayor's preferences control. This model maximizcs the opportunity 
for the mayor and Governor to work out their differences, but retains ultimate mayoral 
controL 

TIle workgroup believes the third option strikes an appropriate balance between local 

control and the imperative of consistency with Statewide TANF strategies. 


(J) Federal plan approval 

As with virtually all Federal grants to States and cities, there needs to be a Federally~ 


accepted plan upon which Federal funds flow to grantees. Federal programs offer a range.of 

options for the degree to which the Government exercises control over the content of the 
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grantee's plan as a condition for receipt of funds. 

DESIGN ISSUE #6: The Feder.l role in WTW plan approval. 

The workgroup identified two primary options for the Federal role, the TANF model and 
the JTPA model. 

Option A: lANE lUll4cl. Under TANF, the Federal role lS limited to checking for completeness; 
guidance and oversight are minimal. The burden of design adequacy rests with the Stnte. Funds 
are not conditioned on the quality of the plan or its likelihood of success, as judged by the 
Federai government. 

Option S; !TPA !!Iodel. [n lTPA and many other Federal programs, the Federal government 
plays a more substantive role, With limited funds available to achieve the stated purpose, the 
Federal government is presumed to have a stake in, and expertise in. determining what 
approaches most effectively satisfy the requirements of the program statute. Under this 
approach, the Secretary would approve plan applications based on a "reasonable expectation of 
success.'" 

Because \VT\\l Jobs rewards activities primarily financed under TANF. departing from 
the <lde minim us" TANF role would be difficult to justify t even though the JTPA model is more 
the Federal norm, Because the Secretary withholds 2S percent of WTW Jobs funds, the Federal 
leverage to encourage good performance is inherent in the VlTW. design, without regard to the 
plan approval pro(~ess. Arguably, the carefully specified plan content requirements (above), 
coupled with full payment only for the showing ofperformance, can ensure accountability for 
WTW Jobs funds without a more meticulous plan approval process. It is likely, however, that a 
TANF..like approach will be criticized by some for failing to provide effective Federal oversight. 

(K) Us. of funds 

States and localities are generally free to deVIse whatever program plan they choose, 
,provided their plaJl makes clear that the result win be s'Jccessful placement in jobs qualifying for 
the performance grant, up to the level detennined in the fannula allocation, In addition. tiU'ee 
broad types of activities would be cited, They include: 

(!) Proven models orjch creatioo and nhlcernem. WTW may replicate programs which 
variolls localities have used successfully to place highly disadvantaged individuals, 

(2) Jobs in ""panded child care, through creation ofjobs for eligible individuals in 
expanded corrununity~based child care centers and other sources ofaffordable child care. 

(3) Jobs Created through cleaninCUll and rebuild;n& communities. Creation ofjobs 
through environmental clean up, such as under Brov.nfields programs, and resulting 
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'economic development; EZIEC incentives for new job creation in high poverty areas; and 
housing rehabilitation. Housing redevelopment programs, such as YouthBuild, also 
couid be part of tocal community plans for these acti vities. 

The most sensitive issue for use of funds is whether they may support workfare or other 
forms of job subsidization in the public sector. This issue is the forum for detennining whether 
wrw is open to attack for being CETA in another guise, 

DESIGN ISSUE #1: Usc ofWTW funds for workfare and subsidized public sector jobs. 

The August outline is clear that the purpose of the program is to help create job 
opportunities in t:1e private and non~profit sectors and that States and localities "would be 
granted maximum flexibility to develop job creation strategies R~ including, where appropriate, in 
the public sector." While the language is ambiguous about using WTW funds specifically for 
"workfare," there was general (but not unanimous) agreement that WTW funds should not be 
used for workfare). In contrast, if"workfare" jobs are something local areas believe are warranted 
or necessary to prepare long-term welfare recipients for work. it might hann WTW's chances of 
success to bar its use for this purpose, even though T ANf resources are already available for that 
purpose. 

• Option A: Prohibit use of WIW funds for workfare or subsidized public jobs. 

• Optjoo B: Complele IDcal discretion. 

The issue here is not whether workfare or public jobs subsidization are valuable 
employability development tools, but rather whether VlTW funds should be available for that 
purpose in addition to TANF and other funds, The key for v.1'f\V is the performance payment for 
regular, lasting employment. not the manner in which a longRterm welfare recipient acquired the 
skills and knowledge needed to get and hold such a job. On the other hand, using WTW for 
workfare raises the unwelcome CETA issue. TANF already permits the use of its funds for such 
purpose. 

(L) Accountability and evaluation 

• 	 The basic design of WT\V - rewarding only success ~~ ensures: grantee accountability. It 
is also essential tnat the Federal government, and the States and cities, learn which WTW 
strategies work best, in what situations. 

• 	 WTW will require periodic reports from each grantee on progress toward meeting the­
plan goal" with analysis of successes and problems. In addition, the Srcretary will 
estahlish ~ on-going evaluation capability" that wjU establish baseline data at the outset 
and permit an assessment ofwhether the WTW strategy is working during its second and 
third years. and an QveraU assessment of its net impact on the long-term welfare 
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population. 
• 

• 	 The authorization for appropriations for ~lTW ends after the third year, in order to make 
clear that the decision on whether to seek additional appropriations beyond the initial $3 
billion should turn on whether this program design has proved successful. 

(M) Administering agency 

The WTW workgroup did not address the issue of which Federal agency should be the 
lead administering entlty fgr WTW Jobs. This issue was deferred in August. The discussion 
below is divided into two issues: 8(a), HHS or DOL; and 8(b) interaction between DOL and 
HHS, should one or the other be designated lead. 

DESIGN ISSUE 1/8: Federal administration 

8(0) Should lUIS or Labor administer WTW? 

OMB offers the following summary of this issue, 

HHS and DOL can each make a strong case for a5SlUlling administrative responsibility. 
As administrator of TANF) HHS remains the principal source to the States on welfare policy. 
Administrative ease and efficiency. extensive knowledge of the welfare population, and the 
complex interactions between TANF and WTW's multiple sanctions and rewards, argue for a 
lead role for HHS in WTW Jobs. 

On the other hand) DOL has a proven track record of working for decades \vith low­
income adult'>; currently 35 percent of JTPA title II-A participants are AFDC recipients. Like 
WTW) JTPA stresses employment outcomes through a system ofperfonn~ce standards. JTPA 
also has strong ties to mayors) county, commissioners, and local employers through its 600 
business-led Private Industry Councils. 

• 	 Option A: DOL lead. 

• 	 Option B: HHS lead. 

If DOL has the lead t States would deplore answering to two federal bureaucracies - DOL 

for WTW and HHS for TANF -- as they administer their complementary, commingled welfare 

funds. Mayors would likely gladly accept DOL as lead agency for the WTW funds since they 

work with DOL on JTPA and have for many years. 


it is possible to defer this issue past the Budget database lock in early January, by 

including in the Budget an "allowance" of$75Q million in FY 1998 and,3 billion for FY 1998­
2000 (Plus administrative costs) that is not assigned to either agency. However. deferring this 
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issue means losing the abHity for the administering agency to work actively with key 
Congressional members to obtain the legislation and FY 1998 appropriation. 

8(b) Inter.ction between HHS and Labor 

Regardless of which agency has the lead. the programmatic interaction between TANF 
and WTW requires a close working relationship between HHS and DOL. This relationship could 
take various famls. Primary options are: 

Option A; CQOSllltatiQn. Under this option, the lead age:1cy would, by statute, be required to 
consult with the other agency on all aspects ofWTW program administration, and its interaction 
with.TAKF. At a minimum. consultation would occur on standards for 'WTW plan content, 
review and approval ofapplications, progress reports, corrective action or funding reallocation, 
and the design and conduct of the evaluation. This option would provide a formal participatory 
role for the other agency, but ensure a clear line of responsibility to the lead agency. 

Qption B: Joint PJ>proyaf. Under this option, HHS and Labor would jointly administer WTW. 
This option would adapt the model included in the Clinton Administration's School-to-Work 
(STW) Opportunities Act, in whkh the Secretaries of Education and labor 'Jointly provide for. 
and exercise final authority over. the administration of the Act" and have final authority to jointly 
issue whatever procedures, guidelines, and regulations the Secretaries consider necessary and 
appropriate to administer and enforce the Act. To avoid some of the complexity of STW. funds 
would be requested only in the lead Department, and the joint STW staffing pattern would not be 
followed. While this option is more complex than the consultation model, it ensures the 
administrative and policy streng~hs of both agencies will be brought to bear on \VTW, 
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• File: g;~$t~\wkwsort4.wk4 lG/
p' TY LEVELS. RATES AND RANKS 

( ~s of at Icast 100,000; 1990 Census) 


100 Cities and 50 Stales 1SO Cities and 50 States -- ._..- -.-.--.-."~.-.----- - ..~ -"An~riUal" .--.-----.... -- ­. ." -.__ .. AOnual--·---- - .. 
Allocation Share ofShare of AJ!ocation Share of Share or 

$1 B Based on $3 B 
Persons in ·$1 B Based on $3 B 

f:?overty (S)o.oo.o) Jobs $l50.M (SJo.ooo) Jobs (S.io.ooo) J.obs $,50jM (S.in.ooo) Jobs 

3.0,692,487City U.S. TolaL" ...... ".,. ..... " .. ,,,.: .... ,.,, 31,699,669 
$927.509 309,170$993.358 331.119 9,489,188

B.n~ .c.ures 10,495.310 
15.042 533.8<!4 5135,375 45,125

1 New York city 1,384,994 $43.691 14.564 $32.768 S131.073 43.691 545,125 
$15.732 $62.928 20,976

643.809 $20.310 6,770 . $15,232 560.929 20.310 520.976 M922 Los Angeles cily 
6.433 $14.473 $57.693 19.296 

3 Chicago city 592,298 $18,665 6,228 S14.614 S56.054 18.665 $19.298 
3,616 58,137 S32.546 10,649

4 Houslon city 332.974 $10,504 3,501 57,679 531,512 10,504 $10,849 
3,567 5s.o26 532,100 10.702 

5 Oelroil city 326,467 $10,362 3,454 $7,711 $31,086 10,362 510,702 
3,403 $7,6!;8 530.630 10,210 

6 Philadefphia city 313,374 $9,886 3,295 $7.414 $29,657 9,am; 510,210 
$6,750 2,250 55,062 $20,249 6,750

7 San Antonio city 207,161 56,!;35 2,178 54,901 $19,605 6,535 
5\7,378 5,193$4.206 $16,826 5,609 $5,793 1,931 $4,344

8 Dallas cily 171,790 $5,609 1,870 
$3,819 $15,216 5,09255,092 1,6979 Baltimore eily 156,284 $4,930 1,643 $3,698 $14,790 4,930 

$4,954 1,651 53,715 $14,861 4,954
10 New Orleans city 152,042 54,796 1,599 53,597 514,389 4,795 

.$4,639 1,546 $3,479 $13,917 4,639
11 San Diego cUy 142,362 $4.492 1,497 $3,369 $13,475 4,492 

53,475 S13,901 4,634
142,2\7 $4.486 1,495 $3.365 $13,459 4,488 $4,634 1.545

12 Cleveland city 
4,335 $4,477 1.492 $3,358 S13.431 4,477

1,445 $3,251 $13,00413 Phoenix city 137,406 $4,335 
4,294 54,435 1,476 53,326 $13,305 4,435 

14 Memphis cl!y 136,123 $4,294 1,431 $3.2<1 512,882 
1,472 $3,313 $13,252 4,417

1,426 $3.208 $12,831 4,277 54,41715 Milwaukee city 135,583 $4,277 
1,400 $3,149 $12,598 4,199'1,066 $4.19916 EI Paso city 128,886 $4,066 1,355 $3,049 512,198 
1,190 $2,618 $10,712 3.571

109,594 $3,457 1.Hi2 $2,593 $1(},372 3,451 $3,57117 Milllni city 
1,146 $2,$78 $10,311 3,437$9.984 3,328 $3,43710 Columbus city 105,494 $3,320 1,100 $2,495 
1.112 $2,501 $10,005 3,335$9,688 3,229 $3,33519 Atlanta cUy 102,364 $3,229 1,076 $2,422 

3,326 
20 Boston city 102,092 $3.221 1,014 $2,415 $9.662 3,221 $3,326 1,109 $2,495 $9,979 

$9.411 3.137$9,112 3,037 $3,137 1,046 $2,353
21 Distrid of Columbia 96,278 53,037 1,012 $2,278 

1,035 $2,326 $9,312 3,104$2,254 . S9,616 3,005 $3,104
22 SI. LQuis city 95.271 $3,005 1,002 

$8,519 . 2,840 $2,933 978 $2,200 56,799 2,933 
23 San Francisco city 90,019 $2,840 947 $2,130 

SMOl 2,834 $2,927 976 $2,195 $8,780 2,927 
024 Indianapolis cUy (remainder) 89,831 R834 945 $2,125 

$2,760 ,927 52,085 $0,339 2,780
8!l,319 52,691 897 $2,019 58,074 2,69125 Cincinnati city $6,123 2.708$1,966 57,8S5 2,622 $2,768 903 $2,031

26 Fresno city 83.108 52,622 874 
$7,976 2,659

81,601 52,514 858 $1,931 $7.723 2,574 $2,659 8S6 $1,994
27 Buffalo city . $7,856 2,619

80,369 $2,535 845 $1,901 S7,606 2,535 $2,619 873 $1,964
26 Austin city $1,955 $7,821 2,60751,893 $7,573 2,524 52,607 869
29 Jacksonville city (remainder) 80,Q16 $2,524 841 

$~"S37 $7,750 2.>83 
79,237 $2,50i 83' $i,676 $7,504 2.501 $2.583 861

30 Tucson city $7,614 2.558$1,858 $1,431 2,477 $2,558 853 51,919
31 Denver city 78,515 $2,477 826 

51,847 $7,389 2,463
76,597 $2,385 195 $1,789 $7,154 2,385 $2,463 821

32 Fort Worth city 51,837 57,348 2,449
790 $1,779 57,114 2,371 52,449 816

:33 Piusburgh city 15,172 52,371 2,3352,261 $2,335 ·778 51.751 $7,006
71,616 $2,261 754 $1,696 $6,78334 San Jose city 768 $1,726 56,911 2,304

743 $1.673 56,691 2,230 $2,304
35 Newark cily 70,702 $2,230 2,271757 $1,703 56,812$2,199 733 $1.649 $6,596 2.199 52,27136 Long Beach city 69,694 ,,, 



File: g:\dat~\wkw$Ort4,wk4 
p 'TY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 

i .s of at least 100,000; 1990 Census) 
150 Cities and 50 States , "... '''' 'Annual'~ . . .. _... -­ 100 CWes and 50 StOles ... --"'Ann~aj"" , . -'-". 

37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
46 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
!iG 
57 
58 
59 
00 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
58 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 

Oklahoma City city 
Oakland cily 
Minneapolis city 
Kansas City cily 
Bilmingham city 
NashviUe-Davidson (remaindr) 
ToIedQ city 
Sacramento city 
Portland city 
Seattle city 
LouJsvme city 
Baton Rouge city 
Tulsa cHy 
Albuquerque city 
Tampa city 
Rochester cHy 
Santa Ana city 
Corpus Christi city 
Shreveport city 
Dayton city 
Laredo city 
Akron city 
SL Paul city 
Stockion city 
Norfolk c1ly 
Jackson city 
Mobile city 
Jersey City clly 
Chartotte city 
FOnt city 
Omaha city 
Richmond city 
1Nichita city 
Hartford city 
San Bernardino city 
Lubbock city 
Syracuse oily 
Provl:dence city 

PersonS in 
Poverty 

69,096 
66,781 
65,538 
65,381 
64,572 
62,497 
62,426 
62,232 
62.058 
61,681 
59,144 
54,669 
53,168 
52,903 
52,557 
52,237 
51,835 
50,525 
49,215 
4G-,480 
45,126 
44,544 
44,115 
43,990 
43,944 
43,216 
42,838 
42,539 
42,312 
42,218 
41.357 
40,103­
37,J:21 
36,397 
36,174 
34,593 
34,402 
34,120 

Sha~e of 
$1 B 

is,!'' 000) 
$2,160 
$2,170 

, $2,008 
$2,003 
$2,037 
51,972 
$1,969 
$1,963 
$1,958 
$1,946 
$1,866 
51,725 
n696 
51,669 
$1,658 
51,648 
$1,635 
$1,594 
$1,553 
51,460 
$1,424 
$1,405 
51,392 
51,388 
$1,386 
51,363 
$1,351 
$1,342 
$1,335 
$1,332 
$1,305 
$1,265 
51,177 
$1,148 
51,141 
$1,091 
$1,085 
$1,076 

Jobs 
727 
723 
689 
BBB 
679 
657 
656 
654 
653 
649 
622 
515 
565 
556 
553 
549 
545 
531 
510 
489 
475 
468 
464 
463 
462 
454 
450 
447 
445 
444 
435 
<122 
392 
383 
380 
364 
3B2 
359 

Allocation 
Based on 
5750,M 

$1,635 
$1,627 
$1,551 
$1,547 
$1,526 
$1,479 
$1,477 
$1,472 
$1,468 
51,459 
$1,399 
$1,293 
51,272 
$1,252 
51,243 
$1,236 
51,226 
$1,195 
$1,104 
$1,100 
$1,068 
$1,054 
$1,044 
$1,041 
$1,040 
$1,022 
$1,014 
$1,006 
$1,001 

$999 
$978 
$949 
$883 
$861 
$856 
$818 
$814 
$807 

Share of 
$3 B 

($ in.OOO} 
56,539 
$6,509 
$6,204 
$6,188 
$6,111 
$5,915 
55,908 
55,890 
55,873 
55,837 
$5,597 
$5,174 
$5,089 
$5,007 
$4,974 
$4,944 
$4,906 
$>1,782 
$4,650 
$-<1,399 
$4,271 
$4,216 
$4,175 
$4,163 
$>1,159 
$4,090 
54,054 
54,026 
$4,004 
$3,995 
$3,914 
$3,795: 
$3,532 
$3,445 
$3,423 
$3,274 
$3,256 
$3,229 

Jobs 
2,180 
2,170 
2,068 
2,063 
2,037 
1,972 
1,969 
1,963 
1,958 
1,946 
1,866 
1,725 
1,696 
1,669 
1,658 
1,648 
1,635 
1,594 
1,553 
1;1GG 
1,4:24 
1,405 
1,392 
1,388 
1,386 
1,363 
1,351 
1,342 
1,335 
1,332 
1,305 
1.265 
1,177 
1,148 
1,141 
1,091 
1,085 
1,076 

Share of 
$1 B ' 

($)0,000) 
$2,251 
$2,241 
$2,138 
$2,130 
$2,104 
$2,036 
52,034 
52,028 
52,022 
$2,010 
51,927 
$1,781 
51,752 
$1,724' 
$1,712 
$1,702 
$1,889 
51,646 
$1,003 
$1,514 
51,470 
$1,451 
51,437 
$1,433 
$1,432 
$1,408 
$1,396 
$1,386 
$1,379 
$1,376 
$1,347 
$1,307 
$1,216 
$1,186 
$1,179 
$1,127 
$1,121 
$1,112 

Jobs 
760 
747 
712 
710 
701 
679 
678 
676 
674 
670 
642 
594 
564 
575 
571 
567 
563 
549 
534 
505 
490 
484 
479 
478 
477 
469 
465 
462 
460 
459 
449 
436 
405 
395 
393 
376 
374 
371 

Allocation 
Based on 
$C5,0_M 

51,668 
$1,681 
$1,602 
$1,59B 
$1,578 
$1,527 
51,525 
$1,521 
$1,516 
$1,507 
91,445 
$1,336 
$1,314 
$1,293 
51,284 
51,276 
51,261 
$1,235 
$1,203 
$1,136 
51,103 
$1,008 
51,078 
$1,075 
$1,074 
51,056 
51,047 
51,039 
$1,034 
51,032 
$1,011 

$980 
5912 
5889 
58114 
5845 
$841 
$834 

Sharo of 
$3 B 

i$,in,OOO) 
$6,754 
$6,723 
$6,40B 
56,391 
56,312 
$6,109 
56,102 
$6,083 
56,066 
56,029 
$5,781 
55,344 
$5,255 
$5,171 
55,137 
55,100 
55,067 
$4,939 
$1,810 
$4,543 
$4,411 
$4,354 
$4,312 
$4,300 
$4,295 
$4,224 
$4,187 
$4,158 
$4,136 
$4,127 
$4,042 
$3,920 
$3,648 
53,558 
$3,536 
$3,381 
53,363 
53,335 

Jobs 
2,251 
2,241 
2,136 
2,130 
2,104 
2,036 
2,034 
2,028 
2,022 
2,010 
1,927 
1,781 
1,752 
1,724 
1,/12 
1,702 
1,S89 
1,646 
1,003 
, ,514 
1,410 
1,451 
1,437 
1,433 
1,432 
1,408 
1,396 
1,386 
1,379 
1,376 
1,347 
1,307 
1,216 
1,186 
1,179 
1,127 
1,121 
1,112 

r 
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P' 'IT LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 
( .5 of at least 100,000; 1990 Census) 

150 CWes ana 50 States ..... ~"'·-·-Anniiar ..---...-.' _.-. - -_. 
100 Cities and 50 ~'V\tlS 
--'-------Annljai--~-'·--··-· ----­ --­

75 Gal)' city 
76 Hialeah city 
77 Montgomery city 
78 Knoxville city 
79 Columbus city {remainder} 
80 Sf. Petersburg dty 
81 Springfield city 
62 Lexjngton~Fayette 
63 Colorado Springs cily 
84 Honolulu COP 
85 Spokane city 
86 Savannah cit)' 
87 Easllo$ Angeles COP 
8S Grand Rapids city 
89 Las Vegas city 
00 Madison city 
91 Tacoma city 
92 Anaheim cily 
93 Mesa city 
94 Chattanooga city 
95 Kansas City clly 
96 Riverside city 
97 Amarillo clly 
96 Bakersfield cily 
99 Paterson cily 

100 Sall lake City city 
101 Tallahassee cily 
10Z Glendale city 
103 New Haven city 
104 little Rock city 
105 Macon elty 
106 Fort lauderdale city 
107 Lansing city 
105 Worcester city 
109 Des Moines clly 
110 Orlando cUy 
111 Pomona city 
112 Beaumon.t city 

Persons tn 
P,oxerty 

33,004 
33,830 
32,778 
32,189 
31,811 
31,475 
30,241 
30,108 
29,973 
29,813 
29,863 
29,854 
29,355 
29,103 
29,084 
28,640 
26,632 
27,933 
27,067 
26.803 
26,433 
26,280 
26,058 
25,782 
25,671 
25,651 
25,518 
25,484 
25,481 
25,193 
25, "176 
24,793 
24,513 
24,228 
24,137 
23,797 
23,648 
23.494 

Share ot 
$1 B 

(S.ioooO) 
.$1,071 
51,067 
51,034 
$1,015 
$1.004 

5993 
$954 
$950 
$946 
$942 
$942 
$942 
$926 
5918 
5917 
5903 
$903 
$881 
$054" 
$8<'1G 
$834 
$829 
$822 
$813 
581O 
$809 
$605 
$804 
$804 
5795 
$794 
$782 
$773 
$764 
$761 
$151 
$746 
$741 

Jobs 
357 
358 
345 
338 
335 
331 
318 
317 
315 
314 
314 
314 
309 
306 
306 
301 
301 
294 
2B5 
282 
218 
216 
274 
271 
270 
270 
268 
268 
268 
265 
265 
261 
258 
255 
254 
250 
249 
247 

Alloc.alfon 
Based O'n 
St50.M 

$804 
5800 
$778 
$762 
5753 
$745 
$715 
$712 
$709 
$701 
$707 
$706 
$695 
$689 
$668 
$678 
$611 
$661 
$641 
$634 
$625 
$622 
$617 
$610 
5608 
$607 
$604 
$S03 
$603 
$596 
$596 
$587 
$580 
$573 
S511 
$563 
$560 
$556 

Share of 
$3 B 

(SJo,ooO) 
S3,214 
33,202 
53,102 
$3,046 
$3,011 
$2,979 
$2,862 
$2,849 
$2,837 
$2,827 
$2,826 
$2,825 
$2,778 
$2,154 
$2,152 
$2,710 
$2,710 
52,644 
$'-,563 
$'2,537 
$2,502 
$2,487 
$2,466 
$2,440 
$2,430 
$2,428 
$2,415 
$2,412 
$2,411 
$2,384 
$2,383 
52,346 
52,320 
52,293 
$2,284 
$2,252 
$2,238 
$2,223 

Jobs 
1,011 
1,067 
1,034 
1,015 
1,004 

993 
954 
950 
946 
942 
942 
942 
926 
918 
917 
903 
903 
881 
054 
046 
834 
829 
822 
813 
810 
809 
805 
80' 
804 
795 
194 
787. 
173 
764 
161 
751 
746 
741 

Share of 
$1 B . 

(S.iI1..OO.Q) 
$1,107 
$1,102 
$1,066 
$1,049 
51,036 
$1,025 

$985 
$981 
$917 
$913 
$973 
$973 
$956 
$948 
$948 
$933 
$933 
$910 
$883 
$073 
$861 
$856 
$849 
$840 
$837 
$836 

J.obs 
369 
367 
356 
350 
345 
342 
328 
321 
3213 
324 
324 
324 
319 
316 
316 
311 
311 
303 
294 
291 
281_ 
285 
283 
280 
279 
279 

A!location 
Based on 
S1.59,M 

S830 
5827 
S801 
$787 
5777 
$769 
$739 
$736 
$732 
$130 
$730 
$730 
$717 
$711 
$711 
$700 
$700 
$683 
$662 
$655 
$646 

. $642 
$637 
5630 
$627 
$627 

Share of 
S38 

($jo.O.oo) 
53,320 
53,307 
S3,204 
$3,146 . 
$3,109 
33,076 
$2,956 
$2,943 
S2,930 
$2,920 
$2,919 
$2,916 
52,869 
$2,845 
$2,843 
52,799 
$2,799 
$2,730 
$2,648 
$2,620 
$2,584 
S2,569 
52,547 
$2,520 
$2,510 
52,501 

,, 
,• 

Jobs 
1.107 
1,102 
1,066 
1,049 
1,036 
1.025 

985 
981 
977 
973 
973 
973 
956 
948 
948 
933 
933 
910 
863 
073 
861 
856 
849 
840 
837 
836 



File; g:\data\wkwsort4,wk4 
P' 'IT LEVELS. RATES AND RANKS 
( s of at least 100.000; 1990 Census) 

,. ,." "" 
150 Citlcs and 50 States .~.~., ..,-'An'nuai"-" ". -" .~".' 

100 Cities and 50 5 .......:5,._-_.._. -~.- ._.__...' ~~-'An'n'u'af-" .. _ ..­

113 Bridgeport clly 
114 fl Monle city 
115 Springfield city 
116 Newport News city 
117 Raleigh city 
118 Virginia Beach city 
119 Arlington city 
120 Modesto city 
121 Winston-Salem city 
122 Uncoln city 
123 Peoria city 
124 Yonkers city 
125 Greensboro city 
126 Erie cily 
127 Fort Wayne clly 
128 Ourham city 
129 Pasadena city 
130 Tempe clly 
131 Eugene cily 
132 Rockford city 
133 Huntsville city 
134 Portsmouth clty 
135 Ontario dly 
136 Evansville city 
137 Inglewood city 
138 Oxnard city 
139 Elizabeth city 
140 Glendale tity 
141 Pasadena dty 
142 Salinas city 
143 Aurora city 
144 Irving city 
145 Anchorago clly 
146 Reno clly 
147 South Bend city 
148 Garden Grove city 
149 Topeka city 
150 Garland city 

Persons in 
poverty 

23,483 
23,446 
23,223 
23,169 
22,942 
22,307 
21,272 
20,930 
20,713 
20.521 
20,516 
20,436 
20,214 
20,192 
19,531 
19,163 
19,043 
18,603 
10,176 
13,127 
18,093 
17,920 
17,653 
17,612 
17,800 
17,608 
17.451 
16,756 
16,724 
16,652 
16,28B 
16,209 
15,614 
15,085 
14,854 
14,652 
14,292 
\4,062 

Share of 
$1 B 

(Sin,OOO) 
$740 
$140 
$133 
$731 
$724 
$704 
$671 
$660 
$653 
$647 
$647 
$645 
$638 
$637 
$616 
5605 
5601 
5587 
$573 
$572 
$571 
$565 
$563 
$562 
5562 
$555 
$551 
1529 
$528 
$525 
$514 
$511 
$493 
$476 
$469 
$462 
$451 
$444 

jobs 
241 
241 
244 
244 
241 
235 
224 
220 
218 
216 
216 
215 
213 
212 
205 
202 
200 
19£ 
Hit 
191 
190 
188 
188 
187 
187 
185 
184 
176 
176 
175 
171 
170 
164 
159 
156 
154 
150 
148 

Atlocalion 
Based on 
5,50M 

$555 
$555 
$549 
$548 
$543 
$528 
5503 
$495 
$490 
$486 
$485 
$484 
$478 
$478 
$462 
$453 
$451. 
$440 
$430 
$429 
$428 
$424 
$422 
$421 
$421 
$417 
$413 
$396 
$396 
$394 
$385 
$383 
$369 
$357, 
$351 
$347 
$338 
$333 

Share of 
$3 B 

(5)0.000) 
$2,220 
52,219 
$2,198 
$2,193 
$2,171 
52,111 
$2,013 
51,981 
$1,960 
51,942 
$1,942 
$1,934 
$1,913 
$1,911 
$1,848 
$1,814 
$1,802 
$1,761 
$1,17.0 
$1.116 
$1,712 
51.696 
51,690 
$1,_ 
$1,685 
$1,666 
51,652 
51,500 
$1,583 
$1,576 
$1,541 
51,534 
$1,478 
$1.428 
$1.400 
51,387 
$1,353 
$1,331 

J.obs 
140 
740 
733 
731 
724 
704 
671 
650 
653 
647 
647 
645 
638 
637 
616 
605 
601 
587 
573 
572 
571 
565 
563 
562 
562 
555 
551 
529 
528 
525 
514 
511 
493 
476 
469 
462 
451 
444 

Share of 
$1 B ' 

($, ",,000) Job$: 

Allocation 
Based on 
5?S,O_M 

Share of 
$3 B 

($.iO.OOO) Jobs 

ff 

.. 



File: g;\da{a\wkwsort4.wk4 
, P' 'n)' LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 

( .$ of at least 100,000; 1990 Census) 
150 eilles and 50 States 

~-·"-"·-'-Annuar~'~·"- ... , .... -... " .- -----.... _" .. ,-.-~ 

100 Cities and 50 SUItes 
"·"··-·-~----'"AnniJif --"---_. --""' 

PersCUlS in 
f::'.o'.(e{h' 

Silafeol 
$1 n 

($ in 000) Jobs 

Allocation 
Sased on 
HSO.M 

Share of 
538 

($ ,in 000) Jobs 

Share of 
$1 B 

(Sio_OOO) J,obs 

Allocation 
Based on 
$"o'50.M 

Share 01 
$3 B 

($jnOOO) jobs 

State 
Rank 

States/Balanco of Stales (80S) 
1 California BaS 
2 Texas BOS 
3 Florida BOS 
4 Pennsylvania BOS 
5 Ohio aos 
6 Michigan 80S 
7 Louisiana BOS 
8 Georgia BOS 
9 North carolina BOS 

10 New York BOS 
11 Illinois 80S 
12 Kentucky 60S 
13 MiSSIssippi BOS 
14 Alabama BOS 
15 South Carolina State (no cities) 
\6 lennessco 80S 
\ 7 Missouri DOS 
18 Virginia aos 
19 Now Jersey BOS 
20 Indiana 60S 
21 Arkansas BOS 
22 Washington BOS 
23 Oklahoma BOS 
24 Massachusetts 80S 
25 West Vf!ginia Slale (no c.ities) 
26 Wisconsin BOS 
27 Minnesota 80S 
28 Arizona BOS 
29 Iowa BO$ 
30 Oregon aos' 
31 New Mexico 80S 
32 Colorado BOS 
33 Maryland BOS 
34 Kansas BOS 
35 Ulah 80S 

21,203,299 
1,957,413 
1.749.675 
1,722.606 

674,891 
839.288 
788.397 
711.076 
704,514 
704,514 
703,626 
677,978 
592,575 
587.813 
565,333 
517.793 
467,329 
479,200 
456,337 
416,763 
415,452 
411,898 
397,757 
366.990 
362.778 
345.093 
344.322 
325,660 
285.223 
Z83,283 
264.633 
253.031 
250,438 
229,012 
196,577 
166,764 

$61,749 
$55,195 
$38.568 
$27,599 
526.476 
$24,177 
$22,432 
$22.225 
$22.225 
$22,197 
$21.388 
$18,693 
$18,543 
$17.834 
$16.334 
$1$,373 
$15,117 
514.206 
$13.148 
$13.106 
$12.994 
$12.548 
$12.206 
$11.444 
$10.886 
$10,862 
$10,273 

56.998 
56.936 
$8.348 
$7.982 
57.900 
$7,224 
$6.201 
$5,261 

20,583 
16.398 
12,856 
9.200 
8.825 
8,059 
7,477 
7,406 
7.40a 
7.399 
7.129 
6,231 
6,161 
5,945 
5,445 
5,124 
5.039 
4,735 
4.383 
4,369 
4.331 
4.183 
4.069 
3,815 
3,629 
3,621 
3.424 
2.999 
2,979 
2,783 
2.661 
2.633 
2.408 
2.067 
1,754 

$46.312 
$41.397 
$28.926 
$20.700 
$19,857 
518,133 
518.824 
$18.688 
$16.668 
$16,647 
516,041 
514,020 
$13.907 
$13.376 
$12.251 
$11.530 
$11,338 
510,655 

$9,661 
$9.629 
$9,745 
$9,411 
59.156 
S8,583 
58,165 
58,147 
$7,705 
$6,748 
$6,702 
56.261 
$5,987 
$5.925 
$5.418 
$4,651 
53.946 

52.006.642 
5185,246 
$165.586 
$115.705 

$62.798 
$79,429 
$72,530 
567.295 
566,674 
S66,674 
568.590 
$64,163 
$56,080 
$55.630 
$53,502 
$49,003 
$40,120 
$45,351 
$42,619 
$39,444 
$39.318 
538,961 
$37.643 
536.624 
$34.333 
$32.659 
532.586 
530,820 
$26,993 
$26,809 
$25,044 
$23,946 
$23.701 
$21,673 
$16.604 
$15,782 

668,881 
61.149 
55.195 
38,568 
27.599 
28.478 
24.177 
22,432 
22,225 
22.225 
22,197 
21.388 
18.693 
18,543 
17,834 
16,334 
15,373 
15,1 t7 
14,206 
13.148 
13,106 
12.994 
12.548 
12.208 
11.444 
10,886 
10.862 
10.273 
8.998 
8,936 
8,348 
7,982 
7,900 
7,224 
6.201 
5.261 

$63,175 
$57.007 
539,834 
$28.505 
$27.345 
$24.970 
$23,168 
$22,954 
$22,954 
$22.925 
522.089 
$19,307 
$19,152 
$18,419 
$16.870 
S15.676 
$15.G13 
$14,673 
513.579 
513.536 
$13,420 
512.959 
512.609 
511.820 
$11.244 
$11,218 
510,610 

$9,293 
$9,230 
$8,622 
$8.244 
$8,160 
$7,461 
$6.405 
$5,433 

21.256 
19,002 
13,278 
9.502 
9,115 
8,323 
7,723 
1,651 
7.651 
7.642 
7.383 
6,436 
6,384 
6,140 
5.623 
5,293 
5,204 
4.891 
4,526 
4,512 
4.473 
4,320 
4,203 
3.940 
3.748 
3.739 
3.537 
3,098 
3,077 
2.874 
2.748 
2,720 
2.4B7 
2,135 
1,811 

547.831 
$42.755 
529,876 
$21.379 
520.509 
518.728 
511.376 
$17,215 
517.215 
$17,194 
516.567 
$14,480 
514,364 
$13,814 
$12,653 
$11,908 
$11.710 
$11,004 
$10,184 
$10,152 
$10.065 

$9.720 
59,456 
S8,as5 
$8,433 
S8,41' 
$7,958 
$6.970 

. $6,922 
56,467 
56.183 
58,120 
55,596 
$4.804 
54.075 

52.072.490 
$191,325 
5171,020 
$119.502 

$95.515 
582,035 
574,911 
$69,503 
588,862 
568.862 
$68.775 
$66.268 
$57.921 
$57,455 
$55,258 
$50.611 
$47,633 
$-16,839 
$44,018 
540.738 
$40.606 
540,260 
$36,878 
537.826 
$35,459 
$33.731 
$33,655 
$31.631 
$27,879 
$27,689 
$25,866 
524,732 
$24.479 
$22.384 
519,214 
$16.300 

690.830 
63,775 
57,007 
39.634 
28.505 
27.345 
24.970 
23,168 
22,954 
22,954 
22.925 
22.089 
19,307 
19,152 
18,419 
16.870 
15,(178 
15,Gl3 
14,673 
13,579 
13,536 
13,420 
12.959 
12.609 
11,820 
11.244 
11,21 B 
10,810 
'9.293 
9,230 
B,622 
8.244 
8.160 
7.461 
6,405 
5,433 

r 
r 

,• 



File: g:\dat3\Wkwsort4.Wk4 
~' '.IT LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 
( ,s or at feast 100.000; 1990 Census) 

150: Cities and 50 States . '-'Annuai'"" _..... . .........._. ,.".. -.." .. _-­ 100 Cities and 50 Std\cs 
.-.~ -Aniu;al .... , 

Share of Allocation Share of Share of Allocation Share of 
Persons in $1 B Based on $3 B 5, B Based on $3 B 

Poverty ($ in 000) Jobs S750M ($.in.OOO) Jobs (S.ln 000) Jobs $750.M (5.1n.000) 
36 Connecticut BOS 132,006 $4,164 1,3S8 53,123 S12,493 4,164 $4.301 1,434 53,226 512.903 
:37 Idaho Siale (no cities) 130,566 $4,120 1.313 $3,090 $12.359 4,120 $4,255 1,418 53.191 512,764 
38 Maine State (no cities) 128,466 $4.053 1,351 $3.039 512.158 4,053 $4,186 1.395 . $3,139 $12.557 
39 Monlana Slate (no ciUes} 124,853 53,939 1.313 $2,954 $11,816 3,939 54,068 1,356 53,051 $12,204 
40 Nebraska BOS 106.738 $3.430 1,143 52.573 $10,291 3,430 53,543 1,181 52,657 510,626 
41 South Dakota Stahl (no cities) 106,305 $3,354 i,118 52.515 $iO,061 3,354 53,464 1,155 52,598 $10,391 
42 Nolin Dakota State (no cities) 88,276 52.785 928 52,089 $8,354 2,785 52,876 959 52,157 S8.628 
43 Nevada BOS 75,491 $2.381 794 $1,786 $7,144 2,381 $2,460 620 $1,845 $7.379 
44 New Hampshire Stale (no cities) 69,104 52,180 727 51.635 $6.540 2,180 $2.251 750 51,669 $6,754 
45 Rhode Island 80S 58,550 51,647 616 $1,385 $5,541 1,847 51.908 636 $1,431 $5,723 
46 Hawaii BOS 58.535 $1,1}47 616 $1,385 $5,540 1.647 $1,907 636 $1,430 55,721 
47 Delaware State (no crites) 56,223 51,774 591 51.330 $5,321 1.774 $1.832 611 51.374 55,495 
48 Vermont State (no ci!ies) 53,369 51,684 561 51,263 $5,051 1.664 $1.739 sao $1,304 55,216 
49 VVyom!ng State (no citles) 52,453 $1,655 552 $1,241 $4,964 1.655 $1,709 570 51,282 $5,127 
50 Alaska BaS 32,292 51,019 340 $764 $3,056 1,019 $1.052 351 $789 53,156 

Jobs 
4,301 
4.255 
4,186 
4,068 
3,543 
3,464 
2,876 
2.460 
2.251 
1.906 
1.907 
i.832 
1.739 
1,709 
1,052 

t 

•t 



" " .. 
,Government Share of Total EmpJo)'lt:cnt in Selected Metropolitan Areas~ 1995 

Y York City 
{orkPMSA 

Los Angeles 
Chicago 
Houston 
Detroit 
Philadelphia 
Philadelphia PMSA 
San Antonio. 
Dallas 
Baltimore 
Baltimore PMSA 
New Orleans 
San Diego 
Cleveland 
Phoenix 
Memphis 
Milwakee 
EI Paso 
lvfiami 
Columbus 

'ota 
)n 

'I>' ashington 
Washington PMSA 
S1. Louis 
San Francisico 
Indianapolis 
Cincinnati 
Fresno 
Buffalo' 
Austin 
Jacksonville 
Tucson 
Denver 
Fort Worth 
Pittsburg 
San Jose 
Newark 
Long Beach 
Oklahoma City 
Oakland 
MinneapolisfSL Paul 

"13S City 
..ingham 

Total 
Employment 
(tbousands) 

3318.1 
3815.6 
3762.7 
3908.2 
1763.6 
2002.2 
676.4 

2178.9 
620.7 

1600.4 
407.2 

1130.6 
599.1 
974.9 

1104.9 
1216.1 
531.6 
802.6 
234.8 
931.7 
784.4 

1&20.9 
1&11.1 
643.3 

2409.6 
1246.0 
914.1 
794.2 
804.2 
264.9 
539.1 
516,7 
480.8 
301.4 
982.1 
653.5 

1052.9 
828.0 
930.1 

474.5 
895.6 

1542.9 
863.0 
442.0 

Govemrnent Government 
Employment Share 
()bQusand~l loerc~nll 

541.5 16.3 
624.6 16.4 
533.8 14.2 
484.9 12.4 
242.3 13.7 
225.6 1l.3 
128.5 19.0 
304.1 14.0 
129.7 20.9 
191.6 	 12.0 
9l.J 22.4 

209.8 18.6 
103.3 17.2 
184.7 18.9 

. 141.7 12.8 
161.3 	 13.3 
79,2 14.9 
89.3 11.1 
49.3 21.0 

133.1 14.3 
133.7 17.0 

. 248.9 13.7 
216.7 12.0 
254.3 39.5 
611.2 25.4 
150.7 12.1 
125.4 13.7 
lIO.O 13.9 
101.6 12.6 
62.9 23.7 
87.4 16.2 

128.7 24.9 
64.5 13.4 
65.9 21.9 

139.4 14.2 
81.2 13.3 

123.6 11.7 
86.8 10.5 

143.0 1504 
(included in Los Angeles) 

101.0 21,3 
170.0 19.0 
215.9' 14.0 
129.4 15.0 
68.2 1504 



· 

Total Governrnent Government 2 

Employment Employment Share 

Nashville 
(lbQosands) 

596,9 
rtbousand.s.) 

76,2 
(percenl) 

12.8 -. ­
Toledo 3085 45.9 14.9 
f -menta 589,4 165.6 28,1 

nd 838,7 108.9 13.0 
Seattle 1181.1 172.4 14,6 
Louisville Sn6 55.3 10.5 
Baton Rouge 269.5 57.4 21.3 
Tulsa 3S0,9 4l.3 11.8 
Alburquerque 323.4 60.7 18.8 
Tampa 995.5 1303 13.1 
Rochester 523,1 7i.6 14,8 
Santa Ana not available 
Corpus Cristi 145.5 30.8 21.2 
Shreveport 163,1 31.8 19.5 
Dayton 467.0 72.7 15,6 
Laredo 55,6 13.1 23.6 
Akron 311.9 46.1 14.8 
Sl Paul 
Stocl'1on 

(included in Minneapolis) 
not available 

Norfolk 628,9 137.1 21.S 
Jackson 209,8 44,2 21.1 
Mobile 209,7 33,8 16.1 
Bro\\'t1sviHe - 92.4 21.5 23.3 

'Y City 237.8 40,0 16,8 
lotte 711.3 81.2 11.4 

Funt 180,5 24.2 13.4 
Omaba 372.8 50,2 13.5 
Richmond 
Wichita 

502,2 
256,1 

98.4 
32.6 

19,6 
12.7 

Hartford 
San Bernadino 

585,7 
776,0 

94,6 
160.8 

16,2 
207 

Lubbock 107.4 23.5 21.9 
Syracuse 
Providence 
Gary 

332,1 
495.2 
252,5 

59,9 
63.8 
34.9 

18,0 
12,9 
13,8 

Hi.leab not available 
Montgomery 
KnoX'viile 

150,3 
312,2 

36,2 
55.2 

24.1 
17,7 

Columbus 784.4 133.7 17.0 
51. PetersbUIJl 
Camden 
Springfield 
Lexington-Fay 

(included in Tamp.) 
450,1 76,8 
242,2 43,5 
252,8 55.3 

17,1 
18,0 
21.9 

Colorado Springs 197,7 33,0 16,7 



--

· ... 

Total Government Government 3 
Employment Employment Share 

(lbQyslinQs) (tbQJJsands) (percent) 
Honolulu 408.4 89.5 21.9 
S' 'ne 178.4 29.7 16.6 , 
" .Iah 126.9 20.9 16.5 
East Los Angeles (included in Los Angeles) 
Grand Rapids 515.3 51.5 10.0 
Las Vegas 547.1 58.5 10.7 
Madison 255.9 68.6 26.8 
Tacoma 217.1 46.6 21.5 
Anaheim not available 
Waco 92.3 14.9 16.1 
McAllen 123.4 33.6 27.2 
Youngstown 242.2 30.1 12.4 
Mesa (included in Pheonix) 
Chattanooga 215.6 35.0 16.2 
Kansas City (included in Kansas City) 

U.S. Total 116,607 19,279 16.5 

Source: Based on data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics. 

r 
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Wc1fare-fQ-Work Jobs Initiative 

Draft Labor ~rotecti()n Provisions Language 


PROVISIONS GENERALLY APPLICABLE 

TO PROVISION OF SERVICES UNDER WELFARE·TO·WORK 


[NOTE: These provisions relate primarily to workfare or subsJdizedjobs activity as might be 

funded with WTW, rather than to the jobs for which WTW performance payments would be 

made. Provisions for jobs into which people are placed need to be more clearly set out 

separately. They may includc,jor example, the provisions on nondiscrimination. Fair Labor 

StandardsAct. health and softty coverage,' alld na/ldisplacement as ill subsections (0)(5) and 

(0)(6) below.] 

"Sec. _" (a) In assigning participants in the program under this part to any program activity, or 

in assigning individuals registered with the program under part _ to a position of employment, 

the State agency shall assure that -­

"(1) each assignment takes into account the capacity, health and safety, family 

responsibilities. and place ofresidence of the participant; 

«(2) no participant will be required, without his or her consent, to travel an 

unreas'clnable distance from his or her home or remain away from such home overnight; 

11(3) for the purpose of applying the prohibitions against discrimination on the 

basis of age under the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, on the basis ofhandicnp under 

section 504 ofthe Rchabilimtion Act, on tlle basis of sex under title IX of the Education 

Amendments of 1972, or on the basis ofrace, color, or national origin under title VI of 

the Civil Rights Act nf 1964, programs and activities funded or otherwise finaneiaUy 

assisted in whole or in part under this Act are considered 10 be programs and activities 

receiving Federal assistance; 

"(4) no individual shall be excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of, 

subjected to discrimination under. or denied employment in the administration of or in 

connection with any such program because of race, color. religion, sex. national origin. 

age, disability, or political affiliation or belief; 

• 




"(5) no such assignment will-­
• 

"(A) result in the displacement of any currently employed worker by any 

participant (including partial displacement such as a reduction in the hours of 

nonovertime work. wages, or employment benefits~ 

(S) impair existing contracts for services, or existing collective bargaining 

agreements, unless the employer and the labor organization concur in WTiting 'lhith respect 

to any elements of the proposed activities with affect such agreement, or either such party 

faits to respond to written notification requesting its concurrence 'Within 30 days of 

receipt thereof. 

"(C) result in the employment of the participant or filling of a position 

when­

4(1) any other in4ividual is on layoff from the same or any 

substantially equivalent job; or . 
(ii) the employer has terminated the employment of any regular 

employee or otherwise reduced its workforce "ilb the intention of filling 

the vacancy so created by hiring a participant whose wages are subsidized 

.... i under this Act; 

"(D) be created in a promotionailine that will infringe in any way upon 

the promotional opportunities of currently employed individuals; 

U(E) result in filling a vacancy for a position in a State or local government 

agency for which State or local funds have been budgeted. unless such agency has 

been unable to fill such vacancy with a qualified applicant through such agency's 

regular employee selection procedure during a period of not less than 60 days; 

"(6) no participant shall be assigned to a position with a private nonprofit entity to 

carry ()ut activities that are the same or substantially equivalent to activities that have 

been regularly carried out by a State or local government agency tll the same local area, 

unless such placement meets the nondisplacement requIrements ofparagraph (5); 

"(7) Conditions ofemployment and training shall be appropriate and reasonable in 

light (If such factors as the type of work, geographical region, and proficiency o~ the 

participant; 



•

"(8) Healtb and safety standards established under State and Federal law, 

otherwise applicable to working conditions ofemployees, shall be equally applicable to 

working conditions of participants. With respect to any participant in a program 

conducted under this Act who is engaged in activities which are not covered by health 

and safety standards under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, the Secretary 

shall prescribe, by regulation, such standards as may be necessary to protect the health 

and safety of such participants; 

"(b) Grievance procedures. ­

"(I) In General.·· . 

t'{A} Each administrative entity, contractor, and grantee under this Act shall 

establish and maintain a grievance procedure for grievances or complaints about its 

programs and activities from participants. subgrantees, subcontractors, and other 

interested persons. Hearings on any grievance shaU be conducted within 30 days offiling 

of a grievance and decisions shall be made not later than 60 days after the filing of. 

grievance. Except for complaints alleging fraud or criminal activity, complaints shall be 

made within one year of the alleged occurrence; 

"(B) Each recipient of financial assistance under this Act which is an employer of 

participants under this Act shall continue to operate or establish and maintain a grievance 

procedure relating to the terms and conditions.of employment; 

"(2) D".dlines.•• 

"(A) Upon exhaustion of a recipient's grievance procedure without decision, o~ 

where the Secretary has a reason to believe that the recipient is failing to comply with the 

requir~:ments ofthis Act or the terms of the grantee's plan, the Secretary shall investigate 

the aHegation Of belief and determine within 120 days after receiving the complaint 

whether such al1egation or complaint is true; 

"(8) If a person aUeges a violation of section _ and such person exhausts the 

recip1cnt1s grievance procedure or the 60·day time period described in subsection (9) has 

elapsed without a decision, either party to such procedure may submit the grievance 10 

the Secretary. The Secretary shall investigate the allegations contained in the grievance 
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and make a determination as to whether a violation ofsection _ has occurred~ 
• 

H(C) If the results ofthe investigation conducted pursuant to paragraph (ii) 

indicate that a modification or reversal ofthe decision issued pursuant to the recipient's 

grievance procedure is warranted, or the GO-day time period described in subsection () has 

elapsed without a decision, the Secretary may modify or reverse the decision, or issue a 

decision ifno decision has been issued, as the case may be) after an opportunity for a 

hearing in accordance with the procedures under section_; 

"(D) If the Secretary determines that the decision issued pursuant to the 

recipient's grievance procedure is appropriate, the determination shall become the final 

decision of the Secretary. 

"(3) Alternative grievance resolution. ­

>I(A} A person alleging a violation of section _ rnay. as an alternative to the 

procedures described in this section, submit the grievance involving such violation to a 

binding grievance procedure ifa collective bargaining agreement covering the parties to 

the grievance so provides. 

"(B) The remedies available under paragraph ( ) shall be limited to the remedies 

available under sections ( ) and () 

"(4) Remedies.•• 

"(A) In general. .- Except as provided in paragraph (ii), remedies available to 

grievants under this se'ction for violations of section _ shall be limited to .... 

"(I) suspension or termination of payments under this Act; 

"(ii) prohibition of placement of a participant, for an appropriate period of 

tirne~ in a program under this Act \\rith an employer that has violated section---, 

as detennined under subsection ( ) or ( ); and 

"(Hi) appropriate equitable relief (other than back pay). 

"(B) In addition to the remedies available under paragraph (A), remedies available 

under this section for violations ofsubsection ( ) , () and () may include _. 

"(I) reinstatement ofth. grievant to the position held by such grievant 

prior to displacement; 



• 


"(ii) payment of lost wages and benefits; and 
• 

"(iii) reestablishment ofother relevant terms, conditions, and privileges of 

employment. 

"(c) In assigning participants in the program under this part to any program activity, the 

State agency shall, in addition to the assurances required under subsection ( ), assure that -­

~'(1) the conditions of participation are reasonable, taking into account in each 

case the experience and proficiency of the participant and the child care and other 

supportive services needs of the participant; and 

"(2) each assignment is based on available resources. the participanCs 

circumstances~ and local employment opportunities. 

"(d) In assigning individuals registered with the State's WORK program under part () to 

a position of employment, the State agency shaH assure that ... ­

. "(1) where a labor organization represents a substantial number of emptoyees who 

are engaged in similar work or training in the same area as that proposed to be funded 

under this Act. an opportunity shall be provide~ for such organization to submit , 
comments with respect to· suc~ proposal; 

"(2) under all activities fmanced under this Act •• 

U(A) a trainee shall receive no payments for training activities in which the 

trainee fails to participate without good cause; 

"(B) individuals in on-the-job training shall be compensated by the 

employer at the same rates, including periodic increases. as Similarly situated 

employees or trainees and in accordance with applicable law. but in no event less 

than the higher of the rate specified in section (6)(a)(I) of the Fair Lahnr 

Standards Act of 1938 or the applicable State Or local minimum wage law; 

"(e) individuals employed in activities authorized under this Act shaH be 
. 

paid wages which shaH not be less than the highest of (A) the minimwn wage 

under section 6(a)(l) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, (B) the minimum 

wage under the applicable State or local minhnum wage law, or <0 the prevailing 



• • 

, 

rates of pay for individuals employed in similar occupations by the same 
• 

employer. 

"(e) References in paragraphs (B) and to to section 6(a)(I) of the Fair Labor Standards 

Act of 1938 (29 u.s.c. 206(0)(1)) .­

"(I) shall be deemed to he references to section 6C> of that Act for individuals in 

the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; . 

"(2) shall be deemed to bo references to section 6(a)(3) of that Act for individuals 

, in the American Samoans; and 

'1(3) shaH not be applicable for individuals in other territorialjurisdictions in 

which section 6 of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 docs not apply. 

"(1) Allowances, earnings and payments to individuals participating in programs under 

this Act shall not be considered as income for the purposes of determining eligibility for and the 

amount of income transfer and in-kind aid furnished under any Federal or federally assisted 

program based on need. other than is provided under the Social Security Act 

"(g) Each recipient of funds under this Act shal! provide the Secretary assurances that 

none of such funds will be used to assist) promote, or deter Urtion organizing. 

"(h) The provisions of this section apply to any work~relaled programs and activities 

under this part. 



.. 	 G.o i 0, 

THE WHln HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 29, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 ERSKINE BOWLES 
LAURA TYSON 

SUBJECT, 	 Update on Budget Working Group Activities 

I. ApPROPRIATI'ONS UPDATE 

• 	 House Fluor Action: On Friday, July 29, the House considered the V AfHUD 
Appropriations hill.' An amendment to retain the Environmental Protection Agency's 
jurisdiction to enforce clean air and clean water rules was passed (212-206), 

..[ 	 Follo'Ning the floor vote, the Budget Working Group mobilil.ed and 
had the Vice President brief reporters on the GOP Environmenull cuts. 
The Vice President was quoted in a very positive ABC News story. 
His quotes also appeared in the first few paragraphs of stories in the 
Washington PoSt and 	New York Times, 

There is a possibility that there will be a re~vote on Monday evening on the 
environmental legisJa1ivc riders issue, Also. there still has not been a final vote on 
V AfHUD Appropriations . 

..f 	 Both present opportunities for your involvement either by written 
statement or comment 

The Commerce/Justice/State Appropriations biIl passed Wednesday (272~151), 
LaborlHHS is expected to be taken up on the floor sometime next week. 

• 	 Senate Floor Action: There were no Appropriations bills on the Senate floor last 
week. Energy and Water Appropriations bill will be taken up during the \""eck of 
July 31. 

1 
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• Senate Appropriations Committee: On Friday, July 29, the Senate fun committee 
completed markup on the Defense and Interior Appropriations bills, TreasuryfPostal 
and Energy and Water Appropriations bills were reported out full committee on 
Thursday. The office of the National Drug Control Policy was eliminated in the 
committee markup of the TreasurylPostal Appropriations bill. 

• Legislative Branch Appropriations: The conference on the Legislative Branch 
Appropriations bill was completed on Thursday. It is expected to dear both houses 
next week.. 

n. WEEK IN Rft\'IEYt': JUl.)' 24 ~ .luLl' 30, 1995 

• 	 Empo-werment ZonesIUrban Report (WedneSday, July 26) 

in conjunction with your speech, we released a press document highlighting 

the detrimental impact of the Republican cuts on the nation's cities and 

communities. 

Following your speech, Secretary Cisneros briefed reporters on the impact 

Republican budget cuts will have on cities. 

We set-up regional print and radio interviews for Mayors participating in 

Wednesday's Empowerment Zone event. 

The Vice President did a satellite tour into targeted markets. 


• 	 American Federation of Teachers (Friday, July 28) The Republicans handed us a 
gift on Friday, by choosing to call for the elimination of Direct Lending on the same 
day as your speech. 

Your speech was mailed to 150 editorial boards 
The Department of Education issued several press releases on Direct Lending 
and Deputy Secretary Kunin held several conference calls with reporters. 
A dozen African American college presidents wrote op-cds blasting thc GOP 
cuts. 
OMS Director Rivlin released a letter blasting the Republicans for trying to 
repeal Direct Lending. 
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.. 	 Medicare 30th Anniversary Radio Address (taped Friday. July 28). Your radio 
address with the First Lady received extensive press coverage. leading CNN news aU 
day Saturday, and producing favorable stories in both the W (lshinglon Post and the 
New York Times [See Attached]. The event was also successful at turning around 
debate ~~ putting the Republicans on the defensive, forcing them to respond to the 
poverty numbers. 

Amplification, 
Your radio address was mailed to top ISO editorial boards, Afriean·American. 

Hispanic, women' s and older American press. 

We issued a press paper detailing the number of seniors who will be forced 

into poverty under the Republican platt [See Attached] 

Set-up regional print and radio interviews for seniors attending POTUS and 

FLOTUS radio address, These were all done on Friday afternoon and 

Saturday following the program. 


.. 	 State~by~State Numbers on Medicare: State~by-State analyses of the Republican 
Medicare and Medicaid cuts were released on Friday, July 28. to coincide with your 
radio address, 

Amplification. 
Cruef of Staff Panetta briefed reporters on the stateRby~state data., Friday 

afternoon, July 28. 

Analyses were sent to radio stations, ed. boards, and television outlets in all 

50 states. 

Cabinet and sub~Cabinet officials conducted numerous radio lUlU print 

interviews into tatgeted markets. 

Press releases/statements by: State Democratic Legislative Leadership; CA, 

FL, IL, Iowa, MI, MO, NB, NJ, NY, PA, OR. 

Press releases/statements by: Governors: ~lVA. MD, FL, DE. CO 

Press releaseslstatements by:, Lt. Gov: CA. MO, R1 
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WEEK A"•.AD: .JUI.Y 31 • AUGUST 6, 122~ 

Mondur, July 31, 1925 

POTUS ~peech to NGA (Burlinghm, Vermont): Welfare Refonn" 

Other Actiyi,y 
Sec, Pena will conduct mdio interviews \'\1th target dties regarding impact of 
transit cuts to rural areas, 
Sec. Reich wilJ hold a OSHA event on Republican attacks on worker 
protection laws. 
Se<:, Riley tapes an "Eye on.Washington" segment \\<lth Sen, Reid and Sen, 
Bryan for ABC TV. 

Tuesday. AUl!Ust 1. 1995. 

POTUS Speecb to Federation of Police Officen (satellite): Remarks win 
emphasize how GOP cuts will prevent efforts at stopping youth crime and violence. 
The GOP cuts will.pUl "pork over pollce," and their block grants win eliminate the 
hiring of your 100,000 cops. 

Other Activin: 
Sec. Ron Brown will do a Sperling Breakfast 
Adm. Johnson will participate in a radio interviews with WBTE in Charlotte, 
NC. 
Sec. Reich will partiCipate in a Satellite tour with communities dislocated due 
to base closures. The communities include Philadelphia. Charleston, San 
Antonio and key sites in California. 
Sec. Glickman will be in tvfN for Farm Fest Convention where there will be a 
forum on budget cuts. 

Wtdnesday. AUiiust 2, 1995 
Sec. Pena will appear before the Senate Commerce Science and 
Transportation Committee on FAA refonn 
Sec. Rubin will do a Sperling Breakfast. 
Sec. ShaInin win be in Anaheim California addressing the 
California Teachers Association meeting, 

Saturday, August 5, 1995 

POTUS Radio Address on Family and Medical Leave. 
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Tuesday. August 8. 1995 

POTUS Budget Event on Em'ironmcntIPubIic Safety Cuts: Current 
planning is an event coupled by issuance of an Executive Order on 
Community Right to Know. De1ajjs being worked out. 

'Wedncsday~ August 9. 1995 

POTUS National Baptists Convention (Charlotte:, NC) 

Thursday, Augu:s:t to, 1995 

Press Conference (tentative) 

FUTGRE ACTIYITIES 

• 	 Recess Planning: We have been meeting to finalize a plan for the 
Congressional Recess. Our strategy will be to' use Cabinet. groups, and 
outside V'.Ilidators to keep the pressure on key members while they are at 
hOlne in their districts. 

OMS finishing analyses of GOP cuts on 50 major cities, 
Cabinet I Group activity 
MayorS win meet in Seattle on Aug 28th. Plan is to have them 
do events in their cities that week. culminating with a huge 
evenLpress conference with SO Mayors on the 8J28th. Possibly 
Put them On Sunday News shows on the 27th. 

• 	 September planning: Meetings continue with key education groups and 
Congressional staff 10 coordinate back-to~school activities in early 
September, Activity 1S planned throughout the country to highlight the 
impact of the Republican cuts at the local level. We are hoping to unify 
and coordinate these efforts around certain key themes and to find a 
useful and appropriate role for you in kicking off that week, 
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_~__T"",,8,-,NBW YORK TIA!E.S NATIONAL SUNDA~Y. JULY~, 1995 

On Radio Show, Clinton Warns ofDangers ofCuts in Medicare-'. . 
By TODD$. rURDUM 

WASH1NGTON, July al - Sur' 
rounded by lin inviled sudl(!j'JCfi 01 
ttmiof clIittlM, Indudlug hlG molhff. 
iu-taw, PrestdM'll Cllntoo w.uned 10­
day thai Republican plans ttl ,,\oW 
t~ awwl/'l of Medkare "pending 
could push half a millkm I!ldedy 
people intO' p(wtnyby I.tre rum of the!' 
ctmury to finaru:"e (lUI. cut.'1 for the 
~Ithy. '" 

"Wr; do need to protect Medicare 
from gema hanl!!'\IP1, but _ OOn't 
nave to b4nkrupt Qkier Americans {O 
do Il," Mr. Chnll»'! saW In hla weekly 

nullo add!"tcSs from tbe OVal Office. 
"Medic.ue' 15. too ImportAnt (0 all 
r.mUlts 10 bt>.r:ont~ a pl8&)' bltnk for 
Just. few/' 

Mr, Clinton was JOIM<! by his '141ft 
Hlihu'Y lor the cpeecb•. vqrlch was 
timed for the lOth anniversary on 
SlJI'Iday (If w. 8lgUing of MediCare 
/eilsiallon by Presldoot Lyndon B. 
JQ:hn$(ln. Tlptnelt\g b(I,Ck in«I the fray 
over rutrueturing.lteatlh care, Mrs. 
Cllnum lIi«:lclted the hlltotY ot MellI. 
care a. one -of the Mtion', bedrodt 
social prograMs, 

"We neert 14 remember (imt Mm!· 
care Is nat jU$( Important for UIdt:lr 
man and women:' she saic1 "It;s a 

" 


compact .across generations, Medi., 
eare means thaI \/10 don't h.ave to 
t:hoose betw~ dCilllg fll'lhl by DIl( 
PIItmt. arnJ giving oor thUdren the 
oppnnunltle'!.hey deserve." ' 

Mt> cunton -cited a new sludy by 
lhc Deparlment of Health and Nil· 
man Services Ihat estimated tbal the 
lm:n.ft In oot-of'flOtkot CO$ts to 
bi!rtefldflrii!S thal woUld flow from 
'the Republicans' proposed ret\U(. 

tlons wwld push SIlO,IIOO ~klerly 
MeOk:are tedpleflLS below the Fed­
e~11 ~rty lllmhokt by 2002. l'lmt 
Is based on the anump'limt lha. Indl. 
vidual$, whom MT. CrlnUm hu 
vowed \0 protect. would be affected 

by aboul hall of the Repub1ieJln CUlt, 
The R~publlC!lns wnuW cm some 

Sl10 1>Ullon from v*anned growlh in 
MedJCllN! 5\'ltf1dlng over 1M next 
~ years, to help finance II lax CUI 
ofS2U billion that would moslly ben· 
(!fit upper !!1(ome fln;payers. As pari 
olhlsplan to balance lhe bud#!l, Mr. 
(lInton Is propOOttg $IZ. 0111100 In 
reduced MedIcare ,rowth aM a lllJC 
CUI of nil blUm, mO$Uy to help 
people puyirtg fM edui;.alifllt 
"Pa~ ought to be abla 10 save 

lor !belr dllktN!n'. eo!1ege and pm· 
teet theif parents' health," Mrs. 
Clmton said. '.'AmfMedlcaR metan" 
IMt IMy can." 

\ 

\, 

\, 
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REPUBLIC"," CUTS PUSH 500,000 MEDICARE BENEFICIARIES INTO POVERTY 

For 36 years, Medicare bas meant financial security and health security for older Americans. 
Since 1965. Medicare has effectively lifted millions of older Americans out of poverty, Prior to' 
Medicare, less than 50 % of the elderly had health insurance, Today, thanks to Medicare nearly 
100 percent of older Americans have coverage, 

To presen'e Medicare for OUf grandchildren, President Clinton believes 'Yc have to 
strengthen tbe Medicare Trust Fund, which holds the money we aU pay in to cover hospital. 
nursing home and home health bills. President Clinton believes that real reform is about making a 
situation better, not worse. Real refonn means fixing the "Trust Fund. without putting beneficiaries 
in a fix, 

President Clinton's balanced budget will strengtben Medicare. His plan will: 
• 	 Extend the solvency of the Medicare Trust Fund at 1_ through 2005; 
• 	 Make no new cuts targeted at beneficiaries; and 

. .. Expand benefits for seniors, including free mammograms and respite care for families of 
people with Alzheimer's disease. 

The Republican plan would severely burden the elderly, and reverse the 30 year tradition of 
Medicare lifting seniors out of poverty: 
.. In 2002, 500,000 Medicare beneficiaries would effectively be put into poverty by the 

increases in out~of~pocket costs for health care. This number could be even larger if 
Medicaid is turned inlo a block grant. Many states would no longer be able to afford to 
cover the poor elderly unless they chose to raise property or sales taxes, or cut other critical 
state spending. [According to an HHS study released on July 29, 1995] 

• 	 These cuts in Medicare and Medicaid" are 4 times more than the largest cuts ever enacted. 
.. 	 In order to stay in fee-for-service plans, where they can choose their doctor, seniors would 

be forced to either pay more or get less: 
.... The average Medicare recipient of skilled nursing home services will pay at least 

$1,400 more. 
R' The average beneficiary receiving home health care services win pay at least 

$1.7000 more in 2002. 
Q' 	 Every beneficiary choosing to s~y in the fe(?for~service plan would pay at least 

$2.825 more in premiums and copayments over 7 years; couples would pay at least 
$5,650. Couples would pay at least $1,250 more in 2002 alone. 

.. 	 Or. seniors could get a voucher that is tOO small. Each year private health care costs would 
increase 40 percent more than the voucher's value. Seniors will have to pay more to make 
up the difference-or be forced into care they don't want 

The increases in out~of~pocket costs to seniors are needed to pay for a tax cut for the well-off, not 
to balance the budget or shore up the Medicare Trust Fund. Republicans could drop all of their 
new eosts for beneficiaries and baJanee the budget if they would just accept the President's 
tas: cut for the middle class, rather than their huge tax cuts for tbose who need it Ie.st. 



Expiring Provisions 

The research and deyelooment (R&D) tM credit would be extended, in slightly 
modified form, from July 1, 1995, through 1997. 

The Targeted robs Tax Credit (renamed the Work Opportunity Tax Credit) would be 
modified, including a reduction in the credit rate from 40% to 35%, and extended for 
1996 and 1997. It would not be made retroactively available for 1995. 

"(

• 
. The exclusion for employer-provided educational assis!i!!lce would be extended 

through 1997. However, for 1996 and 1997 tne exclusion would not apply to post­
graduate education. . 

The laX credit for clinical testing expensel (the so-called orphan drug credit) and the 
special fair market value deduction for comributions of l!J.1Preciated !lOCk III ptiv!lle 
i\nIndatiQos would be extended for 1995 through 1997. 

~•• 	 The fUTA exemPlion for alien agricultural workers would be made permanent 

retroactive to January 1, 1995. 


The ..ffective date of the 4,3-<;ents-per-gallon tax on commercial aviation fuel would 
be delayed from October 1, 1995, to October I, 1997. 

The iOr! and airway trust fund excise taxes on air passenger and air freight 
transportation and the expiring portion of the tax on noncommercial aviation fuel 
would be extended through September 30, 1996. 

Increase in Statutory Limit on tbe PubUc Debt 

~ 	The statutory limit on the debt limit would be increased from the current $4.9 billion 
to $5.5 billion, with no expiration date. 

Medical Savings Accounts (MSAs) 

The bill would create a new IRA-type aceount called a Medical Savings Account 
(MSA), that could be used III pay hcalth benefits only for individuals covered by 
catastrophic (and not comprehensive) insurance. Employees and other individuals 
would get a tax deduction (or exclusion from income) for their or their employer's 
contributions to an MSA up to $2,500 for an individual ($5,000 for .'family). MSA 
distributions would not be taxed if used to pay for medical care. Earnings within the 
MSA would be taxable. 
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Coal Industry Retiree lIealth Provisions 

Under the 1992 Coal Act -- which was a priority for Senator Rockefeller-­
liability for financing coal-industry retiree health benefits was spread broadly among 
companies that had signed bargaining agreements since 1948. The bill would shift the 
liabilily entirely to the 1988 signatory companies. 

" Pension Simplification 

The bill incorporates numerous items from the Administration's pensioo limplification ~y proposal that you announced on June 12, 1995. A majority of these provisions were 
also included in the pension simplification bill passed by the House in 1994. The bill 

Malso includes new items proposed by the Administration, although it does not include 
~ the Administration's proposal for a new, simple retirement plan for small business, ~ 

tbe National Employee Savings Trust (or "NEST"). 

Taxpayer Bill of Rights 2 

~ 	The bill contains a number of provisions intended to enhance taxpayer safeguards in 
dealing with the IRS. The Administration has worked with Hill staff to develop and 
improve many of these proposals. 



Talking Points on GOP Fmance Conunittee 

Proposal to Reduce Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) 


• 	 Just a rew hours ago we learned Ill. specifics of the Republican Finance Committee 
proposals to raise taxes on low-income worldng Americans by reducing Ille EITC. 

We Ihink it is wrong to increase taxes on millions of low-income workers - and to 
cut Medicare and Medicaid - to finance tax cuts for Ihe most affluent. 

• 	 According to Ihe proposals' sponsors, this EITC-relaled tax increase win tollll!Hl! 
billion over 7 years. 

Included in this package is a R[!lDOsal to tax ~Qcjal security payments received 
by approximately I million widowed, retired and disabled taxpayers who care 
ror aOOut 2 million of their own children, grandchildren, or other children. 
These social security recipients win be subject to an average tax increase 2f 
m;t. 

It would also eliminate the modest EITe that was first made available last year' 
to ,very low-income workers woo do not reside with qualifying children. 

This component alone will subject 4.3 million taxpayers to an average 
tax increase of $173. 

, 
The proposal would eliminate lhe.final phase 2f the 1923 EITC increase for 
workers with 2 or more qualifying children. This increase is currently 
scheduled to become effective in 1996. 

In addition. all EITC recipients with annual income currently in excess of 
$11 ,630 will be subject to C!J&lline !l!Jl increases everY YI3I: as the so-<:alIed 
phascout rates are increased, As a result, many recipients will see their EIrC 
reduced simply because of inflationary increases in their income. 

u.stly, working parents who receive child suwxm jlllJ!me.nl~ will, for the.fm;t 
time ever, suffer a tax increase simply because they are fortunate to actually 
collect those payments intended solely for the benefit of their children, 

• 	 We are caIefully analyzing the impact of this new proposal. We will be opposing it 
vigorously when the Finance Committee takes up the bill early next week. 

Office of Tax Policy 
September 22, 1995 

http:jlllJ!me.nl


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 13, 1996 

MEMORANDUM TO KEN APFEL 
BRUCE REED 
GENE SPERLING 

From: 1eremy Ben-Ami 
Lyn Hogan 

Subject: Welfare to Work Cballenge. Fund 
, 

Attached pl"""e find • brief summary of our proposal for. Welfare 10 Work Challenge Fund 
to spark pl"""ment of 1 million longer-term welfare recipients inlo jobs in three years. The 
$3 billion, three-year proposal would be only one part of a broader national challenge tbe 
President would announce. On Signing tbe bill, tbe President would calion tbe country to 
pull together as a nation and as communities to truly end welfare as we know it by finding 
jobs and opportunity for those unable to find work. 

W. believe the strengths of this proposal are: 

paying for performance - The Fund pays only for placement and job rcleotion 
not fOT process 

maximizing flexibility - Payments from tbe Fund can be used by employers or 
placement firms to provide any type of training and support necessary to 
prepare people for jobS and to help keep them 

community involvement - The proposal calls on communities~ cities and 
counties to develop plans for job creation and placement that draw on their 
unique strengths and advantages 

Presidential leadership and ongoing involvement - The structur('! of the 
Challenge puts the President in the position of leading the nation to meet the 
challenge of making welfare reform a success. He can travel the country 
getting commitments from Mayors, private employers and community leaders 
of jobs and other support to meet the challenge he has laid down 

Please let US know if we can be helpful in developing this proposal further. 

cc: Carol Rasco 
Paul Weinstein 



WELFARE TO WORK CHALLENGE FUND 

Believing that the success of welfare reform will he determined by every community's 
ability to move people into jobs, President ainton has proposed the creation of a Welfare To 
Work Challenge Fund to support the placement of 1 million longer-term welfare recipients 
into jobs by the year 2000. 

• 
The vision of a reformed welfare system is that many short-term welfare recipients 

witb work histories will find jobs as they do now in tbe present system, and that employers 
would be able to access the Work Opportunities Tax Credit as an incentive to hire tbese 
easier to place individuals. The WTW Challenge Fund is desigoed to provide additional 
support in the case of longer-term, harder-to-place recipients who will require additional 
preparation and support to get and hold jobs. 

The President is challenging state and local governments, communi.ies ""d the private 
sector to join in tbe national effort 10 truly tr_form the welfare system by ensuring that jobs 
are available for all those wbo need them to get off of welfare along with the training and 
preparation to get and hold those jobs. 

The President is proposing to pay $3000 to any employer or job placement program 
that employs or finds work for each welfare recipient who remains employed for nine months. 
The WTW fund will reward the placement of 1 million welfare recipients into jobs over three 
years .t a total cost of $3 billion. At the end of three years, tbe program wiU be evaluated 
and Congress and the President will have to consider whether 10 extend the program. 

The President is challenging states to match at least part of this commitment with 
tbeir new Block Grant funds and is urging local communities to come up with private 
contributions as weil. States and communities can determine the level of match and the 
amount of the total WTW payment bssed on the job market and the needs of their 
community. Placement costs vary from $2.500 in Columbus, Ohio to $5500 in New York 
aty. A community able to match Ihe Challenge Grant dollar for dollar from state, local aod 
private sources will have $6000 to pay as a piacement bonus for each job. This together with 
tbe Work Opportunities Tax Credit (wortb an additional $2000 to the employer) sbould be 
more than enougb to stimulate private sector interest in creating and finding jobs for welfare 
reCipients. 

Targeting The W1W Challenge targets longer-term welfare recipients, as anI y those 
receiving welfare for 18 months would be eligible. Many welfare recipients find work 
quickly after initially receiving welfare and employers do not need extra incentives to provide 
work for short-term recipients. New Slate welfare programs should do a gond job helping 
work-ready recipients find employment as quickly as possible. The WTW Challenge is 
targeted, therefore, at those recipients who despite their best efforts have been unable to fmd 
employment for 18 months. 



Wll.Q~ Eligible? Communities [need to define as cities, counties or other] will develop 
WT'VV plans- for job creation, training and placement which they win submit to the 
Department of Labor for approval. Employers and placement programs in communities with 
approved wrw plans will be eligible for wrw payments. Each community will determine 
.he amount of its WlW payments bosed on tnc additional funds they add to the Challenge 
Fund and a detennlnation of their local needs. 

1"0 have their ptans approved, communilies will have to: 

form a consortium of community leaders including, at a minimum. employers. 
Chambers of Commerce, non-profits t community-based organizations, 
churches, synagogues and others interested in creating employment 
opportunities 

develop a wrw plan that lays out bow the city or county will create jobs and 
maximize job placement and retention for those leaving the welfare rolls that 
includes specific commitments to the OJallenge by private employers 

indicate their plans for ensuring employment of welfare recipients in such 
expanding fields as child care and housing redevelopment. 

wrw payments fn any ""mmnruty with an approved plan, the Challenge Fund will 
tnake two $1500 payments to employers or placement agencies in that community -- one up 
front at the time of employment and, to ensure job retention, tbe SISOO after nine months of 
employment. The exact distrlhotion of matching wrw payments from the state or otber 
sour= would be determined in the Cllmmunity's plans. 

What is the W1W ~ayment for? The combination of national and state wrw 
payments together witb the WOTe will help private employers pay for on-the-job training 
and otber job readiness programs and provide an incentive to hire those leaving the welfare 
rolls. Not-for-profit or for-profit training and placement finns ""uld enter into agreements 
with communities to train and place welfare recipients in return for wrw payments. 
America Works, for instancc, is paid an average of $5500 in New York City for such • 
service. WTW payments coul~ even go to groups providing training for microenterprises 
and to chlld core providers hiring and training welfare recipients to meet the increased 
demand for day care. The costs of not-for-profit and [or-profit plaexment efforts with 
welf",e recipients compare favorably with tbe over $20,000 per person cost of traditional 
training programs which arc: paid for based on participation not performance. [See attached 
for examples.] 

Formula Communities will be eligible for a certain number of WTW payments 
detennined by a fonnul. based on the welfare population in that community. [or other TBD] 

(Orate 8/13/96 a.m.) 



Job Placement and Support Ol-ganizMions 

Evidence now exists that private for-profit and nonprofit programs offer a bridge to 

connect welfare recipients to jobs and help them achieve sustained independence. Their 

success contrasts sharply with the marginal impact of the traditional welfare education and 

training programs. 


The private nonprofit and for-profit programs described below share four critical 
elements that most government-run programs do not; each assesses the needs and skiUs of its 
dlents individually and assumes each wants to work; each bypasses traditional education and 
training activities and instead puts clIents to work as quickly as possible; each forms strong 
links with local employers and works hard 10 maintain them; and each measures success by 
countlng the number of recipients who get jobs. 

America Works, a for~profit placement and support organization in New York. IlJdianapolis, 
., and Connecticut has helped more than 10,000 welfare recipients find full-time private sector 

jobs. Recipients are hired permanently at an average wage of $16,000 per year, including 
benefits. The state of New York found that 81 percent of those placed by America Works are 
still off the rolls after two years. 

America Works typically charges a state about $5,400 per placement. and is paid in fuB only 
once a recipient is placed and remains in an unsubsidized job for seven months. When 
compared to the cost of $21 ,000 per placement for New York City's Job Training Partnership 
Act program or the $23,000 a year it costs New York state to support an average welfare 
family. a pnvate placement program such as America Works couid move about four times the 
number of people from the welfare rolls than the statt'Nun programs al a considerable co'St 
savmgs. 

The Goodwill job Connection in Sarasota, Florida and Lafayette, Louisiana offers job 
placement and support serviees to chronically unemployed members of the surrounding­
community. The Goodwill Job Connection spends about SI,500 per job placement compared 
to per person costs of about $4,000 for the Florida's work~focused JOBS program, Since the 
program began in 1987, it has placed more than 1,000 people in jobs. Goodwin works hard to 
build relationships with local employers and, after providing its clients with basic job 
readiness and olHhe-job work skills, places people permanently into unsubsidized jobs and 
offers follow-up support to make sure they stay in jobs. 

Cleveland WOl'ks, a private nonprofil group funded by public grants, foundations, and private 
money, has placed more than 2,000 welfare n:.'cII.Hents in full~time jobs since i986, enabling 
7,000 men, women, and children 10 quit the dole. Over 80 percent of the Cleveland Works 
families have n01 returned to. the welfare rolls, a remarkable result (;:onsldering that tbe typical 
family had been on and off welfare for 10 years. Cleveland Works spends about $5,000 per 
placement 10 provIde its clients with four weeks of general job readiness training and in some 
cases bas:i~ education and occupation-specifIc courses, The group then matches clients with 
jobs offered by some SOO local employers. Once hired, diems receive transitional services and 
support from corporate counselors to ensure that they stay employed. 



• 

Columbus \\forks, a private nonprofit group providing intensive human capital development, 
opened its doors ~nst January, Its per person job placement costs are about $2,300. Services 
include six weeks of full-time, daily job readiness and skills, job development, placement, and 
follow-up, a $6~$8 dollar a day ,transportation allowance, and in-house legal .counsel. 
Recipients are placed in full~time jobs with an average statting wage of $6.69 an hour and 
retention rates should be around 60 percent 

Milwaukee's New Hope Project, another private nonprofit group. also stresses job placement 
CHents go through eight weeks of job search. Those who do not find private sector jobs are 
offered minimum wage community service positions at nonprofit organizations for a 
maximum of one year, When necessary, New Hope subsidizes its clien1s' wages to bring them 
up to at 1east the poverty Hne. It also provides health and child care benefits based on income 
and helps clients receive the ElTe, Preliminary results from the first phase are very 
encouraging-57 percent are currently employed in private or public sector jobs. 
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CHIEF OF STAFF' I'D THE PRESIDENT 

THE WHITE HouSE 

February 26, 1997 

MR. PRESIDENT: 

Please note the attached memo from EH Segal describing 
the organization. mission, and short tenn action plan of 
','Work Now" --. soon (0 bec,catoo 501(c)(3) organization 
whose founding board members win be the CEOs ofthe 
five companies you referenced in the State ofthe Union, 

. The central mission of"Work Now" will be "to help 
businesses ofail kinds move people pennanentiy from 
welfare to work," 

Erskine 

cc: 	 john PodeS:3 
Sylvia Malhcws 
Vield Radd 
Rahm P..rmmud 
BIllee Reed 
Gene Sperling 
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ELI .J. SEGAL 

February 25, 1997 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJ: • WORK NOW (WN) 

This is a memo which goes to the organization~ mission and short term action plan 
of WN (working titlt> only), Its creation reflects one of the most hopeful reactions to 
your signing the wdfart> reform legislation and your frequent challenges to the business 
community that there is much it needs to do if we will truly "end welfare as we know it", 

1. Organization 

WN is • soon to be created 50 I (c)(3) organization. Its incorporators (and perhaps 
"Founding Board" members) will be the CEOs of Ole five companies you referenced in 
the State of the Union,' It is unclear who will be the Chair, but his identity will be 
detennined shortly, , 

The organization will be aggressively non-partisan, results driven and 
comparatively easy to join, It will be scrupulously independent, but its mission and its 
agenda will be completely consistent with your vision of welfare reform, I do not expect 
it to look for any government funds. at least at the beginning, 

It will have a Board of Dir<>etors of about 15-20 composed of businesses of all 
sizes and from all sectors; some of its Board may include-Governors and other prominent 
Americans, All companies will be encouraged to join, provided they are prepared to make 
a commitment to use their resources to help move people from welfare to work, Due 
measure of success in \\fN" s first year will be whether It can reach a membership of an 
agreed upon number of companies. perhaps 5000, Membership will not require payment 
ofa fee, 

2. Mission 

A partial but intensive review of organizations engaged in welfare reform-related 
activities suggests one niche which is likely to represent the heart and soul of WN's 
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mission: 12 help businesses of all kinds move people' permanently from welfare' to work. 
WN's customer will be the businesses themselves, rather than welfare recipients, 
legislatures, Governors or state welfare agencies. WN will encourage, mobilize, reward 
and provide technical assistance to all of the following: 

( a ) large and small companies whose growth will depend on hiring and 
retaining substantial numbers of people for enlly level positions (e.g., Burger 
King); 

( b ) other large companies without significant employment growth plans 
(e.g., Monsanto) or those with such growth plans but without a· significant 
number ofenlly level positions (e;g., Microsoft); in all of these cases, WN 
will look to notions of corporate responsibility and moral suasion of 
companies and their vendors in designing a meaningful agenda; and 

( c ) a broad range of so-called "intermediaries" from temporary 
organizations like Manpower and Kelly (one of the largest growth categories 
in an era of downsizing) to for profit and not for profit organizations like 
America Works and Strive, springing up overnight in response to welfare 
waivers of recent years and the' welfare reform legislation of 1996. 

WN will not, of course, be indifferent to "the front end" of welfare reform: 
motivated, prepared welfare recipients. However, the more WN engages in activities at 
the front end, e.g. GED, literacy, mentoring, substance abuse treannent, job training and 
readiness, the more its mission is blurred and it invades the twf of others. One possible 
exception to this thrust may be· in the- area of micro enterprise. It is also possible that 
some of the means WN will utilize to reach businesses (e.g .. 800 numbers and Web sites) 
can·also be used to match businesses and potential employees, but that is further down. 
the road. 

Because there is no reliable national way of counting those who move from 
welfare to work, WN will need to look to other indices of success. WN will have 
individual company success stories to tell, job producing partnership~ of its members to 
report, and the equivalent of Baldridge awards to announce; once WN sees positive 
paltems emerging from its work and study, it will publicize them, help rcplicate them to 
thc'extent resources pennit and transmit them to appropriate govemment executives. WN 
may also report on o,bsracles it uncovers to welfare refonn from the perspective of the 
private sector, perhaps in a manner similar to that of the Small Business Conference of 
your first tenu. 
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3. Activities of the Organization. 

Th,,,,e are three broad categories of activities within which WN will work (subject 
always to avoiding duplication wilh the work of other·organizations): 

( a) Education 
(I) business outreach -- WN will become a comprehensive source of 
information to businesses in finding potential employees and uncovering 
what public and private resources are available; 
(2) training - WN will coordinate the use of existing company 
resources to aid in training, including the training universities of 110 
companies; WN may create a human resources speakers bureau 
(although National Alliance for Business and National Governors 
Association are looking at this as well); 
(3) recommendations to government (federal, state and local). 

( b) Hiring 
(1) pledges - businesses, some with and some witllOut experience hiring 
and retraining those formerly on public assistance, commit to hire or 
apprentice \vorkers; 
(2) consortium - new members join an ever expanding group of WN 
businesses that would hire workers who had received training, 
apprenticeships or entry level positions at other member businesses; 
(3) a wards - WN will bestow recognition on selected participating 
companies.' 

( c) Grants - possible'recipients/activities include: 
(1) micro enterprises (but this may properly be the realm of government 
and foundations); 
(2) studies of successful programs; and 
(3) large scale public works projects (e.g .. , rehabilitating a train station, 
creating a public park, etc). 

4. Action Plan 

WN contemplates three stages over the next year, in each of which there are 
logistical, functional and communications tasks to fulfill: 

( a) creation and clearinghouse (months 1 - 3)·- WN announces its plans, 
its 800 number and its Web site; becomes a source of mfonm'ltion for 
businesses seeking the'names of like-minded businesses or useful 
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resources in their goographic area or their industrial sector~ 

(b) program initiation (months 4 -,6) - WN announces its ftrst 1000 
members; announces its consortium plan (see above); makes ftrst grants to 
study model programs; 

( c ) in-depth programs (months 6 - 12) - membership grows to 5000; WN 
reports on number of new jobs its members have created, especially 
through its consortium (unless too modest at this stage); announces PSA 
campaign to combat stigmatization of hiring workers from welfare;' 
announces intensive project in demonstration city; issues its first advisory 
report to government; announces first annual employer award recipients, 

5, Presidential Engagement ' 

The mission ofWN will be enhanced by Presidential engagement from the 
beginning. Possible activities include, but are not limited to the following: 

( a ) publicity around the launch; 
( b ) events in different geographic areas and different industries with 
business leaders who have joined WN by "taking the pledge" andlor have 
actually hired and retained fonner welfare recipients; 
( c) publicity around the first (and perhaps subsequent) awards to mode! 
employers, 

6, Conclusion 

Overall, the mission, functions and indices of success of WN will need greater 
refinement over the next few weeks. The basic judgment,. however) is to focus welfare 
to work activities on what businesses themselves can do, With skill and discipline, we 
can carve out a role in this wldertaking that will permit the private sector to translate 
good intentions into meaningful results. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM TO GENE SPERLING 


FROM: Emil Parker ~ 
DATE: April I, 1997 
SUBJECT: Welfare~topWor'k Foundation 

Below are a couple of points to keep in mind concerning the projects of the Welfare-towWork 
Foundation: 

Database Q(QQ:anizatioUsI "mentoring businesses." It may not be cost-effe~tive to create a 
database including aU businesses that hire welfare recipients through ITPA. While 40 percent of 
JTPA Title II-A participants arc welfare recipients (cash assistance), these recipients are 
considerably more employable than the welfare population as a whole and especially than long~ 
term recipients. For example. three-quartcrs ofJTPA n~A welfare participants have a high 
school degree or more, compared 10 just one-third of long-term recipients. 

Many of the businesses who hire welfare recipients, through JTPA or other channels (including 
their standard hiring procedUres), are employing relatively skilled individuals and may have no 
special services in place and no experience with hardcr~to-employ recipients. It might be 
preferable to restrict the 'database( s) to businesses that have made a particular effort to hire 
recipients and/or have hired a substantial number of recipients" 

Challenge: events. The regional (and other) challenges-i.e., hiring targetSdmay prove to be one 
of the rnore,reJiable measures of the F oundatlon's impact. To this end, collection ofdata on 
hiring should be handled by an independent party, and each challenge should apply only to 
Foundation members in the region~-hirlng by firms not in the Foundation would not count 
toward the challenge target. A challenge that induded businesses outside the Foundation would 
be considerably more difficult to track and also be a much le~s valuable evaluation lOol. 



TH E WH ITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 11, 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 


FROM: GENE SPERLING 
PETER ORSZAG 

SUBJECf: Economic progress for African~Americans 

You asked for a response to the recent Wall Street Journal article that asserted that 
African-Americans have not shared in the benefits of the recent recovery eSurging Economy 
Bypasses Black Men," June 3, 1991), .This memorandwn provides an initial response. We will 
also be working with Janet Yellen to examine the issues involved more thoroughly. 

One of the article'5 principal points is true: The wage differential between otherwise 
similar blacks and whites remains distressingly high, especially for males, and has shown no 
improvement since the mid-1910s. But the \\'Bge gap is only one measure ofeconomic wen~ 
being. and the economic recovery lw. produced significant gains for African ..Americans. For 
example, African-American median family income -- which reflects trends not only in wages, but 
also in employment and non-labor income -- feU by almost $2,000 between 1988 and 1992, but 
increased by over $3,000 between 1992 and 1995, Median family income for all races did not 
rise nearly as much - less than $900 since 1992 and just over $1 ,600 since 1993. And for 
married couples, African-American median household income rose from 81 percent ofwhite 
median household income in 1993 to 87 percent in 1995, 

In a sensej these recent gains are not surprising, since African-Americans seem to be 
particularly affected by changes in the overalllaoor market (James Stewart. "Recent Perspectives 
on African-Americans in Post-Industrial Labor Markets," American Economic Review, May 
1997). Therefore, an improved labor market is often particularly beneficial to African­
Americans, Some of the signs of recent African-American gains include: 

• 	 The poverty rate for African-Americans fell from 30.6 percent in 1994 to 29.3 percent in 
J995 -- the first time it dropped below 30 percent and its lowest level since the data were 
first collected in 1959, 



-- Between 1992 and 1995, the African-American poverty rale fell by 4, I percentage 
points (from 33.4 percent to 29.3 percent), while the overall poverty rate fell by 1 
percentage point (from 14,& percent to 13,8 percent), 

-- The EITC pulled more than 800,000 African-Americans, inclnding 455,000 children, 
out of poverty in 1995, 

.. The poverty rale for elderly Atrican-Americans reU from 335 percent in 1992 to 25.4 
percent in )995 - its lowest level On record. The decline in the overall elderly poverty 
rate was Jess dramatic (from 12,9 percent in 1992 to lO.5 percent in 1995), 

UnerOploymen.t 

• The African-American unemployment rate fell from 14.3 percent in December 1992 to .',. 
,9,8 percent in April 1997, before climbing slightly to 10.3 percent in May 1997, For 
more than two decades .. from August 1974 to December 1994 -- the African-American 
unemployment rate had never fallen below 10 percent. 

-- Between December 1992 and May 1997, the African-American rate declined by 4,0 
percentage points j while the overall rate has declined by 2,6 percentage points. The 
proportional decline was just slightly lower for Atrican-Americans (315 percent drop in 
tl,e nnemployment rate) than for all Americans (33.3 percent), 

• Ibe unemployment rate for African-American males aged 20 years and over fell from 
13.4 percent in December 1992 to 8,4 percent in May 1997, 

~~ In 1995, this unemployment rate averaged 8.8 percent. the lowest since 1974. 

- The absolute decline in the unemployment rote for African-American males was larger 
than the decline in the rate for all males.{5.0 percentage points versus 2.6 percentage 
points), and the proportional declines were again almost indistinguishable (37.3 percent 
for African-American males, and 38.2 percent for all males), 

oJ A larger percentage of African-Americans were employed in May 1997 (57.8 percent) 
than during any month on record before 1993, The highest percentage was recorded in 
November 1995 (58.0 percent).· 

- A larger percentage of African-American women aged 20 and over (58.4 percent) were 
employed in April 1997 than in the history of the series. The percentage fell slightly in 
May, to 58.1 percent. 

• Since January 1993, l,73 minion more African-Americans have found jobs -- seven times 



as many had found jobs during tlle previous four years. 

~- These data come fTom a survey of households and are not strictly comparable with the 
12.3 million jobs figure, which comes from a survey of establishments. 

Remaining challenges 

Despite these recent improvements, however, now is certainly not the time for 
complacency. As noted above, the wage gap for otherwise similar African-Americans and 
whites remains stubbornly high -- partially reflecting ongoing discrimination in the Jabor market. 
Studies using rnndom testing, in which equally qualified white and black teslers compete for the 
same job, apru1ment, or other goaL tend to confinn continued discrimination against African~ 
Americans. And numerous economic indicators - from median income to educational 
achievement to pov,erty rates - point to persistent gaps between whites and African-Americans. 

We fd(,C particularly difficult chalJenges v.'ith younger African-Americans. For example, 
the unemployment rate for African-American teenagers was a shocking 33.2 percent in May 
1997. rel~tive to 12.7 percent for white teenagers. And the poverty rate for black children was 
41,9 percent in 1995, relative to 16.2 percent for white children. 

A strong economy may be necessary -- but is unfortunately not likely to be sufficient­
for [ruther narrowing of these gaps between African-Americans and other Americans. In 
addition to pursuing sound macroeconomic poHcies. we must therefore continue to remove the 
lingering obstacles to equal opportunity. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September J2. 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: GENE SPERLlNG 

SUBJECT: Low~Wage Workers 

There is no doubt that low~wage Americans suffer disproportionany from economic change. 
There is also no doubt that serious challenges still remain for them, Overall, though, low-wage 
workers have benefitted enonnously under your economic strategy j which has included reducing the 
deficit, investing in the people, and opening markets, The facts and statistics below outline the 
positive impact your economlc-growth slrategy has had for low-\f\-age workers and the challenges 
that stm remain. 

In talking about this to OUf supporters, I recommend that you (l) give people the impressive 
statistics, while recognizing the magnitude of the remaining problems; (2) remind supporters that 
the policies they supported and fought for (e.g .• 1993 economic plan, EITC, minimum wage, 
education funding) are partly responsible for these improvements and they should be proud of their 
efforts; and (3) that we ute not satisfied and we believe that there is still a lot of work to be done. 

OVERALL: 

• 	 FlImil)1 Income Up 10 Percent -~ $1,000 .... In Last 2 Years For Poorest 2Q%h Since the 
1993 Economic Plan passed, the real average income of the poorest 20 percent of families 
has increased $994 -- or 9.7 percent -- from $10,275 in 1993 to SIl,271 in 1995. Over the 
same time period, the incomes of wealthy American households -- the top 20 percent 
increased 2.0 percen~ from $117.086 in 1993 to $119,453 in 1995. 

• 	 The Largest Decline [n [neome Inequality In 27 Years. In 1995, household income 
inequality fell, as every income group -- from the poorest to the most well-off -- experienced 
a real increase in their income for the second strqight year. One measure of inequality -- the 
Gin! coefficient ~~ dropped more in 1995 than in any year since 196&. 

• 	 The Number Of People In Poverty Fell By 1.6 Million - Largest Drop In 27 Years. 
The number of people in poverty dropped i ,6 million, from 38.06 million in 1994 to 36.43 
million in 1995 ~~ that's the largest one-year decline since 1968. 

• 	 Poverty Ratc Fell To 13.8 Percent ~~ Biggest Drop In Over A Decade. In 1995, the 
poverty rate dropped from 14.5 percent in 1994 to 13.8 percenl--lhat's the largest one-year 
f.·1I1 In the poveny rate since 1984. Since President Clinton's Economic Plan w.as signed into 
law, the povcrty rate has declined rrom IS.! percent in 1993 to 13.8 percent last year -- that's 
the biggest two-ycar drop in the poverty rate since t 973. 



BvRACE: 

These statistics show dearly that African~Amerlcans have benefitted,from the recent economic 
growth. However. the African-American poverty and unemployment rates remain far above that for all 
workers. And while the increase in African-American median family income has out paced the rise for 
all families, African-American median family income level is still just 64 percent of overall median 
income, For Hispanjcs, the current prosperity has provided both good and bad news. The good news 
is that Hispanic unemployment and poverty have faUen. The bad news is that Hispanic median family 
income has declined too. 

• 	 Tlte Afriean-Americon PoveJ1y Rate Dropped To It Lowest Level On Record. In 1995, the 
African-American poverty rate declined from 30.6 peroent to 29.3 percent -- that's the first time 
it dropped below 30 percent and its lowest'level since data were first collected in 1959 .. 
However~ the African~American is still more than twice the overall poverty rate of 13.8 percent. 

• 	 A Higher Share of African..Amcricans Are Working Today Than Any Time In History. A 
larger pc!centage ofAfrican~Americans are now employed -~ 59.6 percent ~- than at any time in 
history. 

• 	 Under President Clinton, The Typical African~Ameri('!ln Family·g Income Is Up $3,000. 
Since 1992. the median income ofAfrican-American families has increased from 522,923 to 
$25,970 --that means their income was $3,047 higher in 1995 than the year before President 
Clinton took office. This compares to a $1,631 increase for all families. However, the African~ 
American median family income is still 64 percent of the median income for all families.' which 
was $40,611 in 1995. 

• 	 Lowest Afriean-Amcrican Unemployment Rate in 24 Years. The unemployment rate for 
African Americans has dropped from 14,1 percent in January 1993 to 9.3 percent today -- that's 
the lowest the African-American unemployment rate has been in 24 years. The African­
American unemployment rate. though. still remains at nearly twice the overall rate of4.9 
percent. 

• 	 African-American Teen Unemployment Rate Is Down. In January 1993, the African­
American teenage unemployment rate was 37.0 percent. Today, it is dOV1n to 29.4 percent. But 
this is still significantly higher than the current overall teen unemployment rate of 16.4 percent 

• 	 Uome Murtgage Lending and African-American Homcownership Have Increased. Since 
i 993, home-mortgage lending to African~Americans has increased by 70%. And the 
homeowucrship rate for African-Americans has increased from 42.6 percent in 1992 to 44.9 
percent in the second quarter of J996. This is significantly below the overall homeownership 
rate of 65.7 percent. 

• 	 Highest Share of Hispanics \Vorking In Two Decades. The share ofllie Hispanic population 
working as high today -- 63.3 pcrcenl- as any other month in the last two decades (when datu 
were firsl collected). 
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• 	 Lowest Hispanic Unemployment Rate in 8 Years. The unemployment rate for Hispanics has 
dropped from I J.3 percent in January 1993 to 7.2 percent today -- that's the lowest it's been 
since 1989. The Hispanic unemployment rate is still nearly 50 percent higher than the overall 
unemployment rate. 

• 	 Income DOWN for Hispanic Families. The median family income for Hispanics fell from 
$25,007 in 1994 to $24,570 in J995. This fall follows a slight increase in median Hispanic 
family income between 1993 and 1994 (from $24,947 to $25,007). 

• 	 Poverty Down for Hispanics. In 1995, the Hispanic poverty rate feU slightly from 30.7 
percent to 30.3 percent. NO-m: In 1994, the Hispanic poverty rate increased from 30.6 to 30.7 
percent. 

PROGRAMS: 

• 	 Minimum-Wage Increase. The minImum wage increase directly benefited nearly 10 million 
workers. For someone working fuH~time at the o1d minimum wage of$4.25) the 90-cent an 
hour increase means an additional $1.800 per year. The increase directly benefitted 1.3 million 
African-American workers. 

• 	 Increased Karned Income Tax Credit. The expanded Earned Income Tax Credit provided 
tax relief for 15 million working families -~ the average family with two kids who received the 
EITC got a tax cut of$I,026. In 1995. the EIre lifted over 810.000 African Americans. 
including almost 450, 000 African American children, out ofpoverty. 

• 	 AmeriCorps College Support. The AmeriCorps program has enabled 70~OOO volunteers to 
earn money for college by serving their communities and their country, with African Americans 
comprising one-third ofall participants, 

• 	 Increased WIC Nearly $1 aillion. President Clinton increased funding for WIC - which 
provides nutrition packages. nutrition education and health referrals to low~income pregnant 
women, infants, and children -- by nearly $1 billion or 34% to $3.83 billion in FY97. The 
program'~; participation has expanded by 1.7 million since 1993. from 5.7 to 7.4 million 
women, infants, and children, 

• 	 Expanded Head Start -- $1 Billion Higher Each Year. President Clinton has increased funding 
for Head Start by 43%, from $2.8 billion in FY93 to $4.0 billion in FY97. He also created tile 
Early Head Start program jn 1994 to support zero-3 year olds and their families. And the 
Balanced Budget agreement Increases funding so that 1 million kids will be enrolled in 2002. 

• 	 Doubled Dislocated Worker Funding. TIle funding for dislocated workers has been doubled, 
from $651 million in FY93 to $J,286 million in FY97. This year, the dislocated worker 
program "viiI assist 580,000 workers, up about 300.000 since President Clinton took office, 
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• 	 Largest Pen Grant Increase in Two Decades. The Balanced Budget agreement boosts 
the maximum 1998 Pell grant from $2,700 to $3,000, and expands the'program to more 
poor independent students - that's the largest increase in two decades. 

• 	 Fougllt for Child Tax C ... ditThat Benefilted Low-Wage Workers. When 

congn;ssional Republicans tried to deny the child tax credit to as many as ':;.5 million*­

childrl~n from families 1,).;tl1 incomes below $30,000, President Clinton fought to ensure 

that uley benefitted. ·Compari~on to House passed bm~ YS. Senate: bill: 5.9 million. 


EXAMPLES OF Bow BYPOTIIETICAL Low-INCOME FAMILIES ARE BEITER OFF StNCE 1993: 

• 	 Mother Witb Two Kids - $3,094 Better orr. A mother with two kids earning the 
minimum wage. This family would have benefitted from both the increased minimum wage 
and the expanded Earned Income Tax Credit." The increased minimum wage the President 
fought for will raise the mother's earnings by $1,800 per year, while the expanded EITC 
provides a Sl,294 larger tax credit than the family would have received under previous law. 
Thus. this family is $3,094 better off today than they would have been without President 
Clinton's economic strategy. 

• 	 Rookie Police Officer With Two Kids - $3,119 Better Off. A family of four with two 
children; the father is a rookie police officer making $23,000, and the mother has chosen to 
stay at home. Both congressional bills would have denied this family, and millions of' . 
others, the child tax credit. Under tax bill signed into law, this family will receive a child 
tax credit ofS675. Income for families such as this one have experienced a $1,286 increase 
in theIr family income, adjusted for inflation, since 1993. In 1992, this family would have 
not qualified for the Earned Income Tax Credit. In 1996 -- as a result of the expansion 
signed into law by President Clinton -- this family received an EITC of$I,158. In total, 
therefore, this hypothetical family is approximately $3,119 better off now than when 
President Clinton took office, 

cc: 	 Sylvia Mathews 
Michael Waldman 
Terry Edmonds 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM TO GENE SPERLING 

FROM: Emil Parker ;r;.'\ 
ce: Anne Lewis, Katily Wallman 
DATE: March 25, 1997 
SUBJECT: 2:00 Hill meeting! key welfare-to-work issues 

Tomorrow at 2:00, you, Bruce Reed, Jack Lew ilJ1d Ken Apfel are scheduled to brief 
Congressional staff (majority and minority) on °the Administration's welfare package-4hc legal 
immigrant and food stamp fixes and tile Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge. Bill Hoagland, 
majority staff director afthe Senate Budget Committee, has set up these meetings, so Budget 
Committee staff should be prominently represented. 

There are competing Congressional Democratic welrare-to~work proposals, one from the Blue 
Dogs and the other from Senator DascbJe. courtesy of Grace Reef. The two proposals. which are 
limited to outlines at this stage, are quite similar in most respects, both to each other and to the 
Administration's pJan as described in the pages handed out at the Convention (sec attached OMS 
paper on principleS/similarities). 

OMB has prepared briefing materials (attached), Given that releasable information on the 
Administration's Weifare-to-Work Jobs Challenge is essentially limited to the single paragraph 
in tile FY 98 budget, staff; including Ken, tilought it best to hew closely to the OMB materials in 
this area during the meeting. Nonetheless, there are a number of critical issues to keep in mind 
during the discuss.ions, 

Better Job ys, Any Job, Toe question ofwhere to set the bar for job placements made under the 
WTW Jobs ChaHenge has arisen repeatedly~-should cities/c()W1tiesiStates receive bonuses for 
placement of recipients in min~mum wage positions, or should these grmtees be required find 
participants higher quality jobs {e.g" better paying, with health benefits) in order to qualify for 
bonus payments? Should grantees receive bigger bonuses for better jobs? 

The Stenholm proposal features a bigger bonus payment if the individual's cumings (OVC[ a 9~ 
month period) exceed 130 perccnt of poverty. The Daschle proposal docs not include a 
comparabk super-bonus for hi~cr-payingjobs. but docs provide for an additional payment ifthe 
individual receives a GED prior to placement (the research on the impact of a GEl) may 110t 

justify this approach), 

The Administration proposaJ was moving in the "better jobs" direction when work on the policy 
development process coordinatcd by Barry White essentially ceased. Both OMB and DOL staff 
supported the "better jobs" approach. Health and Human Services' position was unclear, 



Treasury was opposed, and Lyn Hogan ofDPC appeared sympathetic (although she may not 
have been speaking for Bruce on this issue). 

Given that ITP A Title II-A programs are now placing welfare recipients in jobs paying an 
average of$6.84 per hour (starting wage), setting the standard for bonus payments higher than a 
minimum wage job may not be unreasonable, It is true. however~ that the welfare recjpient~ who 
participated in ITPA when the prior welfare law was in effect were considerably more 
employable than the Iarget population for the WTW Jobs Challenge. This may argue ror a 
"bigger bonus for better job" approach, rather than requiring a placement to meet a higher 
sUUldard to quality ror any bonus at all. . 

Setting the bar higher in the WTW Jobs Challenge would send a signal as to the Administration's 
overall position regarding the importance ofgood jobs, at a fairly low political cost. 

For this meeting. it is important for the Administration not to go on record as opposed to or 
uncomfortable with the "bigger payments for better jobs" concept. 

HHS ys DO.l.. As you know, the decision was mede, for purposes of the FY 1998 budget, to 
place the WTW Jabs Challenge in the Laber Department. The Daschle proposal similarly gives 
the Labor Department responsibility for the program. whereas the Blue Dogs drm designates 
HHS to administer the program at the Federal leveL Placing the program within HHS would 
likely be interpreted by mayors, counties and advocacy groups as giving governors almost total 
control over the funds, It is difficult to imagine a bill establishing a mechanism separate from 
TANF within HHS to distribute these fl1J1ds to units of government other than States. Moreover, 
the Administration for Children and Families (within HHS) almost exclUSively distributes funds 
to States (or individua1 providers) rather than cities or counties. 

Concentration on High Poverty Areas, The Daschle proposal requires that funds be spent in 
communities with unemployment and poverty rates 20 percent higher than the State avcrage~ the 
Blue Dogs draft only calls for States to provide assurances that high poverty areas will be 
targeted. The Daschle 20 percent provision would probably not be sufficient to channel the bulk 
of the funds to high~poverty areas. For example. in a State with a 5 percent unemployment rate 
and a 10 percent poverty rate, each area with a 6 percent unemployment rate and a 12 percent 
poverty tnh! would be digible for funds. By contrast, concentrated poverty areas arc often 
defined us those with a poverty rate of 40 percent or higher. 

illJ!liQn of I)ublic Sc~tQr Jobs, Another thorny area, As you know, while all in the 
Administration arc agreed that the focus of the program should be placement in private sector 
positions, there is no consensus on whut. ifany.lil11its should be placed on public sector job 
crcntion (in order to avoid the charges of"CETA n.:visitcd'} Possible approaches discussed 
within the Administration include limiting the percentage of piacements in the public sector to 
the share of total jobs in the locnllnbof market represented by that sector, a total ban (Paul 
Dimond), and no limits (Lisa Lynch), The Blue Dogs proposal prohibits public sector Job 
creation, except on Indian reservations and in counties with unemployment rates above 50 
percent. In contra:::t 10 this strict limit. the Daschlc proposal prohibits public sector job creation, 
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except on Indian reservations, in DOL-designated Labor Surplus Areas (areas with 
unemployment 20 percent above the national level) or in areas determined to bave an insufficient 
nwnber of low-skills jobs (according to Slandards developed by the Secretary of Labor). This 
relatively elegant formulation would take tlle form of. ban, but would in fact afford considerable 
flexibility with respect to public sector job creation. 

As with the "better jobs" concept. it's critical not to get locked into it particular approach to this 
problem. Acknowledging the issue and trumpeting the focus on private sector jobs may be 
sufficient 

Slate ys. Cil~, Although the Daschle proposal gives administration of the program to DOL, it 
nonetheless calls for funds to be distributed to, and placed under control of, States. As a 
compromise, each State would be required to aUoeate a share of its funds to the two cities with 
the largest poverty populations. The portion of the State plan concerning these two cities would 
have t<> he approved by both the Governor and the relevant Mayor. The Blue Dogs proposal 
contains essentially no substantive role for cities or coWlties with respect to the base funds. 
although 20".4 of the funds would be awarded on a competitive basis to cities to run innovative 
welfare..to~work programs. 

Targeting, Focusing the initiative on long-tenn recipients was thought essential to avoid "'buying 
out" existing activity-~paying States/cities/counties, through the WTW Jobs Challenge, for 
p1acements that would have occurred in the absence of the program. While the Daschlc proposal 
takes an approach to targeting similar 10 that in the Administration plan--Le,. limiting scn..'jces 
under the program to individuals on assistance for 18 months or longcr--. the Blue Dogs draft 
does not appear to include a comparable provision, although States would receive bonus 
payments only for placement of long-term recipients. This may have been an oversight 



THE WHITE HOUSE: 

WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM TO GENE SPERLING 

FROM: . Emil Parker ~ 
DATE: April !, 1997 
SUBJECT: , Welfare-to-Work Foundation 

Below are a couple ofpoint.<; to keep in mind concerning the projects of the Welfare~tor \Vork 
Foundation: 

Databii$ ofQr8anizatiQnst "Wentoring businesse~." It may not be cost-effective to create a 
database including aU busmes..<:;es that hire welfare recipients through JTP A. \Vhile 40 percent of 
JTPA Title II-A participants are welfare recipients (cash a-';sistance). these recipients are 
considerably more empJoyable than the welfare population as a whole and especially than long­
tenn :recipients. For example, three..quarters of JTPA II~A welfare participants have a high 
school degree or more, compared to just one~third of long-term recipients. 

Many of the businesses who hire weJfare recipients. through JTPA or other charmeJs (including 
their standard hiring procedUres), are employing relativeJy skilled individuals and may have no 
special ~ervices in place and no experience with harder-to-employ recipients. It might be 
preferabJe to restrict the database(s) to businesses thafhave made a particular effort to hiTe 
reCipients andlor have hired a substantial number ofrecipients. 

Challenge events, The regional (and other) challenges-~i.e .• hiring targets--may prove to be one 
of the more reliable measures of the Foundation:s impact. To this end, collection of data on 
hiring should be handled by an independent party, and each challenge should apply only (0 

Foundation members in the region--hlring by firms not in the Foundation would not COWlt 

toward the challenge target A challenge that included businesses outside the Foundation would 
be considerably more difficult to track and also be a much less valuab1e evaluation tool. 
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DRAFf 3131197 

WELFARE-TO·WORK FOUNDATION BRIEFING 
APRIL 3, 1997" 
BYEUSEGAL 

I. 	 PURPOSE OF MEETING 

-The purpose of !IUs meeting is to brief members of the White House, the Cabinet, and 
other govemment personnel on the Welfare-to-Work Foundation ('the Foundation'), which will . 
work closely with the business community to implem<tnt the new Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act ("PRWORA') of 1996, by moving welfare recipients to 
jobs in the private sector, 

n. 	 MISSION OF WELFARE-TO·WORK FOUNDATION 

A. 	 Moving welfare recipients to work. America faces a cballenge of historic 
importance: to help those on poblic assistance prepare for and obtain 
employment. In order for our nation to be strong in the next centtuy, we must 
begin now to ensure thet all of our citizens' talents are utilized. and tbet all 
citizens have the oppoltUnity 10 fully contribute. 

B. 	 The Foundation's efforts .... 'direcied toward the business community rather 
than welfare recipients •. The focus of the Foundntion is 10 provide businesses 
with the information they need to hire welfare recipients including a 'best 
practices' manual of ways to facilitate the hiring and retention of welfare .. 
recipie,nts jnjobsj a listing ofbusiness~ ip theircotnrp.upjties that previously have 
hired welfare recipient>; and a lisittig of organizations (including Intenned,aries, . 
'community colleges, and non-profits) that provide job training and other ,ervices 
with which partnerships will be productive. 

C. 	 The Foundation is non~p.artisan. The Foundation's staff and Board will consist 
of members of both major political parties because: the success of moving welfare 
recipjentS to work depends on everyone worldng together to meet this challenge 
and ach.ieve this goal. 

D. 	 The Foundation will prod businesses. The Foundation is unlikely to lobby or 
request funds from governm,ent (vs. foundations), The Foundation will be more 
hands on than organizations [ike Partnership for a Drug Free America. but it is 
unlikely that the Foundation will run programs itself, The Foundation's mission 
is to proselytize, mobilize1 and reward companies that hire and retain those 
formerly on public assistance, 

1 
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Ill. ORGANIZATION OF WELFARE-TO-WORK FOUNDATION 

-Non-profit 501(c)(3) corporation 

.-"Foundlng Board." The Founding Board will be the CEO. of the five companies that 
the President listed in his SUite of the Union Address: Burger King. Monsanto, Sprint, 
United Airline" and UPS. The Chair will be United's CEO, Gerald Greenwald. 
Hopefully, Marriott will join us as well. 

-Funding. Funding will be provided by the companies who join as members. W. 
anticipate that there will be pledges by the companies who join both in terms of hiring 
and monetary donations. The five Founding Board members have eaell agreed to • 
minimum of $100,000 to support the FOUndation', effOrtS. Th. Foundation'. first-year 
budget is anticipated to be $2,000,000, but the Foundation is likely to raise double this 
amount in 1997. There is no inunediate plan 10 be a grant-maker, but thi, could ehangt 
over time, . 

..Board of Directors and Membership, The Fouudatlon is expected to have a Board 
of Directors of approximately 30 members, compos<;d of businesses of all sizes und from 
all sectors. All companies will he encouraged to join, provided they are prepared to 
make a commitment to use their resoUrces to help move people from welfare to worK. 
The Foundation has a goal of achieving a membership of approximately 5000 companies 
in the first year, with each of these companies maldng a "pledge" to hire at least one 
welfare recipient. 

. 
IV. ACTIVITIES OF TIlE FOUNDATION 

1. HIlliNG 

CJ<:<Ig!!ji. Companies would pledge to hire or apprentice workers, 
, 

AlI'lll"li. The Foundation wilt bestow recognition on participating companies, 
creating an appropriate program such as the American BusineuAward. 

Consortium. Companies would agree to be part of a consortium. an ever­
expanding group of businesses that would seek, to hire workers who had left 
public assistance and received training or acquired entry-level positions at other 
member. businesses, 

Trg:geted Cpmmmiss,' It is planned that growing companies, or so-called 
intenncdiaries (job placement businesses) will participate in tile program, 
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2, 	 EDUCATION 

I!usiness. Outreach. 'The Foundation win be a comprehensive source of 
information to businesses interested in finding poll>ntlal employees and uncovering 
what public and private resources are available. The Foundation will facilitate 
contacts between business people who have experience with employees who are 
former welfare recipients and companies interested in hiring employees who have 
received public assistance, The outreach effort wiU utilize a wJdely-publieized 
toll-free telephone number, 

Training, The Foundation will coordinate the use of company resources to aid 
in training workers, including using the training universities of companies 
(approximately 110 are in existence) and creating a human resources speakers' 
bureau t-o discuss successful programs with business leaders as weU as prospective 
employees, 

Reco=datiO!!li fl! GoYemmem, The Foundation could seek to hold hearings 
and/or produce a report on what changes government should make to ease hiring 
of welfare recipients. 

V, 	 PROJECTS FOR THE NEXT THREE MONTHS. 

1. 	 !:[!'!l!e, a <l~~b!lSe pf orgpnil,l!tio!l.j. This database. would include those 
organi1.ations that help place persons in nonsubsidize<1. private jobs; 
Organizations to be listed would include those providing training services. 
education. counseling, sUbstance-abus•• and follow-up services 10 those,persons 
already placed in jobs. Examples of intennediaries are America Works in New 

, 	 rork City and the Center for Employment Training in San Jose, California, 

A, 	 In trying to create this d~tabase. the foundation WQuid Ii));e to utilize 
existing resources like the Department of Labor's Job Training PartuersUip 
8£h. Currently, it appears that approximately 120.000 persons receiving 
publlc assistance are placed in jobs through the I'I'PA program, TIle 
Foundation would like to coHeet a database of all the businesses and 
training programs that participate in the program. 
'I 	 . 

2. 	 Create a q.atabase of "mentorj~g businesses.': This database would include a list 
of businesses who have hired welfare recipients in the past. 

3. 	 Establishment of a~ "\-800" Mmbor, The Foundation will establish a "1-800" 
number to provide information to businesses that are interested in hiring persons. 
receiving public assistance. 
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4. Q/1§lIenge ~ventlj, The Foundation envisions a kick-off event that is sUbstantive 
as well as message--onented. To this end. the Foundation anticipates having the 
five CEO, of our Founding Board announee a regional challenge such as The 
Detroll Challenge. At tnis event, the region would cllaUenge itself to rure a 
specified number of welfare recipients in the next year. (The roundation would 
anticipate holding a follow-up event in a year to see how the goa1 was met.) 

5. C;l!Wmize<! n~!ilIage oC material!; aYl!ili!ble to cg!DP@ies ClIllmg 'he "l=l1QO" 
DYm!ler, The Foundation anticipares providing a customiZed package to 
companies seeking infonnation: 

,' 
A, A 'tandard best-practices manual. The Foundation hopes to receive the 

assistance of the National Alliance of Business and the National 
Governors' Association in preparing tbis document. 

B. A listing of intennedlaries in their area that could assist in hiring and link 
the companies with the pool of welfare recipients, 

C. A listing of businesses in their area who have hired weifare recipients and 
could serve as "mentors... 

6. AwaJ;lls e~ent,. Honoring CEOs and companies whicn have achieved significant 
results, 
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THE: WHITE: HOUSE: 

WA$H1NGiON 

May 2, !997 

, 
MEMORA."'DUM FOR THE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

FROM BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: MAY MEETING 

There will he. meeting oflh. Domestic Policy Council on Thursday, May 8, from 3:00 to 
4:00 p.m. in the Roosevelt Room. . 

The purpose ofthe meeting is to discuss coordination ofagency activities to promote the 
President's welfare..tQ~work agenda, We will discuss not the federal government's own 
hiring initiative, but the range of other agency efforts to help move peopJe off'welfitre" 

Please have your staff provide any necessary c:learance infonnation to Cathy Mays (456.6515). 
!ryou have any questions, please contact me (456-6515) or Cynthia Rice (456-2846). 



, 
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THE: WHIT!'; HOUSE: 


WASHINGTON 


May 7,1997 

TO: GENE SPERLING 

FROM: 
.....-'D 

EMIL PARKER .-;;z:. \ 

SUBJECT: Key issues re: new welfare-to-work fundsl Domestic Policy Council principals 
meeting on Administration wclfare-to-work agenda 

Thursday's 3:00 DPC principals meeting will have three basic parts: 

I) 	 Distribudon of materials describing the welfare-to-work provisions of the budget 
agreement and, presumably, some discussion; 

2) 	 Eli Segal presentation on the Welfare-to-Work Partnership (see attached materials for 
draft of earlier briefing)~ 

3) 	 Briefings hy three or four Cabinet secretaries (e.g., from HHS, HUD. Labor and 
Transportation) on welfare-to-work efforts underway in their departments. Domestlc 
Policy Council staff suspect that there may be ongoing agency initiatives which arc not 
wel1 pubJicized, These presentations wHllikcly not focus on departmental eflons 
pursuant to the federal hiring initiative. 

New welfare to work TANF set-aside: key issues 

The details to be ironed out concerning the $2 billion in welfare-to~work funds that would be 
added to the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant are for the most pal1 
the same design questions that arose during development of the AdminiSlr"dtion's Wclfare-to­
Work (\'11'\\/) Jobs Challenge. 

HilS .'05. DOL. Adding the funds to TANF creates a strong presumption of HHS administration. 
This pll!sumption will. however, hI! vigorously reSif'icd by the Labor Department Channeling 
the dollars through TANF may also he interpreted by mayors ~IIlJ advocacy gfIJ~IP:; as giving 
governors almost totn! control over the money. This perception may be mitigated to the extent 
thut the allocation of funds to cities is essentially automatic, as opposed to contingent on 
guhernatorial action (sec below), 

Pay/or performance. The Administmtion proposal. as wei! uSl.hc Daschle and Hlue Dog WTW 
plans. called for a percentage of the WTW funds to he distributed on the nasi:) or performance 
placing rcctpicnts in jobs, with larger oonuses for finding recipients higher-paying employment 
(Bhle Dogs) or helping them socme a GED as well as a job (Daschlc). The budget agreement 



"
.. , . 
• 

makes no mention of a perfonnance~based payment structure, 

Targeting oflong-term recipients. Within the Administration, there was a consensus that 
services provided under the Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge should be limited to long-term 
recipients, This position was linked to the contemplated pay for performance aspect of the WTW 
Challenge~~there was a strong desire to avoid paying bonuses to States or cities for placements 
that would have occurred in the absence orthe wrw program .. The budget agreement does not 
include a requirement to target long~terrn recipients. although. it may be implied by the language 
caBing for funds to be distributed to cities (with large poverty populations) on the basis of the 
number of long-lenn recipients, 

Stale vs. cit)'. The budget agreement indicates that some percentage of the funds will go to cities., 
more or less directly. lne extent to which it is more rather than less will largelY detennine how 
this initiative is viewed by mayors. 

Public sector Job creation. No consensus was reached v.ithin the Administration on the issue. 
This question may be another key point for certain mayors. All participants in the OMB-led 
Administration process were agreed that the focus of tbe WTW Chalienge should be placement 
in private sector jobs. There \\laS, however, some dispute concerning what, ifany, limits should 
be placed 011 the use of WTW Challenge funds for public sector job creation (sec attached fv1arch 
25 memo). 

Targeting ofhigh-poverty area ..., Geographkallargeting is another aspect of the wrw 
Challenge \.\..hich remained unresolved internally, The budget agreement appears to follow the 
model of the Daschie proposa,i in requiring that funds be djrccted to areas with poverty and 
unemployment rates at least 20 percent higher than the State average. These levels, however, 
may not he adequate to accomplish the goai·uftargcting funds to the most disadvantaged areas. 
As noted in the attached memo. in a State with a 5 percent unemployment rat..: and a 10 percent 
poverty rate, each area with a 6 percent unemployment rate and a 12 percent poverty rate would 
be eligible for funds. By contrast, concentrated poverty areas are often defined as those with a 
poverty rate of 40 per..:cnt or higher. 

cc: AL.KW 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 26, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: GENE SPERLiNG 

SUBJECT, Minimum Wage 

On August 20, 1996, you signed the Small Business Job Protection Act, which raised the 
minimum wage in two steps from $4.25 to $5.15 (from $4.25 to $4.75 on October 1, 1996, and 
from $4.15 to $5.1 5 on September I, 1997). With these recent increa..es, the current minimum 
wage is, in real teons, about where it \vas in the mid~J980s. Senator Kennedy has th~refore 
p~oposed a significant further increase in the minimum wage. His proposal is to increase the 
minimum wage to $7.25 per hour by 2002, through 50-cent increases in 1998, 1999, and 2000, 
and then 30-cent increases in 2001 and 2002. This proposal would return the real minimum 
wage to approximately its level in the late 1970's by 2002. 

The economics of the minimum wage involve difficult tradeoffs. On the one hand, as 
Senator Kennedy emphasizes, raising the minimum wage helps to increase earnings at the lower 
end of the income distribution~... the part of the distribution that; until recently, suffered most 
from real income declines. Leading academics, such as Alan Krueger of Princeton. believe tbat 
the recent increases in the minimum wage have played a significant role in stemming the 
downward trend in wages for the lower skilled, 

On,the other hand, if the minimum wage were raised too much. it could couse 
disemployment mnong some of the most vulnerable participants in the labor market ~~ from 
African American males to teenagers and former welfare recipients, The difficulty> then) is 
deciding at what point the potential disemployment effects become significant enough to 
outweigh the beneficial distributional effects: 

Ifwc decide to support an increase, there are two additional issues you will need to 
consider: one, when to make the increase effective; and two, how many stages to increase the 
minimum wage. On the former. we may want to propose to make any increase effective in 1999 
or 2000. not in 1998, to ensure that we give businesses a reasonable warning. On the latter 
issue, the Labor Department emphasizes that changing the minimum wage entails administrative 
and enforcement costs on the Department and on businesses, They would prefer fewer -- but 
larger ~~ step increases; in other words, they prefer one JO-cent increase to two 15~cent increases. 



Options: 

We have sevcr·a1 options, as delineated below: 

Option I. 	 Adopt Kennedy Minimum Wage Proposal: Increase minimum wage to about 
$7,25 by 2002, through 50-cent increase in 1998, 1999, and 2000, and then 
indexing it to the rate of inflation thereafter {about 30-cent increases each year). 

Pros: 

.. 	 Returns minimum wage to real level oflale 1970's, 

• 	 Provides substantial wage increase to low-wage workers. 

• 	 Would unify liberal-wing of the Democratic party, 

Cons: 

.. 	 Your entire economic team believes that this approach is too aggressive and are 
concerned that Senator Kennedy' s proposal could prove damaging to the employment 
prospects of low~skilled workers. as well as to the general macroeconomic performance 
of the economy. 

.. 	 Janet Yellen and Treasury would prefer to have more time to analyze the effects of the 
most recent increases before enacting increases that go well beyond the bounds of the 
evidence already accumulated, 

• 	 The increase in 1998 may be harshly criticized by business as not pennitting enough 
advance warning. Moreover, important vaHdators for your 1996197 minimum wage 
increase·- .uch as Alan Krueger, David Card of Berkeley, and Larry Katz of Harvard -­
would oppose this approach. 

.. 	 Some may argue that an increase this large could lead employers to pass the higher 
minimum wage onto customers in the fonn ofhigher prices. 

Variation of Option 1: One variation of this option would be to limit Kennedy's proposal to the 
first two increases ~~ the 50..cent increases in 1998 and 1999 -~ and then re-evaluate further 
increases based on the experience with thase two increases. lfwc were to adopt this proposal, it 
is possible that Senator Kennedy Wo.uld sign onto. it. However, your economic team beHeves 
that even this option is too aggressive, Raising the minimum wage by $1 over the next two 
years could unnecessarily increase the risk of discmployment effects. 
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Option II. Adopt Position to Split the Difference and Maintain Real Value of Minimum 
,Wage, Without Explicit Indexation Proposal: Increase minimwn wage to 
$6.15 by 2002 (roughly halfWay between the current level and Seriator Kennedy's 
2002 proposal, and slightly above the level that would maintain real value of 
minimum wage). The increases could take the fonn ofa 25-cent increase in 
1999,2000,2001, and 2002. Alternatively, we could propose a 50-cent raise in 
1999 and another 50-cent raise in 2002. 

Pros: 

• 	 Your entire economic team supports a moderate increase in the minimum wage in the 
range of this Option. Secretary Rubin, Secretary Herman, Gene Sperling, Janet Yellen, 
and Secretary Shalaia agree that this Option would help millions of low-wage workers, 
while not creating a significant risk to the economy or the labor market prospects of low­
skilled workers. 

• 	 "Slightly improves real value of minimum wage over budget horizon. To keep the real 
value of the minimum wage at its current level, we would have to raise it to 
approximately $5.90 in 2002. 

• 	 Fulfills 1992 campaign promise to have the minimum wage "keep pace w:ith inflation." 

Cons: 

• 	 Democrats may complain that the increase is too small, and that this approach takes away 
the issue in 2000. This proposal would not return the real value of the minimum wage to 
its level of the 19705. On the other hand, business may still complain that the increases 
are too soon. 

• 	 The economy could reverse its impressive perfonnance over the past several years, and 
the increases in the out years would then pose potential risks to low-skilled 
unemployment. 

Variation A of Option II: A Single 40-Cent Increase in 1999. Proposing to raise the minimum 
wage to $6.15 per hour by 2002 is equivalent to increasing it by 20 cents per year. One alternative 
would be to propose a single 40-cent increase in 1999. This would be consistent with reaching 
$6.15 per hour by 2002, but would provide flexibility for macroeconomic conditions and would 
allow Democrats to reopen the minimum wage issuc in 2000. This variation is supported by your 
economic advisers. 

Variation B of Option II: A Single 50-Cent Increase in 1999. John Podesta is concerned that a 
single 40-cent increase is not enough to attract Democrats, such as Senator Kennedy. He believes 
we would be "a year latc and a dime short." ffyou adopt a single increase, John argues that we 
should propose a 50-cent increase because it would be more likely to gain support from Democrats. 
However, your economic team believes that one 50-cent increase in 1999 would be large enough, to 
risk potential disemployment effects. 
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Option III. More Aggressive Minimum Wage IncrC.\lse; This option splits the difference 
between what your economic advisers are comfortable with and Senator 
Kennedy's proposal. It would increase the minimum wage to $6.00 by 2000. 
The increases could take the fonn ofa 35-cent increase in ]998 and two 25~cenl 
increases in 1999 and 2000, Alternatively. we could propose a 45-cen1 raise in 
1999 and a 40·cent raise in 2000. 

Pros; 

• 	 More likely to get support of liberal Democrats. And since it covers a different time 
frame than Kennedy's proposal (2000 VS. 2002), may nQt be viewed as competing 
proposal, 

• 	 Since this proposal would be more controversial, could create a more significant debate. 

• 	 Provides simple message: we believe minimum wage should be $6 per hour by the turn 
of the century. 

Cons: 

• 	 Since this proposed increase is slightly larger in real temlS than going to $6.15 by 2002, ' 
your economic team would be concerned that there couid be disemployment effects. 

• 	 ~1ay lose support ofmoderate Democrats and Republicans, especially from Southenl 
state:;. Moreover. important validators. such as Alan Krueger, Larry Kat.z, and David 
Card, would not support this large an increase. 

Option IV. 	 \Vait and Sec: Do not endorse increase in rninimmn wage at this time. Argue 
tha.t we support minimum wage, but too early to increase again because we need 
to learn from the facts of the recent hikes. 

Pros: 

• 	 Provides more time to study effects of most recent increases, 

• 	 Could be presented as not taking 8 stance on Kennedy -- thus could aHow Kennedy to 
push for his relatively large increase , ....rithout an Administration proposal to distrnct 
attention. 

• 	 Allows is.<;uc to be raised during 2000 cycle if desired. 

Cons: 

• 	 Allows the minimum wage to deteriorate in real terms over time. 

• 	 May be criticized by Democrats as not supporting an important objective, 
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Rccommen(lations: 

I discussed this issue at a meeting of the NEC principals on Thursday night. Your entire 
economic team could support a moderate increase in tbe minimum wage to maintain its real 
value. Therefore. your economic advisers recommend that you support an increase in the 
minimum wage to $6, I 5 by 2002, 

You should know that your advisers considered expliciUy indexing the minimum wage to 
the rate of inflation. However. we rejected this approach for a number of reasons: (1) it would 
be difficult for us to argue that we should index tbe minimwn wage, when we were wiHing to 
veto the balanced budget over the indexation ofcapital gains; (2) ifwe indexed the minimum 
wage this year, many Democrats would argue that wc locked it in at an historically low level; (3) 
the Labor Department would have difficultly administering annual minimum wage increases (as 
noted above); and (4) since the minimum wage would automatically rise each year, it would take 
away a good political issue for those who believe the minimum wage is an imponant too) to help 
low-income families. 

Option I: Approve Kennedy proposal to raise minimum wage to $6,65 in 2QOO 
and then index it to inflatioD, 

Option II: Approve increase to $6,15 by 2002, to maintain real value of 
minimum wage and split the difference with Kennedy's proposaL 
(RECOMMENDED BY ECONOMIC TEAM) 

Variation A of Option 11: Approve 4Q~cen1 increase in 1999, maintaining real 
value of minimum wage, while allowing flexibility for macroeconomic conditions 
and the issue to be revisited in 2000. (RECOMMENDED BY ECONOMIC 
TEAM) 

Variation B of Option Il: Approve 50-cent increase in 1999, which would gain 
additional Democratic support. but would be outside the range that your 
economic lean) is comfortable with. 

Option III: Approve more aggressive increase to $6,QQ by 2000. 

Option IV; Wait and see, do not take position at this point 

Discuss further 
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January 26. 1998 

'0 $7,25ihour by 2002 .hrough ,50¢ increases in 1998-2000. 
and then indexing it to inflation thereafter (about JOt increases 

:~. 	 in 200 1 ~2002). In the attached memO. Gene Sperling seeks a 
decision from you on whether to seek ~ increase, and if so, to 
what leveL Ifyou choose. you could include a specific 
proposal in the Stale of'he Union, Or, in the alternative, voice 
your general supportfor u!I increase and ietrvc the specifics to 
be released separately. 

,;, 	 Gene lays out several options In the memo, which I recommend 
you read, and the pros and cons of each: 

Option 1: adopt Kennedy (no support among your advisors)~ 
Option 1 variation: increase to $6.15 through 50¢ hlkes in 
1998~99. then reevaluate indexing increases (no support); 
OptiOD 2: maintain real value without explicit indexing ~~ 
increase to $6.15 by 2002 through .25¢ raises in 1999-2002 or 
.50¢ raises in 1999 and 2002 (supporled by economic team); 
Option 2A: increase to $5.55 through AO¢ increase in 1999 
and then revisit issue in 2000 (supporled by economic team, 
Rahm and Sylvia; Podesta is opposed andfeels this won 'f 
attract Democratic stJpporf; he couid live with ], 28 or 3); 
Option 2B: increase to $5.65 through single .50¢ increase in 

. ·'1999 (supporled by Bruce Reed. Paul Begala): 
Option 3: splits difference between Kennedy and economic 
.earn -- increase to $6 by 2000 through a .35¢ increase in 1998 
and two .2S¢ increases in 1999-2000; Or a ,4S¢ raise in 1999 
and a AO¢ raise in 2000. 
Option 4: wait and do not endorse any proposal now. 

.. 	 Phil CaPl~ \'\ 
"; 

",' 

,", ' 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


COU!\lC1L OF ECONOWIC ADvISERS 


WASHINGTON, Q,C 2050Q 


September 23, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 JanctL. Yellen r1- :ftLt--­
SUBJECT: Incomo and Poverty Statistics for 1997 

The Cmsus Bureau will release;ts IIllllU>l rcportofincome and poverty <tatistics for 1997 
tomorrow at 10:00 AM. Overall, tho! report is very good news: the strang economy ts lifting/emily 
Inco"!e and lowering (he poverty rare, 

BROAD-BASED INCOME GAINS 

• 	 Median household income increued by 1.9 _I. \oenme for the median household 
rose $699 to 537,005 in 1997 dolliIn, regaining !he level of!he Il1Stpeakin 1989. While the 
C...... report highlights the household income _, in the past !he Administration hos•• 	 pointed to the family income number, wIili;h excludes single individuals and counts CIl1y 

.' related members in any household. The report shows tho! median family income was up 3.0 
< pcmmt or $1;2971ast yeat lind is MW 53,S 17 hip than it was in 1993, after ~ (or 

inflation. 

• 	 BlAck and Hispanic household, .howed even larger 00...... After acljusting for 
inflation. median household income grew by 4,) pcmmt for blacks and 4,5 pcmmt for 
Hlspanios. Over !hepast two years, Hispanic income hos rison faster than at any time on 
record (data firsteolleetedin 1972). Since Y"I' took offu:e in !993,them«li>n black 
household hos ..... its __ IS.5 pc=nt (or $3,354), while the median Hispanic 
household', _has risonoely 4.S'pcmmt (or51;208). ' ' 

• 	 SinglHnother households shared in the gaina. Women beading households with no 
husband p!<$tII1 saw income gains of3.2 pcmmt _those with families and of4.4 
pcmmtovm1l, since 1996. 

• 	 lucama rost! in the South, Midwest,. and West. Though median household income in the 
Nonhesstrem.oins ,mcb.agod, !he Midwest end West show income gains of2.4 pcmmt and • 
3.1 pm:ent t<up<:Ctively. The Sooth shOWl! !he largest rise of3.6 pcrccIl1, albeit from ,lower 
_ base. People living outside m<tropotitBn areas saw a dramatic income rise of4.6 
pc=nl 

STRONG REDUcnON IN POVERTY 

• 	 The poverty rate fell to 13.3 p<reen~ the lowest since 1989. DownfroOl 13,7 pen:eel in 
1996. !he pc=ntase ofpeople in families below !he poverty line has fallen 12 pc=nt sinco 
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1993, tn 1997, 35,1) million people lived in poverty - down from 36.5 million the year. 
before and 39,3 million in 1993, 

, 

" 	 Black and Hispanic populations show large drops in poverty. While the poverty rates 
for bl.d,s and Hisp.ruos .... ,till very bigh, !be report sbows ,ignifi",", progress: !be 
poverty rille for blacks fell to 26,5 percent, the lowest level recorded (data coIIeetcd since 
1959) and 6,6 pcroentage points (20 pereent) Iowa' !ben in 1993, Last year, !be poverty"'" 
among Hispanics feU 2,) pew:ntsge points to 21.1 pereent; this was !be largest one-year 
drop since 1977. 

• 	 Poverty also declined among children and the elderly. Though the child poverty rate of 
19,9 percent is still very bigh, for !be first rime since 19S9 fewer than I in 5 ebiltben lIfO in 
poverty, In !be past three yeors, ebild poverty has dropped more !ben at any rime since the 
1960.. The poverty rate among II>: eldorly feU baok to its l'IlCOrd low of 10,S P=~ afta a 
temporary rise to 10,8 pereent in 1996, 

• 	 Alternative poverty measu .... reveal benefits ofEITc' WbiIe!be official dala do not 
include !be positive impBtt of!be Earned Iru:<mle Tox c.r.dit, Census docs publish 
.Itern.tive poverty measures which allow us to measure !be impact of1he EITC, Adjusting 
family in=for taxes, including !be EITC, reduces !be poverty rate to 12,7 percent. The 
IlITe Iiftcd 4,3 million petlple outofpoverty in 1997 - moretben double !be 21 million 
poople Iiftcd out ofpoverty by !be BITe in 1993. Data from !be report show chill in 1997 
!be EITe Iiftcd 2,2 million children, I.l million African Africans, and nearly 1.2 million• 
Hispanics out ofpoverty, 

" r 
~ONG IlARNlNGS GAINS 

~ " t , .' - ., I 

• 	 Earnings grew for both men and women. Median earnings ofwomen who work full4.ime 
and year-round rose J,Q, percent (or 5719) wbiIe tho", ofmenrose 2.4 percent (or 5792), 
Themedi..WOIlllIIl still earns 74 peteentofhet male COWl!erpart,!be ....... mio as in 1996, 

NO IMl~OVEMENT IN INCOME INEQUALITY 

• 	 In<ome inequality remoirulnear the same Ievd as in 1993 and increased sligbtly 
_ ... 1996 and 1997. Families inalllru:<mle quintiIes have experienoedstTong income 
growth since 1993, but this has not translared into. nmowing of!be Iru:<mle distribution. 
Both !be distribution' ofloUd household income and the Gini eoel!icien~ an index ofinoome 
inequality, wo=od.lighI!yoomparedto 1996, 

As the abovc points indicate. thm are two potential problm! areas in !be report: (I) • 
Althongh every income groop - from !be poorest to the richest - .aw!beir Iru:<mle rise last year, 
income inoquaIity increased slightly (!be cb.ango was not statistically significant), (2) While incomes 
are op and poverty is down over !be past severo! yeors, II>: in= and poverty ofcertiIln groups 
have barely!<tumed to their 1989 _ .. and some may claim that many flll!tilies arc no bett<t off 
now thun they were then. 



September 23, 1998 

QUESTIONS ANI) ANSWERS RELATING TO 'rilE RELEASE OF 

INCOME AND POVERTY I)ATA FOR 1997 


I, INCOME and EARNINGS 

Q1; What do you mean by "income?" 

AI: To measure income, the Census asks families every March about their income during 
the previous calendar year. Income includes all before~tax money income and excludes 
non~casn benefits, capital gains, or lump-sum and one~time payments. Realize this means 
the effect of recent EITe expansions will not show up in these numbers, 

Specifically, income includes earnings: unemployment compensation, worker's 
compensation, Social Security, Supplemental Security Income, public assistance, 
veterans' payments, survivor benefits. disability benefits. pension and retirement income. 
interest, dividends, rents, royalties, estates and trusts, educational assistance, alimony, 
child snpport. outside financial assistance, and other periodic income . 

• 
Q2: Is there a difference between a "family" and a '''household?'' 

A2: Yes. a "household" includes everyone Hving in a singIe housing unit, whether it is a 
single apartment room or a house. A "family" refers to people living together who arc 
reluted by birth, marriage, or adoption, As a result. the tenn "family" excludes single 
individuals, 

Q3, The EPI report, ''The State o(Working America," claims that there has been little real 
progress in income in this country. They. claim that income gains within families are all due to 
increases in hours worked, primarily among women. They conclude that many families are 
working harder just to stay in the same place. Do you agree with that analysis? Aren't these 
numbers far less rosy than you have suggested? 

A3: One of the most encouraging aspects oftoday's rcrmi is that earnings are rising • 
steeply, Between 1996 and 1997, median earnings among fun-time year~round male 

. workers rose 2.4% and they rose by an even larger 3.0% among full-time year-round 
female workers. Increases in earnings mean that families are not working harder and 
staying in the same place; rather they're earning more for each 'hour that they work. 
These numbers arc only through 1997, Given the strong labor market we've been 
experiencing this year. we anticipate continued strong wage growth when the 1998 data 
arc reported a year from now. 
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Q4: \Vhy has there been a larger increase in median income among black and Hispanic families 
compared to white families? 

A4: A number of groups with lower average income levels show higher-than-avcragc 
gains between 1996 and 1997. This includes black families, Hispanic families. families 
headed by women, and families outside metropolitan areas, These gains almost surely 
reflect the broad and strong economic expansion that occurred during 1997. It is also 
possible these gains reflect a decline in discrimination in the labor market against 
minorities and women, as tight labor markets force employers to broaden their hiring, 

Q5: What's happening to earnings? 

AS: Median eanlings among full~timc year-round workers have increased dramatically 
between 1996 and 1997, rising by 2.4 percent among men and 3.0 percent among women. 
The female/male wage gap remained at its historically high point of74 percent. 

Q6: Do you account for inflation? 

A6: Yes, all ofour comparisons are based on constant 1997 dollars. We use the 
Consumer Price Index. or CPl. which is a standard measure of inflation, The CPJ has 
been adjusted and improved over the years· as consumer behavior changes. 

- • II. INCOME INEQUALITY 

Q17; Are you disappointed that jncome inequality hasn't fallen since 19931 Why did inequallty 
actually go up this year, at the same time when you're claiming that black and Hispanic incomes 
rose faster than usual? 

A17: The most important well-being question is whether incomes are rising, particularly 
among groups with lower-than-average income levels. The good news in today's report is 
that gains from the current C(;onomic expansion are accruing to low-income families 3S 

wen as higher~income families. Across the income distribution, average income levels, 
have risen substantiaJly since 1993. (See charts:) For example, consider the poorest 
quintile: 

Mean income in the lowest quintile (J 997 dollars) 

]993 $8,233 
]994 $8.406 
1995 $8.794 
1996 $8.793 
1997 $8.872 7"8% increase since 1993 

In contrast, income inequality measures focus on the share of income received by 
different income groups. Wliile incomes among low-income families have risen, their 
overall share of income has not risen, because- incomes have risen just as fast among 
higher-income families. Hence, the overall income distribution looks about the same now 
as hi 1993. 
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Q8: What is the Gini coefficient, and why docs it matter? 

AS: The Gin! coefficient is a standard index of income inequality that ranges from 0 to I, 
with 0 being complete equality, so that everyone has the same income, and I being total 
inequality, so that only one person has an lhe income. We use it as a consistent measure 
of income inequality over the years, 

Ill, POVERTY 

Q1: How many people are poor? 

AI: There were 35.6 million people in poverty in 1997, dO\,1I1 almost one million from 
365 miHion in 1996. That is, 13,3 percent of the population was poor in 1997, down 
from l3.7 (he previous year. Since 1993, when 15.1 percent of the population were poor, 
the poverty rate has fallen 12 percent. 

Q2: The Census says that the decrease in number of poor people is not statistically significant. 
So how can poverty rates go do\\'11 when there are just as many people in poverty? 

A2: According to the Census Bureau, the poverty rate was down significantly last year-~• 
due to a drop in the number ofpeople in poverty and an increase in the population. While 
the Census is right to be very careful about what is and is not statistically significant, they 
do show that nearly 1 million fewer people were in poverty this year, which is a large 
numerical decline. Even ifthe number ofpoer people did not fall. we can still have a 
lower poverty rate because the poverty rate is a percentage of the American population • 

. 	so that an unchanging number of poor would be a decreasing share ofa growing 
population. 

Q3: What is the poverty rate, and what docs it mean to be in poverty? 

AJ: The poverty rate is the percentage of the popUlation that lives in a poor family. A 
family is in poverty if its bcforc~tax income falls below the poverty threshold, which is 
adjusted for family size and for inflation each year. 

Q4: What are the poverty thresholds nowadays? 

A4: The average poverty threshold for .l family of four is $16,400, Here are some other 
examples of 1997 thresholds for different t)1,es of families: 

Two parents, two children $16,276 
Two parents, one chi Id $12,919 
One parent, two children $12,931 
One parent, one child $1l,063 

, 



. . 


Single adult under 65 $8350 
Single adult over 65 $7698 

Q5: Aren't the poverty numbers used in this report obsolete'! Didn'[ the National Research 
Council of the National Academy of Sciences recommend major changes in [he dclini!iOll of 
poverty? What is: the Administration doing about this? 

A5: The current poverty definition provides us with a consistent measure over time, and 
has been used since the mid~ i 9605. However, there are many possible problems with the 
wny that we measure poverty, as the recent repon by the National Research Council 
pointed out Today's report Provides some alternative poverty definitions. including cash 
transfers as income. and measuring after-tax rather than before-lax income. Furthermore, 
the Census Bureau has been studying the NRC recommendations and will be issuing a 
report in early spring showing how the alternative poverty definitions suggested by the 
NRC would change our measurement ofpoverty. 

Q6: Does the administration plan to adopt the new poverty definition recommended by the 
National Research Council? 

A6: It's too eariy to provide an answer to that question. We're still waiting to receive the 
report from the Census Bureau on how this alternative poverty measurement would affect 
our understanding ofpoverty. We'll give serious attention to that report when it comes 

# out. 

Qi: What is the effect of the EITe or afnon-cash transfers on poverty rates? 

A7: The official numbers do not lnclnde infonnation about the EITC or about non~cash 
transfers, they report poverty based on before~tax cash income only. To sec the effect of 
EITe by itselfon poverty rates, ifwe used after-tax income to calculate poverty rates but 
excluded the EITe, most families would be poorer and the poverty rate would risc from 
13.3 to 14.3 percent. Adding in the EITe reduces the after-laX poverty rate by 1.6 points, 
to l2.7 percent. That means that 4.3 million people were lifted out ofpover1y by the 
EITG. 

In 1997, ,he EITe lifted: 
Children: 2.2 million s;hildre.n out of poverty. 
African~Americans: 1.1 ffiil1ion 6fri£lm~AmeJjcailli out of poverty. 
Hispanics: Nearly 1.2 mlliion Hisrumics out .of poverty. • 
Black Children: 51\0,000 AfricGn~Amcricall chil.Qwl out ofpoverty. 
Hispanic Children 605,000 Hispanic £Dildren out of poverty. 

The Census Bureau also reports some alternative caJ.culations which indicate that adding 
non-cash, non-medical1ransfers into fa.mily incomes drops the poverty rate from 13.3% 
to 11.9% beforewtax. The poverty rate drops further to W.8% if we add in taxes, 
including the EITe, 



• 


Q8: 111e Census briefing emphasized the fact that income and poverty numbers are ahout where 
they were in 1989. Isn't it disappointing that we haven't made any progress on these numbers 
during the past decade? 

AS: Since the start of the Clinton Administration in 1993, median income has riscn by 
6,6°;0 and poverty has fallen by 11.9%. ll's unfortunate that these numbers fell as mueh 
as they did during the recession of 1990~91. But this administration has clearly made 
substantial progress in improving the economic status of American citizens. 
Furthcrmorc,.these numbers for 1997 arc not the end of the expansion. as they were in 
1989. Given the strong labor markct we've experienced in J998, we anticipate further 
increases in income and further declines in poverty when the 1998 report is released a 
year from now. 

Q9: How did welfare rcfoml affect these numbers? 

A9: It is probably too early for us to detect an effect of national welfare refonn 
legislation in the povehy and income statistics. Welfare reform legislation, although it 
was passed in 1996, was not implemented until mid-1997. During 1997 -- the year which 
these statistics describe -- many states were just still at the beginning stages of designing 
and implementing changes in lheir welfare programs. Many provisions oflhese programs 
would not be expected to show irrunediatc effects. For example, the effects of the five­
year lime limit on receipt won't show up for several more ycars . 

QIO: How much do these numbers simp]y reflect overall economic growth? Is poverty falling 
faster or slower 1han expected, given the strong labor rn.arket? 

AIO: These numbers reflect a strong macroeconomy. with low unemployment and low 
inflation. The decJine in poverty between 1996 and 1997 is exactly what one would 
expect, based on the historical relationship between poverty and the macroeconomy, 


