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Attached is a draft paper ezzt%mmg ﬁw szaze of piay on the zieszgn of ‘ihe Weifare-w-Wark
program, as summarized by my staff_I{ ba i . ; 3 g :
shared with them yet. [wantustotalk it ﬁzroagh first,

The paper identifies eight significant issues for resolution. You will note that it does not
highlight labor protections as an issu¢ (see p. 9). This is because the Labor Department
developed the text offered (at Tab C), based partly on current JTPA law and on the provisions
from the Administration’s Work and Respousibility Act, and DOL poticy officials aver that this
text will satisfy 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 WT'W funds in a project
with other funds, such as TANF monies, would have to apply this set of labor protections to the
whole project -~ something organized Iabor surely would applaud, but which might lead States
and cities to fence off WTW funds from other funds to aveid having to abide by these rules,

At cur 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 issues with principals, including the
overarching issue of whether to have an actual bill. When we do go to principals, the
presentation will have to be shotter and more focused on the issues, but we can work on that
iater.

Attachment



December 3, 1996

WELFARE-TO-WORK JOBS PROGRAM DESIGN

The Welfare~to-Work Jobs Challenge Fund provides incentives to States and ¢ities o
place long-lerny 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 the private sector and the community by not specifying a program design;
rather it specifies the measure of success and rewards its achievement. The evidence of the
ability of past 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 will not be sufficient to change the hiring
practices of employers, or the employment prospects of long-term welfare recipients. The
introduction of the performance-based incentives of WTW to an environment of the tax credit,
TANF's work focus, new child care funds and strategies that integraie other State and local funds

- should, however, catalyze substantial new job creation to make lasting improvements in the lives
of long-term welfare recipients.

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

City eligibility for direct grants.

Definition of eligible individuals

Definition of earnings success for performance payments
Performance payments for public sector jobs

Mayoral controf

Federal role in plan approval

Use of WTW funds for workfare and subsidized public sector jobs
Faderal administration

Pe i D LA el B3

{A} Budget structure
. Budget structure. WTW will be a capped mandatory spending program.

. Fund availability. Funds will be available in the following amounts: FY 1398, $750
million; FY 1999, $1 billion; and FY 2000, $1.25 billion.



For the purposes of making performance payments during FY 1998, the Secretary may
draw funds from the amount for FY 1999, For the purpose of making performance
payments during FY 1999, the Secretary may draw funds from the amount for FY 2000

» Availability 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 availableona
fiscal year basis, as in TANF (vs., for example, on a July-June program year basisasin
JTPA), given the necessity for joint programming with TANF funds.

. Eedernl admipistration funds. Funds for Federal adminssiration and for evaluation would
be appropriated annually in the discretionary budget. The agencies suggest about $5
mitlion per year to support 50 FTE, plus evaluation costs.

{B) Elow of funds; performance grants

ala grants. In general, each eligible applicant (sec below) with an approved
z;iaz; wez:é{i §>€ cizgzbic to receive amount equal 10 its percentage share of the eligible
population, applied fo the $3 billion, or $1 billion annually for three years.

s Annual formula srants. 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. Afer the FY 1998 grant,
subsequent grants would be conditioned upon demonstration of satisfactory progress
toward meeting the goals of the approved plan.

. Performance grants. The remaining.ﬁmds ($250 million in 1998 and $300 million in
each of fiscal years 1999 and 2000} would be distnbuted to each grariee based on its

actual number of successful placementsiretentions, up 10 the maximum for which it
planned.

. Performance pavments. The total Federal payment per placement - regardless of the
actual cost of placement -~ is calculated to be $3,000. The formula grant 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 gach successful placement, the grantee then eamns an additional §750 performance

- grant. Failure to place as many individuals as its approved plan calls for dogs rlot rcsult
in State or city repayment of the grantee’s formula grant, but it would trigger the
necessity for corrective actions prior to receiving subsequent years® formula grant, and, in
extreme cases, reallocation of funds to other areas.

» The actusl cost per placement will be whatever the grantee chooses, and is
financed by a 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 an any one
individual, the funds must be spent on activities intended to benefit the eligible

pepulation (vs., for example, the welfare population generally, or those with
shorter durations on welfare).

D ¢ ance grants. Beginning on October 1, 1998, performance
grams mii 'z:e awarzic{i quaﬁeziy, basezi on grantee certification of successful placements
to the Secretary. Certifications will be subject to audit and grantees lable for recovery of
funds for improper certifications.

© Hligible applicants and share of funds

*

States. Each State, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and
the Territories is eligible for a WTW grant. Grant funds within these entities would
automatically pass through, by formulg, to cities which are eligible applicants. The State
administers the funds for parts of the State without cities that are eligible applicants.

Cities. 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 of funds 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 will be
responsible for TANF administration, a State may find it appropriate to delegate its non-
city WTW funds and responsibilities to the counties. Cities within or abulting a county
with the necessary capability could arrange to have the county administer its WTW funds.

elivery Areas as eligible 3 ants. The Labor Dcpartmem is
ﬁ:xpiz}ng an aptwr; in W'i'uch the 630 }T ?‘A SI)M camprlsed of cities, counties, and
other units of local government, would constitute the eligible grantess. In this option,
there would be no State grantees.

DESIGN ISSUE #1: 100 or 150 cities

Ideally, WTW would distribute funds on the basis of the relative numbers of idng-zeﬁn

welfare recipients. There is no data base that does this, so the workgroup assumes WTW will
use the distribution of people in poverty. The attached tables (Tab A) use 1990 Census data, but
would need to be updated. They show the percentage and amount of funds which cities and
States-less-cities (“Balance of States™) would receive under the annual 3750 voillion grant, and

3



from the total $3 billion.

NOTE: The illustrative tables are from a data bage that only has cities of 100,000
population or more. Thus it excludes cities with smaller total population that may have
mote poor people than cities that now show ag being within either the 100 or the 150 list,
East St. Louis, for example is not on the list, but may qualify when there is a list of citics
by number of people in poverty without regard to total city population, Alse, Puerto Rico
and the territories are not shown and would change the numbers,

Each table set shows the cities in descending order of numbers 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. Tterns for consideration:

* Where are the poor? Whether at the 100 or the 130 city level, roughly one-third of the
poor are in the ¢ilies, 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 recipients into jobs is preponderantly a State task,

_ 1ich 1ould be eligikle. There is no particular objective
standarzi {'naz !eaps out fer whcra to dtaw the Jine on the table. On an annual basis, only
22 cities would have to plan for more than 1,300 job placements per year. Only 46 cities
would need to plan for more than 2,000 jobs over the three year penod.

. Thergarg 1 les with ne citje alify. It is not uncommon in Federal programs
: to recognize thls sntuanozz h} quallfyiag “the largest city in a state with no otherwise
eligible city.”

The decision on how many cities to make eligible is 2 pure policy call, Given the
preponderance of the poor in small cities, suburbs and rural areas, whether there are 100 or 150

or sorae other number of cities will not materially influence the overall success of WT W, State
behavior will be the greatest determinant,

¥

(D) WT'W gligibic individuals

The August outline names “long-term welfare recipients™ who have been en the rolls for
“at least™ 18 months. The caseload of aduits receiving welfare for 184 months numbers about
2.2 million annually. Because of normal churning of the welfare population, about half of these
individuals probably would get jobs without special State efforts. With only the 184 months
factor, WTW is susceptible to charges of creaming and having no net impact. In addition, as the
tables indicate, the number of jobs a ¢ity or State needs to find to qualify for the full performance
payment is not large. The combination of avoiding creaming and spending the §3 billion for
people in the most need suggests the necessity for an additional individual targeting factor.



DESIGN ISSUE #2: Definition of cligible 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 WTW
implies, one based on the Federal government specifying an additional eriterion beyond duration
on welfare; the other requiring an additional criterion, but permitting each grantee to select the
factor from a statutory list, or based on its own justification.

(1) 18+ months on welfare and lacking 2 high school diploma/GED; about 900,000

eligibles;

{2} 18+ months on welfare and lacking basic skills -- about 900,000 ¢ligibles.

(3} 18+ months on welfare and Iacking high school and basic skills -- about 600,000,

{4} 18+ months on welfare and living in high poverty areas - about 850,000 in areas of
20% poverty or greater; about 685,000 in 30% or greater poverty areas.

{8} 18+ months on welfare and victim of domestic abuse, or other factor from a

Federal list.

(6} 18+ an additional 6 months on welfare; about xxx,000 eligibles [estimate coming],

Formula grants could only be used for, and payments from the 25% withheld funds conld
be awarded only for, individuals the State or city document are Jong-term recipients and
from one of the groups above (including any other factor the State or city proposes and
justifies ip its plan).

Option A more closely resembles the current JTPA structure (although JTPA does
include in 1ts fargeting menu a “local choice” option); cities and States are familiar with this
approach. Optior B is more consistent with the overall State flexibility principle of WTW and
puts the onus of selecting the targeting factor more on the State or city, where it belongs.

. (E) Hours worked/earnings standard for the performance pavment

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

The workgroup questioned whether this goal was sufficiertly ambitious: 1,000 hours at
the minimum wage would qualify, but is not much of an achievement. Earnings for 1,000 bowrs
at pext year’s minimum wage (35.15/hour) would be $5,130, or $10,712 for a full year’s work
(2,080 hours). The poverty level for the typical welfare family of three is $12,980 now and will
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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 information available at HHS
on the wage experiences of the target population.

Thus, ifa WTW “success™ is & job at minimum wage, the typical welfare family’s full~
time eamnings would be about 17% below poverty. This level would be a significant
improvement in carnings for many on welfare, but it should be achievable with relatively limited
effort, such as might be available under TANF without WTW.

On the other hand, it is important not to have 2 measure of success 3o difficult to achieve
as to doom WTW's likelihood of success. The JTPA National Study found that even though
JTPA boosted welfare recipients’ earnings by as much as 50 percent above control group
member eamnings, 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 1§-momth period -- a period
double 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 TANF penmits each State 1o exempt from time limits 20% of
its welfare population, which should mean that the very hardest to employ likely will not be in
the WT'W 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 WIWis -
fairly modest, agrin suggesting that a more ambitious success measure is feasible,

The workgroup also determined that there is no administrative record series that tracks
post-program hours worked. To do so would require a costly follow-up reporting system for
each grantee. Quarteriy Unemployment Insurance (UT) wage record data is available in each
State and offers an objective way 10 document the earnings of individuals for whom performance

payments are claimed. Therefore, an eamnings standard -~ rather than an hours worked standard -
would be adopted for WTW, ’

2 33: Definition of earnings success for performance payments,

The work group suggests a policy goal that can be argued as “economic self-sufficiency”

for long-term welfare recipients. It is exploring approaches linked rhetorically 1o the Prestdent’s
1993 EITC and minimum wage goals,

In 1993, the President’s Earned Income Tax Credit (BITC) and minimum wage policy
goal was for levels that, when combined with Food Stamps, provided income sufficient fora
female-headed family of three (the typical long-term welfare family) to escape poverty, At the
1996 poverty threshold for a family of three of $12,980, the “Minimum Wage + EITC + Food
Stamps > Poverty” standard requires only 30 hours of work per week, or about 1,500 hours
annually, for actual earnings of $7,725.



WTW could define its “self-sufficiency™ earnings goal as --

. Option A> Wapes + EITC > Poverty, excluding Food Stamp benefits from the calenlation
because they are another form of dependency.  This would require annual eamings of
$ ,orabout § per hour for a 2,000 hour job. Or,

_ Apes 10% Poverty, This option uses the stanciard that takes a
famil y a%}me thﬁ qaaizfng level f&r free lunch, or 130% of poverty. This formulation,
would require annuval eamnings of § ;,or% per hour for a 2,000 hour job.

Analyis is needed 10 determine whether either of these formulations place the success
geal so far out of reach as 1o be unrealistic, even in light of the 20% exemption and the modest
job targes 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 10 occur. '

{F} Jobs for which WTW performance payments ¢an be made

The workgroup generally agreed that WTW performance payments should be made only
for jobs that are unsubsidized (except by WOTC) and that result in the requisite camings level,
(See also the discussion below on Use of Funds for consideration of whether WT'W funds should
" support workfare or other forms of job subsidy, without regard to the basis on which
performance payments are made.)

It should be noted that some Administration rhetoric since August could lead some to
believe that WTW performance paymems are for subsidizing private sector jobs, While WTW
funds may certainly be used for this purpose {e.g., in the America Warks 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 really 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 subsidization allowed.

Some in the workgroup and elsewhere have argued that especially in areas of Jocal
recession, WTW should make performance payments for subsidized jobs. (Given how fow jobs
are needed to satisfy WTW requirements {sce Tables at Tab A}, this does not seem necessary,
TANEF and other funds can and will support workfare and subsidized jobs in any case. WITW

" performance payments should fovus on an individual achieving employment status oviside the
welfare system.

The work group was, however, sharply divided over the question of paying performance
grants for unsubsidized jobs in the public 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, Stale, or Jocal government, As the attached table (Tab B) notes,

7



public jobs make up 15 to 25 percent of the job opportunities in most loeal Iabor markets, more
in a few places. On the other hand, public agencies are not eligible for the WOTC and most
employment growth is occutring 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 public jobs could alse raise the
specter of the much-maligned CETA public service emplovment program.

DESIGN ISSUE #4: Performance payments for public jabs

The choices range from no public jobs, throogh a cap on public jobs, to total local
discretion.

Jg pavime .iohs. A complete bar on performance payments for
sut,h jOb‘; ’f‘hxs may pmsem dlfﬁcuizzcs in areas of high public employment,

) Of pAYIE 'L jobs. This could be an arbitrary cap, such as 10%,
ora izmzzai:on baseri on the pres&ncc of ;mbhc jobs in the local labor market: if the local
labor market has 15% of its total employment in the public sector, only 15% of the jobs
qualifying for performance payments could be in the public sector.

. Complete State and city discretion,

It is difficult to craft a credible argument that jobs in the public 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
i itlike CETA, though thig criticism will be made. The issue of whether WTW is more like CETA
with all is perceived faulis, is more likely to arise with the use of WTW funds, as discussed
below, not the basis upon which performance payments are made. 1f there has to be some
limitation, doing it with reference to the share of public jobs in the area is defensible.

{6} Applicstion process

. Process. States and eligible cities submit a plan at the same time to the Secretary, ata
time and in the manner designated by the Secretary, for their share of the fornmula 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 goal) with
annual reporting, updates, and plan amendments. Plans would be modified by grantees as
necessary, in accord with procedures the Secretary determines.

v satisfagiory progress. Grantees will be required to show satisfactory progress toward
their jobs goal in order to receive second- and third-year formula grants. Fatlure to show
such progress will result in required plan modification and, &t the discretion of the
Secretary, could lead to a reallocation of funds to other grantees with a greater likelihood
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of success.

. Public commient. Applications must be made available for public comment prior to
admission 1o the Secretary. The final submission will indicate what public comments
were received, and how they are reflecied in the plan.

{H) Plan content

: eg. How the resources from State TANF, Child Care
and Dev&iepmc&{ Block Grant JTPA Work QOpportunities Tax Credit (WOTC) and other
sources will be used to help achieve the jobs goal.

satios. How the TANF administering entity, the private sector,
ci}mmzmz{y baseé org&mzanons, iabor representatives, EZ/EC vlans, 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 plan the WTW activities, and how their participation will help
achieve the jobs goal through use of their financial or in-kind resources, hiring
commitments, or in other ways,

* Labor protestions. How the job placemeits generated by WTW funds will be covered by
the Fair Labor Standards Act and other labor protection laws, and will satisfy the
nosdisplacement, nondiscrimination, and wages and working conditions provisions of
sections 142 through 144, and 167(a){1) and {2} of the lob 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 officials believe the language meets organized labor concerns.

. Orpanized labor would welcome a requirement that would extend the labor
protections described above to any programs (especially TANF) that grantees use
in conjunction with WTW Jobs funds. However, such an extension could have

the unintended effects of discouraging the merging of WTW and TANF funds and
creating separate tracking of funds (o avoid the additional labor protections.

> Iob placements. The sumber of projected job placements consistent with the share of
funids, and how these placements will occur in Jobs that can be expected 1o continue after
the retention period has expired,

(1) The relationship of the city to the State

Mayors of the largest cities will receive WTW Jobs funds directly and “contrel™ their
expenditure. At the same time, WTW funds must, to have a chance of being ¢ffective, be
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deployed locally in a manner that is fully consistent with State TANF and child care plans and
spending. Under TANF, it is the State which is responsible for the welfare population, although
States may devolve significant control 1o 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 successtul program.

DESIGN ISSUE #5: Mayeral control

To balance mayoral control with necessary State coordination, the workgroup considered

three options for local plan approval and funding arrangements.

Cpticn A: Consultation. Mayors musgt consult on their plans with Governors, but are not
required to incorporate or report 1o the Secretary any comments received, or to secure
Govemnor approval. This model assures the Governor the opportunity for input, but the
degree 1o which his input is accepted is solely at the discwzion of the mayor.

. Mayvors must work with Govermnors to gam their approval

pmsr zo plan submzssm 0 the Secretary. Cities that could not secure Governor approval
of their plans would be ineligible for WTW Funds. Their formula aliotment would be
reallocated amaong other eligible applicants in the State, including the Governor. This
mode]l maximizas the likelihood of ¢close coordination between TANF and WTW, but at
the expense of mayoral independence.

) B! 3 A step-by-step process: (1) Mayors
would éﬁwe:i{zp their pians wzth Gcwefmrs in whatever manner the two players work out.
{2) The mayor’s plan would, “1o the greatest extent feasible ™ reflect Governor views in
the plan. (3) If mayors cannot reach initial agreement with the Governor, they would be
required to attach the Governor’s comments to the application to the Secretary and to
explain the areas of disagreement to the Secretary. (4) The Secretary could return the
plan to the mayor to ask for additional explanation, {5} The Secretary could sugpest
alternatives to the mayor and the Governor, 1o help obtain 2 mutually satisfactory plan.
{6) In the end, the mayor’s preferences control. This model maximizes the opportunity

for the mayor and Governor to work out their differences, but retains ultimate mayoral
control.

The 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 1o which the Government exercises control over the content of the
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grantee’s plan as a condition for receipt of funds.
BESIGN ISSUE #6: The Federal role in WT'W plan approval.

‘ The workgroup identified twe primary options for the Federal role, the TANF modsl and
the JTPA model,

Ontion A: TANF model. Under TANFE, the Federal role is imited to checking for completeness;
guidance and oversight are minimal, The burden of design adequacy rests with the State. Funds

are not conditioned on the quality of the plan or its likelihood of success, as judged by the
Federal government.

Qotion B: JTEA model. In JTPA and many other Federal programs, the Federal government
plays a more substantive role. With limited funds available to achieve the stated puspose, 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 Sceretary would approve plan applications based on a “reasonable expectation of
suceess.”

Because WTW Jobs rewards activities primarily financed under TANF, departing from
the “de minimus”™ TANF role would be difficult to justify, even though the JTPA model is more
the Federal norm. Because the Secretary withholds 25 percent of WTW Jobs funds, the Federal
leverage to encourage good performence s inherent in the WTW. design, without regard to the
plan approval process. Arguably, the carefully specified plan content requirements (above},
coupled with full payment anly for the showing of performance, can ensure accountability for
WTW Jobs funds without a more meticulous plan approval process. It is likely, however, that a
TANF-Iike approach will be criticized by some for failing (0 provide effective Federal oversight.

(K) Use of funds

States and localities are generally free to devise whatever program plan they choose,
provided their plan makes clear that the result will be successfud placement in jobs qualifying for -
the performance grant, up 1o the leve] determined in the formula sllocation, In addition, three
broad types of activities would be cited, They inchude:

(‘i} ' _ eAflor ace . WTW may replicate programs which
various iccai:i:es have used sua:cessfui y zo piace hzghiy disadvantaged individuals.

_ il care, through creation of jobs for eligible individualsin -
exganéed com&aztywbased child careg centers and other sources of affordable child care,

(3) a1 : al p pnd _ gmmunities. Creation of jobs
through en vxronmemai {:iezm up, such as zzzzde: Brownﬁeids pmgrams and resulting
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economic development; EZ/EC incentives for new job creation in high poverty areas; and
housing rehabilitation. Housing redevelopment programs, such as YouthBuild, also
couid be pant of tocal community plans for these activities.

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 determining whether
WTW is open to aftack for being CETA in another guise,

BESIGN ISSUE #7: Use of WTW Tunds for workinree and subsidized publie sector jobs,

The August cutline is clear that the purpose of the propram is to help create job
opportunities in the private and non-profit sectors and that States and localities “would be
granted maximura flexibility to develop job creation strategies -« 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 areasy believe are warranted
or necessary to prepare long-term welfare recipients for work, it might harm WTW’s chances of
success o bar its use for this purpose, even though TANF resources are already available for that
purpose.

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

{1} Accountability and ¢valnation

. The basic design of WTW - rewarding only success -- ensures grantee accountability, It
is also essential that 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 goals, with analysis of successes and problems, In addition, the Secretary will
establish an on-going evaluation capability that will establish baseline data at the outset
and permit an assessment of whether the WTW sirategy is working during its second and
third years, and an overall assessment of its pet impact on the long-term welfare
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population.

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

(M) Administering ageney

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

DESIGN ISSUE #8: Federal administration
8(a) Should HHS or Labor administer WTW?
OMB offers the following summary of this issue.

HHS and DOL can each make a strong case for assuming administrative respounsibility.
As administrator of TANF, HHS remains the principal source to the States on welfare policy.
Administrative ease and sfficiency, extensive knowledge of the welfare population, and the
. complex injeractions 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 with low-
income adults; currently 35 percent of JTPA title [1-A participants are AFDC recipients, Like
WTW, JTPA stresses employment cutcomes through a system of performance 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.
If DOL has the lead, 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 t’hey
work with DOL on JTPA and have for many years.

It 1s possible to defer this issue past the Budget database lock in early January, by
including in the Budget an “allowance” of $750 million in FY 1998 and 83 billion for FY 1998-
2000 (plus adminisirative cosis) that ts not assigned to cither agency. However, deferning this

13



issue means losing the ability for the administering agency to work actively with key
Congressional members to obtain the legislation and FY 1998 appropriation.

8(b) Interaction between HHS and Laber

Regardiess 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 forms. Primary aptions are:

Option A; Consuliation.  Under this option, the lead agency would, by statute, be required to
consult with the other agency on all aspects of WTW program administration, and its interaction
with TANF. At a minimum, consultation would occur on standards for WTW plan content,
review and approval of applications, 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 regponsibility to the lead agency.

Option B: Joint approval, 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) Gpportunities Act, in which 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 fead Department, and the joint STW staffing patiern would not be
followed, While this option is more complex than the consultation model, it ensures the
adminisirative and policy strengths of both agencies will be brought to bear on WTW,

14
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11
12
13
14
15
i6
17
1B
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
a6
3
32
33
34
3%

P TY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS
{ .5 of at least 100,000, 1880 Census)

U.S Tolal. i Tovs sou

Cities
New York cily
Los Angeies cily
Chicage city
Houston cily
Dalroll cily
Philadelphia City
San Antonio city
Dallas ity
Baltimore  cily
New Crleans cily
San Diego ity
Cleveland  ¢ily
Phoenix city
Memphis  clty
Milwaukse cily
£l Paso city
Mianl city
Columbus ¢ity
Atlanta ity
Boston city
Qigtrict of Columbla
St Louis ity
San Francisco city

indianapolis ¢ily {remainder}

Cinclnnall ity
Fresap city
Bulialy city
Austin eily

Jacksonviife cily (remainder}

TUCSO iy

Denver cily

Fort Worth cily

Pittsburgh  city

San Jose cily
Newark city
Long Beach ¢ily

Parsaons in
Paoverty
31,699,669
10,486,370
1,384,994
£43,808
5482 208
332,974
328,467
313,374
207 161
177,740
156,284
152,064
142,382
142217
137,406
136,123
135,683
123,888
109,584
105 454
102,364
142,092

96,278

95,271
80,018
89,831
85,319
83,108
81601
85,369
80018

Iy ?

f ¥l

78,515
76,597
15,172
71676
70,702
68,604

Share of
18
{%.in 000)

343,691
$20,310
$18,685
510,504
$10,362
$9.886
35,539
$5.608
$4,930
£4,795
$4,492
$4,486
$4,325
$4,204
$4.277
$4,086
3,457
'$3.328
$3,229
£3,221
$3,037

$3,005

$4,840
$2.834
§2.691
$2,632
$2.574
$2.535
$2.5¢4
$2,601
$2,477
$2.385
$2.31
$2,261
$2,230

. 150CHiesand SO States
Agrad
Allocation  Share of
Based on 38
Jobs $750 M  {%in000)
$853,3508
14,564  $32.788 131073
8,770 | $18232 $60.52¢
6228 $14.014  $56,054
3,501 $7.878  $31.512
3,454 37.771 $31.0886
3,485 37,414 528,657
2,178 34,801 18,608
1.870 34,206 318,808
1643 - $3688 314,780
1,598 £3,667  $14.308
1,487 $3,368  $13475
14498 $3,365 %13,459
1,445 $3.2%1 $13,004
1,431 $3,221 312,882
1,426 $3.208  $12,831
4,385 $3,849 512,188
1,402 52,583 10,372
1,108 $2.486 $9,.4984
1,078 $2,422 $5.638
1,074 $2.418 $4,662
1,012 2218 55,512
1,002 §2.254 5,018
g4y $2.430 $8,518
845 $2.125 $8,501
897 $2,0445 $8,074
874 £1,966 $7.065
858 $1.531 $7.723
845 LA R x| 57808
841 %4,883 $7.873
834 1,876 57,504
828 $1,858 $7.431
745 £1,789 £7.154
790 $1.779 $7.1414
754 $1.656 $6,783
743 318672 36 681
733 $1.64¢ $6.558

$2.1499

Joby

331,118
43,691
20,310
18,685
10,804
10,382

§,6586
6,535
5,608
4,930
4,796
4,492
4,486
4,335
4,294
4,277
4,066
3,457
3,328
3,228
3,221
. 3,037
3,005
- 2,840
2,834
2,891
2,622
2,574
2,535
2,524
2,501
2477
2,385
2,371
2,261
2,230
2,199

Share of
$18

($.j0.0003)
30,692,487
9,489,168
45,125
$20,976
$18,288
510,849
$10,702
$10,216
$6,750
5,793
35,082
34,954
34,639
$4,634
54,477
$4,435
34,417
$4,198
$3,571
%3437
53,335
$3,328
$3,137
$3,104
$2,933
R
$2.784
$2,708
$2,659
$2,619
$2.807
$2.583
$2,558
$2,463
$2.449
. 52,335
$2,304
$2.271%

100 Cities and 50 States
Annual
Allocalion  Share of
Sased on &38
Jobis $7SeM  (Sin D000
$927,508
15,042 $33.844 §$13537%
8,692  $15,732  $82,928
6,433 314473 357,893
3.816 $8137  $32.548
3,867 8026 32,108
3,403 £7.6888 330,640
2,250 $5.082 $20,249
1.9 $4,344 $17.378
1,897 $3,81% 515,276
1.65% 33,7156 314,861
1,546 33479 313817
1.545 $3.475 $13.9061
1,482 $3.358 51343
1,478 $3,328 513,305
1,472 $3,313 $13,252
1,400 $314%  $12,598
$,160 32578  $10.712
1,146 $2.578 310,311
1,112 $2.501 $30,008
1,108 32485 $9.897¢
1,046 $2,353 %6441
1,035 $2,328 59,312
478 $2,200 $5,7499
578 $2,195 $3.780
927 52,085 58,3389
903 22,033 $8,122
8486 £1,984 $7.975
/73 $1,964 - %7 B56
868 $1,955 87,821
861 54,837 $7.75G
853 51,919 $7.874
821 $1.547 $7,388
816 $1.837 $7.348
- 778 $1.75% $7.008
788 $1,728 £6.91
8% 51,703 $8.812

?
f
*

Jobs

309,170
4£5.125
20976
19,248
10,848
10,703
10,216

6,750
5,193
5042
4,854
4 638G
4,634
4 477
4435
4 417
4,15%
3,571
3,437
3,335
3226
3,132
3104
2833
» 827
2,780
2,708
2,658
2,619
2807
2.583
2,558
2,483
2,449
2,335

2.304

2.27%
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37
38
38
40
41
42

44
45
46
47
A8
49

&1
52
53
54

55

GG

&7
59

61
g2
63

65
66
67
58
1Y
70
7%
72
73
74

Oklahoma Cily cily
Oakland cily

Minneapolis  cily
Kansas City cily
Birningham Ry

Nashvilie-Davidson {remaindr)

Toiedo city
Sacramento  cily
Poriland cily
Seatlle cily
Louisville  cily
Baton Rouge cily
Tulza cily
Albytuerque  city
Tarpa  cily
Rochester  Cily
Bantz Ana clly
Corpus Chrisli oily
Slyavaport  cily
Daylon city

Latedo city
Akron city
St Padl  city

Stockion cily
Morfolk clty
Jashgon city
fAobile ity
Jersey Cily  cily
Chartolle city

lint city
Omahas city
Richmond  city
Wichita  «ity

Harlford ity

San Bernardine cily
tubbock ity
Syracuse cliy
Providenge  city

Persons in
Poverty
59,088
B8, 781
65,556
65,381
B4 572
G2, 497
62,426
62,232
52,058
61,681
549,144
54,864
53,768
52,843
52 557
82,237
51,835
50,625
48,215
416,480
45,126
44,544
44 115
43,880
43,944
43,216
42 8328
42,538
42,312
42,218
41,357
40,103
37,321
36,387
38,174
34,583
34,402
34120

Share of
518
(% i 000}
52,180
32470
%2068
$£2,063
$2.037
a2
$1.569
$1,963
$1,958
$1,948
$1,868
$1.725
$1.686
$1.6889
$1,658
$1,648
$1.635
51,594
$1,653
$1,408
$1,424
$1.405
31,362
31,380
$1,386
$1,363
$1,381
$1,342
$1,335
$1,332
$1,305
$1,284
$1.177
$1,148
31181
$1,081
$1.,085
$1.078

.. 150 Citles and 50 States
Anngal
Ailocalion  Share of
Baged on $38
Jobyg $750M (3 in00D}
2t $1.630 56,539
723 $1.627 $5,500
588 $1.551 $6,204
G688 %4 847 £6.188
879 $1,538 36,111
857 $1479 $5,945
536 $1.477 %5,008
554 51,472 %5,890
653 51,4608 $5,873
649 $1,458 $5,837
622 $14,399 $5,597
575 1,283 $5,174
565 81,272 $5.08%
556 $1.252 25,0067
553 $1,243 £4,574
5449 $1,236 .$4,944
545 $1,226 $4.8086
£31 $1,195 54,782
518 $1.164 $4.658
489 - $1.100 t4,399
475 51,068 - %4277
488 $1.054 $4.216
484 $1.044 $4,.¥75
463 $1.0414 $4.1063
46572 $1.040 $4.158
464 $1.022 $4.080
450 $1.014 $4,054
447 31,006 34,026
445 $1.001 $4,004
444 $999 $3.995
4358 3978 $3,814
432 5349 23,745
392 $883 $23,852
383 %884 $3,445
380 3858 $3,483
354 3818 $3,274
362 £814 $3,256
359 807 $3,229

Jobs
2,180
2,470
2068
2,083
2437
1,872
1,868
1,963
1,068
1.6446
1,888
1,725
1,658

1669

1,558
1,648
1,635
1,584
1,653
1,436
1424
1,405
1,382
1,388
13848
1,363
1,351
1.342
1,335
1,332
1,305
1,255
1,177
1,148
1,141
1,081
1,085
1,076

Share of

$1B8°

{$.in 000}
$2.251
$§2.241
$2,138
$2,130
$2,104
$2,036
£2,034
2,028
$2.022
52,010
$1.527
$1,781
51,752

FL7ze

$1,712
31,702
$1.688
$1,646
$1.603
51,514
51,470
%1451
$1.437
$4.433
51,432
$1.,408
51,3598
$1.386
$1.379
$1,376
$1,347
£1,307
51,218
$1.186
$1,179
$1,127
$1.121
1,112

Jobs
780
747
742
710
Tt
G678
678
676
674
870
£42
584
584
574
571
587
583
H48
734
505
4%0
484
479
478
477
459
485
462
460
459
449
430
405
385
343
3re
374
371

Annual
Allocation
Based on

S50 M

51,658
51,881
$1.602
$1.588
$1.578
$1.627
$1.,525
$1.521
$1.516
$1.507
$1,445
$1.336
$4.244
$4,783
$1,284
$1,276
$1,267
$1,235
$1,203
£1.,136
$1,163
$1.088
21,078
$4.075%
$1.074
51,066
$1.047
51,039
$1,034
$1.032
$1.011

$080

2942

$BASG

5a54

5845

3841

5834

_... 100 Clties and 50 Srews |

Share of
3B
{5 in 000)
35,754
8,733
35 408
6,381
§6.312
36108
$6, 102
$6,083
38,068
$6,029
&5 781
35,344
$5,2585
$5,174
$5,137
%5,106
$5,067
$4,939
$4.610
54,0143
54,411
%4354
$4 312
4,300
$4,295
$4,224
34,187
$4,158
$4,136
54,127
$4,042
%3920
$3.648
$3.558
3,536
53,381
$3,363
$3.335

Jobs
2.251
2.24%
2,138
2430
2108
2,036
2,034
2,028
2,022
2,010
1,947
1,781
4,752
4,724
1712
1,702
1,669
1,646
1,603
1.514
1,470
1,451
4,437
1,433
1,432
1,408
1,396
1,388
1,379
1,376
1,347
1,307
1,215
1,488
4,179
1,427
1,121
1,112
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5
76
77
78
74
80
a1
82
83
84
85
85
87
88
89

g1
&2
a3
94
85
86
a7
28
09
190
1091
192
153
104
105
108
107
N8
109
110
11
112

Gary  cily
Higleah city
Montgomery  cily
Knoxville ity

Coturmbus cily {remainder]

81, Petersburg ity
Springlield  city
Lexington-Fayette
Coloradn Springs city
Honolulu CDP
Spokane ity
Savannah  cCily

Easi Lus Angeles COP

Grand Rapids city
ias Vegss iy
Meadison cily
Tacoma ity
Anghelm city
Mesa city
Chattanooga city
Kansas Cily cily
Riverside  ¢ity
Amarillo  ¢ity
Bakersheld ity
Paterson cily
Sall Lake Cily eity
Tallahassee cily
Glendale ety
New Haven cily
{die Rock ¢y
Macon cily

Fort Lauderdale oity
Lansing city
Worcesler eity
Des Moines ity
Qrlando city
Pomona clty
Beaumont city

Prarsonsg in
Povery
33,6684
33,830
32778
32,489
31,841
31,478
30,241
30,108
29,973
25,873
29,883
28,854
28358
29,163
28,084
25540
28,632
27833
27.087
26,803
26,433
25,280
26,058
25,782
25,617
25,651
25518
25,484
25,481
25,183
25178
24,783
24513
24,228
24,137
23,797
23,648
- 23,454

Share of
518
{$ in 000}
RIRTE
$1.087
$1.034
“$1.015
F1.004
$892
5954
3950
%946
3942
$842
5042
%826
$918
3847
$803
$803
$581

$0654

846

834

$829
3822
£313
. $810
$809
$805
$804
S804
$7485
$784
$782
$773
$164
3761
3751
§748

... ¥50 Cilles and 50 States _
Annuat

AMocation  Share of

Haved on $3B
Jobs BIS0N (80000}
357 3864 $3.214
358 800 $3,202
345 3G %3102
338 5762 $3.048
335 §753 $3.0411
331 745 $2,979
318 716 $2.862
317 $712 32,848
315 3709 $2.8%7
314 $70G7 $2.827
314 $7¢Y $2.826
314 $708 $2.825
308 $685 $2,778
308 689 $2.754
306 688 $2.752
301 $678 $2.710
304 677 $2.710
294 3661 $2,644
Z85 3641 $2.563
282 3634 $2.537
278 5625 §2,602
276 $622 $2.487
274 $617 $2.466
271 3510 o440
270 3608 $2.430
270 56407 2,438
268 3654 $2.415
288 5643 $2,412
s 268 603 2441
265 3506 $2.384
2655 3588 $2.383
261 3587 $2 346
258 3560 $2,320
255 $573 $2,293
254 8571 52,284
. 258 $563 . §2.252
249 - 3560 §2,238
247 3558 $4.223

§T4

Jobs
1,071
1,087
1,034
1,015
1,004

993
954
850
946
g4z
942
842
928
818
817
503
903
881
T 854
846
834
829
822
813
210
868
205
804
804
795
734
782
773
764
761
751
748
741

Bhar of

818

{8 in o0ty
21307
$1.102
$1.068
31,049
$1,038
$1,02%
$084
981
977
2973
$G73
$973
956G
3948
948
5933
$933
$210
30863
3673
$861
PH56
$848
S840
BRYY
$838

100 Cities and 50 Hees
Annual
Aliocation Share of
Based on $38
Jobs  3760M {8in000)
369 $830 $3,320
387 8827 $3,307
356 $801 $3.204
350 $787 83,148
345 8777 $3,109
342 5769 33,076
328 $738 52,556
327 $736 $2.643
K43 $732 52,8360
324 $730 52,824
324 3730 2,918
324 $730 £2.018
318 8747 32,869
316 $711 52,848
318 $711 52,843
344 3700 $2,748
311 $700 $2,7498
303 3683 $2,730
294 $G662 $2,648
2 3655 52,620
287 5646 52,584
288 - §642 $2.564
283 $837 $2,547
280 3830 32,5280
278 $627 $2,516
278 $827 $2,507

[
W o

Jobs
1.107
1,162
1,068
1,048
1,036
1.025

885
981
g77
g72
$73
§73
g58
48
848
813
833
810
8443
a3
a6l
856
848
gao
837
£#38
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113
114
113
{18
117
118
118
120
1214

122
123
124
125
126
g
128
128
136
131

132

Bridgeport cily

£l Monle city
Spengfield ity
Kewport News ity
Raleigh cHly
Virginia Beach oily
Ardinglon  cily
Modeste ciy
Winstan-Salem city
Lincon city
Peoria cily
Yonkers ity
Greensbore  cily
Erig cily :
Fort Wayne <ity
Durham cily
Pasadens  Cily
Tempe cily
Eugena cily
Rockford  cily

133 Huntsville  city

134
135
136
137
138
138
140
141
142
143
144
145
148
147
148
148
150

Portsmouth  cily
Onlario cily
Evangville  clly
inglewood iy
Cranvared city
Eiraberh  cily
Glendale  cify
Pasadena city

Salinas city
Aurtra cily

frving  gity
Anchorage  clity
Reng cily

South Bend ity

Garden Grove city
Topeks  Gily
Gatlandd ity

Persons in
Poverty
23,463
23,448
23223
23,1849
.22 542
22307
21,272
20,830
20,713
20,521
20,516
20,4386
28,214
20,182
18,531
18,163
15,043
18,603
18,176
18,127
18,093
17,920
17.853
17.812
17.808
17.608
17 451
16,758

15,724

16,652
16,288
16,208
15,814
16,085
14,854
14,852
14,282
14,062

Share of
318
(5.in.000)
$740
- $74D
$733
3731
$724
$704
$671
3680
. 3653
$647
3647
648
$6534
3837
56186
805
3601
£587
3573
3572
3571
8585
$565
562
$562
$455
$654
$529
5528
525
2514
£511
5443
5478
$46%
8462
3451
$444

150 Cities and 50 States __

Jobs
247
247
244
244
2414
235
224
220
218
216
216
215
213
212
205
202
206D
186
i
191
180
188
188
487
487
185
144
$76
176
17%
171
15
164
155
158
184
150
148

~ Annual
Allocation
Based an

$250 M
58686
$585
$548
$548
3543
$528
$503
5465
$460
3486
$485
484
478
F47H
#4862
3453
$451,
$440
FA0
$429
$428
5424
F432
$421
$421
§417
$413
346
$3686
3384

$385
2283

e

$369
$357.
$354
8347
$338
$333

Share of
$3B
{%.in 000}
$2,220
$2,214
$2,198
$2.183
32,17%
$2.111
£2.013
51,981
$1,960
$1,942
$1.942
1,824
%1813
$1.811
$1,848
$1.814
$£1,802
$1,7614
31,720
31,716
$1,712
41,688
1,600
$1.685
L1888
$1.666
$4.8562
$1.586
51,583
$1.576
$1.541
$1,534
51,478
$4.428
1408
$4.,387
$1,38%
31,331

Jobs
740
748
738
731
24
704
671
G&0
652
847
647
6445
838
837
£18
805
(1]
587
573
572
57
585
563
5582
867
555
551
529
528
825
514
511
4583
478
459
452
451
444

Share of
B
{$ in_ 000}

(D0 Cilies pnd 50 Sues

Jobs

Annual
Allocation
Based on

$750 M

Share of
$38B
{$ 1 0O

Jobs
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P ITY LEVELS, BATES AND RAMNKS

{ & of at feast 100,000; 1990 Census}
150 Cilies and 50 Slates 100 Cities and 50 Suates

T

T T Annuat S : Annual
Share of Allncation  Share of Share of Alfocation  Share of
Persons in $18 Basedon 538 $18 . Based on $3 8
S Poverty  ($in 00} Jobs $750M ($in 000} Jobs (S In.H00) Jobs S760M {8 in000) Jobs
tals
Fank
Stales/Balanceo of Slates (BOS) 24,203,29% 2,006,642 668,881 82,072 4590 690,830
1 Catifornia BOS 1,957,413 $61,748 20,583 546,312 $185248 614,748 $63,778 21,258 $47.831  $191,328 83,775
2 Tewas BOS 1,749,675 55,185 18,388 - $41.397 $185 588 55,185 §57,0G7 2002 $42,755  $171,020 57,007
3 Florida BOS 1,202,608 $38,568 12,856 $28026 115,705 38,568 $36,834 13,278 $29.876 118,502 38,834
4 Pennsylvania BOS gr4.891  F27,509 200 $268,700 82,798 27,5499 $28,505 8,502 $21,37% 85,510 A8 805
5 Chin BOS 836,288 %6476 8825 $19,857 £79,429 26476 $27.345 9118 $20.509 $82.035 27,345
§ Mishigan BOS 166,397 $24.177 8,050 318,133 £72 530 24,177 $24,87¢ 8,323 318,728 74 5114 24975
7 Louisiang BOS : 711,016 $22.432 1477 316,824 567,295 22432 323,168 7,723 317,376 369,503 23,168
8 Georgia 805 704, 814 $22,2¢5 7.408 516, 868 3665874 22,225 $22,954 7,851 317215 368,862 22,854
8 Morth Caroling BOS 704,514 322,228 7.408 $ig.568 366,674 28,235 $22.9584 7.B5% 17,215 368,862 22,454
10 New York BOS TOR626 22497 7,359 $i6,647 $66, 590 LEA9T 322,826 7.642 317,194 8,775 22825
i1 Hinois BOS 77,978 $21,388 7,128 $16,041 484,163 21,388 $22,084 7.363 %18.567 368 288 22,088
12 Kenlucky BOS 5Q2 575 518603 6,231 $14,020 £56.080 18,6493 $19,307 6,436 514,480 357,421 19,307
13 Missssippt BOS E87.813 $18,543 6,181 $13,907 355830 18,543 $19,152 $,384 $£14,364 357,485 19,152
14 Alabama BOS 565,333  $17,834 8,945 213,376 53,502 17,834 518,418 § 140 $13,814 355,268 18,419
15 South Caroling Slate (no ¢ities) R17.783  $16.334 5,445 $12.251 $44,003 16,334 $18,870 5623 $12,653 $50 611 18 870
. 1§ Tennessee BOS 4R7. 328 315,371 4,124 $11.535 348,120 45,373 $15.878 5,293 $£11,908 $47 633 15878
$7 Missour BOS 479200 BB 5036 $11,338 546,351 15,417 15613 5,204 211,710 $456.839 5613
§8 Virginia BOS 450,337 314,206 4,738 $10,655 $42.619 14,206 514873 4. 891 £41,004 844 018 14,673
19 New Jersay BOS ) 416,783 $13,148 4,383 $3.861 $39,444 13,148 513,579 4,588 10,184 540,738 13,579
20 Indiana BOS 415,452  $13,108 4,369 Ba.828 $38,318 13,106 13,536 4,812 $10, 1582 $40,608 13,538
21 Arkansas BOS 414,888 $12.884 433 39,745 338,581 12,994 $13.420 4,473 210,065 545,260 13,420
22 Washinglon BOS 397,757 $12,548 4,183 $9.411 $37,643 12,548 $12.888 4,320 $4,720 $38,878 12,068
23 Cudahoma BOS 86,980 312208 4 064 £9,156 £36,824 14208 $12.608 4,203 29,456 §$37.828 12,808
24 Massachusetls BOS A2 778 $11,444 3,815 £8,583 334,333 11,444 14,820 3840 58865 $35,459 11,820
25 West Virginia Slale (no cities) 345003 $10,886 B2e $8,165 532,658 10,886 511,244 3748 58,433 T 533,731 14,244
26 Wisconsin BOS 344,322  $10,862 1821 18,147 $32,588 10,867 11,218 3,738 58,414 $33,855% 13,218
27 Minnesola BOS 325660 $10.273 3424 $7,705 $30,820 10,273 $10.6810 3,537 $7.558 534,831 10,610
28 Arizona BOS 285,223 38,958 2,889 $6,748 $26,693 8,644 A4S IR K 3,008 368,970 $27.478 9,283
28 lowa BOS 203,283 58,936 2,878 56,702 36,803 5,836 B9, 258 3,077 . 8,822 827 688 9,230
30 Oregon BOS' 264633 58,348 2,183 $58,261 $25.044 8,348 $5,622 2.874 $8,487 225 866 B,622
31 New Mexico BOS . 253,041 $7.882 2,681 £5,087 $23,848 7,882 £8.244 2,748 56,183 £24,732 B244
32 Colorade BOS . 250,438 $7.8900 2853 5,025 $23,704 7,900 $8.160 2,728 $65,120 324,479 8,164
33 Marmyland BOS 224 412 $7.224 2,408 55,418 SR1673 - 7,234 37,451 2487 55,506 322,584 7481
34 Kanses BOS 196,577 $5,201 2,087 $4.651 $18,804 8,241 $6,405 2135  $4,804 518,244 6,40%
5,433

35 Ulsh BOS 166,764 58261 1,754 33946  Bi5782 8,261 $643%3 1,811 $4.075  $16,300
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¢ 5 of al least 100,000; 1880 Census}
: ‘ . 180CHesand SOStates L. 100CUesand50Bwes
Annyal : Annyat
Share of Allocgtion  Share of Share of Aliccation  Share of
Feorsons in 1B Based on 338 $ig Based on 338
Poverty ($in 000} Jobs FIso M {%in 000} Jobys {$.in 000} Jebs 5750M  {$.in000) dobs
38 Conneclicut BOS 132,006 $4,164 1.388 53,121 $12,493 4,164 $4,.301 1,434 3,228 $32,902 4,301
37 daho State (o cities) 130,588 $4,120 1,373 $3,080  $12,358 4,120 $4.255 1,418 $3191  $12.784 4,255
I8 Masing State {no cities) 128,468 34,053  1.351% $3.038 312,188 4,053 $4,1B8  §,395 - £3,13%8  $12.857 4,186
39 Monians Siale (no cities) 124,853 $3838 1,313 $2.854 311,818 3,938 34,088 1,358 $3.054 $12,204 4,068
4 Nebraska BOS 108,738 $3.430 1,143 825873 H10.3%1 3,430 $3.843 1,481 $2.B57 310,628 3,543
41 South Dakola Stale (no cities) 106,305 $3,3584 $.118 $2.515 $10,084 3,354 $£3.464 1,158 32,6558 $140,391 3,464
42 Nonth Dakota State {no cities} 88,276 §2.785 828 32,0588 8,354 2,785 $2.878 ghi £2,157 $g 628 2878
43 Nevada BOS 75,491 $2.384 164 $1,788 $7,144 2,381 $2.480 #20 $1.845 $7,378 2480
44 New Hampshire State {no cities) 69,104  $2.180 727 $1,635 38,540 2180 $2,251 750 318809 36,754 2,251
4% Rhode isisnd BOS ' 58,550 31,847 816 $1.385 5,541 1,847 $1,808 638 51,434 35,723 1,908
) 46 Hawaii BOS BE 835 $1.847 516 $4.385 $5.540 1,847 $1,907 g38 $1,430 35,741 1,807
47 Delaware State (no cities) 86,223 51,774 B $1.33¢ $5.321 1,774 $1.832 511 $1.374 $5,495 4,832
48 Vermont Glale {no cities) 53,368 $1.684 561 $1,263 45,051 1,684 £4.734 580 $1.304 5,296 1,738
49 Wyoming Stale {80 cities) 52,453 %1855 BS2 $1,241 34,964 1,655 $1,708 570 $1.282 $5 127 1,708

50 Alaska BOS 32282 1,019 34G $764 53,068 1.018 51,0562 351 ¥78% $3,156 1,082



AL

Government Share of Total Employment in Sefected Metropolitan Areas, 1985

Total Govermiment Government
Employment Employment Share
{thousands) {ihousands) {(pereeny
¥ York City 33181 541.3 16.3
; York PMSA 3R15.6 6248 164
Los Angeles 3762.7 533.8 - 142
Chicags 3508.2 4839 12.4
Houston © 17636 © 2423 137
Detront 2002.2 2236 it.3
Philadelphia §76.4 128.5 19.0
Philadelphia PMSA 21789 304 14.0
San Anfondo 620.7 129.7 20.9
Dallas 1600.4 191.8 2.0
Baltimore 407.2 01.1 22.4
Baltimore PMSA 1130.6 2098 18.6
New Orleans \ 3891 103.3 . 17.2
San Diego 974.9 184.7 189
Cleveland 1104.9 | 141.7 128
Phoenix : 1216.1 161.3 133
Memphis : 5316 792 14.9
Milwakee 802.6 8§93 111
El Paso 234.8 49.3 210
hiamt 931.7 1331 143
Columbus =~ = 784.4 133.7 17.0
* T ta 1820.9 - ' Z48.9 13.7
! i8i1.1 2167 12.8
Washington 643.3 2343 38.5
Washington PMSA 24096 611.2 254
St Louis 1246.0 1367 12.1
San Francisico Gi4.1 1254 13.7
Indianapohs 794.2 110.0 13.8
Cincinnati 804.2 1016 12.6
Fresno ’ 2649 2.5 237
Bufiale , 539.1 87.4 162
Austin ' 516.7 128.7 24.9
Jacksonville 480.8 64.3 13.4
Tucson 3014 65.9 21.9
Denver 982.1 13%.4 14.2
Fort Worth ‘ 6535 87.2 133
Pittsburg 10529 123.0 11,7
San Jose 828.0 86.8 10.5
Newark §30.1 143.0 i54
Long Beach {included in Los Angeles)
Oklahoma City 4745 101.0 213
Qakland 8936 176.0 19.0
Minneapolis/St. Paul 1542.9 2159 14.0
T as City 863.0 129.4 150

Angham 4420 68.2 154



Nashviile
Toledo

£ mento
‘; ,I}{i
Seatile
Louisville
Baton Rouge
Tulsa
Alburquerque
Tampa
Rochester
Saniz Ana
Corpus Cristi
Shreveport
Dayton
Laredo
Akron

St Paul
Stockton
Norfolk
Jackson

. Mahils

Brownsville
Ty City
iotte
Fant
Omaha
" Richmond
Wichita
Hartford
Kan Bernadino
Lubbock
Syracuse
Providence
Gary
Hizleah
Montgomery
Knoxvilie
Cotumbus
St. Petersbuorg
Camden
Springfield
Lexington-Fay

Colorado Springs

Total
Employment
{thousands)
596.9
308.3
589.4
838.7
i181.1
5276
2695
350.9
3234
9955

523.1

1455
1611
467.0

53.6
3119

6289
269.8
200.7

82.4
237.8
711.3
180.5
3728
502.2
256.1
583.7
776.0
107.4
33213
49352
252.5

150.3
312.2
784.4

450.1
242.2
252.8
187.7

Government
Employmert
{thousands)
762

435

163.6

108.9

1724

333

374

41.3

60.7

1303

716

niot available

308
31.8
7:7
i3.1
461

137.1
44.2
338
213
40.0
81.2
24.2
50.2
98.4
326
94.6

160.8
235
59.9
63.8
349

not available

36.2
552
133.7

{included in Tampa)

76.8

[FERE £ N
L3 s L
[ PE I ¥

Government
Share
eICe

12.8
14.9
28.1
130
14.6
105
21.3
11.8
I8.%
i3.1
14.8

212
19.5
15.6
23.6
14.8

{included in Minneapolis}
not available

218
211
16.1
233
16.8
11.4
134
13.5
19.6
12.7
16.2
207
219
18.0
12.8
13.8

24}
17.7
17.0

174
18.0
21.9
16.7

§.3



Honolulu

S e

N 1ah
East Los Angeles
Grand Rapids
Las Vegas
Madison
Tacoma
Anaheim
Waco
McAllen
Youngstown
Mesa
Chattanooga
Kansas City

U.s. Tota}

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

Total
Employment
{thousands)
408.4

178.4

"~ 126.9

515.3
547.1
255.9
217.1

92.3
123.4
242.2

215.6

116,607

Government Government
Employment Share
(thousands) (percent)
89.5 21.9
29.7 16.6
20.9 16.5
(included in Los Angeles)
51.5 10.0
58.5 10.7
68.6 26.8
46.6 21.5
not available
14.9 16.1
33.6 272
30.1 124
(included in Pheonix)
35.0 16.2
(included in Kansas City)
19,279 16.5



Welfare-to-Work Jobs Initiative
Draft Labor Protection Provisions Language

PROVISIONS GENERALLY APPLICABLE
TO PROVISION OF SERVICES UNDER WELFARE-TO-WORK

[NOTE: These provisions relate primarily to workfare or subsidized jobs activity as might be
Sunded with WTW, rather than to the jobs for which WITW performance payments would be
made. Provisions for jobs inte which peaple are placed need to be more clearly set out
sepa;'a!aiy, They may include, for example, the pmyf:sfa?zs on nondiscrimination, Fair ;iabar

Standards Act, health ond safety coverage, ond nondisplacement as in subsections (a)(S) and
{a){8} 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 agez;cy shall assure that -
“(1} each assignment takes into account the capacity, health and safety, family
respon&ibilities, and place of residence of the participant;
*(2) no participant will be required, without his or her consent, 1o travel an
unreasonable distance from his or her home or remain away from such home overnight;
“(3) for the purpoese of applying the prohibitions against discrimination on the
basis of age under the Age Discrimination Act of 1973, on the basis of handicap under
section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, on the basis of sex under title IX of the é{it}caﬁﬁn
Amendments of 1972, or on the basis of race, color, or national origin under title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, programs and activities funded or otherwise financially
assisted in whole or in part under this Act are considered io 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
gennection with any such program because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin,

age, disability, or polhitical affiliation or belief;



*(5) no such assignment wiil -

“(A) result in the displacement of any currently employed worker by any
participant (including partial displacement such as a reduction in the bours of
nonovertime work, wages, or employment benefits;

(1) impair existing contracts for services, or existing collective bargaining
agreements, uniess the employer az";ci the labor organization congur in wriling with respect
to any elements of the proposed activities with affect such agreement, or either such party
fails 1o respond to written notification requesting its concurrence within 30 days of
receipt thereof,

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

when ~
‘ “(1} any other individual is on layoff from the same or any
substantially equivalent job; or '
{11} the employer has terminated the employment of any regular
employee or otherwise reduced its workforce with the intention of filling
the vacancy so created by hiring a participant whose wages are subsidized
under this Act;
“(D} be created in a promotional line that will infringe in any way upon
the promotional opportunities of currently employed individuals;
“{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 1o a position with a private nonprofit entity to
carry out activities that are the same or substantially equivalent (o activities that have
been regularly carried ::mt‘by a State or local government ageney in the same local area,
unless such placement meets the nondisplacement requirements of paragraph (5%

“(7) Conditions of employment and training shall be appropriate and reasonable in
light of such factors as the type of work, geographical region, and proficiency of the
participant;



. {R) Health and safety standards established under State and Federal law,
otherwise applicable to working conditions of employees, shall be equally applicable to
working conditions of participants. With respect 1o an;y 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 Seeretary

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

and safety of such participants;

“{b) Grievance procedures. -
“41} In General, ~ -

“{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, suﬁgr‘antees, subcontraciors, and other
interested persons. Hearings on any grievance shall be conducted within 30 days of filing
of a grievance and decistons shall be made not later than 60 days after the filing of a
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) Deadliines, «-

“(A) Upon exhaustion of a recipient’s grievance procedure without deciston, or
where the Secretary has a reason to believe that the recipient is failing to comply with the
requirements of this Act or the terms of the grantee’s plan, the Secretary ‘s’ﬁa’zl investigate
the allegation or belief and determine within 120 days after receiving the complaint
whether such allegation or complaint is true;

“(B) If a person alleges a violation of section ____ and such person exhausts the
recipient’s grievance procedure or the 60-day time period described in subsection {9) hasg
elapsed without a decision, either party to such procedure rm}; submit the grievance {6

the Secretary. The Secretary shall investigate the allegations contained in the grigvance


http:conditions.of

and make a determination as to whether a violation of section ___ has occurred,

“CY I the results of the investigation conducted pursuant to paragraph (i)
indicate that & modification or reversal of the decision issued pursuant {o the recipient’s
grievance procedure 1s warranted, or the 60-day time period described in subsection () has
¢lapsed without a decision, the Secretary may modify or reverse the decision, orissne a
decision if no decision has been issued, as the case may be, after an opportunity fora
hearing in accordance with the procedures under section w,

“(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 reselution. ~

“{A} A person alleging a violation of section ___ may, a5 an altemative to the
procedures described in this section, submit the grievance involving such viclationtoa
binding grievance procedure if a collective bargaining agreement covering the parties to
the griz:vz;nce 50 §mvidcs.

“(B) The remedies available under paragraph { ) shall be limited to the remedies
available under sections { Y and ()
“(4) Remedies, -

“(A) In general. -- Except as provided in paragraph (if), remedies available to
grievants under this section for violations of section __ shall be limited to

“(1} suspension or termination of payments under this Act;

(i1} prohibition of placement of a participant, for an appropriate period of
time, in a program under this Act with an employer that has violated section
as determined under subsection { Yor ( J; and

“(iii) appropriate equitable relief {(other than back pay).

“{B} In addition to the remedies available under paragraph (A), remedies available
under this section for viclations of subsection { ), { ) and { ) may include ~

“(1) reinstatement of the grievant to the position held by such grievant ‘

prior to displacerment;



“{ii) payment of lost wages and benefits; and

“(iii) reestablishment of other relevant terms, conditions, and privileges of

employment.

*{¢} In assigning participants in the program under this part o any program activity, the
State agency shall, in addition 1o 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 participant's |

sircumstances, 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 shall assure that -

-*(1) where a labor organization represents a substantial number of employees who
are engaged in similar work or training in the same area as that propesed to be funded
under this Act, an opportunity shall be provided for such organization to submit
comments with respect to such proposal;

*(2) under all activities financed under this Act

“(A) a trainee shall receive no paymients for training activities in which the
trainee fatls 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)(1) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 or the applicable State or local minimum wage law;

“(C) individuals employed in activities authorized under this Act shall be
paid wages which shall not be less than the hi ghest of (A} the minimum wage
under section 6{(a)(1) of the Fa&r Labor Standards Act of ‘} 938, (B) the minimum

wage under the applicable State or local minimum wage law, or © the prevailing



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

employer.

*(e) References in paragraphs {B) and © o section 6(a}(1} of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 (25 1.8.C. 266(2)(1}) ~-

“{1} shall be deemed to be references to section 60 of that Act for individuals in
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico;”
(2 shall be deemed to be references 1o section 6(a)(3) of that Act for individuals
, in the American Samoans; and
“(3} shall not be applicable for individuals in other territorial jurisdictions in

which section 6 of the Falr Labor Standards Act of 1938 does not apply.

“(f) Allowances, earnings and payments to individuals participating in programs under
this Act shal] 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, ¢ther than is provided under the Secral Security Act,

“{g)} Each recipient of funds under this Act shall provide the Secretary assurances that

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

“{h) The provisions of this section apply to any work-related programs and activities
under this part.
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THE WHITE ROQUSE
WASHINGTON

July 29, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ERSKINE BOWLES
LAURA TYSON
SUBIECT: Update on Budget Working Group Activities
I, APPROPRIATH E

* House Floor Action: On Friday, July 29, the House considered iim VAAIUD
Appropriations Bl An amendment to retain the Environmental Prowction Agency’s
jurisdiction to enforce clean air and clean water rules was passed {212-206).

Following the floor vote, the Budget Working Group mobilized and
had the Vice President brief reporters on the GOP Environmental cuts.
The Vice President was quoted in & very positive A8C News story.
His quotes also appeared in the flist few pazagraphs of stories in the
Washington Post and New York Times,

There s a possibility that there will be a rewvote on Monday evesing on the
environmental legisiative riders issue. Also, there still has not been z final vote on
VAMHUD Appropriations,

< Hoth present opportumities for your involvement either by written
statemeri{ of comment

The Commerce/Justice/State  Appropriations bill passed Wednesday (272-151).
Labor/HHS is expecied o be taken up on the floor somelime next week.

. Senate Floor Action: There wore no Appropriations bills on the Senate floor last

week. Energy and Water Appropriations bill will be taken up during the week of
haly 31.


http:mobilil.ed

Senate Apprepriations Committee: On Friday, July 29, the Senate full committee
completed markup on the Defense and Interior Appropriations bills, Treasury/Postal
. and Energy and Water Appropriations bills were reporied out full committes on
Thursday. The office of the National Drug Control Policy was eliminated in the
committee markup of the Treasury/Postal Appropriations bill.

Legislative Branch s&ppfopriatinns: The conference on the Legisiative Branch

Appropriatiéns bill was completed on Thursday. 1t is expected o cler Both houses
next week.

H. Weex iy REview: Jury 24 - Jury 36, 1995
Empowerment Zones/Urban Report (Wednesday, July 26)

- in conjunciion 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 ¢ities.

. We set-up regional print and radio interviews for Mayors participating in
Wednesday's Empowernment Zone event.

The Vice President did a sateilite tour into targeted markets.

American Federation of Teachers (Friday, July 28) The Republicans handed us a
gift on Friday, by choosing 1o 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 ecporters.
A dozen African American college presidents wrote op-eds blasting the GOP
cuts, ’
- OMB Director Rivlin released a letter blasting the Republicans for trying
repeal Direct Lending.



Medicare 30th Anniversary Radio Address {taped Friday, July 28). Your mdio
address with the First Lady received extensive press coverage, ieading CNN news all
day Saturday, and producing favosable stories in both the Washingron Post and the
New York Times {Sce Attached]. The event wus also sugcessful at turning arpund
debate ~ putting the Republicans on the defensive, forcing them to respond to the
poveriy numbers.

Amplification,

- Your vadio address was mailed 10 top 150 ediiorial boards, African-American,
Hispanic, women’s and older American press. ‘

- We issued a press paper detailing the number of seniots who will be forced
into poverty under the Republican plan. [See Attached]
- Set-up regional print and radic interviews for seniors attending POTUS and

FLOTUS radio address, These were ali done on Friday afternocon 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,

Amglification. . .

- Chief of Staff Panetta briefed reporters on the state-by-state data, Friday
afterncon, July 28, :

- Analyses were sent to radic stations, ed. boards, and television outlets in all
50 states,

- Cabinet and sub-Cabinet officials conducted numerous radio and print
interviews 1nfo targeted markets.

- Press releases/statements by State Demuocratic Legisiative Leadership: CA,
FL, iL, lowa, M1, MG, NB, NJ, NY, PA, OR,
Press relessss/statements by: CGovernors: WV A, MD, FL, DE, €O

- Press releases/statements by Li Gov: CA, MO, RI



WEEK AHEAD: Jury 31 . AuGusT 6, 1995 -

Mondav, July 31, 1995

POTUS Speech to NGA (Burlington, Vermont): Wellare Reform.

Other Acti y;fgg

Sec. Pena will conduct radio interviews with target cities regarding impact of
iransit cuts 1o reral areas,

Sec. Reich will hold a OSHA event on Republican aftacks on worker
protection laws.

Sec. Riley tapes an "Eye on Washingion” segment with Sen. Reid and Sen,
Bryan for ABC TV.

Tuesday, Aveust 1, 1998,

POTUS Specch fo Federation of Palice Officers (satellite): Remarks will
emphasize how GOP cuts will prevent efforts at stopping youth crime and violence.
The GOP cuts will.put "pork over police,” and their block grants will eliminate the
hiring of your 100,000 cops.

{(ther Acti{fg;x

Sec. Ron Brown will do a Sperling Breakfast,

Adm. Johnson will participate in 2 radio interviews with WBTE in Charlotte,
N, ' ;

Sec. Reich will participate in a Satellife tour with communities dislocated due
to base clogwres. The commusities include Philadelphia, Charleston, San
Antonto and key sites in California.

See. Glickman will be in MN for Farm Fest Convention where there will be a
forum on budget cuts.

Wednesday, August 2, 1995

Sec. Pena will appear before the Senste Commerce Science and
Transportation Cormmittez on FAA reform

Sec. Rubin will do a Sperling Breakfast.

Sec. Shalala will be in Ansheim California addressing the
California Teachers Association meeling,

Saturdav, August 5, 1998

POTUS Radio Address on Family and Medical Leave,



Tuesday, August 8, 1995

POTUS Budget Event on Environment/Public Safety Cuts: Current
planning is an event coupled by issuvance of an Executive Order on
Community Right to Know. Details being worked out.

Wednesday, August 9, 1995

POTUS National Baptists Cenvention (Chariette, NC)

Thursday, August 10, 1995

Press Conference {fentative)

FUTURE ACTIVITIES

*  Recess Planning: We have been mesting 1o finalize a plan for the
Congressional Recess. Our strategy will be 1o use Cabinet, groups, and
outside validators to keep the pressure on key members while they are at
home in their districts,

- OMB finishing analyses of GOP cuts on 50 major cities,

- Cabinet / Group activity

. Mayors will meet in Seattle on Aug 28th. Plan i3 fo have them
do events in their cilies that week, culminating with & huge
svent.press conference with 30 Mayors on the §/28th, Posszhiy
Put them on Sunday News shows on the 27th,

«  September planning: Mectings continue with key education groups and
Congressional staff to coordinate back-to~school activities in early
September.  Activity is planned throughout the country to highlight the
impact of the Republican cuts at the local level, We are hoping to unify
and coordinatc these eiforts around certain key themes and o find a
uscful and appropriate role for you i kicking off that week,

in
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On Radio Show, Clinton Warns of Dangers of Cuts in Medicare

By TOOD S, PURDURM

WASHINGTON, July 8 - San
rounded by ko vied audienee of
senior oitirans, Inctading ki mother
itelaw, Prastdest Clinton warned 16+
doy that Republicsn pisns w slow
the growth of Medicare apending
coutd pust half 2 millios siderly

people o poverty by the taes of the

céutury 16 finhnoe tax cuis for the
wenithy, *

“Wr do noed in protect Medicsre
from gop hankropd, bt we don't
neve to baskrupt aider Amaricars to
A, #y. Clinten 5236 10 iz waekly

radio Rddress fraem the Oval Difiee
“Medicare i3 (00 hmporiant to all
Farrsillet 1o beenmo o pigry baek for
jusi 3 few.

Mr, Clinton was joined by his wife
Hilary {or the epeech. wiich wag
timed for (ke 30th anniversary o
Sunday of the signing of Medicare
logiglgiion by Presidest Lyndon B.
Jadmson, Tiptosing hack into the frsy
pver resiruciaring heatih esre, Mrs.
Clinton sheiched the history of Madi-
care a8 ofie of the sation’s bedrock
social programs. o

e need ta romember Hu Medi-
care s nod just imporiant for sider
men 2l women,” she said. "It 2

1 3he Republican response

z‘:"g\fgﬁwm gt Naveda. acoused

on the
Represenissive Barbard

was .

eiderly, . '
t:mxzxmded private insurent ?%rre
ngt oF Dropder accris mtwf&:&‘ i *
thst M, Ciinlon envisitned 183t you

COMPBLL ACESS gencrations. Medi..
care means that we dan’'t have o
thoose between duing vight by ooy
parents angd giving our thiliren Lhe
anperunliles ey dogserve,”

M. Clinton cited 8 new sludy by
the Department of Healh and ¥
man Services thal estitsaed (Hal the
increase in put-nfgmcket cosis o
beneliciaries thal would Tlow from

the Republicans’ propoged peduc.

thons would push 300500 eidorty
Meioure rozinisnts below the Fed.
arel povery threshokd by 2062 Thas
is Biksed t the assusnptitne tho il
widusts, whem Mr. Ciisjon has
vowil 16 protect, wauld be afiected

withapt providing &

. B m‘ ﬁyw &i(
the President of 9‘“&‘:‘% ’":g bojieve it hix failed health (;;:?- (:Wﬁmw as
ing that the Repuilican®, (0 B0 gy g speech, B N izens, -
« ghal Medizare i’pﬂ:‘g’;’ﬁr eBIE. igined b&;g"&; ather, Dick Keliey,
creased, GRY Bt 2 re e CRding "fsorelly Rod
This 19 pet 8 time for SCRIS SEE0 nis peother-indaw, :
tic:,:liitmims or lingay pointing. :;dm srd bt mwtu?d qiﬁé@ﬁ
5 I . o ;
she s8i. (hat, without G0 HDDIOMRAU £5CH o aner now.
Both parties BREC e of Madis VLI M s sl coms
chages, & prind hat pays teal cheese yad WEBIOT !
o qrugt fusd ibat B ¢, oM Brd . i
%i&al ;g;'fs for the elderty o toces ‘;:‘;“ e Eiaton said. “A:: :téz;ﬁ o
Baropey o1 08 680 Y G b e g 08
Adwministrstion 1. waw thsl - g cortadnl
ity ihe bﬁemg?;x; (ﬁz;&gﬂ t:@z‘ PN Cungress. and I ce y
meing aveiln :

nlicad Cuis B¢
arpues ihat BT Repud e
gﬁg‘;mmmny jarge and would

galng 1o do what
them.!

L oran o deieni

by abeous texlt of the Hepublican cuts,
The Republicans weuld oo some
$370 blllios from pistned growlh i
Medicsry spending over i noxt
seven years, 1o el fingnace o Lax e
&I 245 bitlion that would mpsily ben-
efit upper income Rapnyers. As p
of his pian 1o baknce the budget, Mr.
Clinlon is proposing $124 biilies in
reduced Medizare prowth and a 14k
cat of 338 billion, mosily tw© help
peopic poying for sduratios. i
“Paronis cught to be able 19 save
for their children's sollege and Pro-
el their parenis’ heslth,” Mrs,
Chinton soid. And Modicere mean
thal they con” :
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Clmton Bashes ¢ GOP
For Medicare Plan.

HHg mﬁms Reform Debate

wmm*mw&m Mmrmuu
growt: of Madicars world push into poverty 560,000
desly Americans wha a!mady #re st:aggmg &0, mk:

Undee the GOP propesal, Medicare mmncw
ly would have to sperd ag average of $625 more each -
year on medicat hills than they do now, concludes the
surdy prepared by the Department of Heaith and Human
Services, The sdded expense would reduos the spesding
capecity of 3 halianilion older citizens encugk 2 push
ety bilow the poverey line, the stady Said.

Even more wouid be Unpoverished if the rdical ine
wtance, pregran for the elderly wers. converted.into a
bkxk grant programe—~in which endy s foosd amenot each
year weve spent on Medicare. Government speadingon
Medicare now is openended, the study added.

*{hese cuts would force thair famifiey to make choies

between geserations that no funily should have o
make.” Chnton sed & his weekly radic address, -

*We will drive more youny people into poverty if they
“Bave 10 . o, Y 10 take case of their parers and grand-
paxeris,” be told 2 White House gathering fater.

The HES analyuis is the latest save in a Muter rheton-
cal war between GOP lawwmakers and.the White House
" about Medicars, The 30-yesr-aid progeasm has burn
_ geoned. inta & mijer health care insurance program that

provides care for 33 million eldarly and 4 milion Qisibled |
P !

-Rep. Barbara F, Vusanuvich (RuNev), in the GOP ra- ¢
cies resporese 1o Linton, seid dramatic changes must be
muade i the prograns i it is @ survive. “Wiile President
Clinton and many Desmocrats o Washington are content
to celedwate Medicarn's 30th birthday by reminiscing

ahoszt its past, mmmmmwm&
Medicare's future,” she said,

Lo s e s N

Th&Medeomiof’I’mm wmm&caxlm- thus
m@tmmmwﬁ@am&mptmmmmsm

mprmpsaretammcbange it, GOP awinakers
have proposed reducing the growth in Medicare spend.
g by $270 billion cver the sext seven years to reach
Jitheir goal of balancing B budget by e year 2002
Even 5o, the GOP says spendimp oo each benefiniary
woild increass 40 peroent over the period,

The Cniton administration has said i plan to balance
the budget in 10 years would cequire far less grastic
Madicars m—rmmm growth by zbout 83124
hiliinn aver the next seven years. Olinton's plan would

mwagczhae%edy W wf ics& expensive, mga:t:_'_

. health &veplang, ;oL
Wcéon@&prmmmamimgmm

rupt,” Clingan tokd b3 radio sodience. “Hut wa don't have .

mmo!der&memmwéon. The monsy saved

‘ mMGﬂPp&am@hMmﬁmmm&fwd&

. fich, he sxid,

Hillary Rodham Clintom, mngz&:crzésaaéama
‘suessed the seourity Medicare has provided for 2 gener-
rtion of Americans. Recatiing that she and her hustand
cach Jost » pareat within the fast 20 years, she said,
*Far all our worries, them%zwedadntkzmww
meamﬁm‘mw*

\" During their presestations yesterday, e2ch side ac
ciiged the other of teer-tramaiizing the igsue.

“This is not 3 Bme for scare tactes, distortions, or fin.
ger pointing,” Yucanovich sak] in ker redia response,

*There is a Jot of misiefornation out there,” Mrs, Clin-

* ron wal) during & White House meeting with & diversa

group of eldnriy citizens, including the prexidest’s siepls
ther ard mother-niaw, that followed the radio address,

During yesterday's mesting with Clneon, many of the
elderly ztiendzes voiced coacerns about the future of
Moedicare. *How 1re people going to Hva? asked Gene-
vieve lohnson, 96, mﬁmﬂm&smuhzmof
the Natiemal Couacll of Sesior Gizens.

Senior citizens, rmmezatﬁam m"tmﬁ:ﬁ'

kimyrefnghm& dw’y’remexl w&?&yw-eéd .

Nommi Abmmw:zz.

‘O MORE INTORMATION * om

- For full tet of Clinton s vodin eddress, mﬂw&: !ak.
The Past's onding sevvice. Todearn abost B;gzdaf ink,
wazmasm ext. 5000,



REPUBLICAN CUTS PUSH 500,000 MEDICARE BENEFICIARIES INTO POVERTY

For 30 years, Medicare has meant financizal security and health security for older Americans.
Since 1963, Medicare has effectively lifted millions of older Americans out of poverty. Prior tor

Medicare, less than 50 % of the elderly had health insurance. Today, thanks to Medicare nearly
100 pereent of older Americans have coverage.

To preserve Medicare for cur grandchildren, President Clinton believes we have to
strengthen the Medicare Trust Fund, which holds the money we all pay in to cover hospital,
nursing heme and home health bilis. President Clinton believes that real reform is about making a

situation better, not worse. Real reform means fixing the Trust Fund, without pulting beneficiaries
in a fix,

President Clinfon’s balanced budget will strengthen Medicare, His plan will:
. Extend the solvency of the Medicare Trust Fund at least through 2005,
’ Make no new cuts targeted at beneficiaries; and

.4 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 tumed into a block grant. Many states would no longer be able 1o 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 refeased on July 29, 1955)

* These cuts in Medicare and Medicaid are 4 times more than the largest cuts ever enacted.

’ In order 10 stay in fee-for-service plans, where they can choose their doctor, sepiors would
be forced to either pay more or get less:

& The average Medicare recipient of skilled nursing home services will pay at least
31,400 more. '

wr The average beneficiary receiving home health care services will pay at least
$1,7000 more in 2002, _

war Every beneficiary choosing to stay in the fee-for-service plan would pay at least
$2,825 more in premiums and copayments over 7 years; couples would pay ot least
$3,650. Couples would pay at least $1,250 more in 2002 alone,

. Or. sentors could pet a voucher that is too small. Each vear private health care costs would
increase 40 percent more than the voucher’s value. Serdors will have to pay more 1o 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
1o balance the budget or shore up the Medicare Trust Fund, Republicans could drop all of their
new costs for beneficiaries and balunce the budget if they would just accept the President’s
tax cut for the middle class, rather than their hoge tax cuts for those who need it least.



Expiring Provisions x )
o

sargch . and ket {R&L redit would be extended, in slightly
modzﬁed {Q:m f‘mm Jzziyz EQQS zhmugh 1997.

The Targeted Jobs 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 emplgyve ted o { istance would be extended
through 1997. However, for 1996 azz{i 199‘? the exciusmn would not apply to post-
graduate education,

The 1ax credit for clinical testing expenses (the swalied Gr?han émg credit) and thﬁ
special fair market value deduction for conts appresial oCk 10 Drival
foundations would be extended for 1995 through 199’?

A g2 n for alien agricultural workers would be made permanent
zeimac{zve o Iazzziary i, 1995

The effective date of the 4 el would

[Was ' & 1axes on air passenger and air freight
mspomtwr; azté t?ze expzng p@rthz i?f the tax on noncommercial aviation fuel
would be extended through September 30, 1996,

Increase in Statutory Limit on the Public Debt

e

%

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)

/f%"

The bill would create a new [RA-type account called a Medical Savings Account
{MSA)}, that could be used to pay health benefits only for individuals covered by
catastrophic (and not comprehensive) insurance. Emplovees 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 (85,000 for a-family). MSA
distributions would not be taxed if used to pay for medical care. Eamnings within the
MSA would be taxable,



Coal Industry Retiree Health Provisions

.‘3 Under the 1992 Coal Act -~ which was a priority for Senator Rockefeller «

N liability for financing coal-industry retiree health benefits was spread broadly among
companies that had signed bargaining agreements since 1948, The bzii would shift the
liability entirely to the 1988 signatory companies.

1
“ Pension Simplification
\"L The bill incorporates numerous items from the Administration's pension simiplification
' proposal that vou 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
7, also includes new items proposed by the Administration, although it does not include
N g the Administration’s proposal for a new, simple retirement plan for small business,
the National Employee Savings Trust (or "NEST").

Taxpayer Bill of Rights 2

\d The bill contains & number of provisions intended to enhance taxpayer safeguards in
dealing with the IRS, The Administration has worked with Hill staff o ticwlczp and
improve many of these proposals,



Talking Points on GOP Finance Committee
Proposal to Reduce Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC)

. Just a few hours ago we learned the specifics of the Republican Finance Committee
proposals to raise taxes on low-income working Americans by reducing the EITC,

We think it is wrong to increase taxes on millions of low-income workers ~ and to
- cut Medicare and Medicaid ~ to finance tax cuts f{)r the most afflueat,

. Accozdmg 1o the proposals’ sponsors, this EITC-related tax increase will total §,{Q
billion over 7 years. .

; - f

Included in this package 18 g proposal social sepur 1eni;

by approximately | million wzdowﬁd renmd arzd émbie& taxpayers who care
for about 2 million of their own children, grandchildren, or mher chxldmn
These social security recipients will be subject t0 an average 1o S

$859. ,

It would also eliminate the modest EITC that was first made available last year ™

to very low-income workers who do not reside with gualifying children.

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

The pw;x}sai would eliminate the final phase he 1993 El
workers with 2 or more qualzfyzz;g chzidm ”{'hzs increase is czizrmzitiy
scheduled to become effective in 1996,

In addition, ali EITC recipients w;zh azzmzai income {:zzmzzziy in excess of
511,630 will be subject to creeping ; ery year as the so-called

. Pphaseout rates are increased. Asa z‘eszziz mazz}' zmz;‘}mzs will see their EITC

reduced simply because of inflationary increases in their income.

Lastly, working parents who receive child_ support payvments will, for the first
time ever, suffer a tax increase simply because th&y are fortunate to actually
collect those payments intended solely for the benefit of their children.

» We are carefully 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 ‘?aiicy
September 22, 1995

e
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WABHIRGTON

August 13, 1996

MEMORANDUM TO KEN APFEL

BRUCE REED
GENE SPERLING -
Fromu Jercrny Ben-Ami
' Lyn Hogan
Subject: Welfare to Work Challenge Fund

Attached please find a brief summary of our proposal for 3 Welfare to Work Challenge Fund
to spark placement of 1 million longer-termt welfare recipients into jobs in three years, The
$3 billion, three—year proposal would be only one part of a broader national challenge the
President would announce.  On signing the bill, the President would call on the country to
pull together as a nation and as communities to truly end welfare as we kuow it by finding
jobs and opportunity for those unable to find work.

We believe the strcngzizs of this proposal are:

paying for performance ~ The Fund pays only for placement and job retention
not for process

maximizing flexibility ~ Payments from the Fund can be used by employers or
placement firms to provide any type of tralning and support nocessary to
prepare people for jobs and to help keep them

community involvement - The proposal ¢alls on commupities, cities and
counties (0 develop plans for job ¢reation and placement that draw on their
unique strengths and advantages

Presidential leadership and ongoing imvolvement -~ The structure 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
geiting commitments from Mayoss, private employers and community leaders
of jobs and other support 10 meet the challenge he hag laid down

Please {et us know if we can Ix helpful in developing this proposal further.

o Carol Rasco
Paul Weinstein



WELFARE TO WORK CHALLENGE FUND

Belicving that the success of welfare reform will be determined by every community’s
ability to move people into jobs, President Clinton has proposed the creation of a Welfare To
‘Work Challenge Fund to support the placement of 1 niillion longer—term welfare recipients
ixzif} jobs by the year 2000.

The vision of a reformed welfare system is that many short-term welfare recipients
with work histories will find jobs as they do now in the present system, and that employers
would be able to access the Work Opportunities Tax Credit as an incentive to hire these
casier to place individuals. The WTW Challenge Fund is designed 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, commaunities and the private
sector to join in the national effort to truly transform the welfare system by ensuring that jobs
are available for all those who 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 10 any employer or job placement program
that employs or finds werk for each welfare recipient who remaios employed for pine months,
The WTW fund will reward the placement of 1 million welfare recipients into jobs over thres
years at a total cost of $3 billion. At the end of three yeass, the program will be evaluated
and Congress and the President will have to consider whether to extend the program.

The President is challenging states to match at least part of this commitment with
their new Block Grant funds and is urging local communities 1o come up with private
contributions as well, States and communities can determine the level of match and the
amount of the total WTW payment based on the job market and the neede of their
community. Placement costs vary from $2500 in Columbus, Ohio to 85500 in New York
City, A community able to match the Challenge Grant dollar for dollar from state, local and
private sources will have $6000 to pay as a placement bonus for each job. This together with
the Work Opportunities Tax Credit {worth an additional $2000 1o the employer} should be

more than enough 1o stimulate private sector ipterest in creating and finding jobs for welfarc
recipients.

Targeting  The WTW Challenge targets longer~term wellare recipients, as only those
receiving welfare for 18 months would be eligible. Many welfare recipients find work
quickly after initially receiving welfare and employers do niot need extm incentives 1o provide
work for short—term recipionts. New state welfare programs should do a good jobs helping
work~ready recipients find cmploymeent as quickly as possible. The WTW Challenge is

targeted, therefore, at those recipients who despite their best efforts have been unable to find
employment for 18 months.



Whe's Eligible? Communities [need to define as cities, countics or other] will develop
WTW plans for job creation, training and placement which they will submit 1o the
Department of Labor for approval.  Employers and placement programs in communitics with
approved WTW plans will be eligible for WTW paymenis.  Each community will determine
the amount of its WTW payments based on the additional funds they add to the Challenge
Fund and 2 determination of their local needs.

To have their plans approved, communities will have (o

form a consortium of community leaders including, at a minimum, cmployers,
Chambers of Commerce, non—profils, community~based organizations,
churches, synagogues and others interested in creating employment
oppodunities

develop a WTW plan that lays out how 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 Challenge by private employers

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

WTW payments In any community with an approved plan, the Challenge Fund will
make two $1500 payments to employers or placement agencies in that community ~- one up
front at the time of cmployment and, 10 ensure job relention, the $1500 after nine months of
employment. The exact distribution of matching WTW payments from the state or other
sources would be determined in the community’s plans.

What js the WTW payment for? The combination of national and state WT'W
payments together with the WOTC will help private employers pay for on—the~job training
and other job readiness programs and provide an incentive to hire thosc leaving the welfare
rolls, Not-for-profit or for-profit training and placement firms could enter into agreements
with communities 1o train and place wellare recipients in return for WTW payments.
Asmcrica Works, for instance, is paid an average of $5500 io New York City for such a
service. WTW payments could even go to groups providing training {or microenterprises
and to child care providers hiring and aining welfare recipients to meet the increased
demand for day care. The costs of not~for—profit and for-profit ptacement efforts with
welfare recipients compare {avorably with the over $20,000 per person cost of traditional
training programs which are paid for based on participation not performance. [See attached
for examples.]

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

(Draft: 81396 am)



Job Placement and Support Qvganizations

Evidence now exists that private for-profit and nonprofit programs offer a bridge 10
connect welfare recipients to jobs and help them achieve sustained independence. Their
success vontrasts sharply with the marginal impact of the traditional welfare education and
traiming programs. oo

The pz‘i?a’ie nonprofit and for-profit programs described below share four critical
“elements that most governmeni-run programs do not; each assesses the needs and skills of its
chients individually and assumes sach wants to work; each bypasses traditional education and
training activities and instead puts chients to work as quickly as possible; each forms strong
links with {ocal employers and works hard to maintain them; and each measures success by
counting the number of recipients who get jobs.

America Werks, a for-profit placement and support organization in New York, Indianapoiis,

. 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 vesr, including
benefits. The state of New York found that 81 percent of these placed by America Works are
still off the rolly after two years,

America Works typicatly charges a state about $5,400 per placement, and ts paid in full only
once a regipient 15 placed and remains in an unsubsidized job for seven months. When
compared to the cost of $21,000 per placement for New York Ciry's Job Training Partnership
Act program or the $23,000 a year it costs New York state 1o suppont an average welfare
family, & private placement program such as America Works could maove about four times the
number of people fram the welfare rolls than the state-run programs at a considerable cost
SAVINGS.

The Goodwill Jeb Connection in Sarasota, Flonda and Lafayeite, Louisiana offers job
placement and support services 1o chronically unemployed members of the surrounding-
community. The Goodwill Job Connection spends about $1,300 per job placement compared
to per person costs of about 34,000 for the Florida's work-focussed JOBS program, Since the
program began in 1987, o has placed more than 1,000 people in jobs. Goodwill works hard
build relationships with local employers and, after providing its chients with basic job
readiness and on-the-job work skills, places people permanently into unsubsidized jobs and
offers follow-up support t¢ make sure they stay in jobs.

Clevetand Works, a private nonprofit group funded by public grams, foundations, and private
money, has placed more than 2,000 welflare recipients in full-time jobs since 1986, enabling
7,000 men, women, and chiidren 10 quit the dole. Over 80 percent of the Cleveland Works
families have not retumed o the welfare rolls, a remarkable result considering that the typical
family had been on and off welfare for 10 vears. Cleveland Works spends about $5,000 per
placement to provide its clients with four weeks of general job readiness training and in some
cases basic education and occupation-specific courses, The group then matches clients with
jobs offered by some 300 local employers. Once hired, clienis receive transitional services and
support from corporate covnselors to ensure that they stay employed,

p—



Columbus Warks, a private nonprofit group providing intensive human capital development,
apened its doors last January. 1t per person job placement costs are about $2,300. Services
melude six weeks of full-time, daily job readiness and skills, job development, placement, and
follow-up, a $6-38 dollar a day transportation aliowance, and in-house legal counsel.
Recipients are piaced in full-time jobs with an average starting 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.
Clients go through etght weeks of job search. Those who do not find private sector jobs are
offered minimum wage commumity service positions at nonprofit organizations for a
maximum ol one year. When necessary, New Hope sohgidizes its clients’ wages to bring them
up to at least the poverty line. It also provides health and child care benefits based on income
and helps chients receive the EITC. Preliminary results from the first phase are very
encouraging-—37 percent are currently emploved in private or public sector jobs,



CHIEF QF STAFF TO THE PRESIDENT
THE WHITE HOUSE

February 26, 1997

MR. PRESIDENT:

(s

Please note the attached memo fror Eli Segal describing
the organization, mission, and short term action plan of
“Work Now™ - 2 soon to be created 501(¢)(3) organization
whose founding board members will be the CEQs of the
five companies you referenced in the State of the Union,

“The central mission of “*Work Now” will be “to help

businesses of alf kinds move people permanently from
welfare to work.”

Brskine

fuhin Podouty
Svivia Muthows
Vieki Radd
Hahm Erunuc
Hrnee Reed
CGone Bperling
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ELL J. SEGAL
February 25, 1997

MEMORANDUM
TO: THE PRESIDENT

SUBJL ™  WORK NOW (WN)

This is a memo which goes to the organization, mission and short term action plan
of WN (working title ondy). Its creation reflects one of the most hopeful reactions to
vour signing the welfare reform legislation and your frequent challenges to the business
community that there is much i needs to do if we will truly “end welfare as we know it”.

i. Organization

WN is & soon to be created 501{c)(3) organization, lts incorporators (and perhaps
“Founding Board” membcrs) will be the CEOs of the five companies you referenced in
the State of the Union.- It is unclear who will be the Chair but s identity wtll be
determined shortly,

The organization will be sggressively non-partisan, results driven and
comparatively easy to join. Tt will be scrupulously independent, but its mission and its
agenda will be completely consistent with your vision of welfare reform. 1 do not expect

it to Took for any g{}%mcnt ﬁmés at least at the beginning,

It will have a Board of E)zrt«:awrs of about 15-20 composed of busmesse:s of all
sizes and from all sectors; some of its Board may include Governors and other prominent
Amencans. All companies will be encouraged to join, provided they are prepared to make
a commitment to use their resonrces to help move people from welfare to werk, One
measure of success in WN’g first year will be whether it can reach a membership of an
agreed upon number of companies, perhaps 5000, Membership will not require paymﬁ:zzt

‘ of a fee.

2. Mission

A partial but intensive review of organizations engaged in welfare reform-related
activities suggests onre miche which is likely to represent the heart and soul of WN’g

nage |



mission: to_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 entry leve! positions (e.g., Burger
King);

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

( ¢ ) 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 treatment, job training and
readiness, the more its mission 1s blurred and it invades the turf 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 partnerships of its members to
report, and the equivalent of Baldridge awards to announce; once WN sees positive
patterns emerging from its work and study, it will publicize them, help replicate them to
the extent resources permit and transmit them to appropriate government executives. WN
may also report on obstacles it uncovers to welfare reform from the perspective of the
private sector, perhaps in a manner similar to that of the Small Business Conference of
your first term,

page 2
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3. Activities of the Organization.

There are three broad categories of sctivities within which WN will work {subject
always to avoiding duplication with the work of other organizations}:

(a) Education

(1) business outreach -- WN will become 2 mmprehenszve 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 atd in training, including the fraining universitics of 110

compantes, 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} Hinng
{1} pledges — businesses, some with and some without experience hinng
and retraining those formerly on public assistance, commit to hire or
apprentice workers;
(2) consorttum - new members jon an ever expanding group of WN
businesses that would hire workers who had recetved training,
apprenticeships or entry level positions at other member businesses:
(3) & wards - WN will bestow recognition on selected participating
companics.

(¢ ) Grants ~ possible tecipients/activities include;
(1} micro enterprises (but this may prcperly be the realm of government
and foundations);
{2) studies of successful programs; and
(3) large scale public works projects (e.g.., rehabilitating a train statton,
creating a pubhic park, etc). ' :

4, Action Plan

WH contemplates three stages over the next year, in each of which there are
logistical, functional and conmmunications 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 information for

-businesses seeking, the names of like-minded businesses or useful

page 3



%

b

resources in their geographic area or their industnal sector;

{ b ) program initiation (months 4 -6} — WN announces its first 1000
members; announces its consortium plan (see above); makes first granis to
study model programs ;

{ ¢ ) in-depth programs (months 6 - 12) — mefnbership grows to 5000; WN
reports on number of new jobs 1ts members have created, especially
through its consortium {unless too modest at this stage); announces PSA
campatgn to combat stigmatization of hiring workers from welfare;
announces intensive project in demaonstration city; issues its first advisory

_ report to govermnment; announces first annual employer award recipients,

5. Presidential Engagement -

The mission of WN will be enhanced by Presidential engagement from the

begmning. 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™ and/or have
actually hired and retained former welfare recipients;

{ ¢ } publicrty around the first (and perhaps subsequent) awards to model
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, 1§ o focus welfare
to work activitics on what businesses themselves can do. With skill and discipline, we
can carve out a role in thus undertaking that will permit the private sector to translate
good intentions into meaningful results.

page 4



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASBMINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO GENE SPERLING

FROM: Emil Parker ﬁf\?

DATE: - April 1, 1997
SUBJIECT: Welfaredo-Work Foundation

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

: ¢ businesses.” It may not be cost-effective 1o create a
database mcimim g2 aii 'busmesses that hlrc Wcifare: recipients throogh JTPA, While 40) percent of
JTPA Title [1-A participants are 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-quarters of JTPA H-A welfare participants have a high
schoo! degree or more, compared 1o just one-third of long-term recipionts.

Many of the businesses who hire weifare recipients, through YTPA or other channels (inctuding
their standard hiring procedures), are employing relatively skilled individuals and may have no
special services in place and no experience with harder-to-employ recipients. [t 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 regiona! {and other) challenges—i.c., hiring targeis--may prove to be one
of the more. reliable pieasures of the Foundation’s impact. To this end, collection of data on
hiring should be handled by an indcpendent party, and each challenge should apply only to
Foundation members in the region--hiring by firms not in the Foundation would not count
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 valuable evaluation 100l



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

June 11, 1997

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: GENE SPERLING
PETER ORSZAG
SUBJECT: 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 (“Surging Economy
Bypasses Black Men,” June 3, 1997}, This memorandum provides an initial response. We will
also be working with Janet Yellen to exanzine the issues involved more thoroughly.

One of the article’s principal points is true: The wage differential between otherwise
similar blacks and whites remains distressingly high, especially for males, and has shown ne
improvement since the mid-1970s. But the wage gap is only o measure of economic well-
being, and the ceonomic recovery has 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 -- fell 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 of white
median houschold income in 1993 1o 87 percent in 1995,

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

Poyerty
* The poverty rate for African-Americans fell from 30.6 p;m:eni in 1994 10 29.3 percent In

1995 -- the first fime it dropped below 30 percent and its lowest level since the data werg
first collected in 1959,



-~ Between 1992 and 1995, the African-American poverty rate fell by 4.1 percentage
points {from 33.4 percent 1o 29.3 percent), while the overall poverty rate fell by 1
percentage point (from 14.8 percent to 13.8 percent).

~~ The EITC pulled more than 803,000 African-Americans, including 455,000 childeen,
out of poverty in 1995,

-~ The poverty rate for gldetly African-Americans fell from 33.8 percent in 1992 to 25.4
percent in 1998 - its lowest level on record. The decline in the overal! elderly poverty
rate was [ess dramatic (from 12.9 percent in 1992 to 10,5 percent in 1995).

Unemployment

The African-Amgerican 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

maore 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, while the overall rate has declined by 2.6 percentage points. The
proportionat decline was just slightly lower for African-Americans (31.5 percent drop in
the unemploymenti rate} than for all Americans (33.3 percent).

The unemployment rate for African-American males aged 20 years and aver fell from
13.4 percent in December 1952 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 rade 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 propottional declines were again almost indistinguishable (37.3 percent
for African-American males, and 38.2 percent {or all males).

A larger percentage of African-Americans were employed in May 1997 (57.8 percent}
than during any month on record before 1893, The highest percentage was recorded in
November 1995 (58.0 percent).-

-~ A larger percentage of African-American women aged 20 and over (38.4 percent) were
emploved in April 1997 than in the history of the series. The percentage fell slightly in
May, to 58.1 pereent.

Since January 1993, 1.73 million more African-Americans have found jobs - seven times



as many had found jobs during the previous four years.

- These data come from a survey of houschelds 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 1s certainly not the time for
complacency. As noied above, the wage gap for otherwise similar African-Americans and
whites remains stubbornly high ~- partially reflecting ongeing discrimination in the labor market.
Studies using random testing, in which equally qualified white and black testers compete for the
same job, apartment, or other goal, tend o confirm continued discrimination against African-
Americans. And numerous economic indicators - from median income to educational
achievement to poverty rates — point to persistent gaps between whites and African-Americans,

We face particularly difficult challenges with younger African-Americans. For example,
the unemployment rate for African-American teenagers was a shocking 33.2 percent in May
1997, relative 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 further narrowing of these gaps between African-Americans and other Americans. In
addition to pursuing sound macroeconomic policies, we must therefore continue to remove the
lingering obstacles to equal opportunity,
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THE WHITE MHOUSE

WASBHINGTON

September 12, 1997

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: GENE SPERLING

SUBJECT: Low-Wage Workers

There is no doubt that low-wage Americans suffer disproportionally from economic change.
There is also no doubt that serious challenges still remain for them. Overall, though, low-wage
workers have benefiited enormously under your economic strategy, which has included reducing the
deficit, investing in the people, and opening markets. The facts and statistics below outline the
positive impact your economic-growth strategy has had for low-wage workers and the challenges
that still remain.

I talking about this to our supporters, | recommend that you (1) 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 are not satisfied and we believe that there is still a lot of work to be done.

OVERALL:

. Family Income Up 10 Percent - $1,000 «- In Last 2 Years For Poorest 20%. 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 310,275 in 1993 t0 $11,271 in 1955, Over the
same time period, the incomes of wealthy Americap households -- the top 20 percent -
increased 2.0 percent, from $117,086 in 1993 to $119,453 in 1995.

. The Largest Decline In Income 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 straight vear. One measure of inequality - the
Gini enefficient « dropped more in 1995 than in any year since 1968.

. The Number Of People In Poverty Fell By 1.6 Million —- Largest Drop In 27 Years.,
The number of penple in poverty dropped 1.6 million, from 38.06 million in 1994 to 36.43
million in 1993 - that's the largest one-year decling since 1968,

» Poverty Rate Fell To 13.8 Percent -- Biggest Drop In Over A Decade. In 1995, the
poverty rate dropped from 14.5 pereent in 1994 to 13.8 percent -- that's the Jargest one-year
fall in the poverty rate since 1984, Since President Clinton's Economic Plan was signed into
faw, the poverty rate has declined from 15,1 percent in 1993 to 13.8 percent last year -- that's
the biggest two-year drop in the poverty rate since 1973,



By RACE:

These statistics show clearly that African-Americans have benafitted from the recent economic

growth. However, the African-American poverty and unemployment rates remain far above that for sl
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 Hispanics, the current prosperity has provided both good and bad news. The good news
is that Hispanic unemployment and poverty have falien. The bad news is that Hispanic median family
income has declined too.

The African-American Poverty Rate Dropped To It Lowest Level On Record. [n 1995, the
African-American poverty rate declined from 30.6 percent 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-Americarn is still more than twice the overall poverty rate of 13.8 percent.

A Higher Share of African~Americans Are Working Today Than Aay Time In History, A
larger percentage of African-Americans are now employed -- 59.6 percent -- than at any time in
history.

Under President Clinfon, The Typical African-American Family's Income Is Up $3,000.
Since 1992, the median income of African-American families has increased from $22,923 wo
$25,970 -~ that means their income was $3,047 higher in 1995 than the year before President
Clinton: took office. This compares 0 & $1,631 increase for o¥f families. However, the African-
American median family income is still 64 percent of the median income for all families, which
was 340,611 in 1995.

Lowest African-American 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-Amernican unemployment rate has been in 24 years. The African-
American unemployment rate, though, still remaing at nearly twice the overall rate of 4.9
percent.

African-American Teen Unemployment Rate Is Down. In January 1993, the African-
American teenage unemployment rate was 37.0 percent, Today, it is down to 29.4 percent. But
this is still significantly higher than the current overall teen unemployment rate of 6.4 percent,

Home Mortgage Lending and African-American Homeownership Have Increased. Since
1993, home-mortgage lending to African-Americans has increased by 70%. And ihe
homeownership rate for African-Americans has increased from 42.6 percent in 1992 to 44.9
percent in the second quarter of 1996, This is significantly below the overall homeownership
rate of 65.7 percent.

Highest Share of Hispanics Werking In Two Decades. The share of the Hispanic population
working as high today = 63.3 percent — as any other month in the last two decades (when data
were first collected).



Lowest Hispanic Unemployment Rate in 8 Years. The unemployment rate for Hispanics bas
dropped from 11.3 percent in January 1993 to 7.2 pereent today -- that’s the fowest it's been
since 1989, The Hispanic unemployment rate is still nearly 50 percent higher than the overall
unemployment rate.

Income DOYWN for Hispanie Families. The median family income for Hispanics fell from
325,007 in 1994 10 324,570 in 1995, This fall follows a slight increase in median Hispanic
family income between 1993 and 1994 {from 524,947 10 $25,007).

Poverty Down for Hispanies. In 1925, the Hispanic poverty rate feli slightly from 30.7
percent (o 30.3 percent. NOTE: In 1994, the Hispanic poverty rate increased from 30,610 307
percent,

PROGRAMS:

Minimum-Wage Increase. The minimun wage increase directly benefited nearly 10 million
workers., For someone working full-time at the old 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 Earned Income Tax Credit. The expanded Earned Income Tax Cradit provided
tax relief for 15 million working families -~ the average family with two kids who received the
EITC got a tax cut of $1,026. In 19938, the EITC Efied aver 818,000 African Americans,

«ineluding almost 450,000 African American children, out of poverty.

AmeriCorps College Support. The AmeriCorps program has enabled 70,000 volunteers to
garn money for college by serving their communities and their country, with Adrican Americacs
comprising one-third of all participants.

Increased WIC Nearly §1 Billion. President Clinton increased funding for WIC — which
provides nutrition packages, nutrition education and health referrals o low-income pregnant
women, infanis, and children - by nearly $1 biflion or 34 % 1o $3.83 billion in FY97. The
program’s 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 the
Early Heuad Start program in 1994 to support zero-3 year olds and their families. And the
Balanced Budget apreement increases funding so that 1 million kids will be enrotled in 2002,

Doubled Dislocated Worker Funding., The funding for dislocated workers has been doubled,

from $651 million in FY93 to $1,286 million in FY97. This year, the dislocated worker
program will assist 580,000 workers, up about 360,000 since President Clinton took office.
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Largest Pell Grant Increase in Two Decades. The Balanced Budget agreement boosts
the maximum 1998 Pell grant from $2,700 to 83,000, and expands the program (o more
poor independent students -~ that’s the largest increase in two decades.

Fought for Child Tax Credit That Benefitted Low-Wage Workers, When
congressional Republicans tried to deny the child tax credit to as many as 7.8 million*
children from families with incomes below 330,000, President Clinton fought 1o ensure
that they benefitted. *Comparison 10 House passed bill: vs. Senate bill: 5.9 million.

EXAMPLES OF How HYPOTHETICAL LOW-INCOME FAMILIES ARE BETTER OFF SINCE 1993:

Mother With Two Kids - $3,094 Better Off. A mother with two Kids earning the
minimum wage. This family would have benefitied from both the increased minimum wage
and the expanded Barned Income Tax Credit. The increased minimum wage the President
fought for will raise the mother’s carnings by $1,800 per vear, while the expanded EITC
provides a $1,294 larger tax credit than the family would have received under previous law.
Thus, this family is $3,094 betier 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 of $675. Income for fumilies 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 $1,158. Intotal,
therefore, this hypothetical family is approximately $3,1192 better off now than when
President Clinton took office.

Sylvia Mathews
Michae! Waldman
Terry Edmonds



: THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO GENE SPERLING

FROM:  Emil Parker ,é;?
. CC Anne Lewis, Kathy Wallman
DATE: March 23, 1997

SUBIECT:  2:00 Hill meeting/ key welfare-to-work issues

Tomorrow at 2:00, you, Bruce Reed, Jack Lew and Ken Apfel are scheduled to brief
Congressional staff {majority and minority) on the Administration’s welfare package--the legal
immigrant and food stamp fixes and the Weifare-to-Work Jobs Challenge. Bill Hoagland,
majority staff director of the Senate Budget Comumittee, has set up these meetings, so Budget
Commiittee staff should be prominently represented.

There are competing Congressional Democeratic welfare-to-work proposals, one from the Blue
Dogs and the other from Senator Daschle, courtesy of Grace Reef. The two proposals, which are
limited to outlines at this stage, are quite sinniar in most respects, both to each other and to the
Administration’s plan as described in the pages handed out at the Convention (see attached OMB
paper on principles/similanties}.

OMB has prepared briefing materials (atached). Given that releasable information on the
Administration’s Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge is essentially limited to the single paragraph
in the FY 98 budget, staff, including Ken, thought it best 10 hew ¢losely 10 the OMB materials in
this area during the meeting. Nonetheless, there are a number of critical issues to keep in mind

during the discussions.

‘ Better Job vs. Any Job. The question of where o set the bar for job placemests made under the
WTW Jobs Challenge has arisen repeatedly--should cities/counties/States receive bonuses for
placement of recipients in minimum wage positions, or should these grantees be required find
participants higher guality jobs {e.g., better paying, with health benefits) i 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 carnings (over a 9-
mornth period) exceed 130 percent of poverty. The Daschle proposal does not inclwde a
comparable super-bonus for higher-paying jobs, but does provide for an additional payment if the
individual receives a GED prier to placement {the research on the impact of ¢ GED may not
justify this approach).

The Administration proposal was nioving in the “better jobs™ direction when work on the policy
development process coordinated by Barey White essentially ceased. Both OMB and DOL staff
supporied 1he “better jobs™ approach. Health and Human Services® position was unclear,
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Treasury was opposed, and Lyn Hogan of DPC appearad sympathetic {although she may not
have been speaking for Bruce on this issue).

Given that JTPA Title [I-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 &
minimum wage job may hot be unreasonable. It is true, however, that the welfare recipients who
participated in JTPA when the prior welfare law was in effect were considerably more
employable than the target population for the WTW Jobs Challenge. This may argue fora
“bigger bonus for better job” approach, rather than requiring a placement to meet a higher
standard to qualify for any bonus at all.

Setting the bar higher in the WTW Jobs Challenge would send a signal as to the Administration’s
pverall position regarding the importance of good jobs, at a fairly low political cost.

For this meeting, it is important for the Administration ot 10 go on record as opposed to or
uncomfortable with the “bigger payments for better jobs” concept.

HHS vs DOL. As you know, the decision was made, for purposes of the FY 1998 budget, to
place the WTW Jobs Challenge in the Labor Department. The Daschie proposal similarly gives
the Labor Department responsibility for the program, whereas the Blue Dogs draft designates
HHS to admsinister the program af 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. [t is difficult o imagine a bill establishing a mechanism separate from
TANF within HHS to distribute these funds to units of governiment other than States. Morcover,
the Administration for Children and Families (within HHE) almost exclusively distributes funds
to States {or individual providers) rather than cities or counties,

: ! - ertv Arcas. The Daschle proposal requires that funds be spent in
cammunzizes with uncmp eyment and poverty rates 20 percent higher than the State average; 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 § percent unemployment rate
and a 10 percent poventy rate, each area with a 6 percent unemployment rate and a 12 percent
poverty rate would be eligible for funds. By contrast, concentrated poverly areas are often
defined as those with a poverty rate of 40 percent or higher.

Creation of Public Secior Jobs, Another thomy ares. As you Know, while all in the
Administration are agreed that the focus of the program should be placement in private sector
positions, there is no consensus on what, if any, limits should be placed on public sector job
cremtion {in order (0 avoid the charges of "CETA revisited™), Possible approaches discussed
within the Administration include imiting the percentage of placements in the public sector {0
tize share of total jobs in the local lnbor market represented by that scctor, 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
pereent. In contrast to this strict limit, the Daschle 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 have an insufficient
number of low-skills jobs (sccording to standards developed by the Secretary of Labor), This
relatively elegant formulation would tske the form of a ban, but would in fact afford considerable
flexibility with respect to public sector job creation.

As with the “betier jobs” concept, it's eritical not to get locked into a particular approach to this
problem. Acknowledging the issue and trumpeting the focus on private sestor jobs may be
sufficient. '

State vs. City, Although the Daschle proposal gives administration of the program to DOL, #
nonetheless calls for funds to be distributed to, and placed under control of, States, Asa
compromise, each State would be required to allocate a share of its funds o the two cities with .
the largest poverty populations. The portion of the State plan concerning these two cities would
have to be approved by both the Governor and the relevant Mayor. The Blue Dogs proposal
contains essentially no substantive role for cities or counties with respect to the base funds,
although 20% of the funds would be awarded on a competitive basis to ¢ilies to run innovative

welfareto-work programs.

Targeting. Focusing the initiative on long-term recipients was thought essential to avoid “buying
out” existing activity--paying States/citics/counties, through the WTW Jobs Challenge, for
placements that would have occurred in the absence of the program. While the Daschle proposal
takes an approach to targeting similar to that in the Administration ptan--i.6,, hiniting services
under the program o individuals on assistance for 18 months or longer-, the Blue Dogs draft
does not appear to include a comparable provision, although States would receive bonus
pavments anly for placement of long-term recipients. This may bave been an oversight.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM TO GENE SPERLING

FROM: - Emil Parker ﬁ//{

DATE: April 1, 1997
SUBJECT: Welfare-to-Work Foundation

Below are a couple of points to keep in mind concerning the projects of the Welf: are»ta—Work
Foundation:

abage - 4 oring businesses.” Tt may not be cost-effective to create a
da:abase mciudmg aii busmesscs that htre welfara recipients through FTPA. While 40 percent of
JTPA Title 1I-A participants are welfare recipients (cash assistance), these recipients are
considerably more employabie than the welfare population as a whole and especially than long-
term recipients. For example, three-quarters of JTPA 11-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 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 harder-to-employ recipients. It might be
preferable to restrict the database(s) 1o businesses that have made a particular effort to hire
recipients and/or have hired a substantial number of recipients.

Challenge evenis. 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 o
Foundation members in the region--hiring by firms not in the Foundation would not count
toward the challenge tarpet. A challenge that included businesses outside the Foundation would
be considerably miore difficult to track and alsc be a much less valuable evaluation tool.



DRAFT 3/31/97

WELFARE-TO-WORK FOUNDATION BRIEFING
APRIL 3, 1997~
BY ELI SEGAL

I PURPOSE OF MEETING

The purpose of this meeting is to brief members of the White House, the Cabinet, and
other government personne! on the Welfare-to-Work Foundation (*the Foundation®), which will |
work closely with the business community to implement the new Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act ("PRWORA"} of 1956, by m&vmg weifare recipients to
jobs in the private secior,

.  MISSION OF WELFARE-TO-WORK FOUNDATION

A,

Moving wellare recipients to work, America faces a challenge of historic
importance: to help those on public assistance prepare for and obtain
employment. Ju order for our nation to be strong in the pext century, we must
begin now to ensure that all of our citizens® talents are utilized, and that all
¢itizeéns have the opportunity (o fully contribute.

"The Foundation®s efforts are directed toward the business comrounity rather
than welfare recipients. - The focus of the Foundation is to provide businesses
with the information they need to hire welfare recipients including a “best
practices” manval of ways to facilitate the hiring and retention of welfare -
recipients in jobs; a listing of businesses in their communities that previously have
hired wélfare recipients; and a listidg of organizations (including interfiediaries,

community cofleges, and non-profits) that provide job training and other services

with which partnerships will be productive,

The Foundation is non-partisan, The Foundation's staff and Board will consist
of members of both major political parties because the success of moving welfare
recipients {0 work depends on sveryone working together to mieet this challenge
and achieve this goal,

The Foundation will prod businesses. The Foundation is unlikely to lobby or
request funds from government {vs, foundations). The Foundation will be more
hands on thap organizations like Partnership for 3 Drug Free America, but it is
uniikely that the Foundation will run programs itself. The Foundation's mission
is to proselytize, mobilize, and reward companies thal hire and rotain those
formerly on public assistance,
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QRGANIZATION OF WELFARE-TO-WORK FO‘UNDATION
—~Nan-profit 501{c}(3) corporation

-"Founding Board.” The Founding Board will be the CEOs of the five companies that
the President listed in his State of the Union Address: Burger King, Monsanto, Sprint,

United Aiglines, and UPS. The Chair will be United's CEQ, Germald Greenwald,

Hopefully, Marriott will join us as well

—Funding. Funding will be provided by the companies who join as members. We
anticipate that there will be pledges by thé companies who join both in terms of hiring
and monetary donations. The five Founding Board members have cach agreed to a
minimum of $100,000 to suppont the Poundation’s efforts.  The Foundation's 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 immediate plap 10 be a grant-maker, but this conld changé
over time,

~-Board of Directors and Membership, The Foundation is expected to have a Board
of Directors of approximately 3Q members, composed of businesses of all sizes and from
all sectors.  All companies will be encouraged to join, provided they are prepared to
make 3 commitment to use their resouress to help move people from welfare to work.
The Foundation has a goal of achieving a membership of approximately S000 companies
in the first year, with each of these companies making 2 "pledge” to hire at least one
welfare recipient.

QC}‘IVITIES OF THE FOUNDATION
i. HIRING
Pledges. Companies would pledpe to hire or apprentice workers,

§
Awards. The Foundation will bestow recognition on participating companies,
creating sn appropriate program such as the American Business Award.

Consortivm.  Companies would agree 10 be part of 2 consortium, an ever-
expanding group of businesses that would seek to hire workers who had left
public assistance and received training or acquired eatry-level positions at other
meniber. businesses.

eted C iss.” It is planped that growing companies, or so-called
intermediaries Gob placement businesses} will participate in the program.
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Business Qutreach. The Foundation will be a comprehensive source of
information to businesses interested in finding potential employees and uncovering
what public and private regources gre 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 will ntilize s widely-publicized

toll-free telephons number.

Traiping. The Foundation will coordinate the use of company resources (o aid
in traiming workers, including using the training universities of companies
(approximately 110 are in existence) and creating a human resources speakers’
bureau to discuss successful programs with business leaders as well as pwaspectivc
employees.

Ty TEL _ ment. The Foundation could seek 1o hold hearings
and!c;r proéuca 2 rc:pcrt on what chaages government should make to ease hiring
of welfare recipients,

V. PROJECTS FOR THE NEXT THREE MGH'}‘KS.

i.

Create . a database of organizations. This database  would include those
organizations that help place persons in  nonsubsidized, private jobs:

Organizations to be listed would include those providing tmining services,
education, counseling, substance-abuse, and follow-up services to those persons
already pizced in jobs, Examples of intermediaries are America Works in New
York City and the Center for Empieymcm Training in San Jose, Caiifonﬁa.

Al n teying 1o & @@ database, the Poundation would like 1o u&izzc
xzstmg resources like thc Department of Labor’s Job Training Partnersh
Act, Currently, it appears that approximately 120,000 persons mccrvmg
. public assistance are placed in jobs through the JTPA program. The
Foundation would like to coliect a database of all the businesses and
training programs t&at!paﬁicipazc in the program.

Create a database of "mentoring husinesses.”  This datbase would include 2 list
of businesses who have hired welfare recipients in the past,

'@ tablishment of a "1-800" number. The Foundation will establish a *1-800"
number to provide information to businesses that are interested in hiring persons

receiving public assistance.




Challenge events. The Foundation envisions a kick-off event that is substantive
as well as message-oriented. To this end, the Foundation anticipates having the
five CEOs of our Founding Board announce & regional chailenge such as The
Detroit Challenpe. At this event, the region would challenge itseif to hire 2
specified number of welfare recipients in the next year, (The Foundation would
anticipate holding a follow-up event in a year to see how the goal was met,)

m;m@s Foundauen mc;;;aws pmxdmg a caswmzmd ;zackmge m
companies seeking information:

A, A standard best-practices manual. The Foundation hopes to receive the
assistance of the Nationmal Alllance of Business and the National
Governors’ Assocwtiozz in preparing this document.

B. A listing of intermediaries in their area that could assist in iurzng and link
the companies with the pool of welfare recipients.

C. A listing of busipesses in their arez who have hired welfare recipients and
could serve as "mentors.”

Awards events. Honoring CEOs and compaities which have achieved significant
results,
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

May 2, 1997

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL

FROM BRUCE REED

SUBJECT: MAY MEETING

Them will be a meeting of the Domestic Policy Counczl on Thursday, May 8, from 3:00to
4:00 p.m. in the Roosevelt Room,

The purpose of the meeting is to discuss coordination of agency activities to promste the
President’s welfareto-work agenda, We will discuss not the federal government's own

hiring initiative, but the range of other agency efforts to help move people off welfisre.

Please have your staff provide any necessary clearance information to Cathy Mays (456.6515).
If you have any questions, please coniact me {456-6515) or Cynthiz Rice (456-2846}.



THE WHITF HOUSE
WASHINGTON

May 7, 1997

TO: GENE SPERLING
-
FROM: EMIL PARKER <& |

SUBIECT:  Key issues re: new welfare-to-work funds/ Domestic Policy Council principals
meeting on Administration welfare-to-work agenda
Thursday’s 3:00 DPC principals meeting will have three basic parts:

1} Distribution 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 (sce attached materials for
draft of carlier briefing),

3} Briefings by three or four Cabincet seeretaries (¢.g., from HES, HUD, Labar and
Transportation) on weifare-to-work efforts underway in their depariments. Domestic
Policy Council staft suspect that there may be ongoing agency initiatives which are not
well publicized. These presentations will likely not focus on departmental efforts
pursuant (o the Federal hiring initiative,

The details t0 be ironed out concerning the 32 billion in welfare-to-work funds that would be
added to the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant are for the most pant
the same design questions that arose during development of the Administration’s Welfare-to-
Work (W1T'W) Johs Challenge.

HHS vs. DGL. Adding the funds to TANF creates a strong presumption of HHS administration,
This presumption will, however, be vigorously resisted by the Labor Department. Channeling
the dollars through TANE may also be interpreted by mayors and advocacy groups as giving
governars almost tota! contral over the money. This parcepiion may be raiiigated 10 the extent
that the allscation of funds to cities is essentially antomatic, as opposed 1o contingent an
gubernatorial action (scc below},

Pay for performance. 'The Administration proposal, as well as the Daschle and Blue Dog WT'W
plans, called for a percentage of the WTW funds to be distributed on the basis of performance
placing recipients in jobs, with larger bonuses for finding recipients higher-paying cinployment
(13lie Dogs) or helping them secure u GED as well as a job (Daschie). The budget agreement



makes no mention of a performance-based payment structure,

Targeting of lonp-term recipients. Within the Administration, there was 3 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 avold paying bonuses to¢ States or cities for placements
that would have occurred in the absence of the WTW program. The budget apreement does not
include a requirement to target jong-term recipients, although it may be implied by the language
calling for funds to be distributed to cities (with large povesty populations) on the basis of the
number of long-lerm recipients,

State vs. city. The budget agreement indicates that some percentage of the funds will go to oitieg,
more or less directly. The extent to which it s more rather than less will largely determine how
this initiative is viewed by mayors.

Public sector job creation. No consensus was reached within the Administration on the issue.
This question may be gaother key point for certain mayors. Al participants in the OMB-led
Administration process were agreed that the focus of the WTW Challenge should be placement
in private sector jobs. There was, however, some dispule conceming what, if any, limits should
be placed on the nse of WTW Challenge funds for public sector job creation {sec attached March
25 memo).

Targeting of bigh-poverty areas, CGeographical targeting is another aspect of the WTW
Challenge which remained unresolved internally, The budget agreement appears to follow the
model of the Daschle proposal in requiring that funds be directed to arcas with poverty and
unemplovment rates at least 20 percent higher than the State average. These levels, however,
may not be adequate (o sccomplish the goabof targeting funds (o the most disadvantaged areas.,
As noted in the atiached memo, in a State with a 5 percent unemployment rate and a 14 percent
poverty rate, ¢ach area with a 6 percent unemployment rate and g 12 percent poverty rate would

" be eligible for furdds, By contrast, concentrated poverty areas are ofien defined as those with a

poverty rate of 40 percent or higher.

o Al KW



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

January 26, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: GENE SPERLING

SUBJECT: Minimum Wage

On August 20, 1996, vou signed the Small Business Job Protection Act, which raised the
minimum wage in two steps from $4.25 10 §5.15 (from $4.25 to $4.75 on Qctober 1, 1996, and
from $4.75 10 $5.15 on September 1, 1997).  With these recent increases, the current minimum
wage 18, in real terms, about where it was in the mid-1980s. Senator Kennedy has therefore
proposed a significant further increase in the minimum wage. His proposal is o increase the
mintmum 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 returs the real minimium
wage 1o approximately its level in the late [970'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. Leaéing academics, such as Alan Krueger of Princeton, believe that
the recent increases in the minimum wage have played a significant z‘ole in steraming the
downward trend in wages for the lower skilled.

On.the other hand, if the minimum wape were raised (oo much, it could ¢ause
disemployment amonyg some of the most vulnerable participants in the labor market - from
African American males to teenagers and former welfare recipients. The difficuity, then, is
deciding at what point the potential disemployment effects become significant enough to
outweigh the beneficial distributional effects.

§f we decide to support an increase, there are two additional issues you will need to
comsider: one, when 1o make the increase effective; and two, how many stages to increasc the
minirmum wage. On the fosmer, we may wani (o propose to make any increase ¢ifective in 1999
or 2000, not in 1998, to ensure that we give businesses a seasenable 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 fower - but
farger - step increases; in other words, they prefer one 30-cent increase to two 15-cent increases.



Options:

We have several options, as delineated below:

Option L. Adopt Kennedy Minimum Wage Proposak: Increase minimum wage 1o about

Pros:

Cons:

$7.25 by 2002, through 50-cent increase in 1998, 1999, and 2000, and then
indexing if to the rate of inflation thereafler (about 30-cent increases each vear).

Returns minimum wage to real level of lale 1970,
Provides substantial wage increase {0 low-wage workers.

Would unify liberal-wing of the Demaocratic party,

Your entire economic team behieves that this approach is too apgressive 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 perfoermanse
of the economy,

Janet Yellen and Treasury would prefer to have more time to analyze the effects of the
most recent inereases 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 permitting enough
advance warning. Moreover, important validators for your 19%6/97 minimum wage
increase « such as Alan Krueger, David Card of Berkeley, and Larry Katz of Harvard -
would oppose this approach.

Some may arguc that an increase this large could lead employers 10 pass the higher
minimum wage onto cugtomers in the form of higher prices.

Variation of Option I: One variation of this option would be to limit Kennedy’s proposal to the
{irst two increases - the S0-cent increases in 1998 and 1999 -- and then re-gvaluate further
increases based on the experience with those two increases. 1f we were 10 adopt this proposal, it
15 possible that Senator Kennedy would sign onto it. However, your ceonomic team belicves
that even this option is tho aggressive. Raising the minimum wage by $1 over the next two
years coulid unnecessarily increase the risk of disemployment effecis.



Option II.  Adopt Position to Split the Difference and Maintain Real Value of Minimum

Pros:

Cons:

‘Wage, Without Explicit Indexation Proposal: [ncrease minimum wage to
$6.15 by 2002 (roughly halfway between the current level and Senator Kennedy’s
2002 proposal, and slightly above the level that would maintain real value of
minimum wage). The increases could take the form of a 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.

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 Shalala 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 with inflation.”

Democrats may complain that the increase is too small, and that this hpproach takes away
the issue in 2000. This proposal would not return the real value of the minimum wage to
its level of the 1970s. On the other hand, business may still complain that the increases
are too soon. '

The economy could reverse its impressive performance over the past several years, and
the increases in the outyears 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 issue in 2000. This variation is supported by your
cconomic 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 late and a dime short.” If you 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.



Option I,  More Aggressive Minimum Wage Increase: This option splits the difference

Pros:

Cons:

between what your economic advisers are comfortable with and Senator
Kennedy’s proposal. It would Increase the minimum wage to $6.00 by 20600.
The increases could take the form of a 35-cent increase in 1998 and two 25-cent
increases in 1999 and 2000, Alternatively, we could propose a 45-cent raise in
1999 and a 40-cent raise in 20600,

More likely 1o get support of liberal Democrats. And since it covers a different time
frame than Kennedy's proposal (2000 vs, 2002), may not 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 tum
of the century.

Since this proposed increase ig slightly larger in real terms than going to $6.15 by 2002,

_your economic team wauld be concerned that there could be disemployment effects,

May lose support of moderate Democrats and Republicans, especially from Southern
states. Moreover, imporiant validators, such as Alan Krueger, Larry Katz, and David
Card, would not support this large an increase.

Option 1V, Wait and Sce: Do not endorse increase in minimum wage at this time. Argue

Pros:

Long:

that we support minirmum wage, but too early to increase again because we need
to learn from the facts of the recent hikes.

Provides more time 1o study effects of most recent inereases.
Could be presented as not taking a stance on Kennedy -~ thus could allow Kennedy 1o
push for his relatively large increase without an Administration proposal to distract

allention.

Allows issue to be raised during 2000 cycle if desired.

Allows the minimum wage to deferiorate in real terms over time.

May be criticized by Democrats as not supporting an important objective,



Recommendations:

[ discussed this issue at a meeting of the NEC principals on Thursday night. Your entire
economic team could support a moderaie increase in the minimum wage o mamntain 1ts real
value. Therefore, your economic advisers recommend that you support an increase in the
minimum wage 10 $6.15 by 2002.

You should know that your advisers considered explicitly indexing the minimum wage to
the rate of inflation. However, we rgjected this approach for a number of reasons: {1) it would
be difficult for us to argue that we should index the minimum wage, when we were willing to
veto the balanced budget over the indexation of capital gains; (2} if we indexed the minimum
wage this year, many Democrats would argue that we locked # 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 astomatically rise each year, it would take
away a good political issne {or those who believe the minimun wage is an important tool to help
low-income families.

Optmn I* Ap}}m’ve Kznrzedy proposal to raise minimum wage 1o M

Option IY: Approve increase to $6,15 by 2002, to maintain real value of
minimunm wage and split the differesce with Kennedy’s proposal.
(RECOMMENDED BY ECONOMIC TEAM)

Variation A of Option 11; Approve 40-cent increase in 1999, maintaining real
value of minimum wage, while allowing ﬂewblllty for macroeconomic conditions
and the issue to be revisited in 2000, (RECOMMENDED BY ECONOMIC
TEAM)

Yariation B of Option 11 Approve $0-cent increase in 1999, which viould gain
additional Democratic support, but would bﬁ outsade thﬂ mnge that your
gconomic team 1s comfortable with,

Option H1: Approve more aggressive incrense to 36.00 by 2000,
Option TV: Wait and see, do not take position at this point

Dhscuss fHiuther
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MEKNFRESIDENT: Q
Sen. Kermedy has proposed an increase in the minimum wage

to $7.25/hour by 2002 through .50¢ increases in 1998-2000,
and then indexing it to inflation thereafter {about .30¢ increases
in 2001-2002). In the attached meme, Gene Sperling seeks a
decision from you on whether to seek an increase, and if so, to
what tevel. [f you choose, you could include a specific
proposal in the State of the Union, or, in the alternative, voice
your general support for an increase and leave the specifics to
be refeased separarely

Gene iays out several options in the memo, which I recommend
you tead, and the pros and cons of each:

Option 1: adopt Kennedy (no support amorg your advisors};

Option 1 variation: increase to $6.15 through 50¢ hikes in

1998-99, then reevaluate indexing increages fuo support); {1&{3; e J
Option 2: maintain real value without explicit indexing - Coz b
increase to $6.15 by 2002 through .25¢ raises in 1999-20020r 1) A
.50¢ raises in 1999 and 2002 lsupporied by economic team), Mjkw.,
Option ZA: increase to $5.55 through 40¢ increase in 1999 Bow an
and then revisit issue in 2000 (supporied by economic team, -
Rahm and Sylvia, Podesta is opposed and feels this won't
attract Demacratic support, he could live with 2, 2B or 3);

“ - Option 2B: increase to $5.65 through single .50¢ increase in
11999 (supported by Bruce Reed, Paul Begala):
 Option 3: splits difference between Kennedy and economic

team -- increase 10 $6 by 2000 through 2 .35¢ increase in 1968
and two .25¢ increases in 1999-2000; or a 454 raise in 1999
and a .40¢ raise in 2000,

Option 4: wait and do not endorse any proposal now,

Phil Cap! ,
. Pw? A



EXECUTIVE QFFICE OF THE PRESIDENTY
COUNCH OF 8CONONIC ADVIBERS
WASHINGTON, D0 20500

THE SHAIRMAN

September 23, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

Janet L. Yellen 9@%?’»’ %ﬁév

SUBIECT: income amd Poverty Statistics {or 1997

The Census Boreau will release its mﬂmpmafmmmdpmm&:ﬁ%?

tomorrow at 10:00 AM. Overall, this report is vexy good news: the strong economy is !{;‘?mg Jamily
' ineame and lowering the poveriy rate.

BROAD-BASED INCOME GAINS

]

Median household income increased by 1.9 percent. Income for the median houschold
rosc $699 to $37,005 in 1997 dollars, regaining the level of the Iast peak in 1989, While the
Cemsus report highlights the household income nuruber, in the past the Administration hes
pointed 10 the family income number, which excludes single individuals and counts only
related members in any household, The report shows that median family income was up 3.0
percent or $1,297 last year and is now $3,517 higher than it was in 1993, aﬁzra.q;usmgfm
mﬂatm_

e F: .

Black and fi:spamc households showed even larger increases. Afler adjusting for
inflation, median household income grew by 4.3 percent for blacks and 4.5 percent for
Higpanics. Over the past two years, Hispanic income has risen fagter than at any time on
record (data first collected in 1972}, Since you took office in 1993, the median black
houschold has seen itg income increase 15.5 percent {or §3,354), while the median Hispanic
household’s incomw bas risen only 4.8 parcent (or $1,208).

Single-mother households shared in the gains, Women beading households with no
husband present saw income gaing of 3,2 percent among those with familics and of 4.4
percent overell, sincs 1996,

Incomes rose in the South, Midwest, and West. Though median household incoms in the
Notthenst remaing wchanged, the Midwest sad West show incoms gaing of 2.4 percent and
3.1 pervent respectively. The South shows the Jargest rise of 3.6 perctnt, slbeit from 4 lower
tncome base. People living outside metropolitan areas saw a dramatic income rise of 4.6
pexeent. .

STRONG REDUCTION IN POVERTY

The poverty eate fell to 13.3 percent, the lowest gince 1989. Down from 13,7 percent in
1596, the percentage of poople in families below the poverty tine has fallen 12 pervent since



1993, In 1997, 35.6 million people lived in paverty — down from 36.5 million the vear
before and 39.3 million in 1993,

Black and Hispanic populations show large drops in poverty. While the poverty rates
for blacks and Hispanics are still very high, the report shows significant progress: the
poverty rate for blacks fell to 26.5 percent, the lowest level recorded {data collested since
1959) and 6.6 pergentage points {20 percent) lower than in 1993, Last year, the poverty rate
among Hispanics fell 2.3 percentage points to 27.1 percent; this was the largest ong-year
drop sinee 1977,

Poverty also declined among children and the elderly. Though the child poverty rate of
19.9 percent is still very high, for the firss time since 1989 fower than | in 5§ children arz in
poverty. In the past three vears, child poverty has dropped more than at any time gince the
1960s, The poverty rate among the elderly fell back to its record low of 10.5 percent, after a
temporary yise to 10.8 percent in 1998,

Alternative poverty messures reveal benefits of EITC, While the official data do not
include the positive impact of the Earned Income Tax Credit, Census does publish
alternative poverty measures which allow ns to measure the impact of the EITC. Adjusting
family incomes for taxes, tncluding the EITC, seduces the poverty rate to 12.7 paroent. The
EITC lifted 4.3 million people out of poverty in 1997 ~— mors than double the 2.1 million
people lifted out of poverty by the ETTC in 1993, Data from the report show that in 1997
the BITC lified 2.2 million children, 1.1 million African Afnicans, and nearly 1.2 million
Hispanies out of poverty.

STRONG EARNINGS GAINS

+

*

Eamin.g.s gmw for bdtii men snd wol:wu.‘ Medisn cmnmgs of women who work full-time
and yesr-round rose 3.0 parcent {or $719) while those of men rose 2.4 percent {or $792),
The median woman s6H cams 74 percent of her male counterpart, the satoe ratio as in 1996

-~ NO IMPROVEMENT IN INCOME INEQUALITY "

Income inequality remuins near the same level as in 1993 and incressed slightly
between 1996 and 1997, Families in all income quintiles have experienced strong income
growth since 1993, but this has not translated isto a narowing of the income distribution,
Both the distribution of total household income and the Gind coefficient, anméz:xafmmmc
inequality, worsened slightly compared to 1996,

As the sbove points indicats, there arc two poteatial problem areas in the report: (1)

Although every income group - from the poorest to the richest ~ saw their income rise last year,
income incquality increased slightly (the changs was not statistically significant), () While incomes
are up aned poverty is down over the past seversl years, the incomes and poverty of certain groups
have barely returned to their 1989 levels, and somc may claim that many families are no bettey off
now than they were then,



September 23, 1998

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS RELATING TO THE RELEASE OF
INCOME AND POVERTY DATA FOR 1997

1. INCOME and EARNINGS

Q1: What do yoit mean by “income?”

Al: 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-cash benefits, capital gains, or lump-sum and one-time payments. Realize this means
the effect of recent EITC expansions will not show up in these numbers.

Specifically, income includes eamings, unemployment compensation, worker’s
compensation, Social Security, Supplemental Security Income, public assistance,
veterans’ payments, survivor benefits, disability benefits, pension and retirement income,
mterest, dividends, rents, royalfies, estates and trusts, cducational assistance, alimony,
child support, outside financial assistance, and other periodic income,

(Q2: ls therc a difference between a “family” and 2 “household?”

A2: Yes, a “household” includes everyone lving in a single housing unit, whether it is a
single apartment room or a house. A “family” refers to people Hiving together who are
related by birth, marriage, or adoption. As a result, the term “family” excludes single
mdividuals.

Q3. The EPI report, “The State of Working America,” claims that there has been little real
progress in wncome in this country. They claim that incosme 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?

AJ3: One of the most encouraging aspects of today’s report ts that camings are riging
stecply. Between 1996 and 1997, median earmings among full-time year-round male

_workers rose 2.4% and they rosc by an even larger 3.0% ameong fall-time vear-round
female workers. Increases in carnings 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 arg only through 1997, Given the sirong labor market we've been
experigncing this vear, we anticipate continued strong wape growth when the 1998 data
are reported a year from now.
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Q4: Why has there been a larger increase in median income among black and Hispanic familics
compared 1o white farmnilies?

Q5

A4 A number of groups with lower average income levels show higher-thas-average
gains between 1996 and 1997, This includes black families, Hispanic families, familics
headed by women, and farmilies outside metropolitan areas. These gains almost surely
reflect the broad and strong economic expansion that occurred during 1997, 1 is also
possible these gains reflect a decline in discrimination in the labor market against
minorities and women, as tight labor markets force employers {o broaden their hiring,

What’s happening to carmngs?
AS: Median eamings among [uli-time year-round workers have mcrcased dramatically

between 1986 and 1597, rising by 2.4 percent among men and 3.0 percent among women.
The female/male wage gap remained at its bistarically high point of 74 percent.

Q6: Do you account for inflation?

AG: Yes, all of our comparisons are based on constant 1997 dotlars. We use the
Consumer Price Index , or CPI, which is a standard measure of inflation. The CPY has
been adjusted and improved over the yearg as consumer behavior changes.

il INCOME INEQUALITY

Q17 Are you disappointed that income inequality hasn’t fallen since 19937 Why did inequality
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 18 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 economic expansion are acoruing to low-ingome families as
well as higher-income familics. Across the income distribution, average income levels |
have risen substantially since 1893, {See charts} For example, consider the poorest
quintile:

Mean income in the lowest quintile {1997 dollars}

1993 $§8.233
1994 38,406
1993 §8,794
1996 $8,793
1997 $8,872 7.8% increase since 1993

In contrast, income incquality measures focus on the share of income received by
different income groups. While incomes among low-income {amilics have risen, their
overall share of income has not risen, because incomes have risen just as fast among
higher-income fumilics. Hence, the overall income distribution looks about the same now
as in 1993,



8: What is the Gini coefficient, and why does it matter?

A8: The Gini coefficient is a standard index of income inequality that ranges from Oto I,
with 0 being complete equality, so that everyene has the same income, and 1 being total
inequality, so that only one person has all the income. We use it as a consistent measure
of income inequality over the years,

HL POVERTY
(Q1: How many people are poor?

Al: There were 35.0 million people in poverty in 1997, down almost one mullion from
36.5 million in 1996, That is, 13.3 percent of the population was poor in 1997, down
from 13.7 the prevacus 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 si gniﬁcam.
Se how can poverty rates go down when there are just as many people in poverty?

AZ2: According 1o the Census Bureay, the poverty rate was down gignificantly Iast year
due to a drop in the number of people 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 | million fewer people were in poverty this year, which 15 a large
numerical decline. Even if the number of poor people did nor fall, we can still have a
lower poverty rate because the poverty rate 15 a percentage of the American population,

> $o that an unchanging sumber of poor would be a decreasing share of a growing
population.

QQ3: What is the poverty rate, and what does 1t mean to be in poverty?
' A3: The poverly rate is the percaniage of the population that lives in a poor family. A
family is in poverty if its before-tax income falls below the poverty threshold, which is
adiusted for family size and for inflation each year.

Q4. What are the poverty thresholds nowadays?

Ad: The average poverty threshold for a family of four is $16,400. Here are some other
examples of 1997 thresholds for different types of families:

Tweo parents, two children 316,276
Two parents, one child $12.919
One parent, two ¢hildren $12,931
One parent, one child $11,003



Single aduit under 65 $8350

Single adult over 65 37698
Q5 Aren’t the poverty numbers used in this report obsolets? Did't the National Rescarch
Council of the National Academy of Sciences reconnmend major chianges in the definition of
poverty? What is the Administration doing about this?

AS; The current poverty definition provides us with a consistent measure over time, and
has been used since the mid-1960s. However, there are many possible problems with the
way that we measure paverty, as the recont report by the National Research Coungil
pointed out. Today’s report provides some aliernative poverly definitions, inchuding cash
transfers as income, and measuring afler-tax rather than before-lax income, Furlhermore,
the Consus Bureau has been studying the NRC recommendastions and will be issuing a
report in early spring showing how the alternative poverty definitions suggested by the
NRC would change our measurement of poverty.

Q6 Does the administration plan 10 adopt the new poverty delinition recommended by the
National Research Council?

AG: It's too carly to provide an answer to that question. We're sull waiting to receive the
repott from the Census Bureau on how this alternative poverty measurement would affect
our understanding of poverty. We'll give serious atiention to that report when it comes
out.

- Q7: What 1s the effect of the EITC or of non-cash iransfers on poverty rates?

A7 The official numbers do not include information about the EITC or sbout non-cash
transfers, they report poverty based on before-tax cash income only. To sec the effect of
EITC by itself on poverty rates, if we uged afler-tax mcome (o calculate poverty rates but
excluded the EITC, most families would be poorer and the poverty rate would rise from
13.3 {0 14.3 percent. Adding in the BITC reduces the after-tax poverty rate by 1.6 points,
o 12.7 percent. That means that 4.3 million people were Lifted out of poverty by the

EITC.

In 1997, the EITC lified:

Children: 2.2 million children out of poverty.
Africar-Amenicans: 1.1 million African-Amsericans out of poverty.
Hispanics: Nearty 1.2 smilion Hlispaniss out of poverty,

Black Children: 580,000 Afrigan-Amcrican children out of poverty,

Hispanic Children 60%,000 Hispanic children out of poverty.

The Census Bureau also reports some aliernative calealations which indicate that adding
non-cash, non-medical fransfers into family incomes drops the poverty rate from 13.3%
to 11.9% before-tax. The poverty rate drops further to 10.8% if we add in taxes,
including the EITC,



(Q8: The Census briefing emphasized the fact that income and poverty sumbers are about where
they were in 1989, Isn’t it disappointing that we haven’t made any progress on these mnmbers
during the past decade?

A8: Since the start of the Clinton Administration in 1993, median income has risen by
0.6% and poverty has falien by 11.9%.  1£'s unfortunate that these numbers fell as much
as they did during the recession of (990-9]. But this administration has clcarly made
substantial progress in improving the economiic status of American citizens.
Furthermore, these numbers for 1997 are not the end of the expansion, as they were i
1989, Given the strong labor market we've experienced in 1998, we anticipate further
increases in income and {urther declines in poverty when the 1998 report is released a
year from now.,

5 How did welfare reform affect these numbors?

AS: ltis probably too carly for us to detect an effect of national welfare reform
fegislation in the povefly and income statistics. Welare reform legislation, although it
was passed in 1996, was not implemented until mid-1997, During 1997 -- the year which
these statistics deseribe - many states were just still at the beginning stages of designing
and implementing changes in their welfare programs. Many provisions of these programs
would not be expected {6 show immediate cifects. For example, the effects of the five-
year time limit on receipt won’t show up for several more ygars.

210: How much do these numbers simply reflect overall economic growth? Is poverty falling
faster or slower than expected, given the strang labor market?

AlQ: These numbers reflect a strong macroeconomy, wilh low uneruployment and low
inflation. The decline in poverty between 1936 and 1997 is exactly what one would
axpect, based on the histoncal relationship between poverty and the macroeconomy.



