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T He vilx provide more elaborata conmantu soniat ine Thuvaany, buk I

- wahted to rlng a few Xoy lssues Ln the JOBG/WORK upaoﬂ nowt
W 1. The JOLB/HORK speoce chould be Part A of tha Leg, apacu, wien

ﬂ)”J Child suppsrt as Part B. (Work and ncnpauulhllity, hot tha other

'gﬁ wf"” around) . o

z. po T, Ha(e). I thnught ouyr nqréament Fiidny an aubsbnnod
abuse vas that sTALEs MUST requize pucpla deferred for subotance

whe availunxe. “The currént Gpeos eay .staten HAY roquir- it

3. p. 13,“?1v1f—ﬁﬁxuy pruvtuiﬂn*hug"uuah dropped LIok the Miufwwm .
© Work Btandard, contrary to our. agxaement with HHE, The pravious
gpacs (June §) -inclivwded a provieion requiring psople working
part-tima to accept more hours ir aveilabls. Thie was part of our
compromise on part-time work, and RHS agreed to it. without this
pravie!on, the deal 1s off. The provicion must ha added back: -

T persons would e zequired te accept ‘additional hours of
wnoubaidieod vork if available, provided such.work met tha
¥alevant etanaardd (v.q¢., hoalth and safety) for unsubsidirced
“employment. Individuays vould al6éu be prohibived from reduoing
tha number .of hours worked with tho intent of rauoivihq cﬁditlcnal

Cbanefite. -

‘. pi 38, 36, {16{g) and :w(j)z. it Baturdey, IO sgroed ¢a

o derine the 1srusal o mcoapt & Job nffar As 0 hours, not whether
‘ or not 1t constiturey & nul lass of inccne . Tt’a not oclear whore °

the epoco stand on th£~ lseuo

G, p. B4, §2(f). The waiver provielons luclude s Rop-walvahla
provision thal “ii¢ participant may be sseigned to [ill any

‘ ' established.unfilled position veocanvy," whidd is stronger
diaplacement laitguage then anywhere elaa in the Dlll. I dlecussed

IMT : -
nb‘ribM;;uﬁgb' Q\- .' . lk-" SR :,. | :_;“ ' '

faib’ur abuse. thont pruvided spuch treabment w__‘“;“
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thin 1a-L waalk vith Duvid, and thouqht we had aqrﬂed to drop thig

santonoe. He whould not have o non-waivable provieion that goes.
hoybhd the nonvdluplqonment prav!uioaw wo hove ip JOBE and WORK.

. E 1001 A uualz pelpcy g natoh the rellout. dodumant, . Hootion
#hould be oalled "Incentivas for Rhupcnaibla Behaviorf not
“Respnnsihllitioa for -Buliwel-Age PArents¥ -« pinoo the femily oap

_.___31113!1911JIM follows la nat renuy ubout, &ohool-age paront:. ,

Those are my initfial comwunte on thu tpecs, w;_will g}va.yqu‘nor-‘,.
whar wva review the leylslative Iangunqe I'm glad to eee wa're

" ‘mearing the rin{sh linn.u~
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.To: Bruce Reed, David Ellwood, Mary Jo Bane
From: Paul Offner
~Subi: Welfare Task Fbrce_'- o C

Date: March:21.

Below are a few comments’ on. the latest Task ‘Force report I
want to emphasize that they are my comments, and not §enator
Moynrhan s. So you are free to. lgnore them,

1. The pol;tlcal balance is- a problem. Tt is too easy to.
characterize the report as proposing the expenditure of $15
billion over five years, at the end of which period there will be
more people on welfare and 2 1/2% of the caseload will be in

- WORK. Whatever the merits of the package (and I support many of
the individual preces),'thls won 't fly L

- 2. I guestion statements like "a small percentage of those
who start on welfare will hit the time limit without having found
- work", and "an issue arises around what is expected to be a
relatlvely emall number of people who continue to be unable to
find unsubsidized employment-after placement in.a job slot. '
What-is the basis for this? I think such statements contribute to
a general posture of over-promising whlch can only damage our
case. Plus I don t belleve them ' :

3. The phase in is too drawn out. We .need to move slowly in
the short term,.particularly given the shortage of funds. But I
really don’'t see why we have to take half a generation to phase
in the plan (the Republicans will go after that). If my
~calculations are right, it will be 2010 before 15% of the
caseload is in. That s too slow .

4. It would be a mlstake to tlme«lrmlt WORK. While I'm aware .
of the conflicting concerns, I don’t see how we can say we‘re
endlng welfare as we know it if people who have been in WORK for
#-3 years are allowed to go back onto AFDC. Does that mean that
some people could be.in WOREK in perpetuity? Yes. Isn’t that
expensive? You bet. But 'given Clinton’s remarks on this subject:
over' the last year and a half I don't- think we have too many
OpthﬂS here ' S - ‘ o

5. 1t would bé a mlstake ‘to. outlaw GWEP. There are 'several
reasons for this, but thé one that matters most is that it would
undermine the integrity of the system. We all know that there. are
people on AFDC who aren’t that bright, have mental problems, .
etc., but don‘t qualify for SSI. If we gd with a strict work-for--
wages arrangement,.many of these people won’t make it. Mostly,
though, the system will try desperately to find ways to exempt
them, so that we don’t have mothers with kids putr out in the .
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streets. The beauty of CWEP 'is that these people can be placed in
~a sheltered environment. where they are given certain

expectations, but the results.are not catastrophic if they mess

up (as many of them will). I think-work-for-wages is ok for many

recipients, but hot f&r others. The states should be given the = - —
flexibility to use both (poss;bly w;th 1ncentlves to use work- ‘ T
for-wages). , . : .

‘I'm sure you re gettlng lots of gratultous adVLCe on this.
subject, and I apologize for’ buxdenlng you with mine. At least
~ 1t s short. Anyway, good luck.
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 May 26, 1994

MEMORANDUM - “
To: _ David Ellwood
: Mary Jo Bane
- Bruce Reed
Belle Sawhill

" Kathi way
- From: - Wendell Pr1mué§& - ‘ f 
Re: . Comments on JOBS/T L/WORK spec1fications

Attached are the comments we have recelved to date on the
JDBS/Tlme Limits/WORK 1eglslatlve spec1f1catlons. '

ce: Emlly Bromberg

G .. . i =
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May 24, 1994

: Fgoﬁé e Fernando Torres—Gll
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH& KUMANSERVICES . ' Officeof the Secreiary
. : T o _ - ©° Administration on Aging .

R

TO: -  Wendell Primus
o ) - Deputy ASSLStant Secretary for Human Serv1ces Pollcy

Assistant Secretary for Aglng

RE: Welfare Reform Legislatlve Spec1f1catlons

I would once agaln, like to thank the Co—Chalrs and other
nembers 'of . the working group for alleowing me the opportunity to .
view the legislative specifications. I am comfortable with the -

‘documents I have seen and concur w1th the language and substance
Lof.all three packages,

I am pleased with the outcome of the legislative spe01flcatlons.
for the JOBS, time limits and WORK provisions of the welfare

‘reform plan. . I amh especially pleased to see a number of

requirements I feel are very 1mportant to a successful reform

" Washington, D.C. 20201

_ proposal'
' the inclusion of a Personal Respon51b111ty Agreement

between ‘the state agency and the appllcant"

. ,.the p0551b111ty that orlentatlon 1nformatlon would be
imparted 1n the recipient’s primary langudge whenever

,7p0551ble ' We must make sure that this requirement.

remains in the welfare reform proposal as it makes 1ts
way through Congress,, . C

e . the State optlon to regulre part1c1pat10n in substance-‘

'abuse treatment as pre-JOBS act1v1ty

I ‘do have some concerns I feel are worth mentioning. I question
the portion of the specifications which state that the Personal

Responsibility Agreement will not be a legal contract. What

guidance do Wwe give caseworkers? " Would the eligibility of an
applicant change if they do not follow the general condltlons of
the Personal Responsibility Agreement? :

I am also concerned wlth the exemptlon from employment and
training policy for those who are incapacitated. We must make
sure we meet the needs of those in the dlsablllty community who


http:portion.of
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" WANT to wpfk. We must ensure the disability community that we do
not consider .the presence of a disability, an_inability to work.

1 would also llke to brlng your "attention to the portlon of the
specifications addressing the Administration of JOBS/WORK.
Throudhout the reform process, I have been contacted: by -and in
contact with a number of Hispanic groups concerned with various
issues surrounding welfare réform. The inclusion of Community
Based Organizations (CBOs) in the administrative processes of
‘'welfare reform is a.very important issues for Hispanic leaders.
How can we invelve CBOs in the administrative process of reform? '
In states that do not .choose to de51gnate a IV-A agency as the
admninistrator of JOBS/WORK,_ there is-still the possibility of
CBOs working in- agreement with IV-A agencies. We must recognize
the importance of CBOs in the fight for welfare reform and the
place they have in helplng achleve successful reform.-

I thank ‘you, agaln, for the opportunlty to rev;ew.the 1as£
.portion of the legislative spec1f1catlons. I look forward to
hearlng from you as our work contlnues.‘ o - :
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- MEMORANDUM
T0: Wendell Primus
FROM: Larry Katz (phone 219« 5108)

" RE:. . = Some Minor Comments Based on'a Quick Look at the 5pacs
R - for “Jobs, Time lexts, and WOrk v May 20 Version

DATE:  May 21, 1994

- 1. What happened tao the national ccuntercylclcal trlggers for
increasing the amoitnts of the" capped entitlements in the JOBS and
WORK programs? The last time I spoke with Emil, we discussed a
trigger at 7% that led to a slight increase and then further
increases of 0.2 percent for each 0.1 percentage peint increase

i in the national civilian unemployment rate over 7%. Do wes think
-~ the 10 percent change in the State Match rate for high -and rising
state unemployment rates will be sufficlent to allow the WORK
program to deal with a serious recession’ Or is the assumption
that states will not really spend all of the capped entitlement
so -we don't need to worry about the flexibility of the amount’
~available being increased when the- economy turns sour?

2. HORK FUNDING (p. 25): I take_it‘that the assgmptlon "

. undexlying the current approach-is that one will be able to

. distinguish between wage subsidies and WORK operational costs 7
(e.qg, placement bonuses). While I previously objected to this ‘
approach. as belng iriflexible, I now thlnk it is reasonable.

3. NONDISPLACEMENT-(p. 28, (5)).: Do we really need to allow an -
entire 90 days before having the ability to go use a "budgeted
‘vacancy"? Is there a precedent for the 90-day figure? Research
with‘which‘l-am familiar suggests the typical duration of a job:
vacancy 'is under 20 days. The types of jobs we will be trying to
£ill in the WORK .program are not going to be profess;onal
managerial- jobs that take a long time to £i11. "I suspect that 60
days {(or even a hlt 1ess) would be guite a reasonable waiting
perlod., ‘ C :

-4, (p.-29) - S§ince we are not going all the way to a Union
Concurrence requlrement, we may want to axpand a bit on the
sect;on on "Consultation with labor. Organlzatlons M

5. -(p. 34) Earnings from the WORK program are not counted as
-earned income for purposes of the Federal EITC. But I assume
- such earnings count as earned income (part of AGI) for the - b ,
purposes of other aspects of Federal income tax and state and - '»z>
' local income taxes. Certainly people vhe are in the WORK progranm f
for only part of the year could have incomes that are high enough /
ta be paying taxes. Should we be explicit about this in the
SPECS?

2.0 .
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MEmomnvﬁ |

From.' Eennls Ha§ash1 C%Vi/

o Subject- Welfare Reform Leglslat1ve Speclflcatzonb--civll '
S : Rights Concerns. :

I have three pr;mary concerns Wlth respect to c1v1l rights
issues.

. 1. On page'2 #2 Program Intake - (¢}, the progran 1ntake
e speclflcatlons state that "information would be imparted in
' - -the recipients primary language whenever possible.” T think
.that this provision is inconsistent with the. requirements
1mposed by Title VI of the ¢ivil Rights Act. The Title VI
prohlbltlon against discrimination on the basis of national .
. origin requires the state agency to take reasonable steps to
provide information in languages other than English where a
significant number or proportion of the population eligible
to be served speaks a primary language .other than English
and needs information in- their primary language to be
effectively informed of, or to participate in, the program.
- This obligation extends teo pereon who do not speak English.
- and to person whose ability to speak, read,.or write English
is limited. Regulatlons igsued by the Department of Justice
(28 CFR, Section 42.408° (d) (1}), and case’ law support thls
" positien.

Racommendatlbn' Delete "whenever poss;ble" -insert
“purguant to Federal 1aw and regulatlon." :

2. . On. page 6, #4 Pre-JOES spec1f1catzon (h). 1mposes a flxed
: percentage (10%) limit ori the number of persons in- phased-~in
. group that a State weould be permitted to place in pre-JOBS
for "good cause". The bases on which a pesrson could be
.assmgned Lo pre-JOBS include “a severe learning. disability
- or serious amotional instability" as wéll as an illness or
incapacitation that prevents the individual from engaging in.
employment or training. - Such a pre-determined cap, set by
statute, could have an adverse impact against disabled
persons, such that a disabled person could be denied pre-
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JOBS status if the 10%,¢ap has been reabhed;-aﬁah thbujh he
‘or she would be otherwise eligible for Pre~JOBS. There
. would be an opportunity.for a State to apply, in the event
—.of extraordinary circumstanceg, to increase the cap, in- .
cases of routine disabilities: However, a State should not
be required to apply to. incregase the cap in such instances,
and the time delay. for the AFDC recip;ent could- have a . -
- dstrlminatory 1mpact ‘hw. _ _ /
- Recommendatlon' Delete cap Wlth raspect to varxous ' '"__/A/O-(
' -dlsabllltles under good cause prov151on '._ o { e
3. On page 13, #10 JOBS Servicesg Avallable to partlclpants (j)

“requires the- State plan to include efforts to encourage the L
‘training and placemerit of women in nontraditional .

employment. I think that this section should also requlre
the sState plan to include efforts to encourage the training
and placement of racial or ethnic minorities- and the
disabled 1n nontradltlonal employment. e

-'Recommendation: In¢1ude wcmen, ethnic Shd racial

minorities, as well as the dlsabled under this provision.

Toor
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Wendell Pmnus
: Judy Wurtz
B Deparlment of Education Comments on Leg;slanve Specxﬁcauons

May 25 1994

Overall we are quite- pleased with the specaﬁcauons and the extent to which the -
Department’s input during the development of the legislation is reflected in the specifications,
Bclow arc our apecxﬁt. tomments on the ::pt’.'(.lﬁLaIIODS many or which are !‘mrly mmor

L

p- 6-7, SeLtIO!I (I’l)

JOBS and Time Lim.its

We assume That the cxamples of substannal bamcrs to cmploymcnt given (scvcrc

© learning disability or serious emotional 1nst.a‘o1hry) are given as examples only and are |

not inténded to be thc only conditions that are cons1dcrcd substantial bamcrs The. -

_spcmt‘icanons should makc that- pomt clearcr,

p95ccuon(a) S

' services. If the 24 month limit rns from eligibility, rather than the completion of the

" We are concemed about counting the 24 month time: limit from the date of = r', | } '
* authorization. There may often be a delay of several months between being found

eligible for AFDC and the completion of the IEP and commencement of job search or

>
% .

IEP or commencement of activitics wnder the IEP, there appears to be litde incentive

\

.. for states to move cxpcdmausly in dcvclopmg an JEP and beginning actwmes that

‘ w:lI lead to se]f-:uff' c1ency

" p. 13, section (a)

On the issue of 2 minimum work standard, -we s'trong'l;-' support Option B. The

-importance of parcnting and aﬂowmg mothers to stay home with their children part-

' time cannot be stressed enough. Since most mothers work less than full-tifne, -asking . :
- AFDC recipients with young children to work more than 20 hours a week would be

dcma.nding more from the mothem least able to do so'.

On the issue of whether rec1pients whose grants are below a certain level should be
exémpt from the WORK program, we believe that they should be. Given how
difficult it will be to create enough WORK slats. for those who are entitled to full
grants, it appears counterproductive to use soine of those slots for those who are
already working part-time and receiving only mipimal benefits.

. P . -
nnnnnnn M aevtrourrr ot SO A Y ERE AT . DhenT AT LO T PLHT
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19 secnon (e)

We quesuon why this section refers to extensions of "up to 10% of all adults and
minor parents required to participate in JOBS." .As we understand the provisions on
minor parents, the time ¢lock would not begin to run until the minor turns 18 and

- thus could not expire until the recipient turns 20 years old. _Thus, there would be no

circumstance in which 2 recipient would need an extension Until she murns 20. At that
point, the rec1p1ent is no longer a2 minor. For this reason we suggcsr that the
reference to minor parents be defeted from this secuon _ o S e

. s

p 19 sacnon (e)(l)

thn rcc1p1ents are cm'olled in msntunons govcmcd by r.h: Higher Educanon Act
(HEA), the definition of satisfactory progress applied to them for purposes of AFDC -
receipt should be the definition in the HEA. That should be made ¢lear either in a’
definitional section or each place that the term satisfactory progress is used (as you -

- have already done on page 14, section ¢y . . ) L

_ Addmonal Commcms on IQBS

oy _Sectioﬁ 482(b) does not specifically include education as a strategy for reaching o |

1 iptt in Secrion 482

employment goals. We believe that IEPs would be more useful instruments for . ]

" recipients and for the education and training providers who serve them, if in addition |

- applicant, there was required consideration of the activities, sj!;h as job search,
- education or Lraining, necessary for the individual to reach her employment goal.

2. gg_ﬁfzogt Job Search

to an explicit requircment for an initial assessment of the literacy level of the .

We have some concerns with defining job-ready as baving non-negligible prior work
experience. We helieve that States should be permirted 10 make some differentiation. - -
between recipients with different levels of literacy and basic skills, as is being done

" "now in GAIN. A key feature of GAIN is to differentiate recipicnts who Lick a high ’

_school diplomna or have extremely low skills. These individuals ¢an choose job search |

. or education as their first activity. Allowing States some flexibility in defining who is ~ |

job-ready would ensure that States can provide the most disadvantaged recipients with |
appropnate services. that will help assure lung -terin seif-sufficiency. - _ . { ,

—mmm b e = amra PRI TTOR AT e e L LAt MM LA Mg
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m WORK
P 27 scetion (a)

- We xecommend that local School to-Work programs bc mcluded in thé list of enu[ics
. that the WORK program coordinate with. Since the local programs. will be serving
out af school youth, they are likely to have structures, contacts and expcrnsc that

- would support the WORK program. o -

__ III-.- | Demonstraﬁons
" p 43 Demonstranon Grants for Paten:ut:,r and Pareming ngrams

We suggest that Even Start be added 1o the list of programs for lngh-risk famxhcs that
- are included in the demonstration. This family literacy program for families with

.children 0-8 shares much with the other, programs listed -- mﬁ.lUdmg the same targest .

pt)pulanon the same fa.:mly focus and the same cmphaﬂs on commumty linkages.

(ThJs same comment apphes to the demonsuauon gr.mt description on p 59. Indeed,
it is confusing that the same demonstration appears to be deséribed twice,)

"IV. . Pei-forrhﬁnce Measures. . L

We strongly suppon your proposali' for outcomc-bascd performance measures, We also
‘believe that as we all work to improve the guality and coordination of education and uammg '
- for AFDC recipients, performance measures developed under the ‘welfare legislation as well -
.as under JTPA, the reauthorized Adult Education Act and other education and training =
legislation, will be a driving force in improvement. For this reason, we propose that HHS
" consult with DOL and ED in the development.of performance measures. Below are speclﬁc _
mggected changcs to the speciﬂ:ations on Ihlb issue. ~

p 48 sectmn(a) I Lo S 7

This sectlon should provide for the Secretary of HHS to camlt wuh the Secretaries N
of Labor and Education in the development ot outcome-based perform:mce smndards N -
| system, : ‘ : . o : |

MRS TALTIATI, ALY 5T %
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P. 49, scction (a) '

-

This section should prowde for consultarion wuh ,Sccmtancs from other’ Depanmems

- prior 1o the presentation of racommendauons and solicitation of comuments from
,Congrcss and imcrested groups. N

. . 4
D .

.......

G

e Madc}c'_i[ic Kunin, Mike Smilh, Augusta’"l(aépner, Norma Canru :
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SUBJLCT"' vrellminarv commaan ul lefuxa reform JOBB/WORF c

A number or the provzslons in tha qpacs may result 1n coBLE OF

'savings that were not rerlected in the owst recent IHID coat

estimates we’ve seeh. PBecause the gpecs and the cost-estimatee ara

- being handled separately,']'i] walt to mention those until we are
‘dealing with costs. ‘ o : L

p-?  The term "employah:];ty plan“ suggests nnat a reciplent ig not
- employable. until the activities in.the plan have been completed
and the sexvicor delivered. . In light of concern that thé
- Peracnal Respongibiiity Agreement ang employability plan not be
: regardad as. contracts, we probably don’t want to euggest. that a
parent isn‘t cmployable. The name of the plan might ‘be changed /
to an “opportunity plan," conveying the idea that completing it
. would increase il parent 8. opportunltles for cmploymont . , (

‘&:}\Egg

'p.df‘Ith.unclear vhether this document will be used in public at

' any 'stage. If so, the word "necessary' ought to be inserted
" between *and" and "child care" in the; next to last. sentence in
.Lhe Currant Iaw paraqraph.

t et

_p.5 ~3ecti°n (d) docc not appear to e consisrent with later especs

on substance abuse treatment on- page 8. (d) wsays parents may
'not be required Lo participate in activitieca in pre-JOBS, and
. may not be sanctionod for failure to participate. Later, the
‘epece eay that substance. abusers.may be put in pre-JOB3 and
.required to pa;Licipate in treatment on threat of JOBS like

sanctiona. :

”_SECtiDH {d) could be modified t¢ refer to an axcaeption for
.tubetance abusers. Alternativpiy, all substance abusers who .
tha state will requirad to receive treatment could be placed in

JOBS. That is an option in the ourrent specs. It seems the
cffect would be the same if thera were no exceptions to (4},

. but that states ¢idn‘t assign any substance abusers to pra-JOBS '
unless they didn’t expect to be able to require them to take
trantmcnt .
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p 5,£f. Parallal. éonstruction-is'n proeblem in the aeriéa of deferral

categories. If the specs gocument has a future; that probably
‘should be fixed.

p.é Arfter item (7)., I think Lhe uunjunuLluu "u;" in nuuaua Lathez

than *and." o “  ‘ '

similar kinds of sacecs (those not qualifying as categorically
exampt from JOBS and WORK, but who will have ditficulicy '
participating succsssfully in JOBS) and both may be walved by

the Seoretary. .Moreover, the penalty for oxceeding these caps =

iR very stiff = no FFP for benerits to those delerred or
extended’ beyond the cups. . In vunbinatlon, these prov;s;ana
-will orcate cnormouc preccurae for the Secretary to waive the
qAps . The last caseload ectimates HHS has shared showed 34

percent .ol those subject 'to the time-limits being catcgorically'

‘deferred in-1999. The deferral. cap would add. anothey 10
percent, extensions another 10, and waivers to the caps more .
yet. AL some point, the number of those not subject to the

' tWo-year time-limit may get so large that the credibllity of
the reform is suspect.

'?.7 Poce’ {k) refer to thete in the alucretionary dnfnrral cap, or

nn1y tn tha va?oqormca])y defarrad’

P-% What ig the consequanba it tha ‘atata failn to "update each

recipliant subject to -the -time. limic nakto the numper of months
1umaininq"? : :

P.11 Are case management costs matchable as IV-A adm;nistrutive"
'costs currently? 1If so, will these costs contlnue to ba
matchable by. that source? : :

p.l;,?nxag;aph (a) referu to "new recxpzents.“ Trom dzscuaaionn, I
' think this means parents who have recently bean found to he
'aliqible, not first- time recipients. ls that correct?

p.13 The logic of paragraph (a) is ‘that, unloss ‘& person has

"nonnegligible previous work experience“ they cannot be
*}job-ready." That lmplies that a high-schowl, or even &
college graduate who has not worked is not job-ready, and
cannot be required to do Up-front job search. If Jop-reaay 1s
the criterion to apply, then 'a high-school sducation (or
equivalent) or work experlanue and the akesence of any obv:ous
dararrinq condltlon saemns more appropriate. ' oo

o

3 P-13 Paragraph {m} places a stricter limit on Alternative Work

Experience than the current statute places on CWEP. It lwn’bl
clear why, in a welfare reform package whorc work by recipients
and state flexipility are.two important objectives, the
Administration would want to limit both in thls cuntexl. Has.
-thére been some abuse of the AWE authority that warrants this

18151 irzoz 690 6562 ' DHHS/ASPE/HSP R o - o~ ood

~-p.?7 ‘The dererral cap and the extensiun cap - w;ll Lend to be uaed for

B i T
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constraint?

p.11

Tne statamant or the issue at the bottom or the pagu should
lhelp the veader see the connection of tho 100 minimum te the

-minimum werk standard by noting that, if familias with AFDC
benetits below $1U0 were excused from WORK, the eflfeci would Le
‘to introduce a much lower minimum work standard-in states.with
Jenefite below the median, ‘and for parents who command vages

much above the m;nimum.

I don’t racall any discussion of ‘activities "consistent with
the individual‘s employability plan™ that age nwl opticnal or

‘mandatory JOBS services but that count towarde JOBS

participatxon-"Soma turther detail about whaL quallflas Nere :

. is neaded.

5 Does paf&gfaph (q}(j) give a volunteer a vasis for legal actien

ir a state will not pay fur her activities (say, self~initiated

" post-secondary education or tralning) but has not drawn down

all its fedaral JORS fundinq’ I don’ t thlnk that was 1ntended

' Sheuldn’t the blll cay that states must sexve the phased-in

p.to

first, and that, to rthe extent that resourcea were avallable, %%QS‘

" it snould then serve voluhteers fLum amuny the deferrcd and

not—phased ~in?

zxactly now will Etates be permltted to qat reinbursenent from -

federal JOBS .and WORK fundc above their nllotmants’

Loes paraqrapn (g} mean al a slale’s un&mployment rate must

. be 110 percent of the ratc for aither of the two previous years -
- {86 that it meats tha standard in ¥l with an unemployment rate

f_or 10.5 percent Conpasgsed Lu Y=1 with a rata of 10.2 percant and

‘,plié'

¥- -2 with a ratc of 10.0 percent)?

wnat are the consuquunuub ir, 1n (b), the rnuipicnt rcquestu a
hearing 20 days befort the end of the 24 month time-limit, or.

© . the gtate fails to neld the hearing prior to’ the end of the

‘ o
qtaran arn not. proh1b1tad ‘from writing and smployability pluns

1nd1v1dua1 B 24 months of eliyilbiiicy?

that plans for an extepsion for an individual (s.g., it might g»f?

Yun to 36 monthe). Does averything in (b) just app}y to 30 /

 days hafore the end ot the plan, whatever that. is?

May a r001pleht ask tor an nwtenszon of an extpnalon on the
£ama grounds ot lack oI servlces’ ls the appeul p:uucha the .

i gsame?

p.21

Tt a state elects to have Some agency other than the Tv-a
ayency run.its JOBS/WORK program, 1ls that other agensy elmqiblo
for any regular IV-A administrative cost mafchihg for
performing those xunctions?
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Do

Hill amplnyers be told that they may not eay . WORK partiexpantn
for periods when the vmigeed work," or. is’ thie just a way of

‘saying that amployers will treat WORK participants like thelr

reqular cmployess with respcot to abeences, and that
participante may not apply for supplemental paynents for waqes

lost due to absence’

' When. an WORK participnnt iR dorked for beinq absent, is the -

7‘employer GXpecteq Lo return any, aubs;dy for the cmploye¢ s .
S wayes? ' - - -

-'bimliarly, 1: a participant is turmlndLed Lrun & "WORK

.

assignment during the ménth {for micoonduct or -otherwise), dees

‘the employer repay the WORK agancy’ for any subsidy net 1ncluded _

. in wages 8o far? Ir so, is it pro rata? ... -
"fxrst in~- firat-out’ It/ ok to Teave thlng: for regs, but qomﬂ', .
'detalls have’ cnqtn atfarhpa )

p.22 Hury Jo Bane argucd forocfully that JOBS tunds should be

7?.23

p.23.

p;23

'not require ctates to make such placements, 1t 1w doubtrul that
rhp assnc1atad savings can be scored. ‘

supplemantation jobs in the private gactor, but Xept lliew fox
. CWEP. The displacement previsions for WORK adopt ‘the utronger

allocated bhased on eanh Rratars share of adult reclpients, as

in current law, She acknowledyed Lthal other distributions

might target fundc with marginally greater efficlency, but

arqued that problems with necessary gata and the uncertainty - =~ = -

other formulas would create for states offset ths better --]
|
f

targeting. ' The specs adopt this' formula for JOBS funding on
Page 16. HoWever, WORK Iunding 1& to be allocatied based on r ,
JOBS mandatories and WORK participants. . How doee the WORK . . - { /7

" program differ from JOBS in a way that expiains the dlfferent
.a1}ncation approachesf .

 agencias to unsubsjdized placements? (the favorite example af
“Buch an agency is America Works, which I think uaes work
:aupplcmcntation funds to subs;dize their placements.}

Do tho cpccc ‘mean to 1imit centractg with 3ob placpmenf ' i{/ﬂ

‘8o far, LusL asL;mubub have assumed that 10 parcant of WORK:

’"participante would be in slota that offset welfarsa raférm costs

- such as child care providers ror other JUBS and WORK :
participants, and monitoys of participation. I the bill doos l;f”

-~

Thc JOBS epece loveenad the displacement requirpmpnts on work

provieione for both puhlic and private jobs. In addition, in
{b} they add & nevw protection that WORK sluls in non-profit
agencles may not compete with publie employees. The JOBS and H
WORK displacement.policies do not appear consistent, with the

3\
-

-»slots.

p.32

- WORK policies making it even harder for states to create NORK‘ ‘

what, exacti?, does it mean for a WORK “participant” to be
referred to a "placement contracter?! Could a referral be
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b wailling for placement? Don’'t we want to know that, just the
~ way we want to know about other waiting liste? Don’t wa need
to know the status of those referred. to placement agencles’ in
odur Lo measure the WORK participation rate on p.sz, er are
thcy all considered to be in. the numerator’ ;

-lpaBJ-it,is unclear. here (und slsewhcre) whether cupplements to WORK

“Wages are supposed to bring a family’s income up to the level
Or an ArbC beneflt for a similar family wilhi no ether income,
or up te the level the ramlly would receive if tlhey remained
nliggbla for AFDC In gap states, I don’t. think that is the
~Same amount. T ' e R S

p.34 As written, paraqraph (h) w111 rasult in costs when chila ..

BUPPOrT that Qotherwise would offsel sume IV-A venefits’ now is
passed through to WORK participantc. In addition, the
dlffarenca between income from A WORK slot and trom a regular
3on w111 be reducea ir ¢nila support iy passed through both
ways. Given that we want WORK partioipants to take regular
JObB if they are offered, -is thin pass- through a good idea?

o p 37 Does’ {q) 11 lmpoae a requirumcnt on those not in WORK slots to.
report quitting a job? What is the consequence -(for those in a

_WUKK slot ana for others) of not nwlilying?

- p.38 Are ‘the penaltiHR fn {3) cymulative over a lifetime -on welfare?

For example, if a parent is sanctioned with a 50 percent
reduction, but curcc it by accepting a s£lot, only to be fired

" after gaveral waaks for absenteeish, are wa back to the  first
occurrence, or is Ulis now the second? How about 1f two WORK
dismissale for micoonduct are separatnd by a spell off fhe
rollxz onfira?y?

p.42 Deesz paragraph (b) really maan the non«custod;al parent must be
"unemployed, " or just not working? How about working
1nterm1ttently, or parl-tine but stcndlly’

Thn firnt santance of (b) says tnat arrears are an eligibillty
requirument while the Lhixd sentence auyu they are not.

—
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pP-43 ‘The word" vhat shou?d be 1nserten between " ”must" and “qarn;bhud“' 

in (e) 1.

P: 51 0var a eix-month period, some families vhat leave welfare will
return.  Moreover, sovme families who are not on. the rolls at
the beaginning of any six-month period but appear in the middle
“will have spent fewer than six-months off welfare since thelr
last spell. Iiv short, counting exits from a cohort but not
' n110w1ng for re-entrants paints too favorah]n a picture of a
_RFAte’s pragram. S

p-51 HHS a:t;mates that arcund 8 pexrcent. of those who otharwise
would be sSupjecT TO JUBS and WORK will meel Lhe mindmuam work
‘standard (between 20 and 30 hcurs of. uncubsidizod work per,
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waék) , and;conﬁinue to receive AI'DC without pnrtibip&ting in.
JOBS or WORK. If the sffective monthly participation standard

. 18 35 percent {40 percent minus the 3 percent toleranca 1eve1),

ard B8 percent of the 3% may be in this

',ﬂemployed-but still-on~AFDC gtatus, ‘it appaare thar a state

P57

p.56
‘lenst for the demonstrations dccoribed in this soction)

p.585°
“"rechnical” in the second sentence of Lhu "Rationnle“

would meet the JOBs participation standard with 27 percent of

:its JOon3 mandatories actually deodng something,,

'WDaT.'. doas tne parenthetical "[or an 1!101:‘8&56 in FFP [uy JOB3

‘services]” mean?  I£.FTP is increused in o capped entitlement,
doasn t fadural money just xeplace state funds°

As I remember it discussicn of counting Jjob cearch towarde the
WORK partlclpaticn {(h) (1)) endrd up with agreement that.job

. search petween WORK assignments wuuld be counted ‘but net job

search for thase on Waiting IIGCG.”

What dpoc (k)(i} add_to {x)(1Ly?

The word "aséistaﬁcé“ geame to He naeded after the Hbf%
paragrnph

The rererénées'to evaludLlon standardes axé-unlform now (at

Howaver, the wnrdlng suggearts that there may be
non=gxperimental methods that meet Ui standards of the_

. acientific community. Tho following seeme better to me,

P.5?

p-60

..demo, then "in place 0f the present AFDC system! doesn‘t saem .

p-62

p-h6

because it states the reAson for permittlnq something other
than experimentnl desiqn .
'using rnndnm anﬁignmpnt of’ individuals to treatment and
“control groups or, whure Lhiat 1 inuppropz;ate for .
-¢c1cnt1t1c rCACONs, | the most riqorous appropr;ate methnd

Tne bill needs . to speuify exaclly whal uusta of which’ d:moa 1n

this and- other" scetions the set-aside will: fund.
If WORK PhrtlbldeLh ure nol eligible for any AFDC in thie

Yika tha-right way to describe the cash supplements ‘they may

‘recelve,

"IInampl nyment insurance" should be spelled out in the last
sentence ol Lhy Cirsl "Ralivnale" paxngrnpha

Tha ra]arion of the clearinq house and NTAR vwas not clear te

‘me. | Where du states send what data? What is availlable to

"atatea on-line? -What will be "maintainaed in thae Registry?"

- p.66

Wnat Qoes "to detecrmlne segvice vplions to people” in (k) mean?

."\1 -
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PEV

SUBJECT:  child Caye provieion in Welfare Raform.

In the childfCare Section:

Delete the pronsion that Statas must have requiremants that all
children funded under these autnoritzns are 1mmun1zed at levels

:Bpecified by PH3.

We . explicitiv made the decislon NOT To do tnis in a rule recently

promulgatcd by ACT,

P

@00

9
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WELFARE REFORM PROPOSED LEGISLATTVF SPECIFICATION& PART 1I
I. JOBS (Thue Limlts, and Wﬂrk
1l a. What otner clrcumstances are ubueptabla? Page 1.
' i. wWill Qc requiremants reflect 1j4modlfyinq the ‘mission of the
‘weltare system at the polnL of intake procése to ctress amployment

" and &ccegs to needed eervices rather than eljgiblity and benerit
dotorminat;on 1/2 Paga 2, '

2 c. Do thcae phaacd~in ‘who are redets rare1va less than 24
- months under the timp Jimit? Page 2.

3 a.  Is the clock running. trom the date of application, L
eligibility, 80 days after application, or from the date of an
agreed employabxl;ky plan’ What if the plan ic nppealod? rp 3

3 g- ii. From whare ig this :ecnnical asaistanca rundcd? pz.

3 g. iii Axe the phaged on entitled to a. faJr hearing? or cnly
if the state providss it as a metnod orf dispuLe Leaalutlan’ p- 4

4. b. .Is tha cl¢ck runnlng? P-4

. 4. f. 1. Huw will 1/4conce1vcd while the parant wag on assiatnnceljz_
.- defined?, .1i.@. born i0 months after. ?he date of applicaticn. p.5.

4. {. 4. Who determlnes if the SSI/DI applzcation is mada on a
‘ roaoonublo bacie?

5. HWould treatment'count'fnr partiaiatipatidn? ‘Whethar oY not
- the ‘individual is in JOBS or prea-JoBS? p.6. ' :
"1i.s Has an impact analysis or iseue ?apn;.bnen devel)oped on| each

: ‘
X
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. of these options? wnat are tne cost implications? p.13.

12. £. It thé not phased-in group is not required to participata,
do we lovse 6avings assuneq in the baseline aspociated with this

‘group receiving training? Is this factored into the -ceat = 7

eptimates? P- 15

15. G.  Would this check be an advance? Would partiaipants be
-reguired to pay funde back out of thair firnt paychack in excess

ol the earning supplemantation? p.lB

WORK

22. £f. Has the Department. of Tahor assuméd.thip will happen in
uhelr.baseline?- Is this assumed li Lhe cust eatimates? p.26

o &

- 23. a ‘Do cost entimatea reflact a raquiremant tnat statea emplcr
‘WORK partiolpanbu as Clilld vare wulkers o an aption? P .26

26.a - How will the Stata pravent slot subsidies? ‘Willuthe :
Secretary iesus regs to prevant thlﬁ? p-za o S

30.- £." Have these overpayments beean ractorad into WORK astimates?
wWill the BITC be favtured lutoe an agseasnent as to whether on
individual io inaligible for WORK? p.31.

:1. b.; WnaL proportion ut Lthe snuelond iu expucted to’ be on’ the
WORK waiting list? What proportion of thosa are expected to ba

-partecipating in interim WORK activities? How does thls afllect
. ¢hild care estipates? p3z

32.a. What 15 the average number ot hours expected per slot in
the median state? average.state? high bunafit Etute? Clow

ﬂbcncfit ctato? p 33

ey

34. b, Will WORK participanta receive trnnaintional Hedicuid vhen

'I'hay 1eava the rolla? P- 33

36 c.“ Would these participants locose thair Hedifnid eliqiblity?
_Has this optlon been factored inte the cost estlmaLeh? p- 33

36 ¢., How ie 1/4a chila concnived uhile the. parnnt wae in the WORK
proqram1/2 dsrinad’ p. Jb

37.  Are sanctions for the JOBS/NORK programs factorad inte the
estimntesr 1s 1ls basea on MURL data? p.36

- 39 b. What porcentaqe of participantn ir oxpected to fall into

each category for each year of the progrum“ Is thia factored
inte Lha cost est;mntea’ p.40 ‘ _ e
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4 1. 1ls it a bo percentage point reduction or a 1/z raduot.ion?

' -Please provide s state fiscal impact annlyaia °f a ctatc not

creating work slots.

5. It is not clear what is envision:d foz thc Qc ayatom? Plaasa

olarlfy

lTECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, EVALUATION AND DEMONBTR&TIOHS

ala, ‘This set aside appears to be runding admin. - This way suure

@]612_

am discretiohary . Pleass pravida more infornatiOn on how exactly -

these funds are to be used p-56
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* THIS FORM MARKS THE FILE LOCATION OF ITEM NUMBER __ |-
LISTED IN THE WITHDRAWAL SHEET AT THE FRONT OF THIS FOLDER. "

‘THE FOLLOWING PAGE HAS HAD MATERIAL REDACTED. CONSULT THE
WITHDRAWAL SHEET AT THE FRON'I' OF THIS FOL: DER FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION
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May 26, 1994

ASSlSTANT SECRETARY
FOR POLICY DEVELOPWENT AND HESEAHCH

MEMORANDUM FOR: Wendall Primus, Deputy Assistant Secretary
' , ' for Human Services Policy, HHS

FRCMt Michael A. Stegman*k}b
SUBJECT: HUD’s comments on the'welfare rqform propoaals

HUD concurs with the welfare reform . proposals incorporated
in the May 20 package. Included in these is a proposal to ensure
~that housing assistance would not rise in response to penalties
imposed on those who do not comply with theix WORK or JORBS
obligations. Since the current proposal assures that there would
be no penalties for those who are able and willing to comply, but
for reasons outside their control cannot comply, HUD is willing
to support the provision. Our current reauthorization package
dees not include this language. Staff of the Office of General
Counsel will assist HIS in drafting of the language.

The Department awaits financing proposals. There is a clear !
relationship between the substantive provisions of the package,
and the means used to finance them. As you know, Secretary @%kaoj
Cisneros has serious concerns about some financing options that |
have been suggested thus far, and will keep these concerns in /
mind ap he reviews the final package in its entirety.
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smacrsc'r. Welfare Reform Legislative Specifications, JOBS, Time
" Limits and WORR Performance- Standards (Your Memo,
' 5/20/94)--REPLY ‘ . .

'We .reviewed the legislative speczficationa for, the JOBS,” time
limits and WORK provisions of .the welfare reform plan and have
the follow;ng comments for your consideratlon.

\Section a(f) (4) of the SpeCiflcatlQnS {page 6) would accord
certain AFDC applicants/rec;plents .pre-JoBS gstatus if they had
"an application pending for .the $SI or SSDI program, if there is -
a reasonable basis for the application.” Such an application
"would be uaed as an alternata standard for 1ncapac1ty "

‘"We question whether the SSI}SSDI applica;ion-g;ggﬁ ahould be .
grounds enocugh for such a finding of "incapacity"? Algo, how .
would "a reascnable bagis for the application® be detexmined

. before there was a formal SSA determination or adjudicatlon of-.

- the title IT and/or title XVI disability application? We believe
that the criteria and procedures for finding statutory ‘
"incapacity" under this program could be clarified, but we would
defer to the Administration for Chlldren and Families regardlng
this essentially AFDC issue. = :

In addition, we suggeat that section 34{a) (page 33) be rev1éed -
. to add S8T to the list of Federal and Federal/Stace programs that -épOD
would treat wages . from WORK aasxgnments as earpned income. ;:[ '

‘Thank you for the oppcrtunlty to rev;ew thie materlal

Xa‘{ 14#,&*‘0“'— %’b
Richard A. Eialnger
Senior Executive Officer

Attacbments.” .. - '_f‘“

CPYIONAL FORM 73 {2.90) N ‘ .
EAXATRANSMITTAL' 20 pacen & l’/ )
To T - A

(WEWDELL FRMUS | 35p Jac /a0

s - "Yo.. 945 3933
1 420-65'&1. ret
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Adult recipients (see Iegnxm below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who were
got able to work or participate in education or training activities (e. g+, due to care of a
disadled child) could be asslgned to the pre-JOBS phase either prior'to or after earry into the -

| ~ JOBS program (or after entry into the WORK program; see WORK spmﬁcauons below).

. ®

@
- them for employment and/or the JOBS program. The employability plan for a recipient in

would then be placed in pre-IOBS status.

For example, if an individual became seriously ill after em:erlng the JOBS program he or she

H

~'ﬂ:\e State agency would be requlred to make an :mtlal detenmnauon with respect to pra-J OBS

status pruor to or as part of the development of the employabm:y pian, siace the determination
would in torn affect the coatent of the employabmty plan. A recipient who is required 10

* participate in, JOBS rathet than assigned to pre-JOBS ‘status could request a fair hearing -

focusing on whether the individual ‘meets one of the pre-JOBS criteria (see below). “The time.

frame for complet:on of the empioyabxhty plm (see above) would be waived in such cases.

Pefsons in the pre—JOBS phase would be expectad to engage in activities mtended to p:epate

pre-JOBS status could détail the steps, such a$ Jocating suitable medical care for 2 disabled or

" Welfars Reform Specifications S o " May 20

gro1s

~ 111 adult or arranging for an appropriate setring for a disabled Chlld needed:to enable the adult C

'tn enter the JOBS program and/or find employmem

. Recipients not hkely to- ever pamclpale in the JOBS program (e.g.. " those: of advanced age)

@

@ -

o

k'l'he ‘criteria for pre—IOBS status would' be the following:

might not be expected to engage in pre-JOBS activities. The employahnl:ty plan for such

~ individuals might still include steps intended to, for exarnple, improve the family’s health .

status or housing situation.  For individuals who were expected to eoter the JOBS program - L

_ shortly (e g.; mothers of young children), pre-JOBS services could be prowdcd when

appropriate, to address any outstanding bamcrs to’ succr.ssful parnc;pauon in JOBS (e.g.,’

' an'anging for ¢hild care)

States couid provme program SErvices to mdmdua]s in the pre.-J OBS phase, using JOBS
funds, but would. not be requited to do so. - Likewise, States could provide child care or other

would be no child care guarantee for individuals in pre-JOBS Persoas in pre-JOBS status

-would not be subjest to sanction for faifure to participate in pre-JOBS activities. ' In other.

words, in order t0 ‘actually require an individual to participate. ln an activity, a State. would -

have to clasmy :be individual as JOBS-mandatory.

Persons in pre-JOBS would not be subject to the time Jimit, e. g months in which a- recipient

was ass:gned to pre-JOBS would not count against the two-yea: l:mn on cash benefits.

(I)_ ‘: A parent of a child'under age one, provided the chlld was not conceived whlle
* the parent was on assistance, would be assigned to the pre-JOBS phase. A
parent of & child conceived while on assistance would be placed in pre-JOBS

5

“supportive services w0 persons in pra-JOBS status but would not be required to do so-there ™


http:the'pre-JOBS,pha.se

(g)
- ()

4

for a twelve-week petiod following the birth of the chxld (mnslstent w:th the
Family and Medical Leave Act),
‘(Under current law, parents of & child under age three, under age one at State option,
* are exempted from JOBS participation, and no distinction is made between children
¢onceived while on assistance and children while not on assistance) '

@) Isill, when deterrmined by the State on the basis of medical evidence or |
: " another sound basis that the iliness or injury is seribus enough to temporanly
-prevant entry into employment or tmmng, E

RO} Is mcapac:mted ‘when verified by the State’ that afphysxcal or mental

g0oLle .
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~ impairment, determined by a Jicensed physician, psychologssl ot mental health

' professional, prevents the mdwxdua! from engagmg in employment ot -
- traiping; _ , ot
(4) Has an apphcauon pendmg for. the SSI or SSDI program zf there isa
.. reasonable basis for the application; .
" (Under the proposed law, a,pending SSUSSDI apphcanon would be used as an
, dlternate standard for mcapacuy) .

*) 'ls 60 years of age or older

-

© " Needed in the homa because another member of the household. Tequires the
' ind:wdual s presence due to illness or incapacity as determined by 2 licensed

_physician, psychologist or mental health professional, and no other appropriate -

member of the household is nvaniable to provxde the needad care;

,(7) Third trimester of pregnancy, and
(Under current law and regulations, pregnant women are exempted from J OBS
pamc:panon for both the second and thu'd tnmesters}

~(8) .  Living in a remote area. An individual would be considered remote if a
* ™ round trip of more than two hours by rmanably available public or private
transportation would be required for a normal work or training day. If the
- normal round-tnp commuung time in the area is more than 2 hours, the
“round-trip commuting time oou!d not exceed general accepted standards for

the area.
(Samc as currem regulations, CFR 250 30))
Only one parent in an AFDC-UP fa:mly could be placed in pre-] OBS under t'(i)

Each State would be permitted to place in pre-JOBS for good cause as' determmed by the

 State, a number of persons up to a fixed percentage of the total number of persons in the

phased-in group. (which woyld include adult recipients, minor custodial parents and.persons in
the WORK program). These good cause assignments 1o pre- JOBS would be in addition to
those meeting the pre-JOBS criteria defined in (f). Good cause could include substantial = -

6 -
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'32.  Hours oF Womk ‘
@ States would have the: flex‘hdlty to determine the oumber of hours for each WORK

ass:gnmsnt. The numbm' of homfor Y WORK assignment could vary depending on- the

‘hours per week dunng a mouth and for no more than an average of 3§ hours per week dunng
a month , -

- -E.ach State would be reqmred 0 the extent poss:ble to set the hours for WORK asmgnments
- . such that the average wages from 3 WORK assignment represented at least 75 peccent of the

lyplcal AFDC benefit for a famﬁy of three in the State This would be a State plan
reqmrt,ment '

-

EARM'NGS Sum.sumrmncn

L@

{©) . "

34,
eci

(a)

. (@)

In instances in which the family income, riet of work expenses, of an individual in a WORK
‘assignment were not equal to the AFDC benefit for 2 family of that size; the individual and.

his/her family would receive an exrnings supplement sufficient to leave the fanuly no worse

" off than g famﬂy of the same size on asmtance (with no earned mcome)

The eammgs supplement would be in the form of either AFDC or 2 few program :dentmal to

AFDC with respect to the determination of eligibilicy and calculation of benefits. The level of
the earnings supplement would be fized for 6 months. The level of the supplement would not

- be adjusted either up oc down during the 6-month period due to changes in earned income or
. to non-permanent changes in uneamed mcome, provided the indmdua.l temained in the
WORK assxgmnem. :

'nae work expense disregard for the purpose of calculatmg the eammgs supplemem would be . -

set at the same level as the standard $120 work expense disregard. States which opted for
- more generous earpings dxsregard pohc:es would be perm:tted but ot reqwred W apply these

polzcnes to WORK wagm

i Tnsamm OF WORK WAGES wrm stpscr TO BENEFITS AND Tnxss

tig

9‘35- T 'La“'kk;.‘f‘l }

' Wagas frurn WOR.K asszgnmemx would treated as carned mcome w;th pect.to Federal and. 5§ ‘ ¥ B
- Federal-State ass:smnce pmgrmspmer than AFDC (c £, fo-od stamps, Medlcatd pubhc and W
Section § housmg) .

R~
Lo .. 55'\'},}

. Pmac:pants in WORK ass:gnments and thexr families would be lreated as AFDC recxplears e

with respect to Medlcand ehg:b:lxty i:e., they wc-uld be caregoncally chg:ble for Medlcaud

_ 3'3
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COMMENTS ON JOBS/TIME LIMITS/WORK

1 Eﬁ‘ectlve Date/Phase In
2. Proqram intake
No comments ‘

3. Employabillty Plan

———

* Ed:tonal Need ro emphas;ze pfacement in less than 24 months and work opt:ons
during frrsr two years . .

This section should have a vision p:ece as the others do - and it should clearly state

e that we intend plans to be developed that move partlt:lpants to work-as: qurck|y~as

possible. It shouid explicitly say "Employability plans may be for less thah 24 months

~and may include assignment at any time to work programs with JOBS such as CWEP, ;
- On the Job Tramlng, and Work Suppfementatlon as under current law." :

s Quesrioh Isn't it a state optlon whether volunteers meeti ng pre JOBS cnterla are

submit to ttme Ilmrt’?

5. SubSIance Abuse

No comments.

" 6 Deﬁnmon of the Ttme er|t

" Edffenai: Does (b) add anyrhmg fo the deﬁn;‘ﬁon of (a)?

If not, it should be dropped.

7. Applicability.of the Time Limit
8. AFDC-UP | - | o
No comments, : =« LD o S S e e

9. Teen Parents

** Policy Issue , : - -
(¢) Still' maintain.that there shouid be no exemptlon for anyene under 20 based on age ..
of ¢hild (beyond 12 weeks) :

el


http:Applicability.of

10. JOBS Services

'+ Editorial : - :
(g) Add “mlcroenterpnse trammg and actlvmes" as well as self—empioyment programs
. to'the.list of optlonal activities. _ L .

1. Minimum Work Standard . e

e Po!rcy Issue : '
- . Part time work lssue remains to be resolved

12 JOBS Pamcapatron
*Editorial : - -
_ {e) broaden the defmltlon of satlsfactory partlcnpation to mclude any m:croenterpnse
- program —- - not JUSt SBA funded HHS Labor Agnculture aII have' mlc:roeraterpnse
programs. ‘

' *‘Po.frcy Issue :
- (g) needs clarification, Should be a state optron whether to lmpose tlme I|m|t on a
broader class of AFDC reC|p|ents par’ucupatrng in JOBS

13. JOBS Fund:nq
14. Semiannual Assessment
: No comments

15 Transit]on to‘- WORK

*Editorial - . ' ) '

We had discuessed that the regulatory specs ((e) through (h)) were too detailed and
did not need to be here : . .

- 16. Extensions
17.Qualifying for Additional Months of Eli glblllty[
18. Administration. of JOBS/WORK .~ =~ :
19, Specific Responsibilities of the IV-A Agency
20. Other Areas of Responsibility - :
21. Establishment of 2 WORK" proqram
- No comments. C

VoM



22. WORK Funding
***Policy Issue
The issue of two pots of money vs. one is still not decided. 'The specs mamtaln the

division -~ requiring that -the former AFDC benefits be used only for wages, and the

WORK subsidy of operational costs, This division is, on thé one hand, artificial since
subsidies can be disguised as other thlngs and, on the other, an unnecessaryﬁ..
constralnt on state flexibllsty in” runnlng the’ WORK program.

*Question”

Note. (¢} now says WOF{K funds WI|| mclude an extra amount for WORK opportunities

for noncustodaal parents.

23 Flexibility
24, Limits on Subsidies to Pr:vate Sector Employers

.No comments

25. Coordmation

**Questions re: pub!fc/prrvate board: : A

(1) Changes previous control of designation of board from. Iocal to state. government
(2) Allows state to make local area larger than JTPA SDA. Do we want that? This

' ~would allow state to make 1t a state board How about state ‘can rnake area smaller

but not larger?

(3) .Board has no formal power or role. Gundance ‘work in conjunctlon with." If we
“really want this to have local input, there should -bé some local power — “Local plan
' should be developed jointly by board and agency," or "Board shall develop plan,

~ subject to agency approval,” or vice-versa. - - -

26. Retention Requirements
.27 —-29. Nondisplacement, Grievance, Concurrence
‘No comments Note: do not have latest consultatlon specs

30 Number of WORK Assu:]nments

*™ Question

Should count not only subsidized positions, but unsub5|d|zed found through agents
under contract to place WORK participants. :
Current deﬂnltion mlght not count placement contracts.

31 E|IQ¥bI|ITY Cnterla ‘

" 32, Allocation of WORK Assmments/lntenm Actwit[es

_33 Hours of Work

34, Earnings Supplement o o o G

35. Treatment of WORK wages T I
36. Supportive Services [ . e .
37. Wages and Workmq Condlt;ons o B E _' ' Lo b
" No comments. - : : o ' g

. f-rga .I'.g,‘.



. Under discussion,

38. Sanctions .-

*** Policy Issue

(¢) Suggest changing the standard for refusmg a prlvate sector job to 20 hours or less
if leaves family no worse off.

' ***Quesrron

(f). Still say the term."“willful mlsconduct" is too strong “Will ful is unnecessary

Inctuding it in the statute will only make it-more difficuit to sanctzon Deﬂnlng
-mlsconduct should sufﬂce _

@ Same issue as (C.) ~ change std. for refusal to 20 hours. D

- 39 Job Search
.No comments

“*‘Pohcylssue . T T T

51_ Noncustodial Parents

. 42, Parenting Demgs - - -

. No Comments.

Y
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MEMORANDUM
To: David'Eliﬁood-
. -Mary Jo Banhe

Bruce Reed
Belle Sawhill

Kathi Way
From: Wendell Prlmuéﬂ '
Re: - Addltlonal ‘comments on JOBSIWORK spec;flcatlons

Atfached are some additional"cdmments on,the'JOBS/WbRK SPecifiéaA'
tions that came in late this afternoon from OMB, HCFA and FNS.

cc: Emily'Brombefg

e
A

.
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OFF ICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

‘ Legrslarwe Reference Division
Labor - Welfare - Personnel Branch

o,
' E/.;f’.’w%w -
o) !. .
¢ﬁ'4y§2”¢§'3-
7 /./ j A

PHONE: 395-3923
FAK:  395-6448

‘ U\)emdﬁu?mmub P e ‘_4:3_5 o

.' PAGEB BENT (including trnnsmittul snest.)l ‘q
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PLEASE CALL THE PERSON(S) NAMED ABOVE FOR IMMEDIATE PICK~UP.

=

N T .
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| WELFARE R’EPORM PROPOSED LEGISLATIVI: SPECIFI(. ATK MG I’AKI g
"T ]OBS Tlme L:mxts and Work
.'Sectaon‘ : g ‘ . -a

"1 a.” What other cxrrumstances for permittlng States to delay uuplr.mculatmn o[
~ welfare reform are acceptabie? Pagc Lo e

2. Will C requlrements reflect. "Iiludifyilig the mission of the welfare system at

the point of intake prucess to siress employment and ‘access to needed gervices rather

. than uligibility and 5e|1erit.determ1nation"? How? Pagc 2.

;.2 ¢. Do those phnscd in who arc rcdctcrmmatwus receive less tha.n 24 mcnthg
: uudez the Lime hmlt? Page 2. -

.

' '__3 a. Is the time- hmatmg ciock rurmmg {rom the date of apphcat:on ehglb:hty, 90
days after appllcat:on or {rom the date of an agreed employablhly plan? What if {he
plan {2 appealed? p 3. : .

. 3d. Whatis (he obhganon to provide services 1o thu:.(. in pre~IOBS (c.g. addiction
~_treatment, psycholog:cai counselling, phyclcal rehablhtauons)? P 3.

.3 g il From where is this technical assistance for medlat[ng dlbputl;'b funded? Is it
advisable to add another layer of bureaucracy and multlple levels of appeal alb this
stage rather than a later stage (perhaps when benefil payuents are at stake, or when

‘persons are put into JOBS vs. pn. IOBS)? Large numbers of beneficiaries may appeal

and clog up the syatem .p- 3.

3 g Ul Are (he phased-in entitled to a feur heuring" Or only if the state provxdes it as
- wethod of dlbpuh: resolution? p. 4. - :

4 b. Is the clock mmung while an mdmdual is appeahng?

4. £ 1.How. will “conccwed whzlc the parent was on assxstance" deﬁned? le. hom NEY; '

mon lhs aflcr the date of apphcatmn p 5.

'_,,5 f.6. Whop pays for the med:cal exams to delermmp whe-ther an»mdundual is IOBS
or pre-]OBS ehg:ble'? p-6. : S

4 f4.. Who deiermmec it the S81/11 appucaﬂon is made on a reasonable basis?

‘Would treatment count ror parnclatlparlon? Whetlu.r or not tllt: mdmdual is in

J()HS or prc—]OBS? pe. L e ‘ L -

"11.a Mas an impact analysis o7 Issue paper been developed m—} each of these options?

|
res
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What are the cost implicaliops?"p.lil_

12. {. If (he not phased-in group is not required to participate, do we loose savings
assumed in the baseline associated with this group reoewmg training? 1s this
factored mto the cost cstimates? p.15 - .

15. ¢. Would this check be an advance? Would participmits be required to pay
* funds back out of their first paycheck in excess of the earning supplementation? p.18

WORK -

- 22.f. Has the Deparument of Labor assumed this will hdppen in lhc:r bnaehne? Is
this assumed in the cost estimates? p 26

a

23. a ‘Do cost estiritates reflect a lequirement that states employ WORK partmpants
as child care workers ur an upuon? p.26

26 a- How will the Stale prevcnt slot subsidics? Wlll the Secreiary issue regs to
prevent this? p.28 o : ‘

30. f. Have these ovcrpayments been factored into WORK -estimates? will the EI‘TC
be factored into an assessment as to whether an lndlwdua] is mellglble 1or WORK?

' p31 : - L

31. ¢. What proportion of the ca<r=lnar! is expected to be on the WORR waiting hal" :

What proportion of those are expected ta be partcipating in interim WORK.
activities? How does this affect child care eslimates? p32

32.a. What is the average number of hours expecled ped slot in the .m'édian state?
average state? high beneflt state? low Uenefit state? p. 33 '

33. < What impact will this work disregard have on Tood Stamps bcng-fit-s? . p.33

34.b. Will WORK par l!r.:lpanls receive, trﬂnaxshunai Medicaid when they leave the
1'0115? p.33 S

e Would these parhcxpant-s loosc their Mcdxca:d eliglbllty? Has thls optmn hean
factored mlo the cosl estimates? p. 35

36 c How is “a child concewed while the. parent was in the Wt JRK program”
“defined? p. 35

37 Are sanctions for the JOBS/WOKRK programs- factored Into the dala? Is is baaed
‘on MDRC data? p.26 , ‘ : -

|77

|7
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' 39. b. What percentage of participanis.is expected to fall into each category for each
- yeor of thc program-. Is this factored into the cost estimates?’ :

. PBRFORMANCE MEASURES

4 Isitas0 percentage point reduction oral/2 reduction? Please provide a state
'f:s.cal lmpact analys:s of 8 state not creating work siots.

.- it 1S n01 clear what is envisioned for the QC systemn? Piedbe lellf ¥

N I'IT(,HNICAL ASSISTAN(,E LVALUA’I‘ION AND DEMONSTRATIC)NS
Ala Thlb set aside appears tu bu fundmg admm This may scorc as d:,.crct:c;;{éry
Please pi Dvuie more mformati(m on how exnctl) these. funds are to be used. P- 56 .
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JOBS/WORK
Intake and case management. (p. 2 ff) There are a number of new administrative
_ requirements related to the revised approach to case management. These include
developing employment pians semi-annual assessinenls, appeals processes, o
meetings 90 days before sOmeune reaches the tme limit, etc. I is not clear which
. program would pay these adminisirative costs. The legislation needs Lo specify
" Whether they would be funded by AIFDC or jOBS If these will be AFDC costs,
estitnates JILLd to be provided. . : - .
Up front job search {p. 12) This scction suggests the definition of job 'ready wotild be
having non- negligible previous work experience. Recent gmdualee are unlikely to - ‘
have this experience. Also, there are likely to be many others with more than =~ S
udequatc ba“lc educauon who have not worked, but are job ready Co

. jOBS aupplementahon of wages (pp 12413). Now, for peopie in IOBS AI“DC grants
can be diverted to supplement wages for up to 9 months in newly created jobs. - The
propnsal watild altow AFDC grants 1o be diverted for up-to 12 inontes for almost
any private job where the previous holder guit volwtarily. WORK slots (in the -
early years) would be limited to people who had been in AFDC at least two years
{and thus not as itkely to leave AFDC svon on their own). ' The work '
supplementation under JOBS, however, would be available to pcople on the roils
only a couple of months whw wiglit jeave quickly on their own. . People may be kept.
.~ on the rolls for several months beyond the time they would normally leave AFDC.
-Given the lugll benefil.malching rates the specificotions would offer States with ..
higlh JOBS, parquauon rates, work supplemcntauon may become an mcreasmgly /
altraclive way to increase those rates -- possibly increasing AFDC caseloads. Have’
thiese possible effect been considered and estimated?. Also, the WORK program
excludes WORK participants from receiving the BITC to give them an incentive to
find unsubsidized cmployment. It seems 2 similar policy would be appropriate for, = | jg 7
~work supplemcnlahon under the JOBS program. How would the Ei{C. be treated? ‘
Would cmployers be eligible for the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit?.

o
o~

“"Application for advam:e EITC: (p. 18). Would the adminisrrative effort to assist
. workers to obtain advance KI'i(. become an altowabie JOBS cost? If 5U, lmw: e cosls
o Treasury heen mriuded in the es‘{lmates?

Ad]mtmenrs to jUBS matching rates (p 26). The Butlg,ul assumes somne States wnll
have unemployment rates high enough to trigger extended Ul benefits through the
outyears. Undoubtedly, some States will have increasing unemployment rates even =
- if the natlonal average coritinues (o decline. 1lave these adjustmenis been mcluded
fn the estitnate of the Federal share of total pruglam spending? :

" WORK subsidies to cmpluyer& (p 27 ). Would pnvate eiuployers be ehglble to J _ /m
:ecewe the ‘I‘arge{ed Jobs Tax Crcd:t for W()RK slots that AFDC subsidi?m? L
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Length of time'in an individual WORK slot. (p. 27) While there is a limit of 12

months in any one WORK assignment, .can an individual be reassigned to the same N
employer immediately (or shortly} after the expiration of the first 12 months? If 5o, '
WORK slots cowid start to resemble pennanenl jobs. - :

" Coardination with the Corporation for Nativnal and Conmtuuily Scw:cc (p 2B).
Living stipends in the Natlonal Service Piograut are precluded from being counted
_as income for the purpuses of AFDC, Food Slanps, and other nieans lesled L
" programs. It is nordear how WORK can coordinate with !.he National: Scrv:ce R
Program unless those sti yeuda are LUlil’llEd -as income. ' -

Semiannual cestification for WORK (p 31) People would be certified to part1c1pate
in the WORK program for 6 monthé at a time. Unlike AFDC recipients, WORK ‘ .
_-participants would retain their ellg1b|hty no matter how their circwnslances ’rﬂc? [

changed -- changes in family status, other part-time work, increases in child support . :

payments, cte. This feature of the WORK program could keep people in the welfare
" system longer. Have the costs of this feature been r—-qnmaled? . :

]
——

WORK in fill- the-gap States and other 'diqregards (p. 33) Some States have 4 fill-the-
gap-AFDC henefit caleulation that effectively glves an additional dissegard of carmned -
income in the ARDC program. These disregards may be 50% of earnings for low - I
income workers. The WORK specifications would allow Slales (o disregard a C 7
.similar percentage of income from the WORK progrant. Since the WORK program I
“is supposed to be less remunerative than an unsubsidized job with the samc hours, /
it {s unclear why this dlbrt‘gdrdb wver dnd above the $I20 work expenae would bc :

permitted. . . B L . . : C

 WORK and laxes: (p. 33). Would WOR.K income be subject to income taxes? While
AFDC recipients generally have income 100 low to owe Federal-taxes, Stales often
levy income taxes at much lower income levels. It seems it would be inappropriate
for States to tax WORK stlpcnd that 5ubstxtute for AFDC. :

Worlker's compensatlon (p 34} Where WORK partmpante. wnu]d nol be covered ‘
by worker's compensation programs, they would be provided with comparable

- coverage. The legislation may need to specity how this would work --would the -

- WORK program selt-insure (and risk owing claims at some time In the future when
the WORK program may have heen replaced)? Or would this be covered by ai
insurance .premium with no future government Hability?

mployment and training programs for noncustodial parents (p. 42). THIS is
currently testing employment and wraining programs for absent parents, bul resulls”
are not avatlable yet. Iris not dear wly a new program would be started prior to
knowlng it is likely to work. Il would be better to wait until it is known whether
- these dpprUdLhcs wirk befnrc setting-up & national program. - ; '

A]lowmg absent par_enls 16 “work off* arrears (p. 13). It appears tix_aL absent parents


http:laxts>(p.33

@S069L . 16:37 - LeieP ERANCHAOME e

o

par llupdung in WORK would both geta I‘cderally-subs;dazed wage a.nd be forg:ven
debts they owe to the State and Federal governments. It is not clear why ahsent

parents working in a government subsidized job would have their delits (orgiven ‘ >
whilc those working in unsubsidized jobs would continue to be responsible for thelr ﬁr/
debts. What benefit would the Federal government receive for forglving these -
debts?  This feature could have a significant"suction” effect, where absent parerts -
prefer subs1dlzed WORK slots over private employment. Tllererme, ab:;ent putents

+in WORK siots should not have thur debts Imglven '

i __,_.—-—-'-" .- —

' PERF()RMA NCE MLASHKES

—

' Fmanc&al managemem This section Indicales that current requiremncnts for
accurate financial managemnent would be combined with { uture measurcs of how
fast people leave AFDC, oblain employment,-etc. Financial managcment measures’
are well defined, with most variation a result of Statc and local management.

" However, performance measures for moving people from welfare to work will be
far less precise: Precise performance measures would require economicand
demograpluc models of AFDC partlc:lpatxon far more accurate than any yel devised.
As a result, States with worse economies or a more disadvantaged population might
have to meet more stringent financial managément requirements than other States.
We strongl recommend that performance standards be kept separate from payment

- accuracy. Othérwise, there could be a general perception that the Executive Branchl

places low priority on financial managpmem and payment Integrity In Welfdrt:
programs ‘

. Interacﬂon of future Iegislatmn and regulations in be!tlﬂg standacds. . Fages 49 and 50

. appear to set deadlines for final regulations that implement legislation that N

Congress would be expected to enact a year or lwo after welfare reform. This’ . -
discusston should be clarified to make il clear that regulatory deadlincs are for only

those regulatnuns that can be issued under the welfare reform bill's authonty

‘ Enhdmed malching in AI‘DC for hxgh partlcipntion rates. We undersland-that past
demonslirations found it difficult to have participation rates above 40% in weli-
designed programs. The enhanced matching for having more than 45% of the

. phased-in population may have two undcesirable effects. First, States have : _

incentives to further reduce scrvices to non-phased iri households to achieve the 3 / ‘

- higher parhcspation rates in this group. Second, States may perceive incentives to ?/66
"park” recipients in long-lerm activities rather than put them through activities

that help people obtain unsubsidized employment quickly. It appears tlis enhanced

- matching provides incentives for economically, inefficient behavior and thus
. deserves reconsideration. :

* TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE SET ASIDES

Federal admintstratve costs are nortnally reviewed in the annual appropriations -
process, and not prefunded. years i advance ihwough mandatory sources. The set-
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 Foderal admlmstrauve expenses should contmue to be subject to annual review in

: hy -secton analy515 should al§o compare this dollar dmuuul wath e amounts now
A_sppnt on these and. comparable activiﬁes : - ‘

'-]obc. have to pay them
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asides that exist for Head Start and PHS, as discretionary funds, are not comparable

. 1o setasides in welfare reform. In addiuon, most of the 13% setaside in Head Start -

pays for the Head Start program on reservations and in the Territories. Le., most of -
thc Head Start getaside supports caseload, not Federal administrative arhvuty

the aPPIOPnahonS process.

If parts of the setaside are not deleted, any remaining portlon should be apet:lfu:d as &’

tixed dollar figure rather than a percentage of other capped amouts. The section- . -

‘The section s unclear whether tlu.-: bt:ld:udu fund all costs of the demonsiralions, or :
whether sume costs would be born by other sources. All demonstrations with costs -

vulside :my selaside should have fixed limits on fhc numbcr of cases to be mvo!ved )

Section 1115 waivers {p- 59) This provision could be rf_ad as dmppmg the one -

statutory requirement on cost ncutrality for waivers, or as wntmg into law the .

‘ ' current policy that all waivers must be cost-neutral when aggregated across affected i yﬁ
programns. The child uupport—specxﬁc provision should not be dropped unless it is’ L=

rcpiaced by a provision requiring government wide L‘Lv:{-neutmhl'y among the /

P‘ ovisions bemg waived.

' Forgivihg atrearage‘: (p- 59). For the reasons outlined-above, absent parents in - / . //5
! =

subsidized WOKK slots shoulld not have arrearages forglven when tltum: i privale [ -

Work Support Agency Demonstrations. Up w3 entities wuuld e aulllonzed oset - o
up work support agencies that fucus solely vivasslstance o the working poor. This
provision makes it a State option {or Slates (o develop entirely new infrastructurcs -

for providing Food Stamps, child care, advance EITC payments, and other activitics:

- Separating these funciions could add significant new administrative costs -- such as
duplicalive computer systems. 1s it assumed that these adg:lod costs be funded
through the setaside, or through open-ended matching? Uil there is evidence

that any benefits outweigh the higher costs, there should be a hmu on the total size",

_01’ the demonstrations -- not just on the numbex of sites.:

AUTOMATED SYSTEMS

v

Matchmg rates.. The 90% open- ended nntchmg for mmputer systems has led o

' serious financial management problems as States had little stake in how well funds
were used. As a result, the legislation should cap the toral amount of State spending
- that can be matched at the higher rates, with the Secretary to develop regulations o

allacating this-capped amount based on the reasonable costs of developiug an
avprage system, and. lhe hardware need:, grveu the vaxying slze of Siates. e
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Costs uf Federal compudler s"ysl.ems and developing model systems. (p. 63-9) It is not
clear wheller discretionary or mandatory funding 1s anticipated. This funding
should be dlscrenonary lo muintain (.ongrcss annual rcview of admmzsuauve

spending,

Spccmi treatment for Federally—desngned model systems or multl-State development -
(p- 69). In the past, States have often been required to "transfer” systems from other
‘States to recelve 90% Federal matchmg However, these “transler” systems have~
frequently been completely rewritten at the code level. ‘This provision weuld offer
80% matching for new multi-State systems, Faderally-developed model syStems a
State adopts, or modifications to existing systems. Enhanced matching - in all

programs-including chiid support -- should be avallable for only for efther mransfers,

model systems.or, occasionally, original mulil-State-undertakings where all |
ntodules are identical ar the code level {except those interfacing with other State data

- bases or lncorporating State options that were ol in Uie model or original system).

Generally speaking, this probably would be roughly equivalent to at least 90%

of the code being identical Lo the code in the nodel or other State’s system. Also,
maiching should not be available for multi-State systems llml cover only onc or two
Slales - syslems should at leasl bc 1chonal C . Y
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Subject: . PNS Comments on chlslative Speciﬁcaﬁons for JOBS, Time Limits and
: ) WORK Performance Standards; Technical Asustance, Evaluaunns and
Demonsuanons and Informatmn Systems

To: . Wendell Primus}
ASPE '

Our comments -are lumted o the section-on Informahon Systcms and fol]ow below If you
have any- quesuons, please call me or call Bob Dalrymple at 305-2135. ‘

Mike F;shman o '.

Information S;Vstems '

The leglslauve spec:ﬁcatlons call for new development of information systcrns to capture and
utilize information on services, time frames, national registries, and other aspects of the
welfare reform proposals. Under certain cm:umstances the gosts of developmg AFDC
systems would be matched at 2 htgher rate,

Vu‘cually all States have mtegrated.food stamp requirements into their existing systems. Last
year enhanced matching rates were eliminated for computer system development for all
welfare pragr.im’s In view of the integration of programs in these systems, we believe there ~

. also'should be a higher match rate in the FSPw help ensure a balanced development in the '
dlffercnt program reqmremmts .

-



. MAYKy,
T ey
*

d;!\ull‘.u‘l . -
e

. C DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES . Health Care Financing Administeation -

Yo . - ) i ) I ) CH The'Admnmslrat_or R .
‘ : : ’ : OMAY 26 BOd - Washington, DC. 20201

" TO:r Wendell E. Prlmus

Deputy A551stant Secretary for Human Servmces Pollcy,
. ASPE v .
- FROH:V 'Admlnlstrator

Health Care Flnan01ng Admlnlstratlon

" SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Legislatlve Spécxflcations ~=- JOBS,
Time Limits and WORK Performance Standards, Technical
.Assistance, Evaluations and Demonstrations, and
Information Systems (Your memorandum of May 20, 1994)

Thank you for the opportunlty to review and comment upon ., these-
legislative- spe01f1cat10ns. We understand that the general goal
of theése sections is to devise ways to prepare and move welfare-
recipients from benefit to working status, with sanctions, for
non-cooPeratlon involving loss of cash benef1t$ but not loss of
Medicaid coverage.' We agree with this. approach.. However, we
‘note that the:previous set of spe01f1cat10ns on: preventlnq teen
pregnancy, making work pay, and 1mprov1ng government assxstance
was written with the explicit assumptlon that health care reform
would be enacted. This set of. specifications does not mention

" health care reform and appears only to focus upon revisions to
current law Medicaid. For the sake of consistency, it may be

 .better, when referring to Medicaid benefits for current/former
AFDC rec1plents, to use ‘language that refers to Medicaid and/or
cothéer health benefits for this population prov1ded as a result of
health care. reform

We have several addltlonal technical . suggestlons to offer to
assure con51stency with the strategy of using 1oss of cash (but
not health) beneflts as an. 1ncent1ve. _

- 'Specaflcatlons for orlentatlon of applicants for AFDC (p. 2)
should include ‘information. regarding Medicaid benefits and the
'.Medlcald tran51t10nal assistance avallable under current law.

- The spe01f1cat10ns prov1de (in a number of places, e.g., pp.

. 3-4, 36, 38, 39) sanctions and fair hearing procedures for -

program part1c1pants who do not follow certain rules. Some of"
. these provisions makeé clear that: Medicald benefits are not

affected by loss of .cash benefits for individuals otherwise
eligible for Medicaid:  other provisions are silent on this
issue. We should make clear what effect on Medicaid status,
if any, is 1ntended in each 1nstance My staff would be happy

" to aSSlSt with draftlng.
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The spe01f1catlons for the treatment of WORK wages. (p. 33)
state that WORK participants would be treated as AFDC
recipients with respect to Medicaid eligibility. Because WORK

“funds can be used not only to create public sector work but
‘also to subsidize private and not-for-profit sector

employment, we need to examine the question of whether

. Medicaid benefits during months of employment in some/certain
"WORK p051t10ns should be counted as months of Medicaid
transitional benefits available under current‘lew (sec. 1925).

The specifications for supportive services (p. 35) indicate

‘that WORK participants would be provided the same benefits,

working conditions, and rights at the same level’ and to the

_same extent as other employees of the same employer performing

the same type of work and having similar employment tenure
with that employer. The sole exception, in terms of benefits,
to this requlrement is to permit;, but not require, employers
to provide health insurance benefits. This distinction is
inconsistent in the context of this package. Moreover, it is
inconsistent with the basic prln01ple of health care reform
that all employers should provide coverage for all employees

‘with similar hours of work and tenure. . We would prefer to seé

thls.dlstlnctlon removed. In any case, we should make note
that, under current law (sec. 1906) States are required to use
Medlcald funds (where cost effective) to buy into employer
group health insurance coverage for Medicaid eligible persons
(including WORK part1c1pants} where the employer provides such

' coverage.

The wvision for WORK support agency demonstratlons {p.6&1) :
indicatés that health insurance subsidies might be included in-

. the broad flexibility glVen to entities to provide coordinated

enployment related services. It goes on to state that payment
of health-related expenses not covered by Medicaid might be
included. -The meaning of these provigions is unclear. We
would appre01ate clarification and an opportunlty to discuss:
the intent of these provisions and their 1mp11cat10ns for the
Medicaid -pregram.

The sectlon of the paper deallng with 1nformat10n systems and .
_ infrastructure proposes to create a new National Transition

Assistance Registry (p. 65). Because Medicaid and child care
benefit. extensions under current law are referred to as

"transition assistance" confusion may be created by using so
similar a term for the new reglstry. We recommend that some

3other term be used. . .

-
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if ydu or your staff have anyfquestions about these comments or
would like additional information, please contact Tom Gustafson
(690-5960), who is coordinating our.efforts on these matters.




WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM, N
FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE

MEMORANDUM FOR MEMBERS (0} THE WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM
FAMILY SUPPORT, AND INDEPENDENCE '
, o
FROM: C MARY JO BANE .
' : DAVID T. ELLWOOD
BRUCE REED
WORKING GROUP CO- CHAIRS

RE: - K WELFARE _REFORM LEGISLATIVE- SEECIFICATIONS -
: ' Co JOBS, TIME LIMITS and WORK

'PERFORMANCE "STANDARDS

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, EVALUATIONS AND
DEMONSTRATIONS , ‘ - -
INFORMATION SYSTEMS | ' : - -

~DATE: . . .. May 20, 1994

_Attached for your review and comments are the leglslatlve
specifications for the JOBS, time limits and WORK provisions of
the welfare reform plan, as well as for the performance
standards, technical assistance, evaluations and demonstrations
and information systems provisions " As with our previous
packages on child" support enforcement and the prevention, making
work pay, and improving government aSSLStance portions of the

" plan, we invite you to review these specifications. To expedite
this process, weé need your comments no later than 9 am, Thursday,

May 26. any major'policy concerns identified by that time will
be resolved and reflected in the leglslatlve language on those
provisions whlch we will submit to OMB™ for clearance within the
Administration. Please address your comments: to Wendell Primus.
‘He can be rea¢hed by telephone at 690 7409 or fax at 690 6562.

’I-'ThlS is the last of the three segments of leglslatlve .

' "speclflcatlons we are distributing. Provisions affecting State
. walivers and financing will be submitted to OMB for clearance -
"”through normal channels. We apprec;ate ‘your lnput Thank you '

Attachment |
Addressees: sée'attachedriist

Asrospace Building ® 370 L‘Enfant Promenads, S,W. ® Suits 600 ® Washington, D.C. 20447



Addressees:

Eleanor Acheson

Michael Alexander

Ken Apfel

~Walter Broadnax .

" Michael Camunez
Robert Carver
Norma Cantu
Andrew Cuomo

~-Maria Echaveste
Chris Edley

Joycelyn Elders.
Maurice Foley. -

Thémas Glynn -~
Ellen Haas
Elaine Kamarck:
Augusta Kappnert
Madeleine Kunin
Avis LaVelle
“"Marsha Martin-
"Alicia Munnell
Wendell .Primus
Doug Ross -
Isabel Sawhill
Mike Smith

Gene Sperling
.Michael Stegman
Joseph Stiglitz

Fernando Torres-Gil

Jeff Watson
Kathi Way
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‘ May 8 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR WENDELL PRIMUS ‘

' FROM:

- SUBJECT:

Richard Bavier . =

Commenis on JOBSNVORK specs |

Since we saw these in. advance and th|s may be the last specs meetmg on
JOBS/MWORK, here are some written comments and questions. By their nature, lhey
sound skeptical and critical. ‘However, | think | have some appreciation of the amount
and quality of analytical and creative eﬂor’t that went mto bringing suCh a radically
different system to thrs stage

I'm not aware of any modelmg that mcludes states optmg for an
.expanded phase-in group

" To avoid »mlsunderstandlng about the Personal Resp_onsib_ility Agreement -
- being a contract, the following altérnative might be substituted for the
- remainder of the first sentence after "IV-A agency spec:lfymg -

- the general responsmllltles of the applicant and the kinds of-
' steps the state agency will take to increase the appllcants -
opportunltles for employment -

. iThe term* employablhty plan” :mphes that, untll the plan is completed lhe
recipient is not employable. The consequence of this mindset is that

parents who reach their time-limits without completmg something on their
employability plans get an extension, despite the fact that they may be
high-school graduates with work experience and be a lot more

. "employable” than other parents who are actually worklng to support their

children (such as recent [mmrgrants with ||ttle Engllsh and lltlle formal

. educatlon)

- The term opportunlty plan ar. self-suﬁ'mency plan mlghl be substltuted

p.1 - 1.0)
_' p2-(@)-
p3-3..
p3-3.0)

for employablllty plan.

Should we make it clear that the ongmal version of an employabthty plan
may not plan for activities beyond the recipient's time limit and must end

. witha penod of job search?



p3-3d). To avmd the |mpressmn that everything in the employabmty planis a.
' _necessary precondition of employmenl the Iast sentence might be
'changed to read - : : x

detati the actwmes mtended to make successfu! pamcspatnon in
the JOBS program more practical.” :

%3 - 3(9) Does the c[ock run during the arbitration and hearing phase of. | '\/Eg
' _ .developmg the employablllty plan’? - _ ' o

p.5 - (b) May a reCIplent requestmg a hearlng on being assigned to JOBS claim
that she should be deferred according to state criteria in (h) or only that
'she should be deferred under criteria in’ (f)‘? :

p.5 - (c_:l).' ; Are assumptions about states opting for child care for JOBS F’rep
- parents mc!uded in cost estimates‘? T ¢ -, -

S pT -'(i)., G volunteers can return to JOBS -Prep at any nme m what sense are / @ ‘
: they sub}ect to the time-limit?- L S :

p.7-&k | Does “prompt!y inform ‘imply prior 'notiﬁc-a'tion,‘ rrﬁaking_no't‘ice a .
precondltlon of changmg status? . :

p.11 - 8.(d) Aren t we modeling case management for aII JOBS and WORK
' ~  parlicipants? s this'an enhanced case management for teenaged
. parents? Do they getan extended time-limit if they claim that case-
_|management was not pravuded'? - :

" pA1-9.a) ldon'trecall a test of job readlness being- part of the up-front job search
T - proposal. In- the last ' specs meeting | attended where this came up, there
was tentativeness about whether there wouid be any screening (suc'h as
- excusing those with newborns, or teenagers, or the disabled) or even
' "whether states would wait until efigibility had. been determined.

.- Apparently, experience with applicant job search in San Diego led to _the B
conclusion that paying for job search for,all applicants probably was not "~
cost-effective. Waiting to see who is found ‘eligible, and maybe _ :

...screening out the disabled, 1eenagers ‘and those: with infants seems to (oob
make sense. However the current specs want an employablllty test [/ 7
before the work test of job search ‘ . B

l am not sure why, in a two-year prograrﬁ. a limit shaiJId be placed on’
‘jobrsearch. There will be parents who-are high-school graduates with - )/éj
some work experience who will not find jobs in 12 weeks. Do we insist :



p.12 -"10.(3)

‘p14-(a)

that states spend JOBS funds for classroom or skills tramlng for these
parents? - o

|expect that most slates will choose the 20 hour option. V- A agencies
will be in the business of verlfymg hours worked. Do we imagine that
emptoyers will be asked to document hours worked in a month?

It seems that one, JOBSANORK capped entitlement is enwsmned rather

than separate pots for JOBS phased-in and nen-phased-in, and for

JOBS and WORK. During phase-in, is the single JOBS aliocation based
on the phased -in plus the not-phased-in mandatories? If a state opts for

. an expanded phase-in group does that affect the JOBS allocation?

What is the consequence :t a state does not decnde about an extensnon
at least 90 days before the time-limit expires? This seems like a very

© impractical and toothless requirement,” In some cases, the IV-A3gency

© won't know an extension is needed until nearer the end of the time-fimit.

This again souinds like all the serytces in the employability plan are
necessary preconditions of the recipient working 1o support his or her- @

~ family. ‘Some services may be preconditions, like child care. Others
- probably are not. Maybe we should try to distinguish between issues

that are important enough to»warrant exten'sions-and those that aren't.

. | think | know how the number in extensnons was mode[ed in the cost'
estimates. I'm not clear about how the cap would work in practice. It

. seems that the denominator is the average number of phased-in adults
" in JOBS during some period. The numerator is the.average in extensuon
_status. What happens 1f the state exceeds the cap’?

pA7 - 15(a)
P17 - 15.(b)
p.18 - (g) -
p.19 - 16(a)

_In light of the fact that, in most returns, there will be only a féw

_The purpose of requatifying for.cash benefits has riever been clear to ,

‘ months of cash eligibility (lf any) then WORK why not just return to the |

* WORK program’?

p2‘1-18(a)

s

Is thls section consistent Wlth 12. (a) and (b)?

The ASPE madeling-of WORK wages has so far assumed them to be

" equal to baseline AFDC. benefits for those on thé rolls more than two

years. As far as | can tell, this section of specs does not limit WORK

~wages to that amount. If subsidies are not limited to thé baseline AFDC .

benefits for these families, it would seem that there have to be either
¢ . costs, savings, or an argument why slates would end up providing just

the baseline amounts in. subsidies. .



. I have never been very certain in my own thinking about how to model
. 'WORK wages. The baseline assumes that some ‘on AFDC more than
two years tolal will leave for work, receiving a reduced AFDC benefit for .
several months due to the earnings disregards and fill-the-gap policies,
We seem to be assuming that these families will get the same jobs al .
the same time under reform, and leave their WORK slols. . But they won'
be eligible for any supplemental benefit under reform, will they? That
seems to suppose’a savings. On the other hand, if the WORK slots are
" nearly as afttractive'as the jobs we assume they would leave for in the
baseline, the assumption that they will leave may be hard 1o defend. We
. .have to assume that the EITC.will tip the balance in favor of leaving -
" WORK (with its guaranteed child care) for other employment I'm not -
aware of much emplrlcal basis for the assumptlon ) .

" 'p22-(e) ' Do the WORK wages get dlsirlbuted dlrectly to the non- W-A agency too'?

p.23-4 - 24 There are many ways we have made the WORK program difficult and
. © expensive for states. . So, to prevent them from simply minimizing the

‘number of participants in WORK slots, a substantial, immediate, and
unavoidable penalty needs to be imposed if they do. The current specs
refer to states with too few WORK slots losing out an a bonus. | don't

~ think that will do il. In fact, as V've noted in the past, it won'l be easy
even to design a benefits matching rate reduction under which it would

*.not be cheaper for states to just-take the penalty, unless the matchmg _

‘ rale were reduced for some larger pool of cases than those on the '
excess wamng list. :

p. 24 25, (a) A $100 floor on the AFDC benefit that requires WORK parhc:patlon has

' " the effect of greatly reducmg the minimum number of hours of part-time - ‘
- employment needed to avoid WORK. | tried to spell this .out in. an earlier

' memo. is my thinking confused on this, or are we just adopting a .

' dlfferent part -time pollcy by a back door?. '

p. 24 25 (b) What happens If the state doesn't notify remplents about the WORK
' program more than 90 days before the end of their trme~llm|ts7

p.25 - {f), - I'm not aware that the kind of semiannual WORK program eligibility'
S . determination described here has been factored into the cost modeling.

.. - Is ihe assumption that this policy would have the same effect as the =~
.ecurrent IV-A redetermination policy? B ‘ Lo -

. p.25 - 26.'(b')'l:n the dieQUSSion of activities for those on the waiting list, several
_.proponents, including me, referred o community service as a likely



' " option. Was lhere a degcision to emrt communlty service frorn the specs
'or was rt jUSt overlooked’? '

p.26 - 27(a)

It seems to me that states will be under pressure to produce WORK siots
with higher wage rates. This would be:done by creating slots with fewer
hours but the same amount subsidy. A 15 hour per week WORK slot

. . earning wages equal to the Connecticut AFDC benefit for a three-person.

family would look pretty attractive in comparison to a minimum wage job. .
If we don'‘t think these higher wage rates will occur, or that they won't

- “slow exits from welfare, we'll need to write down our rationale. = 7.

On a related point, we are sétting up a system in which there are profits

to be made by employing. WORK participants, even if they don't show up_"

for work. States can prov:de employérs with the full AFDC benefit-as a
subsrdy plus the. employers’ share of FICA, plus some additional funding
out of capped WORK entitiement for any number of purposes, such as ——

~ hiring, training,-and uniforms. If the WORK participants actually made

any product or peiformed any service, that might add to the profit, but,.

" onthe other,h_end maybe the most profitable business would be to just
-keep them all on the payro!l and not have them show up for work atall, -

- As I've heard many times, with CWEF’ there is-a Iot of make-work and

" poor attendance. it seems to me that we're proposing a ‘system prone 1o

the same problems only now some one may proft from it.

p. 26f 28(b) 'm not sure that the cost estrmates I've seen mcluded unchangmg Six-

. p.27 - Zg(e)

_people who would receive these supplements are those who would not

' month subsidies and supplements Are we. supposrng that the only

have Ieft the ro!!s durmg this penod'?

| dont recall any d!scussmn about workers compensatzon ‘coverage. In

light of the fact that AFDC will be available to families with an _

incapacitated-parent, what is the advantage of requiring workers comp

P27 - (9)

when the WORK slots are expllCltly not tied o unemployment comp or .

L CEITC?

I'm not aware that tn'eb'cost -estirnate's reflected pass‘th'rough of child

'support collections to those in the’ WORK program.” In such cases, it 7
‘appears that the equivalent of a full AFDC benefit may be subsidizing the =l
‘wages, and that passing through more than $50 of child support C
_collections would generate an additional IV-A benefit cost. .
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p 28 - 30.(a) How wm a state know what the work. expense dlsregard covered? If
' .there is no supplemental benefit even with the disregard, is the state
' reqmred to pay or reimburse for these things?

p.28f- 32 | think the effect of current law is that a pareni doesn't have to accept an
' . offer of employment if there would be a net lost of cash income not
‘ counling EITC. If that is correct, does the reform proposal intend to.
oo ‘ - change the requirement to include EITC? That would seem fo be
» consusteni with our beliefs-that EITC will enable many to leave AFDC

'p.29 -(d) It seems that "except as in (c)" should be inserted between ‘'such that"
- and "for sanctloned two -parent famiiies." :

p.30 - (g-)ii.  The purpose‘ of this.provision isn't clear to"me.e

p.33 - 34.  In earlier discussions, it seemed.that a separ_ate.gllowanpe for JOBS-
‘ Prep referrals from the WORK program would be allowed, on top of the -
- 10 percent in the deferral cap mentioned earlier. These specs do not
appear to provide for a an addttlonal deferrai allowance. Am| readmg it
correctly? :

¢c: - Isabel Sawhill '
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- SUBJECT: Comments an Welfare Heform Leglslatlon and Spemfncatlons -

JOBS

POLICY SSUES

PROGRAM |

-Employablhty Plan (draft bill, p. 15)

The language written |nto 482(a)(2) (A) u) should be changed to reflect that the purpose of the

employability plan and of the program is to get the pamclpant a job We. propose substltutlng,

' after the ﬁrst sentence the following: Janguage

The purpase of the employabmty plan is to lay out the fastest and most effective way - -
to help the participant find employment and become self-sufficient. The plan will
indicate the overall period of time that is expected to be necessary to find emp[oyment
and the services necessary to achieve that goal. The plan shall take into
consideration, in the case of individuals to whom the provisions of section 417 appiy,
the maximum remaining pericd of time for which aid may be paid to such individual

“under the plan approved under part A. The plan shall specify the sérvices including

job search, employment training, education, and other employment activities in which

.. the individual will be expected to engage, and for what periods of timé. The plan must
be reasonable in light of the individual's skills, needs, resources, literacy and the

opportunltles for employmem within the communlty where the mdlwdual re3|des

Then contmue wnth sentence "The employablilty plan shall atso descnbe the ch:ld care,



Substance Abuse (Sectron 482(a) (7] p 19)

We strongly favor a change in the policy. along the following lrnes to brtng the AFDC peltcy
into closer conformity wrth the new SSI polrcy ' :

States have the option of allowmg exemptions from JOBS for individuals in heed o |
treatment for substance abuse. If an individual is exempted for that reason, theyf must ) :
be in treatment if it is available. If they refuse treatment, they. loge their exemptior. ‘

~ Those exempt because of substance abuse are fimited to 36 months of benefit recerpt ey
) durtng treatment Months in exemptton walttng for treatment would not count. :

Exempttons 402(a)(19)(D)(v) p 8 and specs #4(l) p. 6)

Language fmm specs and bill clont match on the issue of iliness or |ncapa<:tty finess and

incapacity are put together in the biff and-require medical professnnal or other medicai

evidence. Other appropnate professionals shouid also be allowed to certify particularly for _

., mental health. In specs, they are listed separately with different . requrrements . —_
' N gy cdchbad b~1 e shate ‘ ' T

- Jab Search {483(9)(2) p. 23) o

The specs and the legtslatton changed since we agreed to them. Qur understandrng was that
anyone with “non-negligible work-experience" would be required to take part in up-front job
. search, and we also had requested adding anyone with a high school degree. . Instead, the =

" new specs eliminate the work experience criteria and move the standard to those "judged job -
ready” per State definition. ‘We would like to return-to the language to which we had agreed
. which mandates that thase with employrnent expenence do job search We would still like to
tnclude hlgh school graduates . -

~ We would also lrke the. statute to-include specific reference to the state optron to mandate up - -
- front 1ob search for those in the not phased-in group ‘ : O .

Child care as JOBS and WORK training and placement optien.-:-a;: -

. The specs call for encouraging the states to provide child care training in the JOBS program,
. We would like the draft toinclude a requnement that-the states tndrcate in therr plan whether
: and how they will do thrs "

- The specs have dropped (as has the bill) any reference in the WOFlK program to. child care

positions: This is very important to us. The previous version of the specs was acceptable to

us: #23 —- employ WORK participants as chiid care workers or home health aides. This.

should be put back in and-should appear in the legislation as one-of the examples of the .

~ types of placements available in Section 492(b)... We would still recommend that the state be
required in its plan for part G to indicate how it rntencls to create WOHK posrt;ons in child

- carg,”



' Change to Work Supplementatton

The revision o Sectton 482(9 } on p. 33 of the legrslatwe language seems to imply that the
only supplemented jobs’ allowed under WSP will now be "nonpublic.” Under the FSA, it
appears WSP was available for public sector jobs. Why the change? E :

- Teen Parents

We seem to be ailowmg parents under 20 but of the pammpatron requ:rements for the fult ~
“range of (a)(19)(D) exemptions. We thought that teen moms had to partlmpate with chrldren
as young as 3 months [482(})(2}{A), from the teen parent specs.|

JOBS S_anctions

-

The refusal to accept employment should be modified .t'o clarify that individual must accept an

offer-of 20 hours or more and must accept additional hours when offered. This-was the part-

time work cornp'romise [402(a) (19)(G)'(i)]'. " Also see WORK sanctic’nns‘ below.
Jobs Performance Standards

Part time workers seam to count in both the numerator and the denominator for the JOBS
. participation standard. 403(k){6). Since the states are not serving these people through
- JOBS, why would they count towards the service delivery standard? Shouldn't it be the
percentage of people who are actually being. served by JOBS? According to section 417,
their months are not even being counted s0 why are they in the JOBS program to begln wrth'?

While the tolerance Ievel is five percent above and below 50 percent, the sangtion of 25
percent only applies to the percentage of the cases below 35 p_ercent Why is that? Shouldnt
the sanction apply to- below 45 percent?

WORK PROGRAM

WORK Assrgnments : : ST

We do not agree that the placement of WORK partlcrpants into WORK assrgnments shouid
requrre ‘that states take ifito account the skills, experience, etc. of the pamcrpant ‘There -

‘should be more fiexibility. Any WORK assignment is-a good WORK assignment, and just
- because someone has clerical training should not mean that they won't take a job at

v McDonaId sif tt's available. See 484(a).

.Also 493(c) 1mplies that the WORK assrgnment should be made that may reasonably be
“expected to lead to permanent, unsubsidized employment.” It goss on to- require an

assessment of the individual's education and tralnrng so-that. appropnate aSS|gnments can be
made, _ :

We feel this Ianguage goes too far. The goal of the WORK program is to give somecne the
opportunrty to earn money after thelr welfare benefits end.. It would be nlce if the posmon

.



ammr

leads to employment but we should not express in statute that thrs isa goat ft puts more of

a burden on the WORK program than we had enwsxoned

Also both thrs section and 484(a) ceuld be read to- |mp|y that |nd|vrduals should only have to - -

do work appropriate to their training, which again would be nice, but shouid not be a
requiremient of the states. You shouldn't be able to ask someone to do something more than
they are trained to do: i.e., the WORK assrgnment cant be clerical when the person can't
type, but if the person has clerical skills, but the onty openrngs are unskrlled they should still
have to take it. ..

vy

We It'hink both sectiens should be m'odiﬂeci.-

Mlmmum Work Hequtrement

MAJOH |SSUE -~ It seems that we Now have a 15 hour mrnrmum work requirement, Sectron o

417(a) says time limit does:not apply to anyone who has received 24 months of aid and is
now in an unsubsidized job of 15 hours a week. Apparently a couple of Rours of job-search
together with a 15 hour a week job and yout nct only stay on welfare, you count in the state's
WORK participation as a success!! We disagree:” There is a 20 hour-a week minimum work

requirement to continue getting AFDC beyond two years. Peocple worklng part time inthe

private sector who have not been helped to find that job by the WORK program are not,
WORK participants and do not count toward the performance standard for the WORK
program. ' . : ‘ . . ,

o
1

~ Eamings Supplements

We had intended there to be a limit of 25 percent on the part of the partrupant‘s monthiy

‘income that could be provided as an AFDC supplement to wages. The way that Section

493(d)(1}(A) has been written, this limit is undercut. First, the benefit against which wages are
measured is a family of three. Second, the 75 percent is measured against the benefit
exclusive of the $120 disregard and any additional disregard that may be implemented.

We would like:to replace this section with' - S o - S
- (A) to ensure, to the extent practicable, that aid received as a supplement to wages

earmned from a WORK position does not exceed 25 percent of the total monthty mcome
‘of the pamC|pant and L :

‘ WORK Assessment

Sectton 495(c), whrch covers the WORK assessment, should call for an assessment after the
second and every subsequent WOHK assignment.

, jThe assessment is only requrred fer people who have not obtained unsubsidized: employment
"in a position that meets the criteria for a WORK posrtlon . Since these criteria are not

described anywhere, wouldn't it be better to make:it: m a posmon providing more than 20
hours a week of unsubsrdlzed employment B

g

-~
Ly



WORK ad_mtn‘istra‘tion'

The last version of the spacs said that if the state had a one stop career center, that agency
would operate the JOBS/WORK program. ‘That is no tonger the case. Now the specs say the
JOBS/WORK program will participate in the operation of the one—stop center What does that
mean’? What does DOL say? Where i is thls in the Iegislanon"‘ g

" Definition of woek position (Section 491 (b)) |

WORK positions, as counted for performance standards must include those where the wages
themselves are' not subsidized. Particularly since there will be such a discrepancy in match for
~ wages versus other costs, positions which are found or created where there is no wage '

. subSIdy have to count as well. Suggest changing the language to:-

(b) Deftnrtlon - AS used in this part a "WOF{K posnlon isa posttion of employment,
~ in the private or. .public sector, Iocated or developed hy the WORK program, of its _
agent for an mdwudual registered as a WOF{K parttcrpant , L e~

There is a similar problem w|th Section 492 which says that the WORK, program shall be
established to provide assignments to subsidized positions. The use of placement firms,

- temporary agencies or other mechanisms that do not involve subsidizing the posrtlon itself
should not be ruled out by omission. Better Ianguage : :

a) Reqmrement —— Ear:h state shall establlsh and opefate a program to locate and
create temporary posrtrons of employment for individuals who have recerved aid for 24
months, as provided in section 417.- Not Iater than October 1 1997, .

IMPORTANT Note that this suggestion ellmrnetes yet another reference to 15 hours belng a
satisfactory minimum work standard. There is no-need for this sentence since Section 417
already says that months in whrch mdlwdual works 20 hours ar. more do not count toward the
time limit.. Lo , ‘ r

' WORK San‘ctions-

MAJOR ISSUE The part-trme WOrK compromrse included an agreement to change the
. standard for good cause to refuse an unsubsidized job to the number of hours the state uses
to set the minimum work standard. Thus in states with a minimum work requirement of 20 -
hours, good cause would only encompass refusing a job of 19° hours or less (if that meant a
loss in income). - 496(c) does not reflect this agreement. In fact, by incorporating the current
* regs from 45 CFR 250.35 [as they exist 6/1/94], not only does it include the loss of income
test that we agreed to replace, it includes as good cause refusing any job of morg than 20
hours if your child is under six.. This has to be changed to refiect our agreement [Same thh
spec #36 c)} L : - r

ol

ThiS may be in a different sectron but we could not find in the Ieglslation a provision that the .
famrlys food stamps and other federal benetlts do not rise to compensate for the loss of

-

5



AFDC at the time Ilmlt should the person choose not to enroli in the WORK program, go to A
work, or become subject to sanction, - ,
496(f) if a perscn accepis a job, they are eiigible for an AFDC syppleiment, but they should
stifl be subject to the WORK sanction. The drafting of the language -~ "the personis not
considered subject to sanction for any purpose under this title" is.too broad. . They are able to
get the supplement, but they are still sanctioned, and the sanction counts for determining the
penalty in future instances of misconduct and they are still inéligible for another WORK
assignment during the sanctioned period [as drafted}. Language should read “the person is
eligible-for aid as long as they continue to meet the minimum work standard in the: state.
Acceptance of an unsubsidized ]ob does not cure mehgrbnhty for another WOHK assrgnment
during the sanctron period.” : :

" 496(a)(4) - failure to engage in required intetim activities should also be sanctionable. This

clause should include activities specified in 496(e) as well as 495. Sanction not available if

" reason for non-participation is Same claim as reason for assignment to interim actlwty [See

spec #36(i)].

- 484(d)(2) - Th‘e guarantee of an income provided here does not work".w The only exception

provided is if there is a sanction. However, if a participant does not work the required number
of hours, but is.not sanctioned, their income will drop below their AFDC amount, and the state

. should not be required to assure that *no family with'a member eligible to participate” will not

lose income :nstead it should say no famrly with a member who is pammpatmg fully- |n the

~ State's program _ _ _ e

WORK Performance Standards |
Thelanguagem403()(4) is confusing: - T e

- the number of requrred posrtrons is referenced as being set in 492( }(1). but that is
where the WORK advisory board is created : B

there does not appear to be a reference to the calculatron of the state's standard by
dividing its WORK $ by the: cost petr job frgure set by the Secretary

- the aiternatlve to creetlng the minimum number of slots, should be that BO percent of ‘
those registered are in WORK slots. Why is job search and those in unsubsrdrzed
. employment for 15 hours mcluded’? ' . :

.~ the pena!ty is defi ned as being taken for the “number of individuals by whrch such

state's WORK participation standard exceeds the average monthly numbaer of

individuals in its WORK program.” What is "in its WORK program?* The partrcrpatlon o
standard is never defined as a number which can be measured 403(1)(4)(B) only tells -

us when it is met - so how can one measure it agarnst people * |n its WORK program

Thrs sectron should be redrafted srmply

"(4)(A-)' Notwithstanding. .. shall be reduced for-’e.ach' nron'th by 25 p'erce_nt r.vit_h respect -



to. the number of individuals by which such state's WORK program falls below its
partlcrpatron standard.

(B) For purposes of this- paragraph a state's WORK participation standard is
the e lesser of:

(i) [the state's WORK allocatron divided by the cost per slot determrned |

by the Secretary|

- (i} 80 percent of the average monthly number of rndrvrduals regrstered
for the WORK program ! : :

~-"Part time \.vorkers those rn ;ob"search should not count.” The figure is set at'80 -
percent precisely because the other 20 are expected to be in job search or other
activities. We had never envisioned that states could run a complrant WOFlK program
by havrng part time workers do some ]ob search. .

-~ The seotron where the Secretary sets the cost per slot still needs to be drafted as
' far as we can tell,

Job Search in WORK
* We do not think that we should be makrng job search assistance available to sanctioned

tamilies in the WORK program. If they are ineligible for the. WORK program, why would the
WORK program be servrng them as it does elrgrble participants.”

Health benefrts

" We thought and the prevrous specs sard that it would be optional for employers to provide
health benefits to WORK participants. The bill now requires employers to provide health
insurance to WORK partrcrpants Did we agree to the change’?'? .

‘ OTHER PROVISIONS
_ Fraud

We would like to mclude the followrng fraud penalty

i

'Anyone. convrcted of welfare fraud would be permanently rnelrglble for assistance '

under this Title."
If we do not include this -Ianguage here, where should we include it?

"EBT

Should there be some mentron somewhere in the specs of what is actually happemng with
EBT.

STATEWIDENESS'

r,-l? .



B Sectlon 403(0)(1) needs to be changed We have agreed that the states should not have to

be implemented 90 percent 5tatew:de in order to get the enhanced match. - We propose the

following’ language

( Y1MB) in which the number of individuals to whom the provrsrons of Section 417
-.are being applied is less than 90 percent of the number of individuals in the state who

" are custodial parents described in section 402(a)(19)(B)({i) uniess the state has in place
an approved plan for reaching 90 percent within two years of rmplementatton

MAINTENANGE OF EFFOHT
Slnce we anticipate a shift of AFDC administrative costs to the ehhanced match
available under JOBS admlnlstratlve reimbursement, shouldn't we at |east rnclude
- AFDC admrn costs in the baselrne that has to be malntalned” .
UP Provisions
 We woold'li-l:e to‘review the two—pareht rules carefully one last'time' ‘
- why are sanctlons weaker for UP families than others f srngle parent falls to take a-

job, whole family is sanctioned why should only rndwrdual be removed when rt's a two
- parent-family? :

- why_are we applying current UP participation stds to the states that take the 6 mos. |

option, but not to those that don't. All the provisions should apply to all the UP families
- ong set of rules not two. Marntalmng a different match rate wrll also be too complex.

- states should have option of havrng a higher minimum ‘work. standard for two parent "~
families. Our suggestion: thirty with optton to go to forty

Algo, why are we denying the enhanced matc_h to states that keep the 6 month UP option? If
we are truly giving state flexibility on this issue, there should be no penalty. {403(0)(2)]

.Noncusto"dial Parents

We thought eligibility was limited to unemployed fathers.when they had AFDC child support
arrears [see spec 1(b})(2)]. The legistation does not limit elrglbrllty to tathers with, AFDC child
support arrearages, it allows any arrearages

482())(6)(B) allows child support orders to be reduced of suspanded for parttcrpation and

~ allows participation in trarn[ng to be acceptable as credit towards the child support owed. We
. drsagree and would like thlS prowsaon deleted. _ . t

. Performance Standards

'We were undar the impression that there would be a faster schedule for phasing in the
performance measures and standards than indicated in the bill and specs. The following does

< -
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ot look fast enough to satisfy Congress:

Oct 1, 1996 ~ measures for JOBS ‘and WORK
_ Apr 1, 1998 - standards for JOBS and WORK for comment
.I'Oct 1, 1998 standards for apphcatton |
" ‘Specs say year 2000 before tmpiementatlon o
TEC_HNICALpnAFTING ISSUES |

The WORK sanctlions section refers é couple of times to 49@3(3)(1)' tp(Sj,but there is _not (5).
(5) appears to have have been redrafted as (b). ' : e :

Please add "microenterprise programs* to Section 482(d)(1I)A)(IV) - where it currently only

. says self-employment. Thls will conform the legisiation to the specs. N

JRE—

[P

Purpose of the WORK program (Section 491(a)} implies that WOHK program is there to help

‘people who have not been able to find full-time work gét full-time.work, Since we have
. deliberately said that part time.work is good enough, shou!dnt the Ianguage here drop the

phrase * on more than a part-time bas:s""



June 16" Comments -on Spéc’:sl ahé'Legislatio.n B

‘The following changes to the iegisiative 'Ianguage 'shdmd tﬁ‘e made to the sections * -

indicated. Corresponding changes to the specs are also required.

" 'Substance Abuse

Section 482(a) (7) —— - change "The'state agency may require” to "must 're"ti[rire “ The -
sanction for failure to comply with the treatment requirement should be. the loss of the
402(a)(19)(D).deferral. If substance abuse treatment is required and the person is not

deferred, then sanctrons under 402( 1(19)(Q) would appfy

Job Search . |

Add at the erjrd_‘of 482(g)(2) mcludlng individuals requrred by the State's exercise of its -
option under 402 (@1 (B) to par’tlcrpate in the prégram under this part and including such

- other individuals receiving aid under this Part as the State shall choose to mclude in its

job search requirement, regardless of their enrolliment in the JOBS program.’

Minimum Work Requrrements

The minimum work reqwrement needs to mclude a provrslon that individuals must accept
additional hours of work if offered. This was part of the part-time work compromtse and
should be added somewhere in 402(a )(19)(G) ar perhaps in 41?

An mdrvrdual recewlng ard and whose months of aid are not countmg toward the 417
limit because they meet the part time wark requirement must take additional. hours if
 they aré offered by either their current or ‘another employer. They alsb cannot reduce
the number of hours they work if that has the effect of mcreasmg the level of aid they

receive. :

' Defrmtlon of WORK Posmon

Sectton 491 (b} still defines a WORK posmon as a posmon of employment subsrdlzed W|th

- funds provided to the slate under this part in elther the prwate or public sector."

‘We would like the following ]anguage substltuted :

(b) Definition. ;- a "WORK pOS|t|0n |s a posrtron of temporary employment Iocated or . ;,. 

.....

thts part, for an individual registered as a WOHK partlt:tpant



-----

| . 'WORK Performance Standards

-~

The provisions'of: 403(1)( ) pages 73-4 are still 'confusing'

{1 There is no-clear definitioni for the state of the number of posmons it is expected to create.
The participation standad is indirectiy defined by.saying when it is met. Instead, the
legislation should call on the Secretary to establish a target number of WORK ‘positions for
each state each year, at the same time that the allocation of WORK funds is made.”

(2) The way in which the states meet their participation standard needs to be stated more

: directly The following change shoud be made to 403(1) (4} (B):

For purposes of thrs paragraph the state may satisfy |ts WOHK part|C|pation
standard if -
(i} the-average monthiy number of WORK positions to which.
- WORK registrants are assigned is not fewer than the target established
by the Secretary; or
- (i) ithe number of WORK registranls is-less than the targel
- number of WORK positions, the state must have 90 percent of its
WORK registrants in a WORK paosition, participating in job search as
required by the state plan under pant G following an assignment to a
- WORK position, but for-a period of no longer than 3 months, being
sanctioned, or in unsubsidized employment.and not receivmg aid (but
- who at sonie time within the preceding 3 months were participating in
" the WORK program) :

(3) The penalty should bhe 25 percent of benef;ts fer the number of cases by which the state

‘misses its target {in i above), and 25 percent of benefits for the number of registrants by

which the state falis below' 90 percent in the actiwties descrrbed in (i) above

"'WORK Sanctions . | o - TR

= (1) Section 496( )(1) shouid be modified

(1) failing or refusmg to accept a bona fide offer of unsubmdrzed empioyment of
at least 20 hours a week or iess if the the ]ob meets the crlterla specified in
. section 484(-:1 2 : : :
' ThlS should be drafted not as a mirimum for establishing good cause regs but as- the
* actual standard on the issue of hours and income. 'Good cause regs can address
other issues such as "appropriate skiils, travel time* but should not be allowed to
‘modify the hours/income test. Therefore, drop 496(c)(1 ) and indicate that those are -
~not issues to-be addressed in regs. : ‘ S

'(2) - 496(f) shouid. prowde that sanction can be cured only by taking a jOb that meets the

- standard in 426(a)(1}, not 493(d)(1). That section indicates that 75 percent of income .
' must come from wages and is not re!evant to the sanctions issue

| Employabllrty Plan L



' 482(a)(2) —— The sentence beglnnlng “The plan will detall the specific types. . * should be

"-Exem pt_tons

'medrcal - psychologists for mstance are not str|ctly speakrng medtcal profesmonals

replaced by the following sentence: "The plan will detail the activities in which the individual
will be expected to engage in order to find’ employment rncludlng ‘job search, employment
tralnlng and preparation of educatton . - -

A

The determination of incapacity should be allowed to be made by o'thEr prolessionals besides

- Chlld care WORK placements

s

Section 492(b) should include child care workers on the specn‘lc list of suggested possible
WOHK posrtrons as'the specs do now. '

WORK Assessment

We would still suggest that there be a’ mandatory assessment after the second and each
subseguent WORK assignment, not just after the second 485(c)

* JOBS and WORK Administration

We just want to.be sure that DOL is comfortable with the language in the specs on the
interrelationship between JOBS/WORK and one-stop.. The issue does not appear in the
legislation. Old specs had said'that JOBS/WORK would have to be run through the one-stop

if one eX|sted Current specs say JOBS/WORK will partlcrpate in ranning the one -Stop.

5. Nondisplacement in Demonstratrons

Spec #2(h) on p. 54 goes further than other non-displacement languade when it says that "no . |
participant may be assigned to fill any established unfilled position vacancy." This language
should be made consistent with the agreed upon nondrsplacement language used elsewhere.

7. Health Benefrts

Specs (35¢) strll requre employers to provide health insurance. Th|5 should be written as an
optlon not & requrrement



=

" June 16 Comments on Specs and Legislation

Substance.'AEi.‘lse .

’ The Specs on substance abuse did not change We had asked that ifa person is deferred

from Section 417 time limits because of the need for substance abuse treatment, they shoutd

- be required to accept that treatment, if available.- If they refuse treatment, they should not be

eligible for the deferral.

We had also so'ggestéd a 36 n'r-lo'n_th limit orr'treatment.

~ WJob Search

substantwe) is whether the language as draﬁed is exphcrt enough in aliowrng states to extend
iob search requirements to aII appllcants and recipients, even those who are not phased in.

. Applicant jOb search is optronai Recrprent job search mandatory s that c;orrect?‘

Minimum Work Requirements - N S

The minimum WOrk raquirem'ent néeds" to include a provision that individuals must accept

“additional hours of work if offered. This was part of the part- t|me work- compromlse and

shouid be added somewhere in 402(a)(19)(G).

Interactlon between Tlme le:t and Part -time Work

- Months in whlch an mdrwdual meets the part trme work standard do not count agaunst the ..
time limit. 417( 2B (V). ' :

' 482( "2 )(A)(m) indicates.that those |nd1vrdua1s are in the JOBS pregram and have

employability plans where the primary actmty is their jOb

403{k (6) includes part time workers as successfui JoBSs partrcrpants fn measurrng
pam(:lpatlon rates :

. Qur guestion is why these mdrvnduals are in the JOBS program at all, Sh’ouidn‘t they be

outside the program, not costing the JOBS program resources, and not counting in their

‘participation standards since the months in which theyare working part time don't count =

towards the time Irmit'? Shouldnt our resources and foc:us be on those folks who are not
warking? - :



‘woaK Performance Standards

: 'Earnings 'Sup'plement'

The change to the WORK supplement language is an improvement, but still contains two

qualifiers: "to the extent practicable,” and “on average.” The rule should be enforced for each

mdmdual not o the average. : : ' : ' o
S

Deflnrtlon of WORK Posrtron

. funds prowded to the state under this part, i e|ther the prlvate or public’ sector

We had suggested the fo!lowmg Ianguage

(b} Deflnmon -—-a "WORK p05|t|on" is a paosition of temporary employment !ocated or
developed by the WORK program or its agent, using funds provided to the state under
this part; for an mdwrdual registered as a WORK partrctpant

. .The provisions of 403()(4) pages 73- 4 are strtl confusrng and do not work

(1) There is no clear definition for the state ot the number of positions it is expected to create.
The participation standard is indirectly defined by saying when it is met, but this is a hard™
definition to apply to the sanction which is 25 percent reduction in match for the number of -
people below the standard :

(2) 403( (4 (B) ) in partlcular 15 very unciear (I think a verb is mtssmg)

o
(3) The 80 percent performance standard still includes job search, those in sanctlon and
people who found unsubsndrzed employment in the last three months

' ~.Cur suggestlon. continues to be what we have been dlscussmg ali along:

- The Secy sets a target: number for each state each year based on the|r 3 altocatron
) and the costfiob. :
—  The state must create the lesser of - I : S
RS (a) its target number o o .
‘ (b) 80 percent of those enrotied in WORK ' ' '

WORK Sanctions

IO

' " (1 496(0)( 1) still incorporates a loss of income test (by refereneing 484'(d)(2))' ‘the test.

says the person cannot be left with less income than AFDC would provide them
(assuming no-other income). This may actually be strrcter than a strarght 20 hour rule
~ so we may be OK with that. ' -

i

B



(?) .~ Important to note that definition of good cause for all WORK sanction purposes is left
. to the -Secretary and that any standards articulated in the bill are actually only.
minimums. So, for.instance, tthe standard of 484(d)(2} is only a minimur, the bili
~ leaves open the possibility that the Secretarys regs could require more of the ]Ob -—
and mcorporate the tests |n the current regulations, for instance.

@ - - NOTE: p. 64—~ sanction for not acceptlng an unsubsidized JOb can beé cured by
~ . accepting an offer that provides 75% of the paiticipant’'s income in wages (the |
supplement 'standard) instead of 484(d)(2) which is the standard for the sanction in the
" first place. Unfortunately, | did not c_atch—this one last time, but the standard for curing.
a sanction should obviously be the same as for incurring it. :

MINOR |ssuEs

1. Empl ogabllrg{ Plan

" The current draft adopted some of our Ianguage We would still prefer’ that the st of services
o be prowded not put education first. We would prefer that the list be "job.search, -
employment training, educaticn, and other employment activities.

- 2. Exemptions
The .specs and the language do canform now, but we stillhsugges't that the‘delermination ‘of
incapacity be allowed tc be made by other professionals besides medical - - psychologists, for

instarice, are not strictly speaking med!cal profess ionals.
Child care trai_nlnngORK placements -

3. WORK ASSessment-

We would stili suggest that there be a mandatory assessment after the second and each :
subsequent WOHK 3551gnment not just after the second. 495(c)
- Did not rnclude child care posmons in !|st of WORK posrtlons on p 46 (Sec 492(b
=+ it has been included in the specs, but notin the legislation. In fact,we wanted a
specific percentage of the positions. That, of course. has not peen_included. C

4. JOBS and WORK administration -

The tanguage in the specs is still confusing on-the interielationship between JOBS/WORK and
one-stop. The issue does not appear in the legisiation. Old specs had said that .
JOBS/WORK would have to be run ‘through the one-stop if one existed. Current specs say
JOBS/’WORK will partimpate in runnrng the one- stop

5. Nondlsplacement in Demonstrations

'Spec #2(h) on p. 54 goes further lhan other non-displacement language when it says that "no
participant may be assigned to fill any established unfilled position vacancy. "This language _
should be made consistent with the agreed-upon nondisplacement language used elsewhere.


http:purposes.is

"6 Pe'rformancé Standards .

2

The dates have not been pushed up beyond '96 and ‘'98. Wasn' theére agreement to do this. -

- The Ianguage requested by CEA has not been mciuded

T Hea!th Be nefrts_

‘ ~Specs {35¢) st‘i‘ll reduiqr_e_embioyerus'- (o] provide,healt‘r_l insurance, !én’tThis’optionai?.
QUESTIONS
(1) UP cases: we are not requining UP parents in the states exercrsrng the 6 mo. optlon to

be under the time lrmlt’? -- {p. 7 legislation)

(2} - Why add the language on p.8 of legrslatron regardmg chlidren 'under 16 since B only
.applies to custodia[ parents? . -

- (3) ) What does the new Ianguage on p.8 (i) mean re: chitd care'? What is the secnon '
e (g)(‘i)(A)(r)(ll) referred to‘?’?'? | - :

e
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EXEC u T_I,V'E " OFEICE OF THE 'PRESIDENT

TO:

" 'FROM:

flé—dun4l994 09:25am;ﬂ

(See Below)

Janet R. Forsgren
Office of Mgmt and Budget LRD

: SUBJECTi. Welfare Reform Transmittal Message and Fact Sheet

Could you please let me know the status of " the transmlttal message
and fact sheet for welfare reform°' :

_ We expect to get the revised bill. language and- 1eglslat1ve

specifications frém HHS around 11:00 AM this morning. = If at all
possible, I would like to circulate the transmlttal message and

.- fact sheet with the blll language and leglslatlve spec1f1cat10ns
Distribution:
TO: Bruce N. Reed
CC: Kathryn J. Way
CC: Jéremy D. Benami
CC: Isabel Sawhill
CC: bouglas L. Steiger
CC: Bernard -H, Martin .
- €CC:. Keith J. Fontenot .
CC: James C. Murr "
CC: '

,Chrlstopher J. Mustaln-



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
15-Jun-1994 07:36pm . = -

TO: ., Isabel Sawhill

TC: . Christopher J. Mustain

FROM: ' Bruce N. Reed )
‘ Domestic Policy Council.

cc: Kathryn J. Way -

cc: . ;. Jeremy D. Benami

SUBJECT: Preliminary WR comments

- We will~provide more elaborate qomménts-sometime'Thqrsday, but I
- wanted to flag a few key issues in the JOBS/WORK specs now:

1. The Jobs/WORK specs should be Part A of the Leg. Specs, with’
© Child Support as Part B. (Work and Responsibility, not the other
way around) . . . . )

2. p. 7, #S(a) I thought our agreement Frlday on substance
abuse was that states MUST require people deferred for substance
abuse reasons to participate in treatment prov1ded such treatment
was available. The current sSpecs say states MAY requlre 1t -

3. p..13, #10. A key prov1S1on has been dropped from the Minimum
Work Standard, contrary to our agreement with HHS. The. previous
specs (June 6) included a pr0v181on requlrlng people working

part-time to accept more.hours if available. This was part .6f our - ~°

rcompromise on part-time work, and HHS agreed to it. Without this
prOVlSan the deal is Gff. The provision must be added back:

o ‘Persons wou;d]be\required-to'accept additional hours.of
unsubsidized work if available, provided such work met the
relevant standards (e.g., ‘health and safety) for unsubsidized
employment. Individuals would also be prohibited from reducing
the number of hours worked Wlth the intent of recelvlng addltlonal
beneflts . . ’

. 4. p. 35 36, #36(9) ‘and 36(3)1 . On Saturday, HHS agreed to

defrne the refusal to accept a JOb offer as 20 hours, not whether
or not it constitutes a net loss of income. ‘It's nqt‘clear where
the specs stand on this issue. o e : .

6. p. 54,.#2(f). The waiver provisions 1nclude a non- waivable
provision that "No participant may be a551gned to fill any
established unfilled position vacancy," which is. stronger
displacement language than anywhere else in the bill. I dlscussed



thisyiast!week with David, and thought we had‘agréed to drop this .
sentence. We should -not have a non-waivable provision that goes'
beyond the non- dlsplacement provisions we have in JOBS and WORK

7. p. 100: A.small p01nt. To match the rollout document Sectlon-:
B should be called "Incentives for Respon51ble Behavior™” not o
' J"Respon31bllltles for-School-Age Parents” -- since the family cap
‘prov151on which follows is not really about school age parents

. Those" are my” iniflal COmments on'the Specs. We will give you'more.'.
when we review the legislative language. I'm glad to see we're
‘nearlng the finish line. : '

o Thanks.

e
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MEMORANDUM T .
: COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

June 15, 1994

TO: Chris Mustain, OMB .
FROM: Blll chkens, CEA

SUBJECT:, HHS Fallure to Make Promlsed Changes to Draft Leglslatlon

On Friday June 10th, at a meeting chaired by Alice Rivlin in
the OMB conference room, HHS agreed to. make. four changes to the
~draft legislation. Although the legislation has been redrafted in
two cases, none, of the four issues has been adequately addressed

Those 1ssues are: :

1) Job Search Assistance ~- It was agreed that Title I, SEC., 103
(g)(2) (p 26 of draft) should be modified to hote that anycne with
a high  school. diploma or more than 100 hours of paid 'work
experience will be presumed to be ready for employment. This
- language has been added, but up-front .job search has been made a-
state option rather than a requirement ("(2) The State agency may
require~..."). The "may" must be changed to "shall "

"2) Adequate Incentaves for Outcome Standards -~- HHS agreed to
insert the feollowing language (or something like it) .in Tltle IV,
SEC. 401 amendlng SEC. 487 (c) (p 111-112 of draft) : '

The penalties and incentives set.shall be sufficient ta insure
that a state which incurs the costs necessary to obtain the
desired. outcomes is flnanc1ally better off than one that does
not.

No language of thls sort was added.

3) WORK Performance Standard -~ HHS agreed to change the language
- in Title. II SEC. 202 amendlng (4} (B) (p 73-74.of draft). We did
. not agree on specific language, but ny understandlng was that the”™
blll would ‘be changed to read: :

, "(B) For the purposes of this paragraph a State’s WORK
participation  standard - is met if the number of people
‘registered for the program rece1v1ng wages for work is greater
than or equal to the 1esser Qf =~ .

(1) <as prev1ou51y drafted>

_ (i) 80 percent of the average monthly number of
.- individuals reglstered for the WORK program v


http:ciraf1;'.ed
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The draft language counts pe0p1e”doing'job'search towards the
_states performance standard There is no need for this. The main
reason why states are only required to place 80f' of people
- registered. for the program in work slots is because the 20% are
"supposed to be d01ng job search. Everyone in the work program
' should be working or doing job search. . If job search is included

in the numerator the standard should be 100%. ' The addition of
people . placed in unsubsidized work to the' numerator and the

_denomlnator in the current draft is a good idea.

4) Mental Health and Pre-JOBS —-- 'Although CEA lakes the current
language, it was agreed in the Friday meeting that language should
be added under Title I, SEC. 101 (1)(D) - (p 11 of draft) which
specifies that mental health professionals may certify people as
exempt, but only after an examination by an assigned mental health

workers drawn- from a list prepared by the state. The current
language requiring the certification of a medical profe551onal is
inconsistent with our position on health care. The  additional.

restrictions on which mental health professiﬁnals may .certify

- someone as not job ready are necessary to ensure that re01p1ents

can not. "Shop around" for someone who will certlfy them.

f cc: LT,JS, AB MM IsabelSawhlll(OMB) AllClaMunnell(Treas ) Bruce_

Reed (DPC) Kathy Way (DPC) -
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