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. 'Vi2--S\'~cs ,'To: Bruce Reed, David El'lw90d, Mary Jo Bane 
, 

, . ~ ~ . 
. , , .' 'Co~~)

From: Paul Ofrner" 

Subj: Welfare Task Force 

. Da te ~ Ma;-,¢h', 2 L 

Below are a few comments on the latest Task 'Force report. I 

want to emphasi-ze that'they are my comments, and not Senator,' 

MoYnihan 's. SO you are free to ignore .the~. ' , ' 


, _ 	 ,r 

" ,1. The, politica~ ~alan~eisaproblem. It ~s too ~asy,to 
characterize the report as proposing the expenditure of $15 
Q~llion over five years ,at the~rid. of which period there will be. 
more people on welfare and 2 1/2% of the caseloadwill be in 
WORK.. 'Whatever the merits of the package (and I support many of 

,the individual pieces), thiswC:)I1't"fly~ "'. " " 

2. I question statements"like :'a smallp~rcentage of those, 

who s,tart on ~elfare will hit, the time limit without having found 


,work", 	and." an issu'e a:rises around what is expected to be a 

relatively sma1'1 'number of people ,who cO'ntinue to be unable to 

find unsubsidized employment'after placement ,in 'a job slot .. '. 
 II 

What, is the basi's for this? I think s,.uch statements contribute to 

a' general posture 6f over-promIsing' which can" only damage ,our 

case. P"lus I don I t believe,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 qon't' See why. we have to take half a generati'on' to phase 

in the plan (the Republicans 'will go aftertheO:J .. if my 

,calctila~ionsare'r~ght, 	 it:will,be 2010 before 75% of the' 
casel.oad is in. That I s too slow. ,,' '...' ',. 

4. It would be ~'mistake to time-limit ,WORK.' While I'm aware 

of the.. conf lictiI)g concerns,. I don I f see h'ow,we, can say we're 

~ndi~ngwelfare as we know 'i t fl.f people who have been. in WORK for 

2-3 years are allowed togo baCk onto AFDe. Does that mean that 

some people could be, in WqRK in perpetuity? 'Y,'es. 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 , 

options here.· 


5. 'It ~ould be a mistake "to outla";' CWEP. ,There are 'several 

reasons for this, but the one that matters most is that it~ould 


undermine'thelntegrity of the system. We all, knQwthatthereare 

Ipeople on AFOC who aren' ,t that bright have mental problems I 


etc." but don't qualify, for ssr. If we go with a,strict.,work-fpr- ',. 

wages arrangement I many of these people won't make it . Mostly r' 


though, the system will try desperately to find'ways to exempt 

them, so that we 'don't have rnothe~s wit:h kids put out in' the, 




U>~~I-Y4 U1: U)PMHOMFINANCE CUMMiTTH 'TU Y4~b'l4jl.. PUUL/UUL. ,~ " 

streets. Th~' beauty of 'eWEI) 'is that these people can be placed'in 
a sheltered environment'"wherethey are given 'certain 
expectations I but the res'lll ts" are not catastrophic if they mess 
up (as many, of them will). I think~.work-for-w~ges is ok ,for many 
recipients " but not.ft?:r' others ~ ,The states should be given ,the ,""";"" 
flexibility to use both (possibly with incentives to use work­
for-wages) . 

, , 

I'm sure you're getting lo~~,of"gratuitou~ 'advice. on this, 
subject, and I apologize for burdening you with mine. At least 
it's short. Anyway, good 'luck. 

'. ~. ' 

," 

. .;. 

,,' ' 

.". 

I , 
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May 26 , '1994 
" , 

MEMORANDUM 
I • ',._~",~ 

To: 	 David Ellwood 
Mary<.:ro Bane 
Bruce Reed 
Belle Sawhill 
Kathi Way 

From: 	 Wendell primu~ , ' 
Re: 	 Comments on JOB~/T-L/WOR~, specifications' 

Attached are the' comments we, have re,ceived to date on the 
JOB$/Time Limits/WORK 'legislativ!=! ,specifications. '" 

cc:' , 	 Emily, Bromberg 

, , 

<. ' 

r' 

." . 

. . .~ 
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Office of the Secretary 
: Administration on Aging 

,Washington. D.C. 20201 

May 24, 1:994' 


TO: Wendell' Primus 

Policy'.::::::d:S:::::::G::cretary f~rViCeS 


FROM: 
Ass istan~ secreta:rY for Aging 2':' / c~ . 

RE: We~fare Reform Legislative specifications 

I would, once again, like to thank the Co-Chairs and other 
members 'of the working group for allowing me the opportunity to . 
view the legislative specifications. I am comfortable with the· 
documents I have seen and concur with the languag~ and ,substance 

. ,of.arl three packages. 	 ' 

I 'am pleased with the outcome,of the legislative specifications 
for 'the JOBS, time limits and WORK provisions of the we·lfare 
reform plan. ,I am, especially ple~sed to see a number of ' " 
requirements I fe~l are v,er,y important to a successful reform 
proposal: . .. ' 

'. 

the inclusion of a ,Personal Responsibility. Agreement, . 

between the state ~gency and the apPlicant;· . 


'.j .' 

." 
,the 'possibi,lity that orientation information ,would pe 
imparted in the recipient's primary language whenever 
possible.. We mustmak~ s~re th~t this req~irement 
remains in the welfare reform proposal as it makes its 
way through Congress i . 

• 	 the State option to require participation in $ubstance· 
abu:se treatment as pre-JOBS a;ctivity . 

I 'do have'some concerns I feel·are wortJ'l mentionfng. I question 
the portion.of the specifications which state, that the Personal 
Responsibility Agreement will not be a legal contract. ,What 
guidance do we give caseworkers? ' Would' the eligibility 'of a.n '.' 
applicant change if they do, not follow the general condit,ions of 
the Personal Responsibility Agreement? 

I 'am also' conce:r;ned wi t.h the exemption fro~ employment and 
training policy for those who .are incapacitated. We must make 
sure we meet the needs of ~hose in the disabilitycoinmunity who 

http:portion.of
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" 

WANT to work. We must ensure the disabil·ity community that we do 
, ,not, consider ,the presence of a disability, an_..~_nability·' to work. 

, .IW~Uld also ·I'ike. to bring your' attention ,to the portion of the~",.: ", 
, specifications addressing the Administration 9f JOBS/WORK. 

Throu'ghout the reform process ~, I. hav.e been contacted by 'and in 
c(;mtact'with a number of Hispanic groups concerned with various 
issues ,surrounding -welfare reforJil. The incl:usion of Community 
Based organizations (CBOs) in the administrative processes of 
welfare reform ,is a ,:v~ry important issl,les ·.for Hispanic leaders. 
How can ,we'involvecBOs in the administrative process of reform? 
In states that do, not .choose to dt;!signatea :IV':'1\. ag'ency as, the ' 
administrator of JOBS/WORK,. there is 'still the possibility of 
CBOs ·workingin·agreement with IV-A agencies~ We must recognize 
the importance of CBOs in the fight for welfare reform and,th~. 
,place they have' in helping achieve successful reform.' 

~'I thank you, agai~, for ,the opportunity to review the last 
',portion 'of the legislative specifications. I look forward to 1 

hearing from you as' our work continues., 

, ,~ 

:>'. " 'I . ' 

; t' 

... 

. ,: ~ 
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" 	 ' .. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Wendell prltnus 
~" 

FROM: 	 Larry Katz (phorie.",219-5108) 

RE£ , 	 Some Minor Comments : Bas.e,d on' a Quick Look at the Specs' 

for ",Jobs ,'Time Limits, and work, tJ May 20' ,Version ' 


DATE: 	 May 21, 1994 

'1. What happened ,to ,the national countercylcical triggers for 

increasing the amounts of the 'capped 'entitlements in the JOBS and 


,WORK programs? The last time I spoke with End1, ';',9 discussed a 

trigger at,7% that: led to 'a slight increase and'then further 

increase~ of 0.2' percent for'each 0.1 percentage point' increase 


',i, in the nat,ional civilian un~mployment' rate over7%,. DO:,we think 
the 10 p~rcent change' in the'StateMatchratet'or high 'an'd r1s1ng 
state unemplopient rates will be, sufficlQnt to allow tp,e WORK " 
program to deal with a serious recession? Or is'the,assumption 
that states will 'not really spend all of 'the capped,' entitlement 
sow~ don't need. to worJ;y ab9ut, the flexibility of theamo~nt' 

,available being increased when the'economy turns sour? 
, 	 " 

2. WORK FUNDING (p. '25) : 'I take it that the assumption 
underlying the' current approach'is that one wilJ.'be 'able to 
distinguish between'waqe SUbsidies and WORK operational costs 1 
(e.g, placement, bonuses). While I previously objected to this 

approach, as be'inq inflexible,' I now, think it is reasonable. 


• 	 •• 4 

V
3. " NONDISPLACEMENT' {po 28, (5}),: Do we really need to allow an 

entire 90 days be~ore having the' ability to go use a "budgeted 


'vacanc:y"? 	 Iii there a precedent for' the 90" day figure? Research 
with,which! am familiar suggests the typical duration of a job, 
vacancy 'is under·20 days. The types of jobs we will be trying to 
fil:.l in the WORK ,program are not going to be proiessi.pnal,
managerial· jobs that take a long time to fill. I suspect that'GO 
days (or even a Qit, less) would~e quite a reasonable waiting
period.' 	 ' , 

4. (p.' 29) ',~inc~ we are not going all the way to a: 'Union 

Concurrence require:rnent~'we may want to, expand a,,bit oz! the 

section on "Consultation with Labororganizations.1I 


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 in'come (part.' of AGI). for the, 


local income, taxes. Certa~nly people who 'are. in ,the WORK program·,' .,. 
for only part of ,the year could have incomes ',that" ,are h.igh eno":Lgh j' " 
to be paying taxes. ,ShOUld we be eXplic.i,t about this in the ' 
SPECS? 

, '­

\' 

http:Labororganizations.1I
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May 26, 1994 ,,' 	 'I' 

MEMORANOt;1M 

To: ~ell 
.~, t-r7J';

from: '~is Ha ,.0..- .. ·.....-­
. . . 

Subject::' .Welfare Reform Legislative Specifieations--~ivil 

. Rights Concer.ns.·. '. 


. ,'" 

I have 	three primary concerns with respect to civil rights 
issues. 

.1. on paqe.2, #2 Program Intake ·{c),.the proq:r;'am intake' 

specifications state that "fnfor:matiori 'Would be iinparted in . 


-the recipients.primary language wheneverpossiqle..u I think 

,that' t~is' prOVision is' inconsistentw,it.h ..the .requirements 
i:mpo'se(1 by Title VI' of the civil Rights Act. "The Title VI 
pr9hibition against discriminatiopon tp~ basisof'national 
origin: requires the stateagQncy to take' reasonable steps to 
provide information in languages other than Enq1ish where a 
significant number orproportiopof the population eligible 
to be served speaks ?l primary langua.geotherthan English 
and needs information in their primary language to be 
effectively informed ofl or to participat~in, ·the·program.
This 'obligation extends to p4i\t:aon who do not speak English, 
and to person' whoseClb~li'f::y to speZlk, read, "or ~rite English' 

, 
" 	 is limited. Regulationsissued.by, the Departmentof,Justice ' 

(28 CPR, Section 4,,?. 405' '-Cd) ,0.)) I and case' law suppor.t' this. 
position.' , 

. Recommendation: Delete "Whenever possible.,"., . insert 

"pur::ouan,t. to F~deral law and . regul'ation. 11 . 


.I 	 , 

,2., 	 On,· pag~, 6, #4 Pre-JOBS sp~cification (h), impose.s a fixed 

pe.rcentage (10%.) limit on the number of PQrsonE), in'phased-in 


. group that 'a .State 'Would",be permi:t:ted to pl~ce in pre-.J'9BS ' 
for ~'9'ood causen • The bas/es on which a per~6n could be 
assigneCito pre-JOBS include lIa oeverelearning, disa'bility 
or serious amotional i~,stabilityll as well as: an illness or 
incapacitation that 'pravents the individual from engaging in 
employmerrt or training. ' Such a pre-determined cap, set by 
statute, could have an adverse impact against disabled 
persons, ,such that a disal;>led .person could be denied pre­

1 

http:Regulationsissued.by
http:Concer.ns
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.JOBS status if the 10% ~ap has been reached, ElVQn though he 

or.she.woul'" l:>e otherwise eligible for Pre-JOBS. There' 

would be an opportunity.for a statQ to apply, in the event 


·.of extraordinary circu:mstan<?~~~~,to increase the cap, in 
cases of,routine dis:abilities; However,. a state should not 
be required t.o apply to increase th~ cap in such instances, 
an9- the tilne p.elay for· the Arne' rQcipiEmt could "have "a, " 
discriminatory" impact. . ,; ('
Recolnmendation: Delete cap with respect ,to various /,.10, 

, disabilities under good cause provision;." , ,(I/o 
'On page 13, #10 JqBS $farvices 

c' 

Available to participants (j), 
. requir.es thQState plan to inciude efforts to encourage the 

t.raining.an~ placement,of women in~n'oritraditional,' .. 

employment. I think that this section should also require' 

the st.atQ plan'to.illclud~ etroits to·~ncourage.the training 

and, ,placQInent' of racial or ethnic minorities, and the ' 

dis'abled in' nontraditional ~mployme:nt. 
 ,.I" 

Recommendation: . Include women, ethnic and racial 
minoritie,~1 as well -as the disabled under this ,Provision. 

, " 

'\ -, 

r,' 

http:t.raining.an
http:requir.es
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'To: ' WendellPrimus . ') In. .. 
.,.' 

From: ' Judy wurtze~UJ~~ " ' 


Re: ,': De~~en~ ~f'Jucatio~' Conune~ts on'Ltsi&~ative SP~ifications

t, , 

Date: May t~. ,1994 

,Overall, we'arequite·pleased with the specificatibhs aild the extent to which the 

Department's input during' ,the developme:O.t of the legisiati~n is reflected in the specifications. 

Below are our specific commen~ on ~ specifications. many of which are fairly minoL 


, ./. ' _. . ..' , "', . ' 1 ~ 

I. JOBS and/Time Limits ",
'/ . ,' 

.J 

p. 6·1, section' (h)' , 
, ....,. . , 

I ,,:, 'f',', ' " ' ", " 

We assume that the exatnpl~s. of substantial barriers to employment' given (severe , 
learning disability or,serious emotioIl~1 instability) are given as examples omy a,nciare 
not intended to be the only conditions that arc considered substantial barriers. The, ' ' 
spCcificationsshouldmakc that"point cl<?arct. ,. 

, p. 9, section (a). ' ' 

" . .. 
We are concerned a'Dout counting the 24 month tiiD.e"limit from the date 

~ 

of 
authorization. There ~ay often be a delay of several monthS between being foun,d, 
eligible for MDe and the, completion of me IEP and commencement of job search or 
services. If the '24 month limit runs feom eligibility. rather than t.hC completion of the 
IEP or commencement of , actiVities under the' IEP. there appears to be little incentive 

.' for states to mov~ expeditiously in developing 'an IEPand beginning activities that 
, wilt lead to self~sufficiency. . ,:' ' 

p. 13. secti0x;t (a) 

On the issue of a minimum work standard. we strongly~supponOption B. The 
importance of parenting ,and allowing'mothers to stay 'home with their children pan· 

,time cannot be stressed enough. ·Si.9~ most moth~s work less than tull-ti:rD.e. -asking, 
ArDe recipients with youni children to work more than 20 hours a week would be 
demanding morc from the moth7rsleast,able'to do'so. . 

On r.he is.~ue of,whether recipientIII whose grants are below a certain level shOUld be 
exempt from the WORK program; we believe',that they should. be. Given how 
diffICult it will be to create enough WORK ~lot~ for those who are entitled to full 
grants, it appears countt:rpruducLive to u::;cWlD~ of those slots for those who arc 
already working part-time and receiving only minimal benefits. 

1 
, , 

, .. 

. , 
, ,,,., •• _"''''_,.. """"'1"'\ 
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p. 19. section(e) 

We question 
, 

why this section refers to ext~nsions of "up to 
-

10% 
, 

of all-adults and 
minor Parents required to participate in JOBS." As we understand the provisions on ' 
minor parentl\.-the time clock would ,not beiin to, run until me minor turns 18 and 
thus could not expire until-the recipient turns 20 years old.,~Jhus~ there would be no 
circumStance in which a recipient would need an extension until she rums 20. At that 
point. the recipient is no .longer a minor. FQr this reason, we Suggest that the 
referellcc to minor parents be deleted rr:o~ this section. ' ­

p., 19. section (e)(l) , 

, 'When recipients arc enrolled in institutions governed by the Higher Education A~t 
(HEA), the definition of satisfactory progress applied to them for purposes ofAFDC, ' 
receipt should be the defmitioninJhe I-IEA. ~t should be ma.de ~lear either in a­
definitional section or each place that the tenn satisfactory progress is used (as you ' 
'have already do~ on page ,14, se,ctlon c) , '. ' 

Additional Comments on JOBS 

, '1. , , DeScription of rep In Section 482(b) 

, , ."'. Section 482(b) does not Specifically include . education a~ a_strategy for reaching 
employment goals. We, believe that IEPs would be more useful instruments·for 

. recipients and for the eduCation and rraining providers who serve them, if in addition' 
to an explicit requirement for an initial assessment of the·lit~racy level of the 
applicant, there was required consideration of the activities, such as job search; 

-'e.ducation ~r training, ncccssa?, for the individual to reaeh her;employment goal. 
.,­

2. . -UpfroDt Job 'Search . 

We have spme concerns with defmlng job-ready as having non·negligjble prior work, 
experienCe. We believe $.it States ~hould be permitted to make some differentiation" 
between recipients with different levels of literacy and basic skiUs, as is being done 

, ; . now in GAIN. A key feature of GAIN is to differentiate recipientS who lack a high 
,school diploma or ~ve extremely low skills. These individuals can choose jobseard~ 
?r education astheir.-first activity. Allowin~ States 'some ~exibi1ity in def~ wh~ is 
Job-ready would c1l$U!e that states, clan prov\de the ~ost dlSadvantag,ed reCIpIents wIth· 
appropriate services that wlJl help assureJong-lernl self-sufficiency. ' '" 

" , ~ . , ' , 
.. " " 

~ r0 
[" 

r 

I
, 

. J1 
" , 

2 , ;,. 

---_._._-- ....... "". 
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WORK :' 

p. 27~ section (a) 

We recommeIld that localSchool-to-Work programs be inClUded in the list of entirie.s 
. that the WORK program. coordinate with. Since the locaf progI"dlIlS, will be serving 
out of school youth, they are'tikely to have structures, con~cts an~ expertise that . . 
would support the WOl,UC proiram. .. 

m~ Demonstrations 

p. 43, Demonstration .Grants for Paternity and Parenting Programs 

··:·We suggest that Even Stan ~ adq.ed to·thelis[ of programs for high-risk families that 
are iIicluded in the demonstration. This family literacy program. for families: with . 

.~drcn 0-8 shares much with the other, programs listed -- inciuding·the same target, 
. PoPulation, the same family fOCus, and the same emphasis on community linkages.. 

, . 
. '. . .. , , 

(This samecom:ri:tent applies to the demonstration gnwL description on.p. 59. Indeed, 
it is confusing that'the same demonstration appears. ,to 'be described twjce.) 

·IV•. ' Performance Measures. 

We strong~y suppon yourpropo$als 'for outcome-based perfortnance measures. Wealso 
believe tbatas we all work to improve the quality andcoordlnation of education and training . 

. for AFDC recipienlCl, performance measures developed under the 'welfare legislation as well 
,as under.JTPA, the,reauthorized Adult Education Act and other educ:ation and training 
legislation, wUl'be adrivillg force in .improvement. For this reason. 'we propose that H~S 

, consUlt with DOL and ED in the development of performance meaSures. ·Below are specific 

suggeSted changes to the speClfications· on. ehb issue. ; . 


. • ", !. 

p. 
" 

48. section (a) 

. This· section should 'provide for th~ Secretary of l{!:lS to c~nsult'~ith tHe Secretaries·' . ~,!.0 
of Labor and Education in the' development of outcome-based petformau~ standards, . , ­

, system. 

3 

I'. 
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p. 49, section. (~) • 

This section should provide for consultation. with Secretaries: from other-Depa.rtments 
prior to ihe presentation of recommendationS and solicitation of.comments from . 
Congress and lriterest~ groups. ' . . ." 

~'ri .... 

, . 

.., .' 

, . ,',' 

cc: Madeleine Kunin, Mlke Smith, Augusta'Kappner. Nonna ~tu . 

4 

.cn 'J ccn.t:' Tnh7n7 'f"IU vu J.it~·~_ I lIU I ':J\1I'\'JC' \1'Jnun ' 
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, 	 ' , 

1'rellinlnaiv COmmtll.l':.~" V)'I welfcu::e reform JOBS/WORY. c 

A numb~r, ot'~hG,provisions in the ~pt!!cs may result in costs or 

'savings t.hat were no't reflected in t.ht= !Uu~t. ;l:ecent nna cost. 

estimates W'e·v.seen. BaCilU::le, the specs: and 'thecoSlt-estimat.~s ~re 


, bein9 hancl~ed separately, 1'1 J, wa 1't 'to mention ,,'those until ~t:I 4l:e 


dealin9 with costs." ,'",,' ,'" .' " ", ,'~ , 


p.l 	. The term' lIempl'oy~hi) lty pl.an" 5uqqes"ts ,'tha't a ~eoip1.nt is ~ot 

emploY,able.u.ntll ella activities in,the 'plan have b,aa~ Qompl~ted 


and the. Elerviooc del iverad.., In li'i/ht ot con,cern that the , 

'Personal 	Responslb1l1ty Agreement and ernpluycd.dlity plan not be 'K 
reqardec:1 as,cunt.x.-acts, we probably don't want to sU99.Ct: that l\ !Q­
parent isn't employable. The name'of the plan miCjjht'be chanqed 
to an "opl'0rt.uni ty plan," convey1ng tne tdaa Lhat ('.;omplet.ing it " 1 

, WaU1Q' increase 'i..h~ pc!lrent· 5, opportun~tie,s ,for' employl'l\~nt" " l 
'p . .i, It's;, uncle'ar whet.her th is document, wi1:1 be used in publ ic at 


, . any"'stage." It so,, thtl WOl"d "necessary", ough.t, t~ be' inserted 

, between "and ll ~nd "child car,e ll ~n thej:'next: tol ast, sentence 1n 

,the £~rrent. IJIlw l',l'!rl!lI~raph. ' 


., ,ot., • '~ 

p.5 	'Section (d) Clooe not app~ar to be consistent, w1th lat.er specs 

on ,substance ar.mF::fl treatment, on· page' e. (d) tsays pal:ents JIIay 

not be required to participate in activitie3 inpre-..10BS~ and 

may not, be' sDnctionod for f;lilure to particj p<lte. La'ter, ,the 

sp~cs say that ~ubstance,abusers,may b. put lnv~e-JOBS ond. 


,required 	to paL"licipate in troatmet.\'t,' on' threat of ,.JOBS-like 
sanctions.' " 

,Stilc\;.1on (d) could b,e' modified. 'to r~fcr to an Qxeeption for"" 
,cubetan99 abuse:r.. Alt:~rri~t.fw~l YI all Gubstance abusers who 
thA state will required, to receiv~ ~reatment could be plaoed in 
JOBS;, That 1", an optio'n In the ourrent spec:sa. It' seems the 
effect ",ould be th~ sam~ if, t.h~rR ,were no exceptions to Cd), 
but thai states a1dn't assl~n~ny substance abusers to prG-30BS, 
~'11~S6 th~y didn't expect,to be'able to ~Qquire them·to't~ke 
treatment. 

http:eoip1.nt
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p. 5;"ff. ParallQle~>nstruotion 1s I!l problem in the aer.ies of deferral 
oategories. , lft:ne, specs Clocument has atuture, that probably 
should be fixed. 

p.6 	 Arter Item (7], I think the .(,;unJunc.:l.J.ulI "UL'" 1.1:1 mnin:l*1l r~the:1: 
- ,then ,I'and." "'. .. . 

'P',7 	 The d.eterral cap and. the extension (,;QP wIll'Lt:,uul tv be ueed fOl: 
~1.11ar kindG of caeca (thooe not ~ua11f~ing ar: cate90ricaliy 
exempt froin .:r08S and WORK, but who '01111 hillve 'dll!.t1eul't.y . 
par't.lc1pa't.inq succ••stullyin JOaS)llnc1 ):)oth mill' be waived by 
the seoretary•. Moreover, the penalty for exceeding these caps 
1,A,,,P..TY· At.iff .. \;. no '"p for.b~nef~ts to those deferred or 
extended' beyond the (;~p:;;. 10 vUlIwIilClLlvll, tholJe p1."ovil5ioIlCi. 
will erc,atc cnormoue prcccure for the secretary 170 waive the 
~"p8. Th,e li'!lst case10ad estimates HHS 'has 5hareC2 showed 34 
pe;:;rcent ..or t.hose,subjeot'to tIle time-11hi1ts' being cClt4llt90rically 

.deterrod - in" i999. .The cieferral. cap 'wOQ1d add. another 10 " . 
percent, extenslons another .10, and waivers t.o t.he capl!:i more 
yet. At. SOllle polnt,tlle number of those not 5\lbjectt.o ,the 

, two-YGar t~me-liinit may !!Jet so 1ar9s that the. credibility. of 

t~Q r.eform '1s suspect. 


p.7 	 DOOG' (k) refcr to thor;e .in the Cl11i1oretionary d"ferral cap, or' 
" on' y ,t-_o th~ .t:lItP.9or ,i ca) Ii" deferred? . . 

p.9 	 Wha.t is the con~e~\le";ce 1'f the :stato t~ila to lI\lpdate each 
recipient subjeot t.o.·t.net1rne ,limit. as ,to the nUrnbero[ months 
l'''llulining"?' 

p.ll Are case management COfltS 1l1atohable' as IV-A ao.mlnlstrative 
.costs cut'l:entlyr If so, will the~s coste continue to be 
matchable by that sO\lrce? 

, 
p.12. 'Parogt'oph (41) :L"efers to "new recipient:J~" r-~om discu3aiono, I 

,think 	this. means parents who have recently be'em found t.o b~ 

e119ible" not. firs·t-t.lme· reclplents~ IS that correct.? 


P .1:3 The logic' of paraI;Jraph ( a) .is that" unle.s·.·. personhaa 
"nonneg11qlble previous. worK experience" they canno't. be 
"job-reody.1t Tl1atimplies that ill hi9h-:n;;hool, or even i:l 

0011ege 9radua~e who has not worked is not job-r~ady;' and 
cannot be required to dO up-frOnt jQb'search; If jOb-reaC2y is /' . 
Ule ct"itet'ion to apply, thel1Q hi9h-6chool education '(or . 
equivalent) .~ work,4!xperiencQ. Clnd the, absence of any C'lbVjO~)f;,. 
det'e,rrinq condi'tion sec!l!ns more appropriate'. .' lI\~~ .. , ..... 

p.13paragraph (I.'i\) places a s:tricter limit, on Alt,ernativR. Work 
Experience tnan the CUl:'rent sta't.ute places on cwr:;P. XL !tiu'L 
.cleal.~why, 1n a welfare reform pocko9cs whore work by recipients 
and ctate tlexibility are,two .import.ant. ohjp.r.tlves, the 
Acim1nlstration Wo'UlCl wan't to limit ·both in 'thlD c.:uuLt:.l'I.L. Hos . 

. the1.~e been some Q):;fu~e ot the AWE. author! ty that warrant.s this . ., 

http:job-reody.1t
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p.13 The sta'tement or the 1SSU.B at 'the, bottom ot: tbt: p(ly~ .:.hvuld 
help the reClder see the connection of tho '100 minim\ll'l\ .. to t:nQ 

',minimum ~ork IiItandard bY",not1n9 t'.hat., if families with AFDC, .' 
benefits .below $10U were excuseC2 rrom HORK, the effc:",l. wQuld'be 

·to introduce (I much lower minimum worK stonciarci'in atatee-with 
)Qnefits l:>elow tho mOdian, .and tor 'parents who r:ommi\tid Wi!.u;es '. 
m\lch above the' minimum. . . 	 . 

p.11 	I don't racallany discu(;sion of ·'act.!v:! t::i as i'consistent with . 
'ttle individUal's employab1l1typlari'" tllest. CSI:e;:·flUL optional.o:L 

'mandatory JOBS servlcos but. tha.t qount toward';;, 30BS 
participation'. Some furth9r de-tail' about: what:. 'qualifies here . 

.:i9 needed.···, ' .' . 

p.1S Does ,paratJraph (I]) (t) givR H volunteer a basis tor leg-Ill aotion 
ir a sta.te will not pay!ul.- bar activities (say, aelf,-inititltcd 

;"post-secon4ilry education or training) b\lt has not drawn do'Wn 
all it.s feder~l .TOR~ fundinq? I don't think 'that was 1ntend7d. 

Ohouidn't the 1:>111 cay th~t 8tate8;~~_t serve 'the phased-in 
first'.; and t.hat, 't:n the extent that .resources were aval1al:>le, 

'. 1tsnoUla 'then serve vol Ulll.,eeL'::; LL'UlIl 011;01"11:/ the ciefel."1.-ed and 
not-pho.od-in? . , . ., 

p.lo .t:xaotly now w1ll siates bepeL·lult..t..ed ,l.v ylilt. relmb~:L6t:mein1:' from' 
·federal.JOBS. ~ unci WORK tundc above their allotments? 

p •.l'I IJoes paragra.ph (9) mean tlu2L a t$Lc&l.~·~i::I unemployment rate must. 
, be 110 percent ,of th'e rate for either of thQ two previous .Y9ar!'· 

.... (CO that. it. mF.!F.!t!' t.hA F:'t..andard in Y'l witll an unemployment rate 
'. or 10.5 percent compi:u;eu l:-u 'i-l with a l-ate of 10: 2 percent tlnd .. ·· 
.'i~2 with Q rotc of 10.0 percent)? 

" p ~ lSI .wnat:. are the conseyu~JI(;es' 1 r, in' (b) I the recip1~nt request:; ~ 
hearing ·20 dilYS be.for'b tho and of the 211 mont}) timQ-limit·.·.nr . 
the statE!'. tails; to hnld the hearing prior l;O toe ena ot the 
lncHv1<2ual ' s 24 month::; ~r eUyill~li tyr . 

.' . ,,,' ' ..' '. . ". . . ··· ..·:·1 
St:at:AR arp. not pr.ohiblted trom wr1~1n9 and employan11ity plan::;. /. 
that. plans 'Cor an extel1sionfor an individuol (o'9" itmi9ht ,,1,1 
run to 36 m.onthE). Doell: ovoryt~in9in .(b) jus-to ./Ippl y to 30. . (I , 
dAY':; hefor.e the end of tne pl.an, whatever thal;· is? .. .j. 

.," 

May a rooipient a8): for an 'extension of an e)Cf.~n"ion· on the 
F.l.r!m~ qrounds of lac.kotservlceS? IS tne app~al ,PL:v",t::l!-'iI:)·the 
same?'" 

p. 21 If a state elects to have some agency ot.ner tha.ri the IV:"'A 
C!9~ncy r~l1, its JOBS/WORK program I is thci't other. 8genc;=y· 01 i9iblo 
for any re9ular IV-A adndnistrat ivf!'. C()~t. m~t:ch:lnq for 
performing those t'unc'tions7 ,.' 

. , 

http:timQ-limit�.�.nr
http:paragra.ph
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. p. 24 	Will employers be, i:.oldth,llt ,they. mo.)' . not' pay ',WOR}! par~ieipant8 
for perioclg"'han th. IImi~Slliltj W'ol"k, It, or', is' this justa way of 
'saying 'that.amployers·wI1i' treat WORK'pcu'C1oipl:mts like, their 
reguler employees with re3pcot to absanoes, and .that 
pa,rtic1pants may not apply tnT supplemental: pa.yrnentsfor· wages 
10s1:. due to absence? ',' 

When: an WORK part.icipl'lnt it:" docked for be.inq . absent, is the 
employer exp~cteQ ,to 'r.eturp any ::Jub::J,iuy tor. the 'employee I s, 

. 'w~qes? . '. ," . 	 , 

.' ~1m1larlY it a partlclpant 1s 't:ermJ.lU:tl.~1l [Lviii A'''WORKI 

assignment clurin9 the mon1:.h (for lnicoonduct or, ,otherwise) i does 
. tha' amployar'rQpay th'E,) Wc,RJ< agRncyfor any subsidy not included 
if! wages. SO 'tar? 'It .so,. is It 2!:S?.. rata? ••• 

"f'i'ret';'in-first-out? It,' 0 oK' to' leave thirtqs .for regs,' but, 'somA' 
, details h~ve; eot'fot.",,· tlt..t.IH'::h~d. 

Mary Jo allncQrgu~d forcefully that 30BS funda should be 
allocated ba&~d on ~aeh ~t~tR'g share of adUlt ,recipients, as 
1n current;. law.· ,She aOll.nowl!:~'.::J~tl· ,l.hctL ut.hcrclistrikutJ.one , . 
!!light. tQrgct runde with marginOllly' gre,ater eff'icdency, bu~ 
arl)\1ari th;tt pTC?blems 'With,' necessary c1a:ta and, 'the, uncerta.inty 
,otlter fUI;mulb6 would cl-eat:.etol- stateZl ,offset the botter 
targGtin9' . 'l'hs spoos "adop't t:his'~orniula for JO'RS tundiJ'\9 C?n 
paqe 16. . However, ,WOXI<. tunQlng is tc, be allol.:tl,l:~u l.J<u::i~d ull 

JOBS mallclatot'ies and WORK participnnts. ' How. dOGS the 'WORK" 
'programdiffor from, JOBS :in a ,way that:explai nR. the di(ferent 
·a,l1.o<;:Btton' approachesl . , . 

• , l. . "._ 

p.23 	Do ~he cpece moan.to lbiiit contrac.tswi,th· job placemEmi: 
,atjenCiAJ::, to unsubsjd12ed.placernents? (The tavorite 'example 
'such 	an al;Jtsm.:y its' All1Sr10a worKs, which I t.hink U@8:iJ work 
supplementation tunds to sUbsidhe their 'pll\cement.~.) 

p. 2~; ::50 tar ,~O:it.:, ~n:Jt...lm~\.bto have. o&&unled that 10 percent" C?f WORK.: 
. "1". partioipante would be in slotg that offse'twel ran~ TRfor.mcost:.s 

-. I!H'lchas chlld care prov1ders tor otner 'JOBS an(2 WO~K " 
pcu:\.lclplm~s, and monitol,"'s of participation. It the bill does 
'.not·requiro, etatss to make suoh pla,oGl'monts, It.,_.1R. dnllbtrul that 
'.t.hp-~gg()c~.ated savings ca,n be scored .. 

p.28 	The JOB~ epec's loosened thed1spiacGment. requirp.mp.nts on w0l:'k 
Rlipplemllntatlon j'obs 1'n t:ne . prlvat,e sector, but X"p1.l.i1t:Hil tu;J.' 
CWEP_. The displ,aeement provisions tor 'WORK adoptth$ stronger 
provisiongfor both pUblic, and private jobs. In' addition. in 
(b) they aada new pro~,ectlon that woal< 'tiluLto in l'lon-p1.-ofit, 
agencies J!lay'nptcompete with publio employees. ThG,JOe.S and 
WORK clisplacGmont,policie.s do not.· appear consistent, with the 

,. 	 "WORK polic1es maKing it ,even l1iU:~t=:t· tor st.ates t,o cI:'eato WOnl( 
. slots: 

p.32 Wnat, exactiy, Ooes it ·mean tOl' c:sWORK "pal.'tic:ipant" to.be 
re~errecl to 0 "plllcement c:ontractor?", . Could a referral be 

" ' 

http:It.,_.1R
http:n:Jt...lm
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w~lt.lng £01.' pl~cel\lent? Don't ...o want to 'lenow th~t., )u.et. t.he 
w~y we ~ant to know about other waiting li~ts? Don't we need 
,to" know the st.atus ot' ',t.hose . referred. to placementagencie~:: in 
ord~i La me~sure the WORK ,participation rate on p.S2, or are 
they all oonsielereel t.0', ,be 'in" t.he ,nume'rator? ' 

p. 331t 1&' uncie~,u.-."hel:'e (and elsewhere) whethlilr Guppl&~ent6 to WORK 
'wageI': 	ar<ll suppo9ad .to brimi,l a fC'l·ini ly's .i.ncome Up to the'level 
or an AYDC benefit for a slmllartioudly w.l.LlA no othel: incOtne, 
or bp to the level the, t'amlly WQuld_, receivQ .if they remained 
eli~lblQ for Avec, In g~p states,. I don't: thinK ,that is the 
same amount. 

p.34 	,AS written, paragraph, (h) wU 1 resul't in costs when Child,. 
support. tnat ot.ne~~lse would orr~eL Hum~IV~A ~enetits'n~w ie 
passed through to WORKpurt.icipanto. In aaai,t:a.on, the ' , 
difference botWQQn income 'from 1\ WORK slot and. from a regular

.\ .' . . . 	 ' 

, ,jOb will be reduced 1I Child support b pittOtitiU t.hl.·Clugh both 
ways. ,'Given that we want WORI< ,partioipant£: to take regular 
j~b£ if,th<lly a,ra offered, 'i9th;,:; pass,":through a 900<.1, idea? 

p. 37 Does' (q) il i mpoee a requ i romcnt on those 'not in WORK slob; to 
report qui1:::tinl} a job? ,Wh~t'. ig the consequence '(for those in, a 
WU}(J\ Slot ana ror ottH!'rS) or miL lluLl.cy1ng? 

polS 	Are'the,penalt.V:u~ in (1) cumulat1veover a lifetime' on welra~e? 
l'or example, it a p!1,nmt. it; sanct.ionedwith a 50, percent 
reduction, but curcc it by accepting a Qlot, only t.o be fi red y~,
after sever.. ) VAAkF; for. absentee'1sm, are we back to 'the' tirtSt 1­
occurrence, or i~ tIlls Ilow tile, second? liow abou~, 1f 1;.wo WORK 
dismissills for niiooondu'ct are 6epa'ra~Qd 'by a spe.ll off· the 
rolls (l1'It.ir<'llY? 

.' 	 '". ' 

p.42 	O,oea pcirllgraph(b) rG'~llY mean th4i non-custodial rarent mugt be 
"unell1ployed, \I or jllst not worXing? H.O~ apout.' worJ5,inq 
1nt:.errn:1:t:tently, or J.Ji:u:L-tllflt:: but steadily? 

:The f:l rF.ot. Fi"lntc:tnce of (b) ,says thill't arrears are' an eligibility 
reqUirement., whlll:: Ute thin:Jsentenc:e 30YS theY,\lrC not • 

• \ ' .f'~-;~' 

p. 43 'Th~ word', "b~tI s:;hOllld be insert.ea between "must." a~ld "g·oi-n.l.5hed."
in (e) 1. .' 

p~51 OVQr a six-month PRTiod,some families 'that. leave weltare will' 
,return. , Moreo'ver, sOllie .fcunilles,'who ora riot .on.the rollG at 
the beqinning of any cix-month period but appear in \:hp. middle 

,'w,ill ~.:'IVf!'\ ~pp.nr. fewer, than six::-:months, off.wel1'~re since .Lllah 
last spell. IiI short, counting exit3 from c;:ohort bu.t riotQ 

Qllowing, for re-entrants· paints too fayori.'lbl.R " plcture of .11 
,1"\t"Af"_P,;1l; prot]Tilm. ,.. 	 , 

p.51 	HMS actim~teB that around S perc'i>nt. or thof>e whootherw1'se 
would be SUbject: to JUJ;~ ana' WORK, wl1.liutlel. Un: minb)\un wOl:k 

,stand.rd (between 20 and 30 hour. ot.,~n&ubsidi%ed work per, 


http:stand.rd
http:insert.ea
http:aaai,t:a.on
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week), and ,continue to receive AFDCwithout. partioip';ting- in 
.JOBS 	 or WORK. If the effective Dl,qrtthly part.ic:ipat:ion standard 

, 	1s 35 percent. (40 percent minus tne 5 percent toleranoe levul), 
~ml 8 perceilt or the 3!i nlay be, in this ,', , 
employed-but-still-on-AFDC status," it appe~rs that: a state " '~'" WOUld meet:. tne: JOBSpartlcipation stanOarO with 21 percfml or 
its 	JOBS llIamJatol.-iel5 aotually doing soraethinC]~", ,' 

p.5l wnat. doest:ne parenthetical "[Or' an increal5le it:" FFP (Vl..' JOBS 
'se;J:'vicee)"meani' ' rr,l"r'p is increaaedin ~oappc:d' entitlGltIont, 
doasn't ftt.doral' l1l0ney just rvplaees'tatef'unlis? . ' , 

p.52 	As i'remember it, 'dbcussion of oo~nting job c~a'rch towards thQ 
, 	 WORK participation (h') '( i) ) 'endl;l(l IIp wi tb agreement that jOb 

,searcnbeF-ween,WORK assignment::; wuula be counted"but'not job 
,search, for those, on v,o.ii::in9 l~c~c." 

p. 5~ 	Wha~ 000[; (i:) (1) add to ();.) (ll)7 

p. SS 'The word 'fassistanceU saanll':, to he needed after the word 
, "t:ecnnical ,. 'in 'the second »ent.tm~eur l.h~ "Rationale" 

poragrnph. 


p.56 	The references t:o evaluat.luJl t;\.cmlQL'uti ell::!!! unifol:nnov (at 
,least'for the demon8trQ~1ona docoribed in this ,section). 
HowQvQr I thEl w,=,rdlnl)" ~lll'I)'p.~,r.R that there may be . 

'non.,..exper1ment:al· ,methods that /lieu\. \,;.lj~ ~t.ciuual'dl5' of the 
. ,scientific community. Tho 1'o110win9 seems batter to me,' 

bgcausze 1t' st.at.eSt t,he rEilaROn for. pe-rm1tting .something other 
than exper'1JnEmtal ·deslqn: . " 

, .' . .' ," 


.' " " 


l1i;ln~' ran~,t:'Im lIRF:1gnmp-nt of. inc2iv.1duals to treatment anc1 
'control group::J or.:, WhtlL't:I LlIQt.. i;lf in~pprol!1J: iote ' f.or ',' , , 
s,cicnti-tic rcaconc, ,the m~str19'~tou8.appropriate met.hod. . 	 ," 

'p.5'1 	 'X'ne 'bill: neet'ls .to~peclrY uxo~l..l}' WlIQt.. CVf.oOt~ of whi~h 'acmos' in 
this ~nd 'othar'occtionc 'the cet-aside .. ~ill. fund. . ',~' 

p.60 It WORK particl.pi:\n\.i:; ttL;~ HVt. uli'::tilJle; tor any AI"DC in thi3 
__, .. ,d!;Jno, ~hcn lIin, plaoe of thepresen:t. AFDC lJystem" dOl!l'sn1t. Reem 

, J 1 'kA T:hA' r:l9ht val' to describe the cash supplements"they -may 
receive. 

p. f.:>' "lJnp.mployrnp.nt.. j nsur.ance" shoulO -be spelled out in 'Che last 
liIent.elH.::e or 1..11~ rlL:t;L "Rat:-~_v.naie;" para91.-aph. 

p~fjf. ThA r~Ja'tlon o!the clearlr11i1 house and NTAR was not clear to 
ane. ,Whtrn~ Qu atl1t:es send what Qatar What io aV<lilttblc to 

',/!!tiltea on-lina? :What'will be "maintaineQ in tha, Regist.ry?" 

p.66 	wnat. Ooes "to OeteL'lll.lne ::;~~'vl~~ vpl.ions to, people" ,in (.b)'ma.cm? 

'", 'f 

http:b)'ma.cm
http:Regist.ry
http:lJnp.mployrnp.nt
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SUtiJ J:i~'l': Ch1ld .ca.r8 provision in Welfare Reform. 

"In the Chil<!t C8l;'e Section: 

.Dftlete the provisi~n that. $tat~5'must havQ requirements that ail 
chilc:1ren funded under these aut.tloritias are immuniz;ed at levels 
·apecitied by"PIJS. . 

We·explic1tlY.made the decision NOT to do this 1n a rule'recently 
proJ1\ulgatcdby ACr. 

'" " 

. ' 
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WELFARE REFORM PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE SPECIFICA'l'lONS PART II 

I. J05S, : T lntt:" t~1\1it~ ,anei 'w~r)(,' 

] ii. Wha'to'tner C1rCUJI1stances are al,;l:;e:ptapio? PCCJe 1. 

2. will QCroquirements'raflect ' 'l/4J11odifylnq tIlelniasciio,n of the, 
welf'ar.e system, at the polnt ot intake, process tc? stress .cnnploymj?nt., 

" end aCO&8~ to neeeicd cervioes rather than aljq~blity and oenetit 

determination ~ 1/2 Paqe. 2.' " , ' 


20'" ' Do those phA~ed~in'who are redets re~ej~~ lass t.han 24 

months'l.meier the' tiTne l :bnit? paqG 2. ' 


3 a. Is the clock running,trom the date of application. , 
oli9ibility, 90 'dayg after application, or trom,th~ date of an 
aqreed e~ployaoillty plan?, What if theplon 1:0 appe~lod7 r p ~. 

,'. ,,\'.;'. ' 

::) 9. ii: From WhATP. 1S this t.echnical, assistance 'cl.ln'ded? 'p3. 
. ~ ! ' 

3 g. iii Are the pha.ed o~ ontitled to A, fai'r hearinq?' Or only
if th~ stat.A provides it as a met.Iloa or di~pu~e re8ol~tion? p. 4 

4. l'.? ~,Is tho ,clock runlling' p . .!, 

, 4~ t. 1.How wil~, 1/4conceived whilo thcpar8n~ W~g 6n a8ei~tan~el/2, 
, ; defined? "i.e. born 10 monthaaft.er, the date J~1' appl'ic;ation. p.5.

, , ' 

, ,. ',.."" , " " ' 

4. r. 4. ,Who :cl'etermines if tho Stjl/DI, application is l'111',de on' a: 
ro~aon~blo ,bacia?' '.. .. 

,~.. 

,. Wuuldtreetrnent count' for p~rtioiatipation?,Whj?tr~Tor not .. 
the 'individual is in JOBS or prf.'i-:,<TOaS? p~G. 

11..11 H~s an impact analysis or iccue paper bQen develop~d on:aaeh 

, -f' 

http:monthaaft.er
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,ot.~nese opt1onsl what are the costlmpllcatlons? p.l) • 
.~ .~{.-~. . 	 " 

1l,. f. ,It' the not phas.d-in q,ro'up is not reqUS.re.dto participate, 
,do we loose sav1nqs a!ilsumec. 1n the baeeline assocla.t.~~ ,with this 
'grQUP t"ec~iv ing training? I,D this factcre4 into the-ccat 
estiriiates? p.lS, 

IS. C. Woul~thi5 check be an advance? Would p~rtielpants be 
,roqulra4 to pay func2/iJ'back out of. their first paycheok in excess 
or the' ell'rn1ng ~upp18mentat1on? p.1I..' 	 ... 

WORK 

22. f. Has the Department. ot J.lIhor as,sumad thi~ will nappen in 
'thelrJ:>aseline? IS ,this ass1JmtJd in l.ht= ,t,;Utfl. t!!sltimoteO'? p.2G 

,,23. a 'Do cost er;timates reflect a requirement that stAtes employ 
·WORl':: particlpantl:5 at; ch!lu uau: wvl.:'XEsr& or all' option? p.26 

26.& How w'ill the' State' prev~~t:Sl~t sUbsic:lies? . wi'lF'the 

secretary issue req8 to prevent this? p.2S, 


30.' f.' . Kava these overpayments' been rac~orecl into WORK est:i1!lates? 
Will the EITC bts touf...uL'eu luL:v elll e.soeeomcnt as to whether Qft 

individulS1. io inelig'ible t'or 'WORX? p,. 3'1, ' 

31. c.: What.,proportion or ,the CISDcloacl ia expect.od to be on'the 
WORK waitin9 list? What proportion ot'those are Qxpeoted to be. 

, 'p&rtcipa~in9 in' lnt:er1m WOKK ~c'tlvl't.les7 HOW does th.1so.r.r~!,;l. 
, uhilu, ca.J:ee:itilllateCil1 p32 

: " '. 

3'-.a •. What 1s the'average number ot hours expac;:ted per slot in 
t.he meaian sta.te? ~verQge,state? high benetit Bto.te? low 


'benefit 'etai:e'? p. 33 ' " 


34. ,b. Will WORK, partioipants r'eogiv:atranuiutional' Medicaid when 
they leava the rolls? 1'.33 

36"c. WoU14, th81ilQ participants loose tJ;1eir Medic;' ~ d, eliqlbllty1, 
Has 'Cnis option be$rl tactoreQ into, the cos~, e ..tlm,ot,;~tIi? lJ- 35, 

'3' O. , How i. 1/4a ,child conceived while th(!, pBr8n~ was in the WORK 
proqraml/2 da~lned?p.J5 ' 

37.' Ar~ sanct.1onsz for the J'OBS/WORK progral!\8 ,factored into 'the., 
estll11.a1:es" 1s lsbasea.on MORe <lata? p.30 

, .. 	 3,9 ~ b.' What parcontag8 of parti'ct'pantEl j,; expected to fall into 
eaCh cateQory tor each year or t.he proqram., IS 1;:1118 tactored 
int.Q the' cost ecstimate,,? p." 0 ", 

http:lsbasea.on
http:da~lned?p.J5
http:expect.od


. 05/26/94 15:56' '8'202 690 6562 DHHS/ASPE/HSP f41012 
L";;W-P BRn!-ICH'OMB . Bl1 

, ~ , I 

) , 

'," 

PERFO~NC~,.• MEASURES 

4 1. ,16 it a :;u percentaqe po1nt. reduct.1on or Ii 1/1. reduction? 
'PleClZic . provide a aute' fictco.,l' impact QnQlys~ct;'or a Gto.tc net: 
c:reat:i:ng work alot•. 

6. It is not clEltu.- what ia .,nvisioned tor "the Qe:' systom? 
ol.rify~ 

:TEClINJ:CALASSISTANCE t . EVALUATION AND DEMONSTM'1'~ONS 

Ala. 'rn1s set a~,l(le appears to be runc11nq' ad.m1n.' 'TliJ.tI. IUC)' 5(;(11:8'" 

ais'd.l.cretlonary ... , Pl<?IU'O provide l1II?r~infc>riD~tion on how Gxac::t:.ly .' 

theee funde are to: be us.d. p.56 

" " 

," ,. 

r..::' 
.AN 

http:Gxac::t:.ly


TIllS FORM MARKS TIm FILE LOCATION OF ITEM NUMBER---:-_,-­
LISTED IN THE WITHDRAWAL SHEET AT THE FRONT OF THIS FOLDER' . 

. THE FOLLOWING PAGE HAS HAD MATERIAL REDACTED. CONSur..;T THE 
WITHDRAWALSHEETATTHEFRONTOFTIllSFOL DERFORFURTHER. . 
INFORMATION. 

" 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 204'O~GOOO 

Kay 26, 1994 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY· 

fOR POI.IC'I" OEVELOPMENT ANI) RGSEARCH 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Wendell. P·rimus, Deputy Assistant Secretary

for Human Services Policy, HHS 


FROM, Michael A.· Stegman.~ 
SUBJECT: HOD's comments on the welfare reform proposals 

BUD concurs with the welfare refo:cnproposa~sincorporated 
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 thei..r WORK. or JOBS 

obligations. Since the current propos4,1 assures that there would 

be no penalties ,for those who are able and willing to comply, but 

for reasons outside their control cannot comply, RUDis willing 

to support the provision. Our current reauthorization package 

does not inelude this language. Staff of the Office of General. 

Counsel will assist HHS in drafting of the language. 


• 1 f 

The Department:. awaits financing proposals.. There 1s a clear { 
relationship between the substantive provisions of the package, i 
and the means used to finance them. As you know, Secretary ;IJPf.PItU60 J 
Cisneros has serious concerns about some financing options that 

have been suggested thus far, and will keep these concerns in 

mind as he review. the fina1 package in it~ entirety. 


I 
." 
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DEPARTM,!NT OF HEALTH .. HUMAN SERVICES ' '~ocial Security Administration 

Refetto: Baltimore MD 2' 235 ' 

'MAY 2.6 1994 

NOTBTQ'WEND~~ PRIMUS 

sut;JECT':Welfare Refo:pn Legi'slative' Specifi:l"!~ti'ons 'JOSS:: TimeI 

Limits and WORK' Performance.. Standards (Your Memo, 
S/20/94)-:-REPLY , 

'We reviewed the legiSlati~especificationB fox:, the JOBS,- time 

limits and'WORK provisions of ,the welfare refor.m plan and have 

,the ~ollowing, commenta for your consideration~ , ' 


" Sectio~ '4 {.f} (4) of the .sped.ific~tions(page 6) would accord , 
'certain AFI>C appli~ante/recipient~.'p're·JOBS st?l'tus if they had 

nan'application pending for,the SSI.or,SSDI progrC!-1I\, if there is, 
a reasonable basis for the application." Such an application
"would be used as an alternate' st~ndard' ,for incapa.city. " 

,,' , . 
'We question whether the SSI/SSDI applica~ionalone should be , 
grounds enough for. eucha finding of "incapacity"1 Also, how , 
would Ita reason~le basis for, ,the application", be determined . 
before there was a formal SSA determinat'lon or ,adjudi'catiqn of.:. 
thatitle II and/or title XVI 'disability application1.We believe 
that:. the c]:'iteria and procedures for finding,statutory
"incapacity" under this program 'could be clarified, but we 'would 
defer to. the Aaministration for Children and 'Families regarding
this essentially AFDC issue,."" ' 

In addition" we suggest that section 34(a) (pagel 3) he revised 
. to add SSI tp the list of Federal ,and Federal/State programs that 
would treat wages from WORK assignments as. earned income. 

1 

-Than~;'you for the opportunity to J:,~view 'thiemateria!. :~~;,~:' 

.. 

~~~~f=~ 
'S.enior Executive Officer 

Attachmenes,' 

,\ ' 

,'" 

To 

TRANSMITTAL 

http:application1.We
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S,pelCificatioOS 

(a) , 	 ,Adult recipients (see IeeD ParentS below for treatment of minor cusuxHal p~ents). who were" 

DOt able to work or participate in education or uaining activities (e.g., due ~ care of a 

disabled. child) could be assigned ~ the'pre-JOBS,pha.se either'prier'to or after entry inEO the' 


, JOBS program (or after cotty 'lilto, the WORK program; see WORK speiifications bel(lw). 
For example, ifin individual became seriously UI ~fier enterliJgthe JOB~ prograni. he or she 
would then be placed in pre-JOBS status. 

,(b) ,The State agency would be required to make an initial detet'I1}inatio'n wi~ respect to pre-JOBS 
Stal:US prior to or as pano! the development of the employability plan, since the deterrrunation 
would in NTn affect me content of. the employability plan. ,A recipient who is required to 
participate in, JOBS .rather than assigned to pre-JOBS'status could request a fair hearing ., 
focusing on whether th,e individual 'meets 'o,ne of the pre-JOBS cri[l~.ria (see bel,ow). ~ The time 
frame for completion of the employability plan (see 'above) would be ,waived 'in such "cases. 

(c) , ", Persons in the pre-JOBS phase would be expected to eniaie in activities intended. to prepare 
, , them for enlploymentand/oT the JOBS program. The employability plan for a recipient in 

pre.JOBS,status t9uld dei.ailthe steps, such as locating suitiblemedical care for a disabled or 
,ill adult or arranging for an appropriate setting for a disabled child, needed, to enable the adult 
to enter the ~OBS program andlor find employment. ' , 

Recipients riot likely to,ever panicipate in the JOSS p~ogram (e.g.," thos~;Of advanced ale) 
might not be expected to engage in pre-JOBS activities.. The employability plan for such 
individuals might still include steps intended to., for example, improve the family's health " 
status or h9using situadon., For individuals who w~re expected to eoter tl,te JOBS program 

, shortly (e.g.; mothers of young children), pre-JOBS seivi~ could be provid~. when 
appropriate, to address aA)' outStanding barriers tosu~cessfulpa.rticipation in JOBS (e.g.,' 
arrangIng for Child care). ' 

, , 	 , 

", 	 . ," ',.' " •• ,' "" I, • . 

(d) 	 . States ,COUld provide program, services tOinq.ividu;Us in the pre~]OBS phase, using JOBS " 
funds. but would" not be required to do SO., Likewise, States cOuld provide child care or other 
supponive serViCes to persons In pr.JOBS 'stltusbut would not be required to do so-tbere" , 
,would be no child care guarantee for individuals in pre--J.OBS.. }>ersoDS in pre-JOBS status, ' 
,would not be subject to sanction for failure to panicipaui in pre-JOBS activities.,'ln other,' 
words, in order to 'actually require an individual to participate, in an activity, a State wouId,' 
have to classify,the individual as JOBS-mandatory. . ' ..,. 	 , 

, (e) Persons in pre~JOBS would Dot be subject to the time limit, e.g," months in which a 'r~ipjent 
,was assignee to pr~-JOBS would not count a&aiost m,e two-yeaclimit ,on cash benefits. 

(f) 	 The'criteriaJor pre.;;JOBS status would'btnhe: following: 

A parent'of a c:hild"'under age one. provided the child'was not conceived while' 
the parent was on assistance, would be assigned to 'the pre-JOBS·phase. A 
parent of a child conceived ,'while' on assistance would be placed· in pre-JOBS 

" . 
, , 
, , 

http:the'pre-JOBS,pha.se
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for a twelve-week period following thebirtb of the child (consistent with the 
Fainlly ~ Medieal Leave Act). ' 

.(UDder current law. parents of a <:bUd un~~ age three. under age one at State option • 
. ,are exempted from·JOBS participation, and no distinction is made between children. 

conceived while on .assistance and chiJdren' while not, on assistance) 

(2) Is ill, when detenni,ned bytbe Stite on ~e bisis of medical evidence or 
anotbersound,bas~s that the illness or injury is serious enough to temporarily 
.prevent entry into employment or training; '. ' 

(3) Is incapacitated,' when verified by the State'that a,' physical or mental 
iiJ,paiiment. determined by a licensed physician, psycbologist or mental health 

. professional. preven~ the individual ,from ,engaging in employment ,?C 
. training; 

" t' 

.' 

. (4) Has an application peflding for. the SSI or SSDI program, .ifthere'is a ...... 
. reasonable basis· for the appliwion;· . " .'., . . 

(Under the proposed law, a.pending SSlISSDl application would, be used as an 
; alternate standard for incapacity) . . 

.'(S) 	 ls60 years of age or older; 

, (6) 	 Needed in the home because anomer member of the household,requites the 
Individual's presence due to illneSs Of incapacitYaSdetennined by a licensed 
pbysic:ian, psy,chologistormentai health professional, and no other appropriate 
member of the household is availabie to pro~ide the, needed. c:a.re; 

. , ,'. 
" 

. (7). Third trimester ofpregnanc.y; .and 
(Under current law and' regwations~ pregnant women are exempted from,JOBS 
panicip~tion for both the seCond and ,third trimestefs) 

'-(8). ,. Living in a remote area. An indlvidua.lwould be considered remote if a 
"}: round trip of more than two b,ours by reasonably available public or private~~~; 

transportatio~ would be required for at19rmal work or training day. If the . 
. norm~ round.~jp commuting ,time in the area is more than 2 hours. the . ..:. '.. ~ 

round-trip I;Ommuting time could not exceed generaJ accepted stariCtards for 
the area. . 

; (Same as current regu~atioris. c~ '250.30» 

(g) 	 Only one parent in an AFDC-tJP family rould be placed 'in pre..JOBSunder ((1). 

(b) 	 Each State woyld be pernuned .to pla~~'h1 pre-J()BS, for good cause asdeteimined by the 
State. a, number of persons up to a fIXed percentage of the total number of persons in the 
phased-in group (which wo'llld include adult recipients. minqr custodial parents aDd,.persons in 
the WORK program): These good cause assignments 10 pre'::JOBS would be in addition to 
those meeting the pre-JOBS criteria defined in (f). 'Good caus~ could include. substantial 
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, , 

, 	 , .: 

. Spe&ificatjons 

, , (3) . States wOuld haVe.th.e.flexibiuty to d~ne-~e number of.hours for each WORK ' , 
, assitnmeut:'.Jb'e ~mbet:of:hours.foi~a WORK assignm~t could'v;uy depending 00 the, ' . . natute::oftb:6.p'osjtion.~.wORK,asSjpmeuts\vpuld have to'be'for at Jeast an average of 15

' 

'hours perw~'durini'a'mOnth'and fur oomorethaa ~ average of 35 hours per week during'
a month. ' , ' ' 	 , 

~. ' .	Each Stue 'Would be requinid~ to tfie extent possible. to set tho' hours for WORK assignments 
sud!, that th~ average' wages from Ii WO~ assignment represented. at least 75 percent of the • 
typical AFDe benefit for a family of three in the State. This would be a State plan 
requirement. , 

33.' 	 E~GSSUPPLEMEm'AnON' , 

........

S12ecjficationS ' 

" (aJ" '.In instances in which the family income, net ~f work, expenses. of an individual ina WORK 
, 'assignment wee,e no~ equal to the APDC benefit for a family of that size~ the individual and, 

bislbet.family would receive an eaming:s supplellieDt sufficient to ,leave the family no worse 
off~an a family of.~e Sarne size on' assistance (with DO earned in~me). ­

, . 
The eamings suppl~ment would be in the form of either AFDC or a J1ew program identical to 
AFDC with respect to.the determination of eiigibUitiand calculation of benefits. The level of 
th,e earningS supplement would be fixed for 6 months. 'The level of the supplement would not 
be adjusted either up or down during the 6-mODth period due to changes in earned income or 
to non-permanent changes in unearned income, provided .the individual remained in the 
WORK. assignment. ' ' , 

, ( 

(c) 	 The w~rk expense disregard for the purpoSe of ~alcuiating the earnings'supplement would be 
,set, atJh~ same level as the stanqard $120 work,eipMse disregard. States which.opted for 

" .more generous ~nings ~isreiard policies ,,:,ould be pi:rPlitted buttlot required to apply.theSe 
policiestoWO~ wages,~,:, ,,' " ' ',' "', ' " . " ' 

34. "TREATMENT OF WOR.KWAGESwn'HREsPECTJ'O BENEFITS AND TAXiS 
. , .:" .,J':, , 

Specjfi~tiQm, " .:,:::':< "" . . .. . . , SS::C' .' 

(a) Wa~~ fro~ w9.~:~i~~~~:;oUld treated as ~ed,.income·Wjth ~pea..to Feder~ and 
" Federal..State ass~stanc~,p,~~~}lther than AFDC ,(e.g., food. stamps'AMedicaid, public and 

Section 8 bousingl~.:"' ,"',":':' ':....:~ " . ,. ',..' . , 
.~ "".'" , "._ ' >lilt ­

(b) 	 .' Participants, in ,WbRK~i~ents ~their families would be treated as AFDC recipients 
with respect to'Medicaide1igibil,~ty. Le., they would be categorically eligible for Medicaid. 

, 	 , ' 

33 
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COMMENTS 'ON JOBS/TIME LIM,ITS/WORK'
, ". ", . 

'.1,Effectfve Date/Phasein 
2. Program Intake 

No' comments. ' 


3. Employ~bility Plan, 

** Editorial: Need to emphasize placement in less than 24 months 'and work options 
during first two years " ", " -" , 

This sedion should have a vision pie~e as the others do - and it sh9Uld clearly state " 
,,' thatwe intend plans to be develop'ed that moveparticipant,s to work as'''quickly-as 

possible. It should. explicitly say "Employability pl?ns maybe forlElss thal!e4 months, 
. and may include assignmentat any time to work programs with JOBS such as CWEP,' 
, On the Job Training, and Work Supplementation as undercur~ent law." ' 

, ' . .' . ~ , .. . . , " 

4. Pre-JOBS ' 

** Question: Isn't it a state option whether ~olunteers meeting pre-JO,BS ,criteria are. ,. , ' 
submit to time limit? 

',,'" 
5. Substance Abuse 

Noconiments. 


6. Definition of the Time IJmit 

, " 

** Editorial: Does (b) add anything to the definition of (a)? ' ,. 

If not, it should be dropped. " 

" . 
Applicability.of the Time, 'Limit 

8. AFDC-UP 

No comments. :, '", 
 " ,'" .... ••... r' 

9. Teen Parents 

** Policy Issue , ' 

(c) Still' maintain, that there should be no .exemption for anyone under 20 based on age 
of child (beyond 12 weeks). " ' _..~,:..;' 

.~~. '.~ 

.ft; 

:; r 

http:Applicability.of


'~. . 
, . 

c· 

'I, .'10. JOBS Services, 
I' 

* Editorial 
(g) Add "microenterprise training and activities;' as well as self.:·.'emp'loyment programs 
to 'the-list of optional activities." " .. ' 

.' ,,, . l1. Minimum Work Standard .. " - - ­~ 

***Policy Issue 
Part time work issue remains .to be resolved . 


. ;. 


12. JOBS Participation' . 

*Editorial , . " ,,: ' , 

(e) broaderi the ,definition of satisfaCtory participation to include any micrgenterprise 

program ~~ not just, SI3A funded: HHS~Labor, Agriculture, all have' mi~roB~terprise 

programs. 


, hpolicy Issue , , " 
, (g) needs clariffc;:ation. Should be a statebption wh'ether to'impose time limit on a 

broader class of ,A,FDC 'recipient~ participating in JOBS: " 

~JOBS Funding 
14. Semiannual Assessment 


, No'comments . 

. ' .' . , 

15. Transition to' WORK 

*EditoriaI , 

We had discuessed that the reg~latory specs ((e) through (h)), were too detailed and 

did not need to be here. ' ' 


16. Extensions ' 

17.Qualifying for Additional Months of Eligibility 

18. Administration. of JOBS/WORK .' 
19. Specific Responsibilities of the IV-A Agency 
20. Other Areas of Responsibility 
21. Establishment of ~ WORK'~qgram 

No comments. 


. 

~'j, , 

'. ; 



,22. WORK Funding 

'***Policy Issue , ' ' , ' . . 

The issue oftwo pots of money vs. one is still not decide,d.' 'The specs maintain the 

division requiring that ,the forme,r AFDC benefits be used oniy for wages, and the . 

WORK subsidy of operational costs. Thisdivision is, on the One hand, artifiCial since 

subsidies'€,an be disguised as otherthings, and, on the other, an ,unnec~ssf<uy'~, 

constraint o~ state flexibilitY in"running the,'WORK program. 


**Question ' , ' , 

Note: (c) now says WORK funds 'will include an extra amount for WORK opportunitie's ' 

for noncustodial p.arents. 


r' 

23~ Flexibility , , 
24. Limits on Subsidies to Private Sector Employers 


. No comments. , 

.. ". 

25.' Coordination : 

**Questions re: public/private board: ,':' 
I ' " 

(1) Changes previous control ,of designation of board from, local to state government 
",

(2) Allows state to make local area larger than JTPA SDA.' 90 we want that? This 
, would allow state to make it a state hoard. ,How about state can make 'area smaller, 

but not larger? , " . , ' 

(3) Board has nq formal power or role. "Guidance," "work ,in conjunctio~ with." If we 


, really want this t6 have local input, there should 'besome 19cal power- "Loc~iI plan . 

, ' should be developed jointly by boar.d and qgencYi': or II Board shall develop plan, 
. subject to agency approval," or vice-versa. " 

26. Retentiori Requirements 

,27.,=29. Noridisplacement, Grievance, Concurrence 


, .No comments. "Note: do not have latest consultation 'specs;' '. 

1'. 

30. Number of WORK Assignments " 

** Question . . , ' 

Should count ndtonly, ,subsidized positions, b'ut Dnsubsidized' found through agents' 

under contract to place WORK participants. . 
 , ,I 

Current definition might notcoupt pla,cement contracts. 

31. Eligibility Criteria . . ,. " . 
32. Allocation of WORK AS$igments/lnterim Activities 
33. Hours of Work 

,34: EarninQs'SuPPlement 

,35. Treatment of WORK wages 

36. Supportive Services , " 
3? Wages and Working Conditions 


, No comments. " 


. -' ~. 



i! 

38. Sanctions 

*** Policy Issue. .. 

(c) Suggest changing the standard for refusing a private sector job to 20 hours or .less' 
ifJeaves family no worse off.' '. . , . 

.'\ .***Question . 
, . ' 

(t), StiI!say the term "willful misconduct" is too strong. "Will ful is unnecessa,ry..~, 
·lncltJding I~ in the statute will only make it more difficult to sanction. De,fining 
miscQnductshQuld suffige. . . 

(gLSameissue as (c) - change std. for refusal to20 hours. 

39. Job Search --....­
No comments. 

40. Time 'Limit on the WORK Program: 
****Policy Issue 
Under discussion .. 

41. Noncustodial. Parents 
.. 42. Parenting Demos . " : , '.. 

NO.Comments. 

'. 

,. 

'""'..... , 

", 

'...~. 
.. ~4 
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May 26, 1994 

MEMORANDUM ' '":; , 

To: David Eltwood· 
.. Mary Jo Bane . 

Bruce.Reed 

Belle Sawhill , ., 

KathiWay . , 


, . . . '~~ 
From:. wendellprl.mu~ 
Re:. Additionalcommen:ts on JOBS/WORK specific'ations 

Atfached are some additional·comments on, the·JOBS/WORK specifica'" 
tions that came in late this afternoon'from OMB, HCFA and FNS. 

cc : E~ily Bromberg 

·1 ., 

.~ j .. 

. ',,' 

-~- ---- ------­

http:wendellprl.mu
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OFFIC~ OF MANAGEMENTANn,BUDGEt:' 

'. usisiative Reference Division 
lAbor~ Welfare ~ Personnel Branc!z , 

, , , 

FAcsimile "[,aDMit.tal 8.b8Qt,· 

• 
(' 

5/2,b. 
" , 

FROM; Ciuis Mustain' DATE: PHONE: 39S-3!J23 

fAX, ~'$-fl.e 

TO, '. ' . " TIME:L1: 3S. l0' tkt\ ~ ,
_e~' . "hMV$·> 

; , 

COIIJ<ENTS;· .AM.J;OV1<"<10M~ CoI'1I"l(,~ .?ltt-;e. 11 0 te­
+~c.{··tlte.\if'J -se~ J to",,~ tlre. "$imfl~M. . . 

• U.IlSML,,{Gcl ~e~',oV\ .~.~ ... Jtk cc.~I;q ~~ts. 
.?\eb~ tt.1.l •• \~~V ~c.\i~ I\ve;st~ .. 

,_~'J. 

PL~AS! CALL,TH~ PERSON(S) NAM~D ABOV~ FOR IMM~DrAT~ ptc~-uP. 
"\ .' 
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',' 

:.' 	 '.1. , " , '.. ~ 	 ! 
': " 

\ ; 

WELFARE REFORM PROPOSED LEGISLATIVE SPECIFICATIONS J.1AJ{TII' 
. 'I 	 . 

'J. JOBS, ,Time Limits, and Work 
. ," 	 . 

,1 "").'SectiOl;\: ; 

1 a, ' 	What other circumstances for permitting States tu udcs.y implemenla.tion of. 
w~'farp. reform are acceptable? 'Page 1. ' 	 " 

2~ Will QC requirements reflect "muuifyillg the Ijlissiori' of the welfare system oJ 
the polntofimake p,ruL'tisS to ~LJ'es5 employment ,and 'access to needed qcrviccs rather. 
than eligibility and benefit,determination"? How? Page 2. ' 

, . . 	 , , , 

, ,2~. Do those pho:sed-in who arc. redeterminations receive less' than 24 mont1ts 
· uftder lhe li1l1e limit? Pa.e;e 2. . 	 ,'" . 

't, . 

, ' . 	.3 a~" Is the time-limiting'Clocl< running from the date of application, eligibility, 9i) 
clllysoftcr application~ or from the date of an agreed employabililyplan" What if the 
plan. if;o.ppealed? p 3. , . 

· 3 q. What is the obligati~n to prOVjde:s('rVire~f() those in pre-JOBS (e.g. ad.dlction, . 
"treatment, psych<?logical couml?lling/phY$;ic.al rehabilitations)?: p. 3. ' 

38' it From,whp.rp. il' this technical assistance for medtatlng ui~putt!s funded? Is it 
adViSl'\ble.to add' another layer of bureaucracy amI'1l1ultiple levds of dPpeal' at this 
~tage rather than a later stage (perhaps when ut::ltdit IJu),J.:lleLlls al'e al :5take, 0:1: when 
· persons an~ put Into JOBS v~. pre-JOBS)? Large: number~ of beneficiaries may, o.ppc~l 
and dog up the system..p. 3 .. ' , ' "" . 

.3 g: iii Are lhe ph~ed-in entitled to a fair,heQ.rh~g?O,r only)f the state provhi~s it as 
d. Ult::tliuJ uf di~puleresolulion? p. 4. ' 

4\b. 	Is the clock running while ill\ il)divi d\.lal' is appealing? 

4. f. l.H0\'Y: will ~/conccivcd while the parent was on assistance" defihed?, ~.e. L~orn if',,·, 
lTlonthsQ.{tc:r the date of application. p.5. ,'.," ' . " "':' , 

.. 5. f. 6. Who pays for the medical exams to delerminf;> wh;ther an-individ,ual.is JOBS 
or pre-JOBS' eligible? p. 6.' : " . 

4. f.4.. Who determinl?s if tllpSSl/lJJ application is made on a reasonable basis? 
. ,'- , ~. 	 ." , , ., , 

5.. W01l.1cl treatment count for pa~tlcjatlpat'lon7 Wlu~thtir ur Hul the individu41i.5 in 
JOHS ,o.r pre:"J013S.1 p~6. . 

'11.a lias animpiKt d.ualysis' 01' issue paper been developed on each of these options! 
, ..' 	 , 

, g 

" , 

http:an-individ,ual.is
http:adViSl'\ble.to
http:From,whp.rp
http:couml?lling/phY$;ic.al
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What are rhe(.;ost i11lplk:(J~lo~ls?p.l~~ 

12. f. If lhe not phased-in group ,is. not required to participate, do we loose savings 
' 


assumed in the baseline Qssociated with this>group re\.'eivillg training? Is thi~ 


fl1ctored h~~~ thc cost cotimates7 p. ~ 5 ' 
 / 7 
. ',~~" 

15. <;. Would this check be an a.dvanc.e? Would participanls be required to pay 
funds b\lck out of their first paycheck hi, excess of the earning supplemeluatlon? p.1S 

WORK' 
.r 

'[l, f. Ha~ the Depanmein of Labor assumeu tllb will happen in their: ba3elirie,? Is, 
this a~~umed in the cost estimates? p.26 ' , 

23. a 'Do cost"estiIIH:!tI:S refleCl a requiremer,t that st~te:; employ WORK parti~ipatlts 'j' 1 
as :chlld care workers ur un option?, p.26 ' . 

26.a' I~uw will lhe Slate prevent :;lot :Jubaidies? Will the Secret:<i.ry issue regs to 
prevent tl~i:;? p.2S " 

30. f. Have these over'payments bee~ factored into WORK'estl":lI'lh?~·{ Wil,' the EITC 
be factored into an assessment as to whether an individual ij'; ineligible for WORK? 
p.31 'J, . 

31. c. What proportion ot the ('ast:'lo~d' is expected to be on the WORK wa'itillg l~l? 
What proportion of thosl>ar(l' p.xpf!rted to be partc1pattng in intt!Cim WORK 
activities? How does this'aft'p.rtr.hild care estimates? P32 ' 

- . ' .' 

:~/._a. What is the averagenumber of hours ~x.fJedt!u pet' slot in thell.\edian 3to.tC? ' 
ave~age state? , high benefit state? ,low vt:!JLdH ::;Lale? p. JJ ' 

-33. c. What ilIlp'l(.t willlhis work dl~regard haveon Pood Stnmps bcl\~fit87 , p.33 , 
. " ~ .... ... 

34: b. Will WORK participants receive trdli.;islionnl Medicaid when they leave the 
rolls? p.33 ' , . 

36 c. Would ,these participants loose their Medicaid elJ'siblity? Has this option b~en 

factored into the cOSl csl'in'l.l.tc5? p.35 , 


36 e. How is "a child conceived while the parent w(lsin thl'! WOR~ program" 

, defined? p.35 " 


, '37. Are sanctions for the JOBS/WOI(K programs-Jacrored' Into the data? h; h; b~ed''; '7 
,on MORe data? p.36 

'[ 

http:Secret:<i.ry
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I 

I .'. 

, 39. b. What percentage' of p~rticipants'iS expected to fall into each ~ategory for p.ac:h 
, year of the program. Is this fadored into the costestimates7' , 

,: ",' ", . '" " ,'. . , 

PERFORM:ANCE MEASURES 

,4 i. Is it ;t 50 percentag(? point renmtionor a 1/2 reduCtiun? Please provIde a state 

Jiscallmpact aU(llysis of a "tatp. not c:realin$ work slots. :'" 


6",:,1t I~ nol: dear whatis envisioned for the QC sy::;~el1\7Pleds~ ddfify,' 


TECHNlCAL'ASSISTANCE, EVALUATION AND DEMONSTRATIONS 

, .' " . ,. ., .' . .' " ' 

Ala. This seta::;iu~ appeafSl,O be {uilding adm.in.' This ll11lY aco,l'c ilS di!iCTctionary . 
,Please provide more information on how exactly thesc funds ,are to be used. p.56 . 

'i 
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JOBS/WORK 

· . Intake and' rage 'management. (p'. ~ ff) There are a lIuill'!Jel' of new dciministrdti've 

requireImmts rp.lated to. the revised approach to cat;e IUctlUlgemenl. 111ese include 

developing emp,loyment pl~ns, semi-annual. it~t)~~~illent:!ll appel11~ proce88e8/ . 


~,'..meetings 90 days before l:iUllleUne reaches ,the time limit, etc. It is l\ot clear which 

. program 'would pay theseadminislrative costS. The It::giala.tiol'l nccaa tospedfy 

'whether they would be funded by Ai:DC or JOBS. If these will be AFDC costs, 

t::~thmllt::~ JII.':ed to be provided. 

Up front job search (p. 12). This section suggests th~definitiol\' ofjob::ready would b~ 

having non-negligible pr:evious work experience.J.~,ecent graduatE'S Me unlikely to .. 

have this experience. A)so, there are likely to be many others with more than' 

adequate ba~ic education who have 110t worked, but are ;o,b ready. " 


JOBS supplenient~Hol\ of W'ages (PpJ7,w13). Now, f~r people in JOBS, AFDC grants' 

can be diverted to suppleml?nt wage,lt for ~p to' 9 months in newly .cr~i1ted jobs. J1~~ 


proposal would flllo\4f At-JJC grants to be dlverted tor up tu 12 mVJlllu) for dlmosl 

any.. private' .joh where the previous holder quitvululltarily. WORK: slots (in the. 

early year~)would be limited to people who ha\.i been hi AFDC a.t least two,,Years 

(and thus not as llkely to leave AFDC sutll\ on 'their own). '.The work '.~ . 

!';upplementatton un.der )0135, howev~r, would be available to people .on 'the rolls. ' 

only a couple of months whu mighl.Jeave qUi,ckly on their own..People n:tay hI.!. kept 


. on the rolls fur ticvcral months beyond the tim<= they would normally leave AFDC. 

.Given the iligh benefjl.matchii,g rates the 3pedficotions would oHer Stales ~ith 

high JOBS.participation rates, work suppleme,ntation may becolne an increasingly / ti°'/
. 

aLlracliv,e,way to increase those rates -- possibly increasing'AFDCcaseloads, Have.' 

lhese possible effect been considered and estimated?, Also, the WORK program 

exclud.es WORK pa.rticipants from receiving the EITe to gh:,e them aninc~ntiv~ to 

find un~ubsidized employment. It seems 'a similar pO,liey would ~)(? appropriate for 

work supplem~nt'ation under the JOBS progr~m. Howwotlld ~he ElTe he treated?' 
 I·~··Would employers be eligible for the Targeted Jobs nx Crf~dir{, . 

:"AppJication for advance EITe: (p,18). Would the administrative effort lO,assist 
. workers to obtain advance Ene .hecome an allowable JOBS cost? If :so, lUlye'lh¢ (os.Ls 
· to. Treasi,lry .bee-n' incluoeo in ~he estimates? ' .. . 

Adjustment~ to J05Smatchlng rates (p. 26). Th~,Ilud~t::l a:)~umes some.!3tdtes will . 

hAve unemployment rates 'high enough tu trigger extended UI benefits' through the 

outyears, Uridoubtedly, smne States will have increasing unemploYlIlen't rates even 

if the national averag~ l,Ulitiuues to decline. IIave these, adjustments been included, 

In !he estimate uf the Federal share (.)f hJtnl progl:anl 5pcn,ding?',.. 


. ' 

· .WOH.K subsidies to employ,ers (p. 27 n, Would private einployers be eligible to 

receive.the Targeted Jobs TaxCJ;cdiHor WORK slots that AFDC s1.1bsidi:lRS'? ··1 '11 


.'. .' ~ 

l 
';r, 

. " .. 
" 

http:exclud.es
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Length of Hme'in an individual WORK slot. (p. 27) While there is a limit of 12 
months in a~y one WORK assignm~nt,c;:m an individual be"reassigned to the sam\! 
employer immedi(\t~ly (or shortly) after the expiratiOn of the first t2. lXlouth:>? If t\iv, 
WORK slots. cOlilo' starl: tn resemble penminenL ,obs. . . 

"', Coordination with l,he Corporation tor NatIunal amlC\)l~l1mllllly sC~':vi(:e (p. 28). 
I.iving stipends in the NatIonal Serviu~ I"w!s1'i:uu ale precluded iron\ .b~ing coun,ted ' 

· ,as income for the purposesuf AFDC, Food Slamps, and other uleans Lesled., 
'programs. It is Jlon;l~dr how WORKcan coordinate with the, N.ition~lService , ' 
'Program unli~s thu~e ~tif'\!Hdl'l bn:: (ounledll.~ in,come.' ' 

Semianl\ual certification for WORK (p. 31) People would be certi1i~d to participat(' 
in lhe WORK p~ogram for 6 months ,at a time.' Unlike AFDC recipients, ,WORK 

..participantS would retain their eligibility no. matter how the!.r drcumslill'lCf,'$ , 
: change,d -- changes in familY,status, other part-time work, incr€>aS(':f\ in c.hild support. 

payments, etc. This'feature of tlie ~ORK program could Iceep pp.ople in the welfare 
· cyst~m longer. Have the c<:,sts of this featurE:> bl'!<~n estimated? ' 

WORK itl ffll-the.gap Stat("s and other di~regardS,(p. 33). Some States have a'fill·the~ 
gapAFD(: b(>n~fit calculation that effectively gives an additiunal clil:in~gard o{ earned' . 
income. in thp.AFDC program. These dlsregard~ lJ111Y ue 50% bf earnings for low . 
incom@. workers.. The WORK specificatiuns wuulcl allow Sla,lcs to disregard a 

: F;imilar percentage of Income from t1t~ WORK. program. Since thee WORK program 
'is supposed to be less remunerative than an unsubsidized job with the same hours'. 
'it is unclear why this disregard:; \Jver and above the $120 work expense would be 
permitted. , 

II ; 

WORK alld laxts>(p.33). Woul'd WORK income be subject to income taxes? While 
AFDC i'edpients generally have incOlnc ;too low to owe FederaHaxes, Stales often 
levy income taxes nt much lower income levels. It seerris it would be inappropd~l(' 
for States to tax WORK 5tipcnd::;'t~3t 6ub6tituh~ for AFDC. 

Worker'S compensati~n (p. 34). Where WORK participants would nol be co;vered 
by worker's compeMation programs, they would b~ prOVided with comparable 

· coverage. The. legislation may need to sp~c1fy how this would wort< ,:,-would the ' 
· WORK program self-insure (and risk owing c:laims,at some .time in the future when 

the WORK program may h<lvc;> bp.p.n rp.placedH Or would this be cuv~reu by aU 

insuranc€'premillm with no :future governm,ent l1abillty? ' 

Employment a'n'd trair.ting programs 'for noncustodial parents (po 42). 'nIls is ' 

c:urrp.ntly testing employment a,nd training programs for absent ,parents, but results 

.are not available yet. It is Ilut dedI why a new ~rogrllm would be starled prior to 

knowing it is likely to wurk. Il would be betteito wait untiIit is l<now'n whether 


-: thes~apprud~~hes work before setting'up Ii llational program: " , , 'i' 


Allowing absent parents to "wOrk off" arrca!'!) (p'.'13). It appears thal absent paren ts, . 

J 

I
I ' 

?? 
I 
~ 

http:laxts>(p.33
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,P4rlidpaling in WOlU< wouid both get o:t Federally-subsidized wage and .be forgiven 
debts they owe to the State and Fcderal,governments. It is not clear why IIb~p.nt 

, parents working in a government subSidized job would havE> thp.ir debts forgiven 
while those working in unsubsidized jobs WOllld continue to be responsible'for,their 
debts. What benefit would the Federal goyr-rnment receive [or.forglving tne5e 
debts7 , ThiS,ieaturl? could hav(> a signiflcant-"suction" t!ffect, where ab5ent par~n~ 
prefer subsidized WORK slots ovp,r prIvate employment. Theref9re, abst:!llt,pufcnls 

,. ,in WORK slots should not have their debts forgiveli. ' ' 
, --- " "'. . -:--­

" PERFORMANCt::MEASURES.· 

Financial'management TIlis t;eltion Indlcales that.current requil'elncnts ,for 
accurate fInancial lnanagt!uit!llt would be CombIned V(ith future' measures ~r how 
fast p~9ple leavt! ~FDC, oblain ehiployment," etc. Pinandlll management measures' 
are weB uciined, wiLh mosL va(iationa result .of Stilte and local management. 

,. ,Ho,wl.!vel', performance measures for l'noving people from wel{are ~o work will be 
far less precise; Precise performance lneasures would require 'econolliic 'and '. ' 
demographic models of AFDC participation, far more accllrate than anyyel' d~vised.. 
As a result, Stntes with worse economies or a more disadvantllg@d population might 
hove to meet more stril,sent financial n:tanagement cE>quh:emenls than .other States; 
We strongly ,recommend tha.t perf~rmance standilrdJi: he kept separate {rom payment 
acc4racy. Otherwise, there could be a gen(>ral pp.fception that the Executlvt! Brandi 
places low priority on finanCial milnaep.ment and payment Integrity In wdfart:, . 
programs. '" 

I~teradjon of furore Jegl~lation and regulations In settulg tJtcmdiU'ds: ' Pa~e:; 49 and 50 
, Iipf1P.ar to set deadlines for final reb'UJatioIlo tlli:tt implel'l1ent legitilntiQll that ' 
Congress would be expected to ena<.:t a y~al' or two after welfare refo~. This'. 
discussion should be clarifh.-!u to makeH dear that regulatory deadlines arc for only, 

. those regulatioIlt> that ~an be issued ulider the welfare reform bill's authority: 
" '., , . 

Enhanced malching in AFDC for high participation filtes .. We Undel"slaltd'that past 
uernonslralions [oun'd it difficult to have participation rates' above '40% in well- . 
designed programs. 'The enhanced matchit:\g for having more than 45% of the ' 

, phased-in pOpulation may have two undesirable effects. First, States, have ':--" 
il'\centives' tof'\lrther reduce services to non-phased in households' to achieve the 

, higher participation rates inthi!:i group. Second, States may perceive inrentives to 
. "park" recipients in long-term activities rather than put theml'hrough activities 
that help people obtain unsubsidized employment 'l1l1r.kly. It appears this enhanced 
matching provides incentives· for economicilJJy inpfft~ip,nt behavior arid thus.' . 
des<;'ll"ves reconsider.1\tion,· , 

J' 

, TEt:HNicAI. ASS1SiANCE S:fT ASIDES 

1'p,neraJ 'admll'llSrratlve costs are I10rrmdly H:!viewed in the lUlriualdppropri4tions 
prqcess, and not'prc:fundt!d,yt!afl:dll advance lhrough IIlandatory sources. The set­

, 
" 

http:Iipf1P.ar
http:IIb~p.nt
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,asides that exist for Head Start and PHS" as discrctlon~ry fu~ds, are not comparable 
"to setaside3 in welfare reform. In addition, most of the 13% setaside in Head Start" 
pays for the Head Start program'on reservationt:o and i.n the, Tel'ritori~s" ,I,e" mo~t of 
the He~d Start seta~ide supports caseload~ not Federal adminislra{ivl? 8l-fivity. 

, Fcderaladmir:t.i.strativ(J expenses should continue toh~ ~mhjp.d to annual review in 
,the appropriations process. ' , 

If parts oOh€' setSH:ide Rre not deleted~ any remaining portio'n should'be specified ClIH1' 

tlxed dollar figure rathe~ thana percentage of orher Cdppt!U i1ll1uuHt:).The sc::clioll­
hy-~ction analysis,shoUld also compare this dullar aUlUUlll wilh Lhe amounls now 

spent on' th~e and,comparable ac.t1vities. ' " 
. ,. . , 

The section Is unclear whether the st:l<t:>ide (und aU costs of. the demonstrations, or 
'wheth~r some 1.\)$lS would be b~lTI by other sources. All dcmoHstratiot1ti with costs, 
ou (side, allY 5el~i~e sllOuld have fixed limits 0,11 the number of cases to be involved. 

" , 

Section 1115' waivers (p. 59) This provision could be read as dropping the one ' 
st~tutory reqUirement on cost neutrality for w~iver6;or aswJ'iting'into law the 

'current P9licy that nIl wnivcrs must be cost-neutral when aggregated acx:oss affected 

,programs. ,The child support-speCific provision should not})e dropped' pnl{>,l'l' it is' 

replaced 'by, a provision reqUiring government-wide cost-neutrality among the ' 


provisions being waived. .. ' 


Forgivihg arrearagE's, (1': 59). ....or the reasons outlined above, absent parents in 
subsidized WUJ< K slotI' I'hOtlld not have arrearages ,forglvenwhen thuse ill Vd vale 
jobg hiw(I: t,o pay' them. " ' '" , 

Work Support AgencyDemonstrat1on~, Up'Ju 5 entities wu~IJ be duthorized lo ~et 
up work support agendes that' fucu::; ::;uldy uilasslstance Lo the workin~ poor. This 
provision makes it a State uption for Slates lo, develop entirely ,neW infr~structurcs ' ' 
fur providlugFuuu Stamps, child carel advan'ce mTe paymentsl andothcr,il,clivilics: 

,Separating Lhese funclions could add Significant new Ildministrative CO!>t6 -- such as 
duplicalive computer systems. Is it assum,ed that thcse ad~cd cOsts be funded" ,,'" 

, through the setasidc', or through open-ended matching? Until there is evidence 
that a.ny benefits outweigh the highcrcost61 there s~ould;be a l~mit on the tota~ size, ' 

, of the demonstrations .:: nut just OIl the number of sites. " ' ,',' 

AUTOMATED SYSTEAfS', 

Matching rates., 'The'90% open·ended matching for q)mf.mt~r syl'l~ms has led to 

serio1;ls financial management probl€'m~ils St~,tp.s had little stake in how well funds 

were used, As a restOt, thr;o lp.8islation should cap the tural amount of State spending 


, that dtil be'rnatch!?d ,:It thp. higher ra tes, with the Secrecary to develop regulati.ons 
allocating thl~,..r.arped amau,Ill based on the reasonable CUtits vf ut::vduVill~ itll 

average,sysrem,and,the hardware need::; glv'eJl the varylng sIze pf Stales.' ' 

, . 
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.CO!:lts u{ federal.compuler systems and developing model 8yatcn~6..(p.6S-9) It is not 
dedr whelher discrelionary or mandatory funding.l~ anticipa.ted. Thi:; fundi~s . 
should be discretionary to maintain Congress' annual Tl!view of adminislrative 
spending. . 

Spcci,ll treatment for Federally-designed model systems or:multi..State devt>lopmtJ'lf '.' 
(p. 69). In. the. past,. States ha ve often been required to "transfer" systems from otlu~r. 

, 'States torecelvo 90% ~ederal matching. However, thl?Sl? "transfer" !;y!;tems have' 
frequently been completely rewritten at th~ code level. Thi~ provision would . offer 
80% matching for.'new muJ.ti·State sy!:'tt?rn$"r'~derally·dp.vp.loped 1110del 5yst~ms a 
State adopts, or modifi.catiorisl to eX'i~ting !;y!;tem~. Enhanced matching. - in all 
progr/n~5\·in("llldme C':hlln !;Upport -- shquld be avallable for only forelther, tram;fers, 
monel systems or, occasionally, original multl·Stateundertakl~gs wher.e ull 
modules are iaelttfcal at the code level (except 'thos~ illterfaclilg' with other SLate data 
bases or incorporating Start! OptIOH~ that wer~ Hul..l~1 llie model or Qri~inQI 3Y3tem).. 
Generally speaking; this probably would be r~ughly equivalent to at least 90% 
of the (.:Que 'being identical LO' lhe code in Lhe model or other 'S~ate's system. Also, 
matching should not be available for multi·Stdte system.s lhol 'cover only one or two 
SlilleS -- syslerns should ill lea:st be regio1lal. '... . . . 

~, \.' 
.". 

"l.~:.,.. , 

.~ ; 
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, . 
Subject:· , '~NS Comments on Legislative Specifications for JOBS, Time Limits and 

WORK; Perfonnance Standards; T~tinical Assistance, Evaluations and 
Demonstrations; and. Information Systems. . . 

", 

. To: Wendell Primus,"'" 
ASPE 

-Our comments 'are lImited to the section:on Information Sysrems, and follow below. .If you 
have any ,questions, please call me or can Bob Dalijrnple at 305-:2135. . 

Mi.ke Fishinan . 

Information Systems . 

The legislative specifications call for' new' development of information ~ystems to capture and 
utilize, information ~n· services, time frames, national registries, and, ,other aspeets of the . . 
welfare refoITn proposals. Under certain cLrcumstances,.the ~sts of developing AFDC 
'systems would be matchoo at a higher rate. . . ' 

Virtually all States. have integrated food stamprequireinents into tl),eir existing systems. .Wt 
yeM' enhanced matching rates,were eliminated for computer system development for aU 
welfare programs~Inviewof the integration of programs in these systems, we believe there .. 
also:should be a' higher match rate in, the ,FSP to help ensure, a balariceddevelapment in the 
different program reqUirements. :' . 

1 ' 

" ' 

, .. 

,. '. 

," ' 

., ~, 
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('~ .. DEPA.RTMENT o.F HEALTH I'< !;IUMAN SERVICES 	 H~alth Care Financing Administration' 

./~~~'- , 

, ,l-il' ' 	 The Administrator 
Washington, D.C. 20201MAY 26 ~ 

TO: 

FROM: 

'~UBJECT: 

Wendell E., Primus.;,. 
Deputy Assistant secretary for Human Services Policy, 

, ASPE .' 

Administrator' 

Hearth Care Financing Administration 


W,elfare Reform Legislative Specifications 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 oppdrtunity to review and comment upon, these', 
,legislative.'specif'ications.' We .'understand that the general goal 
of the:;;e 'se~tions is to devise ways to prepare and inovewelfare, 
recipients from b~nefit to working status"with sanctions. for 
non":'cooperation'involving loss of cash benefits but not loss of 
~edicaid cover,age. We agree with ,t.his ,approach'., ~owever, we 
note that the~·previous set of specifications on preventing teen 
pregnancy, ma~ing work pay~ 'andi'mpr6ving government assistan~e, 
was written with the explicit assumption that, health care reform 
would be enactfPd. This s~t ot: 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 recipients, to use 'language that refers tO,Medicaid and/or 
other health benefits for this population provided as a 'result of 
health care ,reform. \ ' '; 

'" 	 . 
We have several,additional technical,suggestions to offer to, 

assure consistency with the ~trategy' of using loss o'f cash (but 

not health) benefits as an incent'ive: ' , , ' 


'Specifications for orientation of applicants f6r.'AFDC (p.'2) 
should include information regarding Medicaid benefits and the 

, ,Medicaid t:r:ansitional assistance available under current law. 

The speci'fications provide (in a number of places,e~ 9 ~ ,pp'~ 
3':"4, 36, 38,39) sanctions and fair hearing procedures for 
program participants who do not fol'low,certain rules. Some of' 
these provisions make clear that 'Medicaid ,benefits are not 
a"ffected by loss of ' cash benefits for individuals other:wis~ 
eligible 'for Medicaid:'other provisions are'silent on this 
issue. We should,make clear what effect on Medicaid status,' 
if any, is'intend~d in each instance. My,staf~, would be happy 
to assist with 'dr~fting~ , 

',' 
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- The specifications for the tre,atment of WORK wages, (p. 33) 
state that WORK participants would be treated as AFDC 
recipients with reE!pect to Medi~aid eligibility. Be.cause WORK 
.funds can be used not only to create public sector work but 

. a,lso to subsidize private and not-for:-profit sect9r 
employment, we need to examine the question of whe.ther 

.. Medi,caid, benefits during months of employment in ~9me/certain 
'WORK positions should be counted as month,s' o:C, Medicaid 

, .. '. transitiorialbenefits available under curr,ent l~w (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 emp+oyerperforming 
the same type of work and" !l~:\Ving ,similar employment tenure, 
with that employer. The sole exception, 'in t.erms of benefits~ 
to this requirement is to permit; but not reqUire, employers 
to provide health insurance benefits. This' distinction is 
inconsistent in the context of this pac~age. Moreover, it,-is 
inconsistent with' the basic principle of health care reform 
that all employers should provide coverage for all employees 
with similar hours of w()rk and tenure. , We would prefer to see 
this .distinction removed. In any case, ~e should m~ke note , 
that,' under current law (sec. 1906) states are requ-ir,ed to use. 
Medicaid :funds (wher~,costeffective) to buy into employer 
g:r:oup health, insurance coverage for Meqicaid eligible ,persons : 
(including, WORK participants) where the employer provides such 
coverage~. 

The vision for WORK support agency demonstrations (p.61) 
indicate~ that health, insurance subsidies might be included in' 
the broad flexibility given.tc;> entities to provide coordinated 
employment· related services. ,·Tt goes on to state that payment 
of health-related expenses not·cov~red by Medicaid might be 
included. The ,'meaning 'ofthe'se provisions is unclec;ir. We' 
would appr,eciate clarificat'ion and, an opportunity to discuss,: 
the intent:' of these 'provisions and their implications for the 
Medicaid ,program. ' ' , , 

The section of the papei'dealing with information'systems and 
infrast·ructure proposes to create a new National Transition 
Assi~tance Registry .(p. 65). Becaus'eMedicaid. and child care 
benefit extensions under current law are referred to as 
'~transition' assistance", con,fusion maybe .creat.edby using, so 
similar a: term 'for the new 'registry. We recommend that some' 

·other term 'be, used. ' ' ' 

, . 


1 
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If you or your staff have any ,questions about the.se comments or 
would like additional information, please contact Tom 'Gustafson 
(690-5960), who is coordinating our:efforts on ~hese matters • 

. , 

.... .,:' 

.. ; . 
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WORKING GRO~ ON WELFARE :REFORM,·. 
~FAMILY SUPPORT ANn INDEPENDENcE· 

.. 

,I " 

MEMORAN,DUM FOR' MEMBERS OF THE. WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE~REFORM, 

. FAMILY :SUPPORT., AND INDEPENDENCE, ., 


FROM: 	 MARY JO BANE 

DA,yID'T. ELLWOOD' 

BRUCE REED 

WORKING GROUP CO~CH~IRS 


RE: ., 	 WELFARE,ImFORM' LEGiSLATIVE· SPECIFICATIONS 

JOB5., TIME LIMITS and WORK 


. PERFORMANCE' STANDARDS . 
TECHN,ICAL AssisTANCE" EVALUA'r~ONSAND ' , 
DEMONSTRATIONS 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

DATE: : 	 May 20, 1994 

Attached for your· review and comments are the legTslative 
specifications· f()r the JOBS, time limits" and ~ORK provisions o'f'. 
the welfare reform plan, as well as' for the performance . 
st~mciards technical assistance, evaluations and' demonstrationsI 

and ;information'systems provisions.' .As with our pr,evious 
packages on child· support enforcem~nt ,and tpeprevention, making 
work pay, and 'improving government 'assistance portions of the 
plan, we invite you to review these specificatipns,. To expedite 
this process, we,need your comments, no later tha~ 9 am, Thursday, 

, , 

May 26. An:y majorrpoli~y ,concerns identified by, that time will 
be resolved ,and refleci:,ed in the legislat.ive language on those 
provis,ionswl?-~ch we, will s~bmit to OMB' for clearance ,within the 
Administrat'ion. Please address 'your comments: to Wend'ell Primus. 
He can be reached by telephone at 690-7409, or fax at 690-6562. 

• • '''" " .. ,,'fi!-(, .' ! . ...: . 

, This is thehlst of the' three ,s~gmen'ts'· of legislative 
. specifications we are distributing .. Provisions affecting State· 
waivers and financing will be submitted toOMBfo,r clearance. . 

, ,through normal channels ~ We appreciate· your input. Thank you ~ 
'. 

'Attachment 

Addressees': see attached list 
• ..: <> 

1" , • 

AsrOS;PSC8 ,BuI7ding. 370 l 'Enfi!.ntPromenede, 'S.W•• Suits 600 • Was:hington,' D.C. 20a.47 
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Addressees: 

Eleanor Acheson 

Michael Alexander 

Ken Apfel 


, Walter Broadnax 
Michael CaII\unez 
Ropert Carver 
Norma Cantu 
Andrew Cuomo 

--Maria, Echaveste 
Chris Edley 
Joycelyn Elders. 
Maurice Foley '" 
Thomas Glynn " . 
Ellen Haas· 
Elaine Kamarck' 
Augusta Kappner 
Madeleine Kunin 
Avis LaVelle' 

. -Marsha Martin' 
, Alicia Munnell 
Wendell ,Primus 
Doug Ross ' 
Isabel SawhIll 
Mike Smith 
G~ne Sperling 
Michael Stegman 
Joseph StiglItz 
Fernando Torres-Gil 
Jeff Watson 
Kathi Way 
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May 8,1994. .' , 

. ", . . 

MEMORANDUM FOR WENDE,LL PRIMUS 

,! " r ' 

'FROM: ' Richard Bavier 

SUBJECT: Comments on JOBSIWO~~ specs 

Since w~saw these in advance, and th,s may be the last specs meeting on 
JOBSIWORK, here are some written comments and questions. By their nature, they 
'sound skeptical ,and critica(However, I think I have som~ appreciation of the amount 
'and quality of analytical and creative effort that went into' bringing su~h a radically'-, different system to this stage.- . -' ' 

p,1 :1.(c) I'~ not aware of any modeling that includes' states opting for an 
,expanded phase-in gr~)Up. 

p.2 - (a) To avoid misunderstanding about the Personal ResponsibilitY Agreement, " 
being a contract,the following alternative m'ight be substituted for 'the 
re~ainder of the first sentence' after "IV..,A agency specifying" - . 

,... the g~ner~I' responsibilitle's of the ap'plicant <;lnd the kinds of· 
steps the state agency will take to increase .the ,applicant's 
opportunities for employment. , ' ' 

p.3 - 3. " The lerm "employability plan" implies that, until the plan is" completed, the 
recipient is not employable. The co'nsequence of this mind set is that 
pc;lrents who reach their~ime-limitswithout completing something on their 
employability plans get an extension. despite the fact that they may b~ 
high-school graduates with work experience and be a lot more 

, "employable" than other parents ,~no are actually worldng to support their 
children (such as recent immigrants,with little English and little formal 

.. education). " ' 

The term "opportunity plan" or,"self-sufficiency pl~m" mig~t be substituted' 
for employability plan. " ' ' , 

'III'" .. ' 

p.3 - 3.(b) ..."Should we make it clear that the original version of an employability plan 
Q13Y not plan for activities beyond 'the recipient's time limit and must end 
with a period. of job search? 



p.3 - 3(d):. To avoid the. impression that everything in the employability planisa 
necessary precondition of employment, the last sentence might be 
'changed to re,~d - ' , .' 

, l' 

,~. 

'" detail the ~ctivities intended to make st.icce~sfurl participation in 

. 

p.7 - (I<) Does "promptly inform" imply prior "notification,making notIce a 
precondition of 'changing status? .. ' 

" ' 

'p.11 - 8.(d) Aren't we, modeling case management for an JOBS, and WORK 
, ,participants? Is this 'an enhanced case, man~gement for teenaged ' 

parents? Do they get an extended time-limit if they claim that case- . 
, management was not proviped'? " ,'. 

p.11 	- 9.(a) I don't recall atest of job readiness, being' part ()f the up-front job search 
proposal. In the last 'specs meeting I attended where this cameup,there 
was tentativeness about whether there would be any screening (such as 

, excusing those with newborns, or teenagers,or the disabled) or even' 
. whether states would wait' until eiigibility had been determined.', , " , 

:.. Apparently, experience with ,applicant jobsea'rch in San Diego led to the 
conclusion that paying for job search fo~ ;all applicants probably was not 
cost-effective. Waiting to see who i,s f~und 'eligible, and maybe,., ' 

, I ,screen,ing out the disa,bled, teenage~s,and,thosewith infants seems to /6,90R ' 
make sense. However, the current sp~cs want an ernployabilitytest , '" ?' 
before the work test <>:fjob searqh. ,", ' H" " , '", ,0',' , ", ' 

the JOBS program more practical.' 	 ' 

,Qoes the ~I~C~ ~un d~ring the arbitration and hearing Phase',of. .[ ..1;:)
developing the employability plan? .' .....'~ '. 	 . . . 	 .' . " . 

p.5 - (b) 	 May' a recipient' i-equesti~g a'hearing 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.'(1)? ' 

p.,s .; (~) 	 Are assumptions about state~ opting for child caref6r JQBS-Prep 
parents, included in casf estimates? " ' .' " 

" 

p.7- G> ' 'if volunteers can' return to JOBS.Prep at an'y'lime, inwhan:iense are 
they subje9t to t~e time-limit?, . ", , /0 

I am not sure why, in a two-year progra~, a limit sh~uld be placed on ' 
'"job-search. There will be parents who, are high-school graduates with, 
some work exp~rience who will not find jobs in 12 weeks. Do we insist 

2 




, ,. 

that states spend J0.BSfunds for classroom or skil.ls training for these' 
par;ents? 

p.12 	-"10.(8) I expect that most states'wiUchoose the 20 hour option. IV-A agencies 

will be in the business of ve'rifyinghourswork'ed. Do' we imagine that 

employers will be asked to docu,ment hours worked in a month? 


. p.14 - (a) , 	 It seems that one,JOBSIWORKcappedentitlement is envisioned. rather 
than separate pots for JOBS phased-in and non-phased-in', and for 
JOBS and WORK. During pha~e-in, is the single JOBS allocation based 
on the phased-ill plus the ~ot-phased-in mandatories? If a state opts, for 
an expanded phase'-in group, does that. affect the JOBS"allocation? 

• 'I 	 ' 

p.17 - 15(a) What i~ the consequence if a state does not decide abou't an extension' 

at least 90 days before the time-limit expires? Tliis seems like a very 

impractical and toothiess 'requirement. In some cases, the IV=A"1igency , 

won't know an extensioh is needed until nearer the end ofthe time-limit. 


\" 

p.17 - 15.(Q) This again sou'nds like 'all the services irithe employability plan are 

necessary preconditio'iis of the reCipient working to support his or her' 
 f71 
family. Some, services may be 'preconditions,'like child care. Others ~ 

• 	 I.. 

probably are not. Maybe we should try to distinguish between issues 
that are important enough to-warrant extensions,and those that aren't' 

p.18-(g) 	 I think I know how the nu~ber tnextensions was modeled in the cost 

estimates. I'm not CI~ar'about ho~ the cap would work in 'practice. It 


" seems that the denominator is the average n!Jmber of phased-in adults 
in JOBS during some period. The nu~erator is the.average in extension 
status. What happens if the state exceeds the cap? 

~ 	 . , '. I 

, 	 j 

p.19 - 16(a) 	The purpo~e of requalitYing 'for cash benefits has never been clear to ~ 
" 	 "'me. In light ofthe fact tli~t, in most returns, th~re will be only a few \.{. 

, months of cash eligibility (if any). then WORK, why not just return to the (6 
~ WORK program? " , ' 

• • or, 	 , 

p.21 -	18.(a) Is this section consistent with 12. (a) and (b)? 

, The ASPE modeling!of WORK wages has so far assumed 'them to be 
.: ~qual 'to baseline AFDC benefits for those on the rolls more than two 

.•-' years. ,As far as I can tell. this section of specs.doesnot limit WORK, 
. ~ages to that amount. If subsidies are not limited to the baseline AFDC ' 
'"benefits fpr these families, it would seem that there have to be either 

., costs, savings, oran argument why states would end up providing just 
the baseline amounts in subsidies.. ' 	 . 

3 
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J, ' 

I h,ive never been very ~ertain in my ~wn' thinking about how to model 
'WORK wages. The baseline assumes that some'on AFDC more than 
two' years total 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 job~sat 
the same time,Linderreform, and leave their WORK slots. But they won't 
be eligible for any supplemen·t~1 benefit under reform, wil,1 they? Tha't 
seems to supp.ose~a savings. On ,the other hand, if the WORK slots are 
nearly as attractive as the jobs we assume they would leave for in the 
baseline, the assumption that they will leave may' be hard to defend'. We' 

,have to assume that th,e; EITC. will tip the balance i[l favor of leaving' 
'WORK (with its guaranteed child care) for other' employment. I'm not' 
aware of much empirical basis for the assumption. 

'p.22 - (e) 	 Do the WORK wagesget distributed directly to the non-~V-A agency to'o?, 

,p.23-4 - 24 	 There are many ways we have made th'e WORK program difficult and 
expensive for, states. ' So, to prevent them from simply minimizing the 
'number of par;ticipants 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 on a bonus. I don't 
think that will do it. In fact, as I've noted in the past, if' won't be easy 
even to design a benefits matching rate reduction under which itwould 

,not' be che~per .for states to just',take the penalty, unless the matching 
" rate were re'duced for some larger pool of cases than those on the 

excess waiting list. 
, , 

, 'p.24 - 25.(a) A $100 floor onthe AFDC b~nefit that requires WORK 'p'articipation has 
, ,', 'the effect of greatly reducing'the minimum number'of hours o{part..:time 

, employment needed to avoid WORK. I tried to spell thfs ,out in an earlier 
memo. Is my thinking confused on this, or are we just adopting a 
different part-time policy by a back d6br?, 

p.24 - 25.(b) What happens if the state doesnt notify recipients about the WORK 

, -' programmore tha'n 90' days:before the end of their time-limits? 


p.25 - (f). I'm not aware that the kind of semiannual WORK program eligibility' 
determination descri~ed here has been factored into the cost modeling. 
Is the assumption thatthis policy woul<:J have the same effect- as the 

:_ current IV-A redetermination policy? . 

I' p.25' - 26.(b)' in the dis9ussion of activities for those on the waiting list, several 

proponents, including me, referred to community service as a likely 


,4 
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, , , 

',option. Was th~re: a decision to omit community 'servic~ from the spec~, ' /Cz
" .", 

or was it just overlooked? ",-- ' '?"" '. -,: / v:!:;J­
p.26 - 27(a) I't seem~ to me that states will be under pressure'to produce WORK slots' 

'Z-: , . with higher wage rates. This would bEr'done by creating slots with fewer 
hoursbut the sa~e amount subsidy. A'15 hour per week WORK sl.ot ' 

.; , .'. ' earning wag~s equal to the. Connecticut AFDC b~f)efit .for a three-person 
family would look'pretty attractive in comparison to a minimum wage job, 
Itwe don't think these higher wage. rates will occur, 'o~r that they won't' 
slow exits from welfare. we'll need to write, doWn our ratio'nale. ') : 

On a related point, we are setting up a system.in which there are profits 
to be rT)ade by employing WORK participant~, even if they don't show up " 
for w()rk> States c~n p'rovide employers with the full AFDC benefitas,a ' 
subsidy, plus the, employers' share ,of. FICA, plus some additional funding 
out ofoapped WORKentitiement for any number of purposes, such as····· ...... 

, hiring, training,'arid un'iforms.lf ttie WORK 'participants actu(iily mad~ 
any product or performed any service, that might add to the profit, but,. 
on the other.,hand, maybe the most profitable business would be to just 

'. keep, them all on the payroll and 110t h~ve t~er:n show 4P for work at, all. 

, " ': As j've heard many times, with CWEP, there· is'·a lot. of make-work and 
: poor attendance~' I!,'see,ms to me that we'Je proposing a'system,prone to. 

,the sam'e' problems, only now'some olle IT)ay profit from it: 
, ,,1 

p.26f - 28(b) I'm n'ot sure that the cost.estimates I've seen included unchanging six­
; month subsidies and supplements. Are we supposing ,that the only 

people who would receive these supple.ments are those who would not 
have left th~ rolls during this period? ' 

p.27 .;. '29(e) , I don't recall any discussion about workers compensationcQverage. I'n 
, light of the, fact that APDC will be available' ,to families with an ' 
incapacitated pare~t, what, is the 'advantage of requiring workers' comp 
when the WORK slots are explicitly not tied to unempioyment comp or' 

,~" 'EITC? 	 '. 'I, 	 , 

'. 	 ' ,', . ~ '. .., .. ', "" .. J'" , 
p:27 - (g) I'm not aware that the 'cost estimates reflected pass-through of child , 

, 	 " 

. support c'ollections to thos~in the' WORK 'progra~: In such ,cases, It '. ' ,
',appear~that the equivalent of a full AFDC benefit may be subsidizing the .tt;;) 
,wages, and that passing through inor~ than $50 of child support '.- V.!!.J 
collections would generate an add itionallV-A benefit cost , to:o 0 	 0 0 0 

, ' 
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p.28 7' 30.(~)' How will a state know what the work.expense 'disregard coVered? If 
. 	 . there.isno supplemental benefit even with the disregard, is the state 

required to payor reimburse for these things? 
'. . 

p.28f - 32 ,I think the ~Jfect ofcurrent law is i'hat~' parent doesn't have to accept an,,·, 
offer of employment if there would be a net lost of cash income not @
counting·EITe. If th,at is correct, does.the ',re,form proposal intend to Ue;?) 
change the requirement to include EITe? That would seem to b~ (I 

, consistent with our'beliefs,thai EITe will enable many to leave AFbc. 

, p.29 - (d) 	 It seems that "except as in (c)" should be 'inserted between "such that". 
,and "for sanctioned two-parent families." ' 

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

. ' ., . 
p.:p.:. 34. 	 In earlier discussions, it seemed that a separate.~lIow;;:ln.ce for JOBS­

Prep'referrals fron, the.WORK program would be allowed, on top ofthe 

: 1 0 percent ill the deferral cap mentioned earlier. 'These specs do npt. 

appear to provide for a an additional deferral allowance. Am I reading it 

'correctly? ' .:. '. ' 


..-. 
cc: . Isabel 	Sawhill' 
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, Jube 9, 199'l, 

TO: , David Ellwooq 
Mary'Jo Bane" 
'Wendell Primus 

FROM: Bruce Reed 
'Kathi Way 
Jeremy Beri-Ami 

CC: ' Janet Forsgren,' OMB 

SUBJECT: • Comments on Welfare R~form LegislatiOfl and Specifications 

POLICY ISSlJES 

JOBS PROGRAM 

,Employability Plan (draft bill,p, 15) 

The language written into 482(a)(2)(A)(ii) should be changed to reflect that the purpose of the, 
employability plan and of ' the program is to get the participant la job. We, propose substituting, 
after the first sentence. the following'language: ' 

,The purpose of the employability plan is to layout 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 employment 
and the service§ necessary to achieve that goal. The plan shall take into ",~"" ' 

"." ,
consideration; in the case of individuals to whom, the' provisions of section, 417 apply. 

, , the maximum remaining period of time'for which aid may be paid to such individual 
, under the'plan approved under part A. The plan shall specify the serviG,~ including " " 
job search. employment training. education, and other employment aC,tivities in which 

, t~e individual will be expected to engage. and ,for what periods of time. The plan must 
.be reasonable in light of the individual's skills, needs, resources, literacy and the' 
opportunities for empl9yment 'within the community where the individual resides. 

Then. continue with sentence "The employability plan s,hall also describe the child care •... '~... ' 
" ~ 

'. 



" . 

Substance Abuse (Sec,tion 482(a) (7), p. 19) 
, , 

We strongly favor a change in the policy. along the following lineS tot?tingthe AFDC policy 
into closer conformity with the new SSI policy: ' 

! ' . ' 

States have the option of allowing exemption~ from JOBS' tor individuals in need~ f;fl 
treatment fqr substance abuse. If an individual is exempted for that reason, the must , 8 

, be in treatment if it' is available. .If they refuse treatmen,t. ,they 10$e ',their ~xemptio " . 
, ' Those exempt because qf substance abuse ate limited to 36 months of benefit receiPt] , ;:) 
. during treatment. Months in exemption waiting for treatment. would not count., ~ 

" '" 

Exemptions (402(a)(19) (D)(v) ,p. 8 and specs #4(f), p. 6) 

language from specs and billdon't match on the issue of illness ~r inc~acity. Illness and 
,incapacity are'put together in the bin and 'require medical professional or other medical 

evidence. ,Oth~r appropr'iate professionals should also be allowed to certify - particularly for 

mental health.' In specs,' they afe listed separately with different .requirements." ' 


, , , '.: ~ \ ui.--·j'1..t:~b'1 ';1-<. J J.....r" ',' , ,,',. , 

, . Job Search (483(g){2), p. 23) i 
" ' 

The specs and ithe legislation ,changed, since we agreed to them. Our understanding 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 schooldeg~ee., Instead,the 
, new specs eliminate the work experience criteria and move ~he s~nclard to t~ose "judged job 

ready· per State definition. We would like to return'to the language to which we had agreed 
, , . which mandates that those with employment experience do job s~arch. We would stlillike to 

include highschool gradLJates. ' 

We would alsp' like the, statute to' i nCl!..lde specific reference to the 'state option tomand~te up " 
fro~t job search for those in the,not phased~in group. ' ,.' 

Child care as JOBS and WORK training and placement option:.'::: 

, The specs call for encouraging the states to provide ~hild care trainln,g in'the JOBS ~rogram. 

We would like the draft to include a requirement thatthe states indicate in their plan whether 


, and how, they will do this. 


, The specs have dropped (as has the bill) any reference' in the WORK program to, child care' , 

positions. This ,is very important to u~. The previous version of the specs was'acceptable to 

us:, #23 -- employ WORK participants as child care workers or, home health 'aides. This, ' 

should be.put back in and'should appear in the legislation as one"ofthe examples of the_ , 


, types of placements available in Section ,492(b). ,We would still recommend that the stat~ be 

required in its plan for part G to indicate how it intends to creCite WORK positions in child 

care.' 


>, ' 

'2­
'.' · 



Change'to Work Supplement?tion 
, , 

The revision to Section 482(e) on p. 33 of the legislative 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 c~ange? 


. :.i. 
. ~. 

Teen Parents 

We seem to be:allowing parentsurider 20'out of the participation requirement~ for the full ... '--;0,
, range of (a)(19)(D) exemptions. We thought that teen 'moms had to participate with children 

as young as 3 months, [482U)(2)(A); from the teen parent specs.]' ' 


JOBS Sanctions 

The' refusal ,to accept employment should be modified to clarify that individual ,must accept an ' :,,'(j),,7,_, ' 
offer'of 20 hours or more and must acce'pt ad,ditional hours when offered. This-was the part- ­
time work compromise [402(a)(1~)(G)(i)1. qAlso see WORK sanctions below. 

Jobs PerformcimceStandards ',­

Part time workers seem to count in both the numerator and the denominator for the JOBS, 
,participatiol1 standard. 403(k)(6); Since the states are not serving these people through 

JOBS, why would they count towards the service delivery,standard? Shouldnit it be, the ' [V0' 

percentage of people who are actually being,~erved by JOBS? According to section 417, 

,their moriths are not even being counted, so why are they in the JOBS prog~am to begin with? 


, ' . ' 

While the tolerance levehs five' percent above and below 50 percent, the sanction of 25 ' , .-." 

percent only applies to the percentage of the cases below 35' percent.' Why is that? Shouldn't 


, the sanction ~pply to 'below 45 percent? 


WORK PROGRAN,I , 

WORK Assignments , . 

We do' not agree that the placement of WORK participants into WORK 'assignm~nts should 

req\Jire that states take'into account the skills, experience. etc; of the p~rticipant. 'Tt:lere' 


'should be m'ore flexibility. Any WORK assignment is'a good WORK assignm.ent, and just 

because someone has clerical training should not mean that they won't take a job at 


" McDonald's if it's aV,ailable. See 484(a). ' . . 

Also, 493(c) implies that the WORK assignment should be made that "may reaso~bly be 
~"expected ,to lead-to permanent, unsucsidized employment." It goes on to"i'eq'uire an 

. assessment of .the individu~I's e~ucation and training so thai appropriate assignments can be 
made. ' 

We feel this language goes too far. The goal of the WORK program is to give someone the 

opportunity to earn money after their welfare benefits end., It would be nice if the position . 




.' . 


, . 

, ,; 
I' ", 

leads to employment, but we should not express' in statute that this is a 'goal. It puts more of 
, a burden 'on the WORK program. than we had envisioned. ' . 

Also. both this section and 484(a) could be read to- imply that individuals should only have t9 
do work appropriate to their training. which again would ,be nice, butshol,Jld not be a ' 

'requirement of the states. You shouldn't be able to ask someone to do something more than 
they are tr?ined to do: Le., the WORK assignment can't,be clerical when the person can't 
type, but if the·person has clerical skills, but the onlY open'ings are unskilled: they,should still 
have to take it. . , .. 

" t 

We think both sections should ·be modified., 

I' , ' 
< 

Minimum Work Requirement 

MAJOR ISSUE -- It seems that we now have a 15 hour minimum work requirement. Section 
.417(a) says time limit does~not apply to anyone who has received 24 m~mths of aid and is 
now in an unsybsidized job of 15 hours a week.· Apparently a coupleot hours of job search 
together with a' 15 hour a week job and you not only stay on welfare,you c:::ount in the state's 
WQRK participation as, a success!! We disagree: ' There is a 20 ~our'~ week'min~mum work 
requirement to ,continue getting AFDC beyond two years. People working part time in the 
private sector who have not been helped to find that job by the WORK program are not, 
WORK participants and do not count towa'rd th'e performanci3.standard for the WORK' . 
program. .'" 

. I 

Earnings Supplements . 
,,', ' 

_. We had intended there to bea limit of 25 perc;ent on the part ot the participanrs monthly .. 
. income that could be provided as an AFDC supplement to wages. The waythafSection 
493(d)(1 )(A) has been written, this limit is undercut First. the benefit ,ag~inst 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'maybe implemented. 

We would like'to replace this section with: 

(A) to e.nsure, to the extent practicable. that aid.'received as a supplement to wages . 
earned from a WORK position does not exceed 25 perceht of the total monthly income 
'of the participant, and ' . 

.,. WORK Assessment 
, 

Section 495(c). which c,9ver's the WORK assessment. should call for an assessh1enf afterthe 
second and every subsequent .WORK assig,nment. . . 

The assessment is only required for people who have not obtained unsubsidized'employment 
"in a position that meets the criteria for a WORK position." Since these criteria are not ' . 
descriqed anywhere. wouldn't it be ,better to make: it: ~in, a position providing niore than 20 
hours a week of unsubsidized employment.· "" . .' . . 

0 v:: 
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,." 
. '.! . 

WORK administration 

The last ve'rsio~ of the specs said that if the state had a o!1e stop career center, that agency 
would operate' the 'JOBS/WORK program. ':That is no longer tlie 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 is this in the legislation? 

Definition ,of WORK p6sitiorUS~ction 491 (b)) 
,I" 

. I ", , ' 

WORK positions, as counted Jorperformance 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) Defil)ition --, As"used in this part" a "WORK p6sition" isa position of employment, 
in the privateor:public sector, Ipcated or developed by the WORK program" or its 
agent, for an ir:ldividual registered as a WORK participant. 

There is asimilar' problem with Section 492 which says that the WOR~;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 position itself 
should not be ruled out by omission. Better language: ' 

, , '(a) Requirement -- Each state shall establish and operate a program to locate and , 
create temporary positions of employment for individuals who have received aid for 24 
months, as provided in section 41'7. Not later than O~tober ,1; 1997, .'.. ' 
. . 

IMPORTANT: Note that this suggestion eliminates yet anoth~r reference te 15 hours beinga 
satisfactory minimum wor~ standard. There is no· need for this sentence since 'Section 417 
already says that mon'ths in which individual works 20 hours or, more do not count toward the 
time limit.. ," , 

;: . 

WORK Sanctions 

MAJOR ISSUE: The part.,..timework compromis~'included an agreement ,to change 'the 
standard for good cause to refuse an unsl:.lbsidized job to the ;,umber of hours the state uses 
to set'the minimum work standard. Thus in states with a ~inimL!m work requirement of 20 ' 

, hours, good cause would only encompass refusing a job of 19 'hours orless (if that meant a 
loss in income). 496(c) does not reflect this agreement. I,n f~ct, by 'incorporating the current 

, regs from 45 CFR 250.35 [as they exist 6/1/~4], not only does it include the lOgS of income 
test that 'tie agr~ed to replace, it includes as good cause refusing any job of more than 20 
hours if your child ,is under six" This has to be changed to reflect our agreement' [Same with, 
spec #36(c)].' . ' , 

, " 

This may be in adifferent section,' but we could not find in th~ legislation a provision that the ' 
family's food stamps a.nd other federal benefits do not rise to co'mpensate:for the loss ~f' . 

" . 

1:,' 



AFDCat th,e time limit should'the person choose~ot to enroll, in the WORK program, go to rJo 

work. or become subject to sanction.' . 
. 	 '. 

496(f) - if a pe'rsdn accepts a job, they are eligible for an AFDC sl:Jpplement,but they should 
still qe subject to th~ WORK sanctiorl. The drafting of the language' -"":' "the person is 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 sanctiqned. and the sanction couflts for determining the 
penalty in future instances of misconduct and they are still ineligible for another WORK 
assignment duririg the sanctioned period [as draftedl. Language should read "the person is 
eligible~for aid as long as they COr'ltiAue to meet the minimum work standard in the: state. 
Acceptance of an unsubsidized job does not cure ineligibility for another WORK assignment . 
during the sanction period." . '. 

496(a)(4) -: failure to engage in required interim activities should also besanctionable. 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 activity. [See 
spec #36(i)]. '. 	 .' . 

. _''''' 

. 484(d)(2) - The guarante~ of an income provided here does not work. The only exception 
provided is if there is a sanction. However. if a participant does hot 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 "nofamily with a member eligible to participate" will not 
lo~e income instead it should s,ay "no family with a member who is participating fully· in the 
State's program.· . '. . . 

,. . 
WQRK Performance Standards 

The language ,in 403(1)(4) is confusing: 

- the number of required positions'is referenced as being set in'49~(d)(1). but that is 
where the WORK advisory board is created. . . . 

- there does not appear to be a reference to the calculation of the state's standard by 
dividing its WORK $ by thl3' cost per job figure set by the Secretary . . 

-:- the al.ternative to creating the mi'nimum number of slots. should be that 80 percent of ' 
those .r.egistered ate in WORK slots. W.hy is job search. and those in unsubsidize~t 
employment for'15 hours included? . 

. - the penalty is defined as being taken for the "number of individuals by which. such 
state's WORK participation standard exceeds the average monthly number of 
individuals in its WORK program.· What is "in its WORK program?" The participation . 
standard is never defined as a number which can be measured, 403(1)(4)(8) only tells . 
us when it is met - so how can one measure it against people "in its WORK program." 

'. This section should be redrafted simply: . 

I, " 	 • ... ' " ',.' , 

H(4)(A) ~otwithstanding... shall be reduced for each month by 25 percent with respect . 	 . 



,. 

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

. , (B) For purposes of this'paragraph, a state's WORKparticipation standard is 
the lesser of: ' . '. ' "' .. 

. (i) [the state's WORK alloca~ion divided by the cost per slot determined 
by the Secretary] ,.' 

. (!i) 80 percent of the average monthly number of individuals registered 
for the WORK program:" ' ' . . 

'::-"Parftimeworkers, those in job'search'shoUid 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 compliant WQRK program 
by having part-time workers do some job search. ­

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

'j. 

Job Search in WORK 

. , . 


We ,do not think that we should be making job search assistance available to sanctioned 

families in the WORK program. if they are ineligible for the,WORK program, why would the 
 ,0 , 
WORK programbeservingthem as it does eligible participants," . 

Health benefits: .. 

, We'thought. and the previous specs said. that itwould be optional,fc;>r employers to provide 

health benefits to WORK participants. The bill now requires employers to. provide health 

insurance to WORK participants. Did we agree to the change?? ' 


, OTtiER PROVISION$ 

Fraud 
', , .~. 

We would like to 'include the followin~ fraud penalty: 

"Anyone,coiwicted of welf~re fraud would be permanently ineligible for assistance 
underthis Title." " 

If we. do not include this ·Ianguage here. where should we include it? 

EST 

'Should there be some mention somewhere in the specs of what is actually happening with 
,EBT. " ." , . 

STATEWIDENESS 



t . 

~' j ~ 

Section 403(0)(1) needs to be changed. We have agreed that the states should' not have to 

be implemented.90 percent statf3wipe in order to get the enhanced match.' We pro'pose the 

following' language: I " , 


'(0)(1 )(8) in~' which the 'lumber ofindividuals to whom the p,rovisions of Section 417 
. ,are ,being applied is less than 90 percent of the num~r of individuals in the state who " 
, are custodial parents described in section 402(a)(19)(8)(i) unless the state,has in place 

an approved plan for reaching 90 percent within two years of implementation. 
. .' . . . 

MAINTENANCE dFEF.FORT ' 
, . ' 

, '. ' . 

Since we anticipate a shift otlAFDC administrative costs' to the enh,anced match 
available, under J08S ad'ministrativereimbursement, shouldn't we at least include 

. AFDC admin costs in the baseline thl:it has to be maintained? 

UP Provisions 
".-~;.-" " 

, . We woUld'like to'r~view the two-parent ru~es carefully o'ne last time: : , 

-why ate,sanctions weaker for UP famili~ than others .. If single parent fails to take a 
job. whole family is sanctioned, why sho'uld only indiviqualbe removed when ,it's a tWo 

, parent 'family? 

,- why are we applying current ,UP participation stds t~ the'states that take tl:le6mos. 
option. but not to those ,that don't. All toe provisions should', apply to all the UP families 
- one set of rules, not two. Maintaining a different match rate will also be too complex. , I " 

DV~t '. 

- states should have option of having a higher mini~um'workstan~ard for two par~nt .,. 
families.Our suggestio.n: thirty with option to go to fOrty. c' ' '. " , 

Also, why are we denying the enhanced match to 'states that keep the 6 month UP option? If 

we 'are truly giving state ,flexibility o'n ttlis issue, there should be no penalty. [403(0)(2)] 


,Noncustodial Parents 

We thought eligibility was limited to unemployed fathers when they had AFDC cliild support 

arrears [see spec 1 (b)(2)]. The, legislation does not limit eligibility,to fathers with. AFDC child 

support arrearagfils. it allows any arrearages. " ' 


4820)(6)(8) allows child support orders ,to be reduc~d or suspended for participation - and 

allows partiCipation in training to' be acceptable as credit towards the child support owed. We 

disagree and would like this prOVision ,deleted. , .', 


'Performance·Standards ' 

Wewere under 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 


, ' " 

' .. 

http:implemented.90


.. 

" , 

" , 

I' 

', , 

, not look fast enough to satisfy Congress: , " 

. ' ' ", . . '. 

Oct 1, 1996 - measures for JOBS'and WORK 
, , 

Apr 1, f~98 -standards for JOBS and WORK for comment 
.':".' . 

Oct 1, 1'9'98 - standards for application' 

: ,'Specs say year 2000 before implementation 
'"'''' '- ~ ., 

TECHNICAL DRAFTING iSSUES 

TheWORK sanctions section refers ~ couple of times to 496(a)(1) to(5),but the're is not (5), 
(5fappears to have have been redrafted as(b)~ " 

Please add "microenterprise'programs"Jo Section 482(d)(1)(A)(IVL:- where i't currently only 
says self-ert:lployment. This will conform the legislation to, the specs. , ' ' , 

,-' 
Purpose of t~e WORK program (Section 491 (a)) implies that WORK program is there to help 

, people who have not been able to find full-time work get full-time. work. Since we have 

deliberately said that part .time, work is good enough, shouldn't the language here drop the' 

phrase ·on more than a part-time basis"? ' 


, ,",' 



, " 

, i .~..:.",
;'j, , 

June 16 Comments 'on Specs and Legislation 

,The' following changes to the legislative 'language 'should ~'e mi?-de to the sections' 
indicated. Ccmesponding, changes to the specs are,,9-lso required. 

Substance Abuse 

Section 482'(a) '(7) , change "The state agency may require", to "must re'quire." ,Th,e " 
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 ~anctions under 402(a)(19)(G) would ~ppIY. ' 

Job Search 
" .",' 

Add at the end' of 482(g)(2): ", '...,including individuals required by the State's exercise of its 

option under 402(a)(19) (8) to participate in the 'p~ogram under this part and including such 

other individuals receiving aid under this Part 'as the ~tate shall choose toinclude in its 

job search requirement, regardless of their enrollment in the 'JOB,~ program.' , 


Minimum Work Requirements 

The minimum'~ork requirement ne~ds to include a 'provision th,at individualsmustaccept ,~ 
additional hours of work if offered: This was part of the part-time,work compromise and 
should be ad~ed somewhere in 402(a)(19)(G), or per,haps in 417: ' ,t 

, , , 

An individual receiving ~id and whose months of aid are not counting,toward the 417 
limit because they meet the part time wo'rk requirement must take addi'tional. hours if 

, they areoffered by either. their cur,rent or '~mother employer. They also cannot reduce, 
the number of hours they work if that has the effect of incre;3,sing the level'of aid they 
receive. ' 

Definition of WORK Position, ' 
, ' , 


, "~"J,,,<' l' , ~', . , ." 


Section 491 (b) still defines a WORK posi~ion as 'ia position of employment subsidized with 
,funds provided to the state under this part. in either the priVate or publicsector." 

We would like the following language substituted ' 

(b) Definition.:.;;::- a "WORK pOSition" isa position ~t temporary employment located or ' ..., 
developed by the WORK prbgr~m or its agent, using funds 'provided to the state under. ' 
this part, for an individual registered as a WORK participant. ' 

. ~, 

", 

" ' 



, 	 ' 

,WORK Performance Standards 
~I 

The provisions 'of '403 (1)(4) , pages 73-4 arE;! stillconfus!ng: ' 

(1) There is no,clE?ardefil}jtiofifor the state of therll:;mber of positions it is expected to create. 
The participSltion standard is indirectly defined by,'saying when it is met. Instead, the 
legislation should call on the Secretary to estaplish 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 il') which the:states meet their participation standard needs to be stated more 
pirectly. The following change shoud be made to 403(1)(4)(8): " 

, 	 f;=or purposes of this. paragraph, the state may satisfy its WORK participation 
standard if -~ 

(i) the ·average monthly number of WO RK positions to which 
, . WORK registrants are assigned is notfewer tha,n the target established' 

by the Secretary; or, ' 
. (ii) if~the numbe'r of WORK registrants 'is' less than the target 

, number of WORK positions, the state must have 90 percent of its 
WORK registrants in a WORK position, participating in job search as 

.' required by the state 'plan 'under' part G following an assignment to a 
WORK position, but (or a period of no longer than 3 m'qnths, being . 
sanctioned, or in unsubsidized employment·and not 'receiving aid (but " 
who at some time within the preceding 3 months were participating in 

, the. WORK program).' ' 	 ' 

(3) The penalty:shouldbe 25 percent of benefits 'for the number of cases by which the state· 
misses its target (in i above), and 25 percent of benefits forthe number of registrants by 
which the state falls below'90 percent'in the activities·described .in (ii) above~ , , 	 ."" ' . 

I,WORK Sanctions' 

. Section 496(a) (1 ) should be modified: 
(1) failing or refusing 'to accept a bona fideoffer of unsubsidizedemployment of 
at least 20 hours a weeR or iess if the the job meets the criteria specified in 
s~ctiQn 484(d)(2) ,,' . " , 

This should be drafted not as a minimum 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 skills. 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. ' , 

(2) 496(f) should, provide"thatsanction ,can ,be curedonly by taking a job that meets the " 
standard in 496(a)(1). not 493(d)(1). That section indicates,that 75 percent of in,come ' 

, must come from wages and is'not relevant to the,sa'nctions issue, 

Employability Plan 



t , 
, I

'. , 

, 482(a)(2) -- The sentence beginning ':The plan ~i!1 detail'the specific types.. ' " should be 

replaced I;:>y the following sentence: "The plan will detail the activities in which the individual 

will be expected to engage in order to find employment, including:'job search, employment 

training and preparation, o(education:" ' , '. 


, ' 

-e',Exemptions' 
'.";'. 

. ' ',' •. , • , " .. .. :.-....1· '. _ 

The determination of incapacity should be allowed to be made by other professionals besides 
, medical ~- psychologists, for instance; are not strictly speaking medical professionals. 

, 
Child care WORK placements 

Section 492(b) should include child care workers on the specific list of suggested possible 
WORK positions, as'the specs do now. ' 

. . ,. .WORK' Assessment 
, 	 " 

We would still suggest thatthere be a')nandatory asses:smentafier the, second and each 
subsequent WORk; assignment, neit just aft,er the second. 495(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 arid one-sto'p., The issue doe's' not appE;lar in the 
legislation. Old specs ha,d said'thatJOBSiwORK would have to be ru'n through the one-stop 

'if one existed. Current specs say JOBS/WORK will participate in rl:JnlJing the one-;stop. ' 

5. Nondisplacement lQDernonstrations 

Spec #2(h) onp, 54 goes f\Jrther than other non-displacement language when it says that "no. 
participant may be as'signed to fill any esta,blished unfilled position vacancy." This language 
should be made'consistentwith the ~greed7Lipbn noh9isplac~l1lent language used elsewhere. 

7. ,Health Benefits -- , ! 

.... , 	 Specs (35c) still require employe~s to provid~health insurance. This should be written as an 
option, not a requiremer:1t.. '''T~ 

. - " 

; , 



'.• .! 

, , 
June 16 Comments on, Specs and Legislation 

Substance'Abuse, 

, The specs on substance a,bus€! did not change. We had asked that ifi3. person is deferred 
from Section 417,time limits because of the need for substance abuse treatment, they should 
be required to accept that treatm'ent, if available.' If they refuse treatment, they should not be 
eUgible for the deferral. 

We h~d also suggested a 36 month limit ~n' treatment. 

Job Search 

_Some changes were made to this language. The only qu~stion(perhaps technical, perhaps, 
substantive) IS whether the language as drafted is explicit enough in allowing states to extend 
job search requirements to a/l applicants and recipients, even those who are not phased ,in. 

, Applicant job s~arch is optional. Recipient job search mandatory, , Is that correct? , 

Minimum W,ork Requirements 

, Th~ minimum work r~qujrement ne,eds'to i'nclude a provision that individuals ~ust accept 
, , additional hours of work ,if offered. This was part of the part-time work compromise' and 

should be added somewhere in 402{a)(f9)(G).' , 

Interac,tion between Time Lihlit and Part-::,time Work 

,', . Months in which an individual m'eets the part-time wbrk standard do not count against the,,, 
time limit. 417(a)(2)(B)(IV): ' 

. 482(a)(2}(A)(iij) inditatesJhat those indi~iduals are in the JOB$' program and have 

employability plans where the primary activity, is their job. ' , 


, . 
403(k)(6) includes part time workers as successful JOBS participants in measuring 
participation rates. " ' " 

Our question is why these individuals are in the JOBS program at all, 'Shouldn't they be , 
outside the 'program, not 'costing the JOBS program reso~rces,' and not counting in their 

. participation standards sinc!3 the months in which they'are working part time don't count "';, 
towards the time limit? Shouldn't pur resources and focus be on those folks who are not 
working? , " ,,' 

'.. ~ 

" 



" , 

, 'Earnings Supplement' 
1 , 

The change,to the WORK supplell)ent language is an imprqvement, but still contains two 

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

'individual. not ontheaverage., 


/ 

Definition of WORK Position 

Seaio~ 491 (b) still defines a WORK position as "a position of E;!~ployme,nt subsidized with 

funds provided to th'estate underthis part, in either the private or public sec'tor." , ' 


, 	 • ,1 , 

We had suggested the following language: 

(b) Definition a "WORK position" is a position of temporary e.mployment located or 
developed by the WORK program or its agent, using funds provided to ,the state under 
this part; for an individual'registered as a WORK participant. 

, 'WORK Performance Standards 

The provisions of 403(1)(4), pages 73-4 are still confusing and do not work:, 
. , 	 ,,' 

(1) There is no clear definition for the state Of 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 

definitionto apply to the sanction which is 25 percent reduction in match for the number of ' 

people below the standard. ' 


(2) 403(1)(4)(8)(i) in particular i,s very unclear (I think averb is missing). 
!' 	 " ' 

(3) The 80 percent performance standard still includes job search. those in sanction, and 

people who found unsubsidized employment in the last three months; : ' , 


Our. suggestion continues to' be' what we have been discussing all along: 

The Secy se'ts a targetri~mberfor. each state each year based on their ,$ allocation 
,and the cosUjob. ' '," " " 
The state must create th~ lesser' of 

>~" (a) its target number 
" (b) 80 percent of those 'enroJled in WORK 

WORK Sanctions .' , 

, (1) 	 , 496(C)(1) still incorporates aloss of income test (by referenCing 484'(d)(2)) -: the test 

says the person cannot be left with less income' than AFDC would provide them 

,(assuming no other incoml?). This may actu'allY,bestrictetth'an a straight 20 hourrule, 

so we may be OK with that. ' 


\ 



·,j, 

. (~) . 	Importart to note that definition of good cause for all WORK sanctio~ 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 minimum, the bill 
leaves open the po~sibility that the Secretary's regs could require more of'the job ...:.­
and incorporate the te~ts in the current regulations, for instance. '. 

,(3) , 	 ~ NOTE: p. 64-,-..,- sanction for not accep'ting anunsubsidized job can be cured by: 
:, 	 accepting an offer that. provides 75% ofthe pa'rticipant's income in wages (the 

supplementstandard) instead cif 484(d)(2) which is the standard for the sanction in the. 
first place.· Unfortunately, I did not catch·this one last time, but the standard for curing. , 
a sanction should obviously be the same as for incurring it. 

MINOR ISSUES 
" 

1. !;rnployability Plan 

The current praft adopted some of our language, We wOl,lld still prefer"ttYafthe list of services 
to be provided not put education first. We would prefer that the list be: "job, search, ~, . 
employm.ent trainin~, educ;:a.tion, and other employment activities...". .' 

, 2. Exemptions 

The.specs ancl the language do c~nform now, but we still 'suggest that thedeterrT1inati~n'of 
incapacity be allowed to be made by other. professionals besides medical . psycholdgi~~,s, for 
instance, are not strictly speaking medical professionals. 
Child care trainingIWORK placements 

3. WORK Assessment 

We would still suggestthat there be a mandatory assessment after the second and each: 

subsequent WORK'ass!gnment, not just after the second. 495(c) . ' . 


- Did not: include child care positions in list oflWORK poSitib~~'o~ P: 46 (Sec 492(b))" 
It has been included in the specs, but not in the legislation. In fact;·,we wanted a 
specific p:ercentage of the positions. That, of course, has ~ot been, included. ' .', 

'-4. JOBS and WORK administration 
,. 	 . 
.'. ; " , 	 . 

The language in the specs is still confusing on·the interrelationship between JO~SIWORK and 
one-stop, The issue does not appear in the legislation. Oldspecs'had said that 
JOBS/WORK would have to be,runthrough the one-stop if oneexist~d. Current specs say 
JOBS/WORKwili participate in running the one-stop, 

5, ~9ndisplacement in Demonstrations 

Spec#2(h) on p. ,54 goes further than 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 nondispiacement'language used elsewhere .. 

, . . 

'1, 

http:purposes.is


, 6. Performance Standards 

The dates have not been pushed up beyond <'96 ahd '98. Wasn't there agreement to do this. ' 
. The language r~quested by CEA has not been intluded:, 

..7::: Health Benefits 

, Sp~cs 	(3Sc) stJII require ernploxer,s to' provide health ir,lsurance. 151")'t1his optional? 
" 

aUESTION$ 

(1 ) , UP cases: we are not requiring UP parents in'the states 'exercising the 6 mo. option to 
be' under the time limit? -- (p. 7 legislation) 

. ' 	 , . . ". -~ \ . . 

(2) 	 W~y add the language on p.8 of legislation' r,egarding children under 16 since ,B only 
, applies to custodial parents? 

.. (3) 	 What does the new la'nguage on p.9 (iii) mean re:' chHd care? What is the section 
(g)(1)(A)(i)(U).' referred to???' . 

" 

, ,,' 

',' 
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E X E C lJ T 1. V EO FE" I ,c E OF THE P R·, E ,S I'D E N T , 

'i4-Jun..:.1994 09: 25am ..:.. 

TO: 	 (See Below) ,', 

'FROM: " 	 Janet R. Forsgren 

Office of Mgmt and, Bud'get, LRD 


" " 

SUBJE~T:, Welfare Reform Transmittal Message and Fact Sheet 

Could you please let'me know the status of'the transmittal message. 
,and fact, sheet for welfare r!=form? ' 

. I 	 ..' 

We expect to get the revised biJ,.l, language and legislative 
specifications from HHS arouno 11: 00 AM thif? morning.' If at ali 
possible, I would like to circulate the transmittal message and 

" fact 'she,et wj, th the bill, language and legislative speci'fications., 

Distribution: 

TO: 

cc: 
cc: 
CC: 
cc: 
cc: 
cc: ' 
cc: 

Bruce ,N. Reed 

Kathryn J.Way 
Jeremy D.' Benami 
Isabel, Sawhill 
Douglas L. Steiger 

BernardH. Martin, 


,. Kei th J. Fon:tenot' , 

James C; Murr 

cc: ",Christopher J. Mustain, 

" , /'. , 	 . ' , 

, " 

.\ 
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E X E C U T,I'V E OFF ICE o F T H PRE,S IDE N T 

. '.,.:",1q.:;:-Jun-1994 07: 36pm' 

TO: Isabel Sawhill 
TO: ' 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 e1aborate qomments' sometime 'Thursday, but I 
wanted to flqga few key issues in the JOBS/WORK specs now: 

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

2. p., 7', #5 (a) . I thought our agreement Friday on s,u1;Jsta,nce 
abuse was that states MUST 'require people deferred 'fo"r substance 
abuse reasons to participqte in treatment provided such treatment 
was available.' ,The current· specs say states MAY require it. 

3. p .13', #10. A key provisio'n has been dropped from the MiniqlUm 
Work Standard, contrary to ou;r ,agreement with ,in-iS. The, previous 
specs' (June, 6) included a provision requiringpJ~ople working 
part-time to acceptffiore, hours:ifavailable. ,This was, part :of our" 

'compromise 	on part-tim~:-work, and HHS agr~ed to it. wi'thout this 
provision~" the deal is, off. The provision must be added back: 

Pe'rsons wou).d'be required ,to 'accept additiona:l, hcmrs" of 
unsubsidized work if availabl!3, provided such work ,'met the 
relevant standards ,(e.g., health and saf~ty) for unsubsidized 
employment. Individuals wo~ld also be prohibited f,rom, reducing 
the number of hours worked with the intent of receiving additional 
benefits. , 

, " 

••\"< 4. p. ,35, 36, #36,( g-)" 'and 36 (j ) L On Satu,rday, HHSagreed to 
define the refusal 'to accept a ,job'offer, as 20 hours, not whether 
or not it constitutes a net loss of income. 'It's nqtclear where 
the specs stand on this issue., 

6. p. 54,. #2 ( f ) . The waiver provisions include a 'non-waivable, 
provisiorithat "No participant may be ~s~igned to fill any 
established un,filled posi tioD, vacancy," which i.s, stronger 
displacement languagetJ;1an anywhere' else in the bilL I discussed 



,.' 


.' 

this last. week wi"t:hDavid,' and thought .we had agreed to drop this 
.senten6e. We should not have a' non;..waiyable provision that goes" 
beyond the non-displacement provisions we have inJO~S a'nd WORK., . . . 

7. p. 100: A. small point: ,To match the rollout document" Section ' . 
B -should be 'called f! Incentives for 'Responsible Behavior" not < 

.. "Responsib;i,,J.it·ies ,.fo:J;' , School-Age Parents" -- since. the' ,family cap 
'provision which follows is not really about school-age parents'~ 

. Those are my' initial comments on :the Specs. We will give you more 
when we' review the legislative, language. I'm glad to, see we're' 
nearing the finish line.. 

, ' 

Thanks. 

, ,.", 

" . 

, . 
" 

: ',' 

:,' 

, . 
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MEMORANDUM 


COUNCIL OF· ECONOMIC ADVISERS' 


'. ',. 

,'June 15, 1994 

.;;.: 

TO: , Chris Musta,in, OMB 

FROM: : Bi:ll Dickens,' CEA 

SUBJECT:, HHS. Faill:lretoMake Promised Changes to Draft Legisl~tion ' 

,onF:riday June 10th, qt a' meeting chaired by Alice Rivlin in 
the OMB conference room, HHS' agreed to; make, fo,~rchanges to the 

'draft legislation. Although the legislation has been redrafted in 
two cases, none of the four issues has been adequately addressed. 
Those issues are": ",.-" 

1) Job Search' Assistance: -- It was ag:bi:ed, that Title I; SEC. 103, 
. (g)(2) (p26 of draft) should be modified to, note that· anyone with 
a high' schooL diploma or more than 100 hours .of paidw,ork 
experienc;e will be. presl:lmed to be ready, for employment. This 
language has been_,added, but up~front ,job search has been made' a . 

'state option rather than a requi~ement '(" (2) The State agency may 
require' ... "). The "may" must be changed to 'ishal!.", ' 

~. I '. 

, , ' 

. 2) Adequate 'Incentives for .outcome standards-- HHS agr'eed, to 
insert the following, language (or something'like it} .in Title ,IV, 
SEC. 401 'amending SEC. ,481, (c) (p' 111-112, of draft) :,' 

" 

The penalties and incentive~ set.shall be s~fficient tq insure 
that a,state which incurs the costs necessary to obtain the 
desired, outcomes is financially bett~r off than one that qoes 
not. 

No language of this sort WaS added. , 

3) WORK Performance standard -- HHS agreed ,to change the language 
in Title II SEC. 202 amending (4) (B) (~73-7~.of draft). We did 
not agree on, sp'ecific language, but my understanding was that the'''' 
bill, would be changed to re~d: 

: "CB) 'For the purposes of this paragraph, a State's WORK 
participation,' standard . is met ,if the' number of people 
'registered for the program receiving wages for work is, greater 
than or equal to the lesser of ~-' 

, . : 

'(i) <as previousLy ciraf1;'.ed> 
. . ' 

(li) 80, percent of the, average monthly number of 
,individuals ~egistered for the WORK program~ II'" 

http:ciraf1;'.ed
http:73-7~.of


-- ::::-' 

The draft' language counts people" doing' job' search towards the 

statespertor~ance sta~dard~ There is no need for this. The main 

reason why states are. only required to place' 80%' of people 

registered, for-the program· in work slots is becaus~ :the ,20% are 


. supposed to be 'doing job' searcn. Everyone in the work program' 

should be working or' doing 'job search~ If job sear.chis included 

in the numerator the standard should be 100%. . The addition of 

peopl~ 'placed in unsubsidized" work to ·.the' 'numerator and· the 
_denominator in the current draft,:t..:?' a gq9d idea. .' 

..,­ • • • • I •• "; 

4) Mental Health and Pre-JOBS . Aithough CEA l.ikes the' curr~mt 
languag.e , it was agreed in .the Friday meeting. that language should 
be added under Title I, SEC. 101. (1) .(0)· (p 11 of' draft) which 

. specif.ies that mental health professionals may' certify people as' 
exempt, ~ut 6nly after an examination by an assigned mental he~lth 
workers drawn from a list prepa:r:ed by the state. The current 
languag~ requiring the certification of a medical professiohal is 
inconsistent. with our position on health care . The . additional 
restrictions on which mental health profess:f'6hals may . certify 
someone as not job ready are necessary to erisufe that 'r~cipients 
can. not. "shop around" fo! someone who will cer:tify them. 

CC: 	 LT,JS,AB,MM,Isabel Sawhill (OMB")' , Alicia Munnell (Treas.) ,Bruce 
Reed (DPC) ,.Kathy Way (DPC). 
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