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The Welfare to Work Partriership 

12;0 Omne<ti<:ut Avenue, NW • Sixth Floor 


W"hiIl_ DC 2ool6 

Phone 202·955·;005. Fox 102-637·9195 


TO: 

FROM: Eli S~gal C I(l 

DATE: November 14. 1997 

SUBJECT: E!ogreu ofll.e W!t(are. to Work PmnershiR 

1. 	 I look forward to seeing yo. in Wichita on Monday. November 17. Cessna CEO 
Russ Meyer, a promm",,' Republican and Dole supporter, has an cxtraordinaIy 
welfare-lo-work program which we'll be highlighting. Among other things, 
Cessna is oW" best response to those who accuse the business community of 
'"'creaming" only the most eligible welfare recipients,. 	 . 

2. 	 The Welfare'io Work Partnership now boastsabnost 2500 business partners 
representing over 5,000,000 employees. We'll top 3000 panners by the end .fth. 
year) with 5000 a.>1 achievable but not yet stated near term goal, Partners come 
from all regions and all industrial sectors (including several high tech companies). 
While 75% ofpanners are ,mall businesses, 24 "'" Fortune 100 companies: 
Every single state in the cou.'ltry has at least one partneT. You'U remember that 
your specific challenge to the busin... community was 1000 companies by the 
end of the year. 

3. 	 Over the next few months. we will take several important steps to drive our 
program and message. FirSt, we'll announce significant partnerships with major 
orgaruzations,;ncluding the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and Goodwill Industries. 
While Tom J:)Qnahue (Cba.'llber) and Fred Grandy (Goodwill) ",en't usually our 
allies, on welfare reform they are; so are the 10 Republican (and 10 Democratic) 
Governors who have joined our Advisory Task Force. chaired by Tommy 
Thomson ano'Tom Carper. Second. we'U unveil a national public service 
announcement campaign going directly at the stereotypes associated with those on 
public assistance. Third. we wiU substantially expand our city by city approach 
connecting businesses and intennediaries, Fourth, we will create evocative 
ceremonies to honor companies for extraordinary 8'Chievements in moving people 
from welfare to work, This group ofactivities. along with the new law and a 
strong cconomy~ should continue the positive movement since you signed the 
Welfare Reform Act in Augus11996.. , 

'.. 
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4. I wanted to share with you the major surprises to me after six months of this 
project: 

(a) it has been easier than. r expected to line up the companies; the 
likely explanations arc a strong economy, coupled with our 
message that hiring welfare recipients "is a smart solution for 
business"; 

(b) 
there is mounting evidence from companies from all sectors and 
sizes that a well thought through company program leads to higher 
retention rates for former welfare recipients than other entry'level 
employees: the key is "well thought through," ofcourse;

(c) 
companies have minimal confidence in potential employees trained 
\yith government funds, e.g., iTPA dollars; they much prefer 
private sector non-profits, foc-profits and temporary 'staffing 
companies to fill their needs; this means they'ce not particularly 
engaged in the discussion about the 53 biJlion pot which will soon 
be distributed by the Department ofLabor;

(d) on the other hand. there is substantially more interest in tax credits 
than when we started six months ago; most of this is related to 
breaking dovm skepticism about filling out government fonns, etc. 

5. 	
This has bee~ quite an undertaking. The skeptics are still out there. While there 
is much less talk about "one million homeles~ people," we are challenged 
regularly on the following issues: "creaming'~j industries which "chum" rather 
than retain entry level employees; tracking exactly how many welfare recipients 
are being hired; ''what happens When the economy softens"; subminimum wage 
and federal labor standards. Overall, however, I think we're turning the comer­
enough so that I'm getting a little anxious aboutthe overused technique oftrotting 
out SUccess stories. I am optimistic that we'll be able to develop new ways to ' 
measure success in the months ahead and help build the case that the discredited 
welfare system is on its last legs. 

### 
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September 26, 1997 

, -----	--'""- --.,
To: LBrucc Reed d,~1 
from: Cynthia Rice 
cc: Elena Kagan, Diana Fortuna 
Subj: Today's !vleeting with Mayor Archer 

Yesterday, the U.S. Conference of Mayors pro\~ded us with a more detaHed description oftbeir 
concerns (see attached memo). 

This morning. 1 chaired an 8:00 am WH~DOL-HHS conference cal! to discuss. how to respond to 
Mayor Archer at this nfiernoon's meeting. The plan is for you and Secretary Herman and Kevin 
Thurm (ifhe attends) to aSSi,Jre them that we flfC on their -side -- as we were throughout the 
budget fight. Ray Uhalde will be there to provide some more specific feedback on their 
comments along these lines: 

• 	 The vast majority offunds (85% offormula and 100% ofcompetitive) are targeted at 

PIes and local governments, 


• 	 The statute provides Ihe private industry councils with "sole authority, in coordination 

with the chief ejected official [the mayor}. ... to expend the amounts described"." 


• 	 We can clearly revise the language ofour guidance to better stress the role of toe Pies 
and the importance of local flexibility. 

• 	 But because Republicans Insisted that these funds be part ofTANF j the formula funds 
flow through the states. States must submit a state plan developed in consu1tation and 
coordination with 10.::al officials which contains "assurances" by the governor that it win 
"coordinate" these expenditures with expenditures under TANF. Governors can rescind 
funds from PICs who do not do so. 

• 	 Our draft guidance does not define what it means for the state to assure coordination of 
expenditures, but the regulalions wilL 

• 	 We believe, however. that tbis authority to assure coordination with TANF does not give 
the governor the authority to tell PICs on which activities or populations to spend the 
funds, PICs have the freedom to choose from among the eligible activities and individuals 
in the statute." 

• 	 The statute does· appear to give stateS the authority to set other state-wide policies, 
monitor the expenditure offunds. and enforce the 15% cap on administrative expenses, 
which the mayors oppose, 

•• This is preliminary'. pending review by DOL IBwyers. 

,...,,. 
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September 25. 1997 

To: 
From: 
cc: 
Subj: 

Bruce Reed 
Cynthia Rice 
Elena Kagan, Diana Fortuna 
Draft Welfare to Work Guidance: lssues Raised by U.S. Conference ofMayors 

As you know, the U.S. Conference of Mayors released a press release on Monday 
protesting "in the strongest possible terms" the "state bias" in the Administration's welfare to 
work draft interim guidance. Today, they provided us with the more detailed comment~. (Both 
are attached, along with the Jetter they sent Secretary Herman.) As described below, many of 
their proposed changes are simply semantics: how,ever. others reveal differences in understanding 
of the statute, One -- regarding what percentage of the match can comprised orin-kind 
contribulions (they want a halfinsread of a third) -- is a straight-forward policy disagreement. 

Issues o(Semllnti.cs. 

Most of their suggested changes are changes not ofsubstance. but of semantics. For 
example, when page one of the introduction gives a short description ofthe two kinds ofgrants, 
they want to replace "formula grants to states" \\.~th "formula pass-through grants to states, with 
85 percent to be passed through to PICs," In many places they added "and PICs" where the 
guidance now only says "states," This linguistic "state bias" was due to the fact that it is the states 
under the statute who file plansand receive funds from the Dept. of Labor and the purpose ofthe 
guidance is to tell states what they have to include in those plans. However. we can obviously 
make these changes. 

Issues OfSt3tL1tory Interpretation 

The mayors raise a more serious issue over what is the state role in setting overall policy 
and in providing oversight to the PIes. This firestoml was fueled by a letter Governor Tom 
Ridge sent to Mayor Rendell which said in part that the state "will provide detailed program 
guidelines within which the PIC will operate the program under the grant" and noting that "the 
law requires that as Governor I make assurances that the funds will be spent in conjunction and in 
coordination with T ANF programs," 

The dispute centers around the fact that the law requires states to file a plan developed in 
consultation and coordination v.ith local officials which contains "assurances" by the governor 
that it wilI "coordinate" these expenditures with expenditures under T ANF. Governors can 
rescind funds from PIes that do not do so. At the same time. the statute says that the tfprivate 
industry council for a service delivery area in a state shan have sole authority. in coordination with 

http:o(Semllnti.cs


the chief elected official [the mayor]",.to expend the amounts described ... " Governors interpret 
this to mean that they set statewide policy which P1Cs must follow; the mayors believe that this 
means that the state plan should be simply a compilation of the plans developed by the PIes. OUf 
current draft guidance essentially repeats the statute, not clarifying this issue. The mayors want us 
to insert at all relevant points that the state plan shall be "based on the programs developed by the 
PICs" etc. 

The Department ofLabor believes that the governors' authority to assure coordination 
with T ANF does not give them the authority to tell Pies on which activities or populations to 
spend the funds. PIes have the freedom to choose from among the eligible activities and 
individuals in the statute, However. they currently believe that the statute gives states the 
authority to set other state~wide po!:cics, monitor the expenditure of funds. and enforce the 15% 
cap on administrative expenses, which the mayors oppose" Thus. a state cannot be forced simply 
to compile the PIC plans nnd submit them as its state pla:t These matters of interpretation have 
not been defmed in the guidance and are still under discussion at the Department in the 
development oftha drafl regulations" 

llilles of Policy Disagr~~ 

The mayors would like up to half. rather than one-third, of the match to be in-kind 
contributions, The Departmem of Labor is sympathetic~ to date, we, along with OMB and HHS) 
have resisted allowing more than one-third. 

http:mayor]",.to
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The United States 
Conference of Mayors 

" 
" 

, 1620 eye Street. N.W.• washingtOn, D.C. 20006 
. " Phone (202) 293-7330' Fax (202) 293·2352 

. ,:.f ..-

$ • • . ::: : ;;: :: ! 

Sep_be.- 2l, 1997 

MAYOItS, COUN1Y LEADERS PROTEST STATE BIAS IN ADMJNISTRATION'S 
WELFARE·TO·WORK D.RAfl IN "STRONGEST TEIlMS POssmLE" 

Meeting in Fo" Wayne on September 20, til. leadership group ofn.e U.S, Conference or 

Mayars, joined by tOP officials ofthe nation', COlUlties;:drafted aleuetto S"""""'YofLAbor 

AIOlds Herman, protesting "in the strl:>ngeSt t=possiblen the olear stato orientation contaioed in 

the ",guIotions drafted fat tho Wclfire-to.Wodi Fannula Gmtta and RqUcsting" JIIWlnS wilD 

her al her ..cuii<st oonvWence.· The JIIWlng ""l)lOst Is also being IO!tended to IIlOJIll>en ofThe 

Whi!. House policy stJl1f.. ' 


The "DralII.atetinlPlalllllos GWdanee aDd InstmcIioo81i>f Submiasi"" ofAmn1I1 Stare 
PlaDs, Fi",.l y ... 1998 WeUir.,.to-WorkFomru!a Granit."had b<i.apublisbedlast week by Ihe 
Labor Departmt:nl" Etnployw:nt ""d Tram;"g AdmiDistradon.' AreviDw oCthe draft cIurlna lbe 
aonualleadership meetiIlgofth. COnfer"""" ofMayarsJnFoItW')'JI"'~ a plm lhat, ill the 
.new ofthe mayors and county leaders, f~ "" =!tliIiz.cd state decisiI:m·...lDng in the 
wclfare-to-work program" not the JocaIlnvolvomoot in plannln!! and opcnllon ofthe l'mgram'tlLat 
was a:atloipated. ~ :.::: 

"The tone ...d substance ofthat Guidance totally igllOlC$the _ruyrolC that Private 
lndnstty CounCIls are to hav. in ope:t>ting the prognuu ad ~ the bolt wayfbr their 
area_ 10 m""e recipients from welfare to worl<,• the leuet -... "Mayora aDd COllIUY o!1icials ' , ' .. 
""P"",ed that the prognm they supponed would 6:.cus on local ~piu to,,,,,,",,, jobS ""d~;: . ':':.,?' 

",;.. Welfare rcoipk:n.. bttolhelD.~ For."..;"ple; ~.GuidIilII:e "-,that "'I'hO WtW gamts ~':"~;,,~;,, 
"" ,,' c'riIkal 100110 help .utes achieve their OWn ~ ICIDrm. goat. aDd to iWiot their· . ,'. '," ,,<., -' 1-", . 

~~~~,:,:.,. Tespon~litks...tomovc~rCCipieDtihttoperinintit·eiDpiQ~~aotfwc:lAtti.~, It ... ".':~:;:~" ,- ",

1'" furthCt ....rc. thilt W.W gamts lie lntCnded to supplement oaCh·~·.~ cop.<Ity for, ... , " Y, " 


i" .', ...slsting the Weimr• .-..ipicDt I"'PuJatlon in the state WI provide tho state ... opportunlty to 

;'< ; iDtegratc wotldi"•• dcvclcp_ ll)'Stel!lS with asSlsta""" and ~1=".v.nahJe to wel&re 


recipients. 
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"The Guidance a&SWJ]eS • to.l"'dowo planoing stnICI.u:re wilh the lltate leI!inz the PICs 
) which pOpulJWOIl '0 tru:get lU1d how to de<i,gn and ,opofllIeliu:ir programs," the ""'YOfS and 

county leaders wrOte. 

The letter to SecretarY Hcrman,.also delivered 10 PrestdClll: Clint.., was signed by the 
:..' 	 President ofthe Co.ference, Fort WA)'IIe Mayor P.ul HeI1nke; tho __ of the !'btiDnal 

Association ofComlties, Ii_in County (MN) Coi1ll1lW;ioner Randy Johns.n; the Chair ofthe 
Large Uib ... Cowrty Caueus, II_in COtlllty Commisoioner Pet... MoLaughlin; aod 27 ofthe 
ConfOren..'s officer.. Trust.es, committee and taskforce <hairs. 

CONTACT: Mike Brown. (20ll 861-<j708 

. , " 

, ,.
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k""A~.UAQ, 

~ wiD. IjlpIy for it, ponion oltho ibtmula pant. to ..... to _tho amn. 
tholtw ""IWro. tho Ccmmonwcoltb w....mit &II .....cImcnl to tho TOmportry ~ I. 
Needy P-w.. (TANl') lI.IIO pI.... OIIIlitq Io4wlllcIIIOMY will bnlilized """!low TANJ' 
RCipietlll"'ill be WVOd. ",.~,_ it ~ to develop & ,"",",1114 dlS1ribt.IIa IS 
per~ ofttooll.md. to lh.lbc&Il'lIVlbl IlICIu&Iry Coo,,,,,,'], (PICa) tllrouill dl~ SctW:c tIdNwy 
Area. (SDAJ.). 1 lin! committed Ie """"ina d>at thole ...... 1hrou!Iho.' tho Common_ ,.;;a 
big!! ~ ofT....'lF rocipi<ntl """"".~. Si_ PhiWIcIphia it. _ to 
~cly"3 pmcot .ftlwo TA}.'Fp~ it ~p~ intpot'lllnllb>! we IIrOdt 
<CoMly to op~ fit "'aM .[1hiII WOIJI'&IIIIO cIIm l'Wln<!oanla lidlClll 

.. ,. 
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Committee (LMC). """sisti•• of.... "'"'I)' wis:..... IlI!I<& ..t.CIiIM: ditoctor, SDA ~ 
jol> _ dlrcc:or. AII4IO/'.1l educadOIll_. wi. bethelbcol poW fatloal JlTDSfllDdt:ain. 
<lilly -""ll-&04 will "'Cv!~O. vt~. fct wham<)' polic:y"""';chI- .. 

Ai m!Poe. tlPW~ tltUiled program gujsWlna Mtbin 'whiM the pi, MU 
OI>£!ls PIll- yOd.,. 'bS- . Whil< l....t.nu.od dw. ~PlC i< din:aly""""........ 10 you 
.. "'" chief.,.,..... al!ir:id, Ii_th<IlmI_ ofw I~ ! "'''tc dIroot .....omui... 
ficom)'OUr am... co the I.'dC. W ,,'" "'I!8"It. ~ &om \""i.... 1"""- ... 
ohoIlld br........ the ~IiDil ofopal"'", prosr- and opptoadloo IIuot may Aat ....,., bean 
part oflll. tt'IIftdonal .. otOIll:rinSI '" wel!an. recipI'l\IJ. ')'0 1IIi. end, 1boIJ.fC .... _ & • 
\IIIeei.rd adviso<y.......unltt.ee eompotod afwdl'ate cIia!lI> """ dIeir odvoca1-eI. 

.. 
( Ill! sur')'QII will ~ thai .....hoold nOt WIIit for tlIIOlI:4Ital __ 1O pravtdc 

auiAl-1G IqiII plllllli'g \Manly otJlfOar-1O be IMihblc", PhlIadolpbio. I WI)uld lib to 
prop"""'" _ioa i.G 1m Stptembor of'" ...~ Sl'OC tMt.: .. beaia COIlIldcrins options 
ex! pdDrldeA.. Jf)'QII will des!pIu: • ~~ywr offiooco _ wid> Pl'W lUll; I 
am COlIfidCIIl .... """ be oft'to • qaklc stilt ~~dGIIa an: bowa 1hiJ, &Il 

I IooIr: I'otwud (0 W6rlcina -..l1lI "". 10 Nrtb<rout w...........mc cIfanJ 0IId t.olp "'OR 
i>milies 1ICbI_ 5diolUillci""'.\'.· . 
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mE UNITED STATESCONFEllENCE OF MAYORS 
NATIONAL ASSOClATON OF COUNTIES 

September 20, 1997 

The Honorable Alexis Herman 

Secretary of Labor 

300 Colt3tilUlion Ave" NW 
Washingion, D,C, 

Dear Secretary Herman: 

Today'i~i\Ort Wayne the leadership ofThe U.S, Conference ofMayors met with the 
President of the National Association ofCounties and the Chair of the Large Uman County 
Caoous to review issues ofmutual concern. Among the issues discussed was the Draft Interim 
Planning Guidance for the Welfare-tn-Work Formula Grants, We an! writing to protest in the 
strongest tenn. possible the clear state orientation of the Guidance and to request a meeting with 
you at your earliest convenience. 

The tone and substance of that Guidanee totally iSl'o"" the statutory role that Priwte 
Industry Councils are to have in operating the program and determining the best way fo. their 
areas to move recipients from welfure to work. Mayors and county officials expected that the 
program they snpported would tocus on local efforts to create jobs ""d move welfare recipients 
into them, However: 

• 	 The Guidance contains. poliey framework which states: "The WtWgranis provide. 
critic.I tool 10 help sUltes achieve their OM! welfare reform goals and 10 meet thei. 
responsibilities under PRWORA to move welfare recipients into permanent employment 
and off welf"",," The focus, clearly, i> on support for centralized._ decision-making, 

• 	 The Guidnnce states that WIW gram is intended to supplement each stale', overall 
capacity for assisting the welfare recipient population in the state and that il provides the 
State' an oppofllll1ily to integm", woMaleC development syttems with ...istance and 
services awilable '0 TANF recipients, Again, the goal is to support centralized Slllt. 
decision-making. 

Mayor ofFort Wayne HCMcpin County Commi~ioner 
President. The U,S, Conference afM.yo" President, National Association ofCounties 

cc. The P'residcnt or The United States 
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\ 

\ 
Draft lnh::rlm Pi,12.!lning ('ruidilnce 
Wdfare-Tu-WQf.k Fo:-mula (':;rlum 

fi)l;dl fear 1998 

lNljlI'IIlUCIJ;ON . ...... .. ..... \... . . ..... . 

. President Chnton has tr.l.de welfare rcfonn /I tv~ prioriry of ~i'~~~·irustfation. During hb fi;,t 
four yeilfs in office, th~ Pr~ident granted fcderJl.waivers to 43 Sr;,tr.s to require work, timc·limit 
8ssL.;unr,e, l'rlBke work pay. improve c::h.iJd ~UPI,+t enforctment, ilno encounge p3!enbl 
respon.~thili.ty•• In AuS'.Jst 1996, Prc:lident CWlttJP sigJ\ed. into law The Perional Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconcili.1lion Ad. (PRWOAA). a comprer.en~ivc bipartisan we1f31c reform 
bill that t.$tablishes the Tempo!».!), &:sisu.nce r+ Neecy FamlHer. (rANF) prD~, ,/\ new 
system of 'fANF block snuttS to State, wa~ -:'~lfted. chz.nging the Tl'lt1.1fe and pro·....isioll ofFcderal 
welfare bfmeiitc in America. Thililcgislaiion oll{maritally changtd tht: nanon's wc:l£are syncnl 1n:o 
one Li.at re'luires work in exch:mse fur tim-c;-ful~tt::1 assista."'Lct anrl rrovide$ suPPort for fomiliC-$ 
moving from welfue to work. In brid, ~ kgi,huion pmvide~ IIl:1rnit on'1hc,a.rnount oftirnc an 
individm~l can r«-e.iw welfare beoe.5u Mil. Witi,funittd aceptiM'S, we1&re recipicl'rt~ ;lore 
expecte/i to tllSlige in work, 3cti....ittr.c" 10 move om ·~!fare as~ia:mt:e to permanent employment. 

< • , , 

• . • l .' .: .. ' • 

Tht. PRWORA gives S~es the opportunjty tl) create a new ~tem that promotes work a:Jd 
re.~pomibiJhy wrole grJ'engU'~enins families. h ctlaller.gts Il!i all to remedy the shDrtco'ming.s ohhe 

" help needy f"mJlies under :a framework ofnew . 

" 
Thi,: tbcUs on moving people :trom wc1f4re t'J W Ik is a primary goal ofFederal welfure policy. 
Thf. ~ .Balanced Budgd: A,ct Qf 19~7, jig,JI<;U y the Pr(sjdent on August S. 1991~ provides 
arlrliftoMI resources to .lchievc this go~ Ly authprizing 1he Dep;l.rtment ofLabor to provide 
Wt,:lfuf-to-Work (WtW) ~ to Su.~es lUKIloFal c:ommunilips fortrantitional: employment 

. A!tsls:taJ1ee to move hMd4o--t::tnploy TANF rcc.lpil:nts Wi!..'! sienificant emplo~ bArriers into 
IInNbsidize,d jobs offering 10J)g~torm OUlv!uymctlt oDPortunifip'.s. Thet;e grants \vill provide mlifl1 
wrlfue redpiws ,\lith the job placelllc.Ill s.t!rvic:r" unnsitionll.l1".mploymtn1, ~ job retention Aud 
~tlJ'Port t;e~ces thty need to rrAke the SU~i:t!ssf\1ll progression into long.-tom. unsubsidi:gd 
employment and economic sclf.lufficicm.;.f.tt1h1 pro~ i< !Ii key part of the Ad.mi'nistrttion';\ 
efforts to crute jO~$ to move people fr01l1 wdf: e to work. whir:h inciud( mobilizing tho bu3in~ 

" community to hire welf~e rceipic:nU. wOlkiu~ 'th civic, reiigiollS and non-pfofit groups to 
. mentor familie$1caving wdfm"e for work. IUId . inS our fair ""me of wdfuflTeciple.nts in the 
_'lU sovemmeQ'-:t:':- """-v\d ~<O" id~ yr:v • .Ao ::t...d .. u'"':1' G,.v"..,:\.,. (J':n:.,; 
ft,.."",....... "'t~~~~ w c..: t>"'-,~'s. t",,, ,..\'lIo \;)'1
~lii1e~y T -,~ :'.' 

olri System and to provide opport'.mitits Uldl . 

... ... 

.' . 

http:respon.~thili.ty


A small dmount of lhe tmal giant money will be :lfrt aside: for ~p'eclal putpost.o;.: 1pment for 
lndWl: tribes; 0.8 pct:cent for evalll::Jtion; and SlOQ trillion for perfOIm3nce bonuses to sutu~ful 
Stoncs. ' . 

I'.......'\N....,I..I-
fgnnula,Srmt5 to States: After re<er.rina1r.o,.specitl,l FUrpc,K:'funds describer! above, 75 percent 
of the grant funds will be allocated to Stl1'CS based on l!. fonuUhi"th:.1t..equaUy considers States' . 
&hues of the national number of poor individu:U!l !nd of adult recipientS ofas..~stance under . 
TANF. Stat.es will be n:q1lired.·to.pl\$!i through.g~,perC\tnt of th~ money to loa! Private Industry 
Co~s (PICs) ~wth are als,o known as WorkfOffc aevdSJgmmt boards in some v~ A State 
l$: owed to retain l' pcrtem ofthe money for wE-to-WOrk proje::1S In hdp IonS-term. . 
recipic:nU ofas~lmce enter Un$l.tbsldhed jobs. Sates arc required to pas!llhrough 8S percent of 
the money to local PICs which Me known 4S W'Cr on:;e development boards in some area 
Tbe&e funds musl be distributed using a cubstnte r+.nr.ula Lased on tbe: foll(lwmg'£ndOfIl. BetwQ:;n 
50 and 100 paccat ofthe1lmd.!: distributed to lo~ ~ illUit bl.': based on 1he ttuS~5 sJw.t of. ' 
the t.lCCC.Z:5 popu1arion ofpoot'.le.. the munbtr of~-;: individuals in exceU of7.:S percem ofthe 
totnl populaLiun. Bt:tWCeI'l 0 tn 5{l percent mil)' be distribuu:d based on nn~ or 1. cornbiIwion of 
the followwg facmn:(I) tb< numb., of adult, '0 ";'KiANl' Of AFDC ."i""... tor 30 
months 01 more and (2) thl.': number ofunemploye in tIu:: SDA. BI.':C3USf: ofthe th:nuhoId 
~lisll'l:d in the law, An SDA that would t''Cce.ive ieiis Ulan SlOO,OOO under such ~ formula will 

;:~~:;~*:fl:B~t~o~~::~i~~~I~~;;;~~~~~:":t~t~ 
determine that the plan mte:t! the statutory rcquirelncnts. (jQvemor~ Me M$potlSlDle £or 

adlllini.1crittg fonnula fund, rtnd.Ior -nng th"\ ~ are coordinated with funds '1''''' WIder the 

iANFblocksrant .. , i'A"'~ '"".'':1:1 ~~ 1l'Uuu& 'ro'lW. i'l:C-t.;·',i"'.. 


- d-H ~Q"I"'M;;I.\f, .... 
PIC. (warl<for<e _pment b"",d,) "".b1i,I ..,,j ruler t~' Job 1r_8Putn<:rship A<:t (ITPAl. 
ill <oordinalion with chiefel_ olli.w..will ad .."enlte progr"" at th.lo<:ollovd ~lIIe 
Secretary ofLablil'1tpproveo". Go".n",", "'quest use 1Ilt ",,,,,,,,,ivo ,~,;,~", 
aficr determining 1~ the alttmativc would ullpr~ tnt: effe:ctiveQess and efficltt:e:f of~E!I: )
.DpiemJ:nl>tion. .~ fI(. .\\0.,\ ....:rc;;'-'" lI.L".ii'e4 .... :..... ./ 
.. .. ,\,,-'!!!Wl:: f':'e';sl, rs 

.Qmlpmfu:c r11'!lntS IQ Loa! Cg""mmiti.,, The percent O1ii,.d. tlO.tII_il\1Y!6iiillil. will 

be use<! lbr eompetitM sranu """ded <lirmiy to 0,," gov."...,nts. PIC., wi prlv. •• """u.s 

().\len as c;omtnUcity development e;orponuions. C 'ty..m;ed QfS:miut\ons. commualty 

~cUQn agencies, and othtr private organizations) 0 apply in I".onjum:tion with t1 PIC or local 

lI'Ivo:rnmcm. A"'ppropri.... tim S_otalJ ofLab r wjij gi'" special concid."';on .., the needs 

of rural areas and ,ci~itS with largo CQnc.entr~ttOlis 0 ~eny" ... 


http:ofpoot'.le
http:fonuUhi"th:.1t


u, S, CO~'F, M.lYORS-SIO\, ,BY; 

I 
I 

J, Al JC.;l.st 70 percent of the gral funds n~~ SPli':nt on individu~[s 'Who:r 
(a)(1) Ilrc long. term we)furc rcctpicnf.3 (with 30 lJf mere monws of':cceipt). or who 
face -termination from·T ANP ~3i:;tanc":+ithin 12 u'liJnlh:"; AND,'(B)(2)who face twO 

. ot Utt1.O;e ,pecifieti iabot.m;:rrket.dcfi.:itncli:,·(lnt:k of'·L.iKh :sehuul diploma or OED and 
Jour reading 01' m4th ,kith:-, teql.liting Q ~b31Mtte 4bu!le:~calm'tnl for employment: . 
h:we a poor work hi£tol")') OR 'I 

..·(~}~e·~ ~~~s;~ai ~~'~;-~i~~~ J.~~~ cU't~iI11 p~~t mc~ts ~titcrii1 (a)(l) and 
(.)(2), , I ' 

2. Up to 30 perc~nt ofthe giant fund$~ May bf spent on individul\lts who ar~ "lr:cent" , 
recipients of TANF a...c;j~!1r.~. or noru:U$todia~ p'l'lTeDts, who have eImndcnStlcs' ~cjatcd 
with long~~eun welfare del'eMenr.e, suc:b as sch601 dropDm. 1een pregnant}'. O'r'poor work 
hhlory. . I :, 
Allo....aW.. U~S of:~:' funds can be ll!;:l!d tJ,h~jp move eligible individunl!l into long·t~rm 
UlUub~iUi:cgJ jobs by auy Qf the following ~ei\n~: job Cteation through snorHerm public or 
privAtI: see:tvr wtS~ subsidies; on-thc--job trainln~; (.ontracts 'With public or private providm of 
job rea.dim:n, jut" pwctmem. aDd POSHmpIO)'m1m v:rvices; job vouchers: for similar ::ervic:es; 
commw:UlY $;tvie:e UT wozk experience; or job r~Iention And supponive ~c~, (if lueb '-:; 
:service! are nol otUel ..... i~ .available to-the lndiv· un) parrir.ipants rtceiving:WtW u:rvita). 

""Note! "CQutn.d$ or wvc:laltl1~ wr JlJb ~Jat'f:m91 ,..,.11;e$ supported by .uch ft."d" mud requinl 
tIllllt at teas:t 1Il of the pnyttlenl OCcu.r after lUI eli iule io.dJ\1dull] pl.a:d lato Ibe vrorldom! b.~ 
bee.oin th'i"work(l)fUfor'mol)[h$",..... , .,.' "":,,' 'fV"." . . .. . 

'> •• 

~ro£Iam OUlCO!IWi: In 'mt'.asu.ring program out meso S1:Ites wiU.~i't. m;ni'mliiil; no:d to 
demonstnne 'their sutceS--'> in 5;f.rvrng eligible ind iduais in term:'! of: (1) ptCCClhcn'l in 
am'",;;' ''awl jobs: (2) dmlion. ofsuch ptaceme t; and, (3) mcreo.se in CArIlingl.. ~ 
Secrewy Gfl.abor may determine other farto'.., io be 'pp.ropi'ia:¢ in Ute de"elepm~ tiC .. 
"~I.lftl oatecniit: mEaSWts;, _Smte:t m:ly qoalify, for a puformance bonu:; in FY 2000 WI;Q 
Oil a furmula fQr mtaSu.1rig perlormance 11v1t '1' be developed within the next )'CIll' by tllt: 
SCCletlUY 'uf Labor. in conSultAtion with thc ~r,r:retiry' of Health and Hum&.") Service::; n.1.d 
orpni.m;iQl.ls rcprestrtlinll States. ll! addition, 't~f'; SetreW)' of He~~ and Hutnan Services 
will we tUesc:; fai;wrS into ~onsi~eralion. in, the l~n~!lf'.t of tb~ !,liltiona~ ~~ua~iou ~~ WtW. 
.. ... . .. ... ... I· '. .. 

NOTE:' Tbis plaanittt= ~Qi~l\Q~ "dresses tht tequir('numt.. rdAtfi~ to !;Ia~ plans to , ...lify for 
the formula ara"t fouds,in F'ttQ[ Year 1998" Sel!ilnue eu.ld:anC1! w11~ bt i".!,Jed Jor btlta the 

e~nh: '0 Ind~n .ri~. Oi"d til. ~~pe.tit~Yt: t:ran~l' 

I'2k1CY lMME~ ,. , 
" '. " :.....6 \o...s.~I\_k ",' ", " .. , 

. .' ;',' ;:!".,'~ "';,, "il' " The WtW gr4lits vivYi~ it critical 'QOllO'heIP~tates acbir;\tt! :'~ir, own ~Ifarc reform goals( ~_ .': .•'. 
,.,:" !":?~", j:-.•: 'f>' ,.t ,('}-:: and to ~"tm;irJaplusjbilitic$,~er PRWO \to~~ve\Wc{bt n..t',ipients into pennanenl;"'~~':: :. '..~']~.o

~::\:·,:i:~!j~L '.:; ~:::;:;,C :-employment'and offW\;lfall:. ~ ~\HtO~ '~:~.~ W €l~'~' "'·,b),r : J ' .... 

, ':J,'. ~ , , . .. ... It>\..". (.!. ~ i"\Jo\~ q~ ~ ~\ol.j.w..d., Q;.d ~eo..t""~ . 
<,: ',,' S1S.oern,cW ,\-,S. 'hu...~Ur.~!n1rod';"'.::'~'2%Q. ''0\.1\~~ CoM.~~ , 
«,~ Wa>< I,,~ G'ratD-.lLL.. Op 1'<>0",;:;\ V,)Q,X~I€_ ~p\~ I/I.'\" J.:W,: 

http:orpni.m;iQl.ls
http:mcreo.se
http:JC.;l.st
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Whitt the uote QfWtll! CuDds sbopld Pt(;tlf \;Niti4 !!~ bilge!' 6mnowetk Mine TANF 'PtQit1W14J>. 
elich Stltkrr.Statcs muSt lI:co~njz,e tbat WtW KIds have I. specific PI,:rpO$c. wlll1.Zh hi: 

J .'"'r0 provide ir~'Silil)na.LaSSiStar.c~ Whit_J. mov~$ welfare r;x:ipicrru into UfCiuosicllzeq 
. 
, 

,.e.tll:pJoymc:nt pro¥iding good.ta:reer por1ti:U fOf l1.ebieving economic $t!lf~~ufficjency." 

W1W grnn~ ful'l(b ~'e' ~50 ~g~cd to a5si~11h~SF welfue ;~~'i~~:' ~(h the ~OSl si~~t ': 
barriers to emplQyma.t (1:.c,. those Gharacteri!i:tl(f ass:ociated,wi1h IQng-ttnn W'Glfut dependence), 

" " " Tbis target group will rcqulU:: t:Xlensive assistaTlr.r' 10 2chievt' the tmplOytru!Ilt iUld e~nings goals 
oflne WtW grant~ . 
"lk..~\kl~", j'~,!!o'Ad 10, '~N.(j;\.J..\<." ~\- ~ I.I..H:.. \.!J . 
I\g,~~nfl~smt-~..Ilh,.~~~.;t.p_ W,W nJo".be an integral 

put ofthe State' ~ ovcnill program of as$.j~)t~e inlO UflSubsid:i:ztdko ~o':&~kr~picnu 
cmploymenL WtW M1a:m5 areimen~eti~7upp m~1~S~, oven.!l.CA\N-;(;; forlUisting 
the welfarcrecipieill population~e... '0,:\ (bW\"~~ ~C'\ '*"'~ u.~~t\i"ta-\..-

, , " l'U..s , ~·it~,;;-.u-~ .......,~<:"s of @'I<>p1e. 
,This 15 an Oppor1U1Uty fQi' ~ to mp;nlleilie~erairo~\t?rOrkforcc dc~opm,ent systemS 

.' .(W:.ludiag OJlC-HOp cc:nt('..!SlemplOyn1I"Jl! !'erVic.er,rrPA~erviw and ~Qol-1U:worlc al:tivitie.s) 
~J...;tl"",;sl••"oru!s"'vireslMilabielo TANF :picnls,,' " .. '. ,. '. ' .... ,' .,', ':: ", . 

.~ .' -:"t~'~~'fO~~~~;~~ ~d~-~~'~~'~:-;~~d St~t~ ~gto~~ r;\~~~~~~'~~ 

for ["nnW. gr4U! fwuls, should ,efler.t the foUov.'Ulgprinciples: " '. .''':-:.;:.", 

:.•,'•..._,I.~.. '".~ •. ;:Oj.-.·,_~·t-·.·l; ..·:·.:-·,':·: ",'.. , I: ; ,.",.: . ':.1" ." ". 

- ~ .""\'~~>~'l'h;ui~~·~ecrtvefOf ~~ch 'u!elfare ~cipien~ i, plcexmw[ iUlQ a,tunSub~dmd jnb 
which 1I1uVides the l'ote.ntilt! for achitv.nS eco,nClrni~ lItlf-sufficia.Ho:Y. 

.~..' , Activities conducted with gr~nt fu~ds mu "be gro~nded in the ~WQrk fun:: 'l'bilo~nph;; 
wwch is i fundame.ntaJi!!nPA ofPRWO Although. v4fi~ty ufaaivities (e.g,. work 

. a:vencncO'tommunity ttNic:e, o~~ih~jo truining. p1acculeuL antI p05t-empla:yment 
sC\viwJob~enrlnn se.rvices) are autho' d underWtW,lhest a.a:ivid6 should be . 

, :. '. ~ .. ~ vi~-.J.s_ ~t.nt~~~ed d~'~~P~t.al ~eps foc uroving indMdualS i!'l~. and . 
n:taInJngthtmmunsubJlIu.le<ljQbs, .,.., ',' ., ....'.. _.'_ '.. 

. .... ~. ': ';' ,,;. ",: ..: " :, . ,.,.",". ' 

, . ,.' ~ -:.: ~ih~e~~_rl~ '~o'<"uilioriie the ·+c ofgnWl~f~d~:fur'indCPmdenJ .~~·J~alone 
lraUltOg aawmts, Sf1rte plans. nu.y recc£7llXc lnllt basIL': 'educado'n and VOcatiOnal dciIJs 
dtM:lopw:nt a.~ ~Tf t:If.an employment O~criem;!; will be needed bY same recipients in 
ou.lt3"lQ achieVe the uftimate objective "r c ~~t: which i, self~ sumciency. {Note: 
Dotil:.edut:a!ioll and vQt8ljro;u~:t skill: trAim g wiu:re~. uQed on me'fI\!W assc:umtnt of 
the n:.eipknt':lIUXd.$; Imt)' be ptllvidtrl "s It /)$t--..empll)ymtnt .service whuc the l'etip\cot is 
_pJ:oyed inelthtr nub:lidizt:dor Ul\SUb'SI ~ job.] " . . . 

,',;. ~, ,,', ' ., " , .: ,'-- . " ,~'~ 'V": ,j·::J;f:
\,,:;'~'f':';;. f" "... • ''; • '1,'·-,,·1.!' . "":,~~,, ... r·)(::~/~'~,,:;,;,~'n':'~~~~
,,! ,. 1 "'~'t ',' ''''''', :~> .-::' ':.' ~ r ;;}> :,.,;~. "," ~':.-~" ,.., l~_, """',.'. ~~'i'\'~~ <':'-'''iN..-''.~~ 

f ,'-",:: :- ••.' ':.~ • t".:, .s " ". • ,,~ -", ~~'! '''~'f.i':~~'' 
:.' '. ··";·"oJ',c~ ..' 

.;.' .'­. . 

" 
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• 	 MMc:.bing, The Stite i!i r(:l.juired to provide Sl in m:nclUng C).1l'tutlitUTC'S during l!1~ fitc~\ 
yeu for ~ch $2 in WtW formula grant rlJ1dS awatded. ,The DeplWullem 1!uthori7J~S 1M 
Stlltc& to U$C tb¢ wWoml financial and '1riminirtrativc requirements Qf OMS Circular A· 

. 102, eod.i£ad-f~1hc.Depatunent at 29'~'R 91.24 (The COTrlIQ.og~!e) regarding match 
"Uov.r.bility ~ dOGUmtl1l4UUll..except. at.nomore1han onC:~~f tbe match may be i/\ 
'he fonn orin kind cantribuliUlIs, inClu e:IIUoWiblernat.ch.ftom tluul panics. L~_. p~V21~ 
s:eaor eomribution,; Matt.:hin.~ fulids in lune those State and low dollars in excess of 
:fund.s rpt:n!.~? Pi,C..~.~c.,T~m)na.intenahl:l':~of~effort (MOE)-requIJ'-ement when those 
funds are spent 011 WtW cU¢ble partiQ~"u.. '. ' 

T~e States bw the bw"dt:n-Of-i>jQ~f for L;bSWllining match expenditures. Iht' State . 
pould use, in de'ldopiuK·thcir WIW pll'lh~, the preliminary plaruUng estimate... ihat were 
awed by the Scerttary ufLabor on sep~J(mber3. 1997, Illhc Swte faUito mr::et the 
~ching rt.quirerncnt, the Depanment 'U implement an mmuallt;l;oncUiation l\nd grant 
adjustment for WtW AlL"1!.S based on re rted match "¢xpcnditun:$ through lhe E'..n4 of the 

" 	 fuca! ytar. Well in &d.Vl11lce oflhe yeilr-~nd W:otIc:ifultiOll praun. me Department 'Will 
, o:fl't:r 1ec:lmiczI. ~r.:e to all Stl1te~ 'Wi1h low reported mAtch cxp'tI'IdituTtf. In l\n dort to 

" . :' ,mjmnrize yw<tUi Nant adjustment". The statute pt¢vid~$ that t.he State. m13~ ~pt:nd all 
.....•.;. <>flU matd>ing JUud. wiUrin tll< ",,,,I y<l: of t.htI grant ,,,,,,,,d. MuclJing fund., uk. 

~" ',' Federn1 iimds, fortUis program must be Wm! on eligible pmit.;pants and :a11r-.wable 
" activrue!lund-:rtJItWtWlegislatiori. \.. 

. " .. _., .• ;', t· .•.• ·· ..···'>:;: ,.... '.;, '."~"," 
.... ,". Iimgj:.imi!!P9!ll ou Wtl/i Fllllli" W,W ,fu,ul..,,, .vall.bl<for tXpendirurefon 

. ..' 'tbr~ YCUP~Qd.1imn the e!ftCtjv~ date of the grant award, 

. .. "A~ciM~:~;: "'~d~~stra~i:.'cos s ~h~ged to the WtW iTiUlt Me limned 10 1So/. 
oftotal cqx:nditul~. CostS for imonna' on technology and wmputcrbation needed for 
Ir.....g or _loIjng wi!! be excluded om thel5%louJ, The Dt!>""""".', I"'Gey 
v.iIh r<SJ>"',.JJ u.: 15% admini.""""'" "limitortion j, (a) the Iimllatlon applies 10 the 
entire ~(b) administrative t.n~s are 10wable at both the State administrative ctrtity 

:::;e:.~~~~"Z'=~~;:!tt 
, reporting)~IJ~OflS forw:w will ~,~.p~t~~ed ~ndc.r Sep~~coyer, :" '~:" . 

• 	 ~i~~, To '~l"C ~'oun~ability for tFederal il'w,,~tmenr1Nith mil:rlm:al inuusiOl1, the 
Dcp.""""" will focuS j" nw:rsight on tn ,cquirw w)t<ting ofe1ig,'hle ~p-, fund 

.' 1M:IlAgCUGt. expcnd.hure of m1l.tcn, u,e fumb for allcwabte setW:c:~ lind ~ 
outcomes wlJicll address the "f;;tute's pri~3.ry objctt.\v() and monilo:BtiteStatcs 1.hre3bold 
$t.Orlngfor bow.s awards, 'IlIraOlOl.....ilt.o. "lfdito;l. \6 tl~op4opMlli:n Dlonitt>riftg­

, urI OYCinight I.Cthelt SJttigrpntec;. DOL I 'Il monitor pru~ imPtementation ofthe 
~~"~ ~.:,'. ,',."" ,,~,J ':/;~.'~ 'fcrnnWa 8f'UU l! the Statelcw,! and ens 15 that Slate mOllitorin2 procU~~e" . ." 
It""" ~ ., ~ .."\",, ')i;" " ",~,~ • "', • #. ,,-, .. 
l:~!:S:1"':"~\.~i ... >;'],~'<!~~~:·1l~j.j.~·l1.d!=ClUatc~gblatthe~lJbmfeleo.:et' ". ,,,.': ~l :/.., ::< "I~" ·';"'}.·l~!:~ >f' t., 
}i.,";;.\~~' ,.~~.~;::~'t"'~·'~.lla-':f,r'a~~ , ",,'\<, ~'l¢ I"";' "1$.0.' ~':~'*.f;!'",,:, " {. ..., ~ 
4l~,·,,~,'t~{~\("'·'·~~~;''''''''''?;4.t:';v,i':'"'''r1.·':; , "" .~. ~," .t"J'''r' :i:l:'),"'''~''' ,j;i 7' ,·1;"":.· ,,,.~(if",,"·1 ,,' ',< . '; ,> ',:;f.~ .~' ': . ". ~$.- '-1" • ' 

. ';1 ~~. ;'"' ."".,, .;','.".,'....... ,.,' 
 tion hte'6 .;'''''\'' "I,~ ~"" . ;~ ";0:;. \ • ."',, 	 Df~ Imrc.du 
•t}. ;':", (,,,,,.(",;"\o'<'">:'"i...:,;, "':.~v· ..'>;::,," , 

http:pri~3.ry
http:r<SJ>"',.JJ
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O· th C •., \ • • • f d . • .' •• 	 -.."t!W!) Cwget g:-oup !(jl UIl$ aSslst~r.e. lilt prc\ltslon 0 a equAte 10v retentIOn .!ITh,.. 
~UPPQnive: S~C3 will ve !.:nttel!. W,W grant funds U'!<ly be used lo provide 1he~~ 
setviec:~ hut,only wn'Cr'e t.he~e service..~,,;e not otherwise a....ufable tc the individu~1 

,- panicipant~ receiving 'WtWservices." ~I~ns tnolJld reflecfaIl" iritej!;rl1tion ofall ltwilabfe 
..', resourca to provide the..fwl scope of 'S~lstl"1tene~e~by-recipients10 move intI) 

pe:rnuncnt emptoymcnL' . i ~ '.,; :,: .' • _ 

lnIegr:.uiOf! ~l'e:Jourt;~ lihQukl inC1IJdd ~nt ~y those'a~i!~blc tluuugh WtW and TANF 
gtant funds. but wo th\l~e a"iaifllble 1ht.(lueh the 1TPA ptogrnr.. Slate c:mployment 
urvice. cduc:lth:m 15.8cnr;h;;i:. housing aJenr.ies. community developm~lt organizations, 
tf.a:tlipOrtation agetl:cic~. I;ommunlty~bah·.d a.-Id farth..b1Sed or~tion$ which prOVide 
some ofthe ussiJte.ncc lleeded by the ta~3eted population. .,''. .' 	 I .... 

.. . Plant should be: c.onsist~! ",il" lhe as~ssment n:quirerm::nt hnd; itt Stale option, an 

individual responmnlity plan as Slated if. $~C1ion .40i{b), Activities runded Wougn...WtW 


, should be efi~vely coordinated v.ofth 1"mpl~l'aeotary uc1ivitic., (e.g".assessmenf. calf 


, m.anagcme:nt. supportiv~ services) bein~ funded throuGh the T~r grant and evittenee 

• 	 : ? indMduorJ.izcd :strategiQ ror tranSition t~ uruubtidim cmp;oymClll.:. ~p~ ~ould 

rtrllec:t tho v.o:orking n:l&tiuusbip with tnt! TMYf" aguley to eoordil.la1-e tht use ofthese 
_ .: :fi.mdund reJo.t::d aetivitiCi, " ,: _.. '-; "\ -. . -" . . ,.'.. ,'. ,: '. ,~, , 

<.... ...:....'\ 4{.. F'tCs 
• 	 StI.1C plans sh.ould rdlcc;t the dt-wopm t and impieme:n1aUC:tIl lJfworkiog rdaTiondliips;,\ 

with Metropou,..l'1wming Organi,.ti (MPOs)[«giomol bowes respO'05ibl. for . 
devdo~ """'J>Motion plans oruI , . g priorit;es fur rcgioWll tuniporwinn <J><mdinsl, 
public ~ft O'jl'Cl"ltOlS. and other trnns ortation providers to I:::llSUTe that arlet),fla1e 
.traru;Portntion~PfUviu~... ". ',''\"'' ' ' ,' ...;_: ",'~'''' , 

Th(' natut"Df)' IllllPgc ofWtW wget$ 'the use br grant funds in ft,gAtds 10 both ~~Jf;.re 


niipi_ to be ....ut,d oruI1h< ",/t,om," to bel"hitvod·throUgh tha, ..sisIant<. l ... pbMing 

• guidance JII'O,od.d in !Ius docum"UJi'he " will In: issued slmrtiy, lIte·d"'i£ned 
, to provide""""",",,, fi";bility to ~1iI ity the eligible 
recipient popu~61uJ rOrmWatlni goYt'l n.cnCJ: pro~'esst!:s for providing 
-the $tn.1Ce:l. bould' and imp/auem innovarivp- approaches 
Wi provide wd£are rc:cipjrnts the assi;,tanc.e ,et:urc autl main quality j~b~ thJt 
provide ~m opponunities for eooul)fl'je ' 

http:Organi,.ti
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Re~. fil1~ncial md PTQg::.lTnTl'lali~ rcpO~$. will ue I.equired on a quanP.'rly buls.. We 
'WiU work w'th thl". Ocpartmtnt ofHezltr Ilnd Human S('lvtce (DHHS) to e'XpAl'Id the 
TANf reporune requirements to incorporate thc~ item) lequi1C(j by the grant progr.am 

'" 	 and v.i11 add additional items on progr+ outc;oIM) that· iI,lt:: necessary to enitblish 
performance. 1brf';\halds :md.to asSf!S~ ~~113._1n the iULc:dm.:tbe Standardi7.ed Program 
Information Rtpf.'rff (SP.l'R) will he mod~¢d to in,O{VVI4{t.:idenrlfic2tlon of WtW enrollees 
and WtWactivity categories to fa<:llitntf the uSc of ASrllt based management infonn~tjon 
system by p~~ j.ndQ$~ry COUllcll!< who c.hocs-c. to USc jt to manage their WtW funded 
attiv1Ues loally. However. we will nolrcquin: Li.'O USI:, or submis.slon ofSPIR for WtW, 
An reporting requiremeniS are wbjett t t.'\C OMD 4PPI\'/v'~ under the Paperwork . 
Reduction Act of IQ9S and 5 CFR !}2 i' 	 . . 

:rUN CONn:rrr ANll SUBMIS~IQN I 	 . . 
:hi!) pla~~ giudl1l~e is intended 10 a~sist s~~~;:desi~g their.WtW 'j'tm~. Th. 
l1Ifonnruon mcluded 1S b~ied on the Department 5current belt tntc:rpretallOnlO of fhe Jaw. It . 
::illoutd be noted that regulatioru will be issu~d dhonly which lnay afttct some of1he", . 
1nl.aJ)rc:tations incl!lde:1 in theie instructior.s. A~ that timej If Lh~re are any wngei neee~ary 10 
this 1l1a.t1DiDg guidAnce. The Dtpartmer.t will issJc additional. &Uh.lMce to rcfiect 1~ regui.tioM, 

.' S~t~ shO~(i'!l)~mit =* 'p1~ ~i~ AU~t~e~'1~'l ~~nfOf 'fY 1~9~ ~:'~ic~'~'r~"~~ the 
eompOJlellIS outlint'ti in the Att.acl-JDents. It is sUggested l1$6.t the plan not ex~eij 2S page.c•.Tile 
wget date for mhmission ofSette plans is Dc bc:r 12, 1991. Plans submitted earlier wtll 
Itc.eivt a:tI. Clq'tetiuious. review, Placs ~bmittcd tu will Lc rrNie~ promptly in the «deY of 
submissinn. fJllIJl$ lhould be wbmitted. WiLl; " nal )i~e.$. to: ' .." 

' .... . . 
U.S. Dc cnl ur~bor 

£mploymeJ"l.t and T mut;Adminlstrauon . ;. 
Office ofE:nploymen and TlWnmg PrOgrams 
200 Con$bt\ltion Aw. e N.W. Room N44S9 

., 	W.,hingt •D.C.102l0 .... 
:. :. . ' . . . ! • . . '. 

In addition, .copies lhould be submltted ~im;.Jlt41 evu:Jy to DHHS; 

./ 

. i 

http:Standardi7.ed
http:progr.am
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TERMINOLOGY USED 

, ThIoug.~O\l1 the planning in$tn.II;;tiol;~ !l-t'!veral ;:;cron>ms are used for the pu1'pOses of the W!W 

.prognm .. ~the acrohf1ll3 and.their i!d..lls1alions ate')l" follows: We!futewTo~Work ~ WtW; 

..Tempot.aty A£.cisr.arn:c For Nccdj.Elm1iJies - TA;..""lti;.-Job Traming Ptrtnerlhip Al:.t ~ rnA:.. 

S~ce D~very Aru ~ SDA; lollJ Ptiv3rc lnduqry Council :rPIC-,. In t'!'"U$whclI: the Governor, 


, has requuted a. w~er for an altcl.14te agency, the l~rm PIC us.ed throughout tilt: vlann!ng 

.. ia~ction.l.~o~d.~e rcplew.!. :w~th that altct1Ute,agmey>s name.' -" 


Dli:SCRlPllPNOFTBEJ(ni\CHMENI~\ . 	 . 

In add"rtion to this general guidance, "''e are providing Wee attaeh.meftu. Artacluuent A contains, 	 . 
the Imtructions fortne State PlaJl Submission, Att"chment B is the AmlrAUce docl..1.mtnt and . 

Attachment C c':Maim the lW.uC5 •. addresses an4 telephone n\Jmbc~ ofthe. DO~..ET:A and 

DHHS-ACF r,,&on.J offiees; .. . . .\. . 


.. : .........::., ... ,:'",':.;.. ' .. 'I" 	 , .. 

.... .\., . 

. .•,-,,:..~~: ',J'.' ;',,;,:;, :,:.: '-:, . :;~. ".. ,,', ',':''e­

. '0, Suu'pl...will Ix: review..:! by the Department Ibr ovmll compli<ne<:wi!lnho provis!OllS cfth. 

, Act Qah: tho$C plAllS that an: tonsittent v.rith tl}1!$e provision, will be wnsidered complete. 


'. ;,;",>.:,' ,,::,,',~_'"".'-:':: '.. ,.::,.',.: ·'n", .. ; .,:l, ',.. ' ,. ';" ,...... ,' . 


. ·,;::MODIF:!CAnQN'; :,,,,,.,,~, :;'.:,,' .\ '. :'," ". ,:: ,',. 
T""" \, .• - .• ,..... , .. ,::.," ,... ; .. +,:"

.'. ::'A"y'~ ;,;~~ i"w";' S,ction 4Q3(.)(5) oHANF. OJ :unended, ""'Y be modified .. ,bange, 
.' 	 or:rur related to tho operotion oftb.e Vl ugram (rrtatr::bne funds:, State !i.nd locaJ adminlSlll1tiVt 


r.n:tity, definitions. etc..), ModifiG4liulJS snould *.ruhmnted to the ume agcncic:! end uffia:s 

;nd1tat~ -oov. {or the ori&UW piau :.ubm!sslon.: ' 


INOI!llUl'S .... , .:.. '.. _ : ..... '" . t . 
" ....,. 	 , ' 

fuquilie.s lhauid be 'add;e.~~~'lj.to,~tep~~~-Cwti~~ 202-208-7913, ex1e:!1l.irm 161, Inlonnation 
about idl Stale plans will hP. posted on the WtW ,i-tcmc paj.\r.:: at hnp:\\wtwAnleta.8OV, 

.-., ....,.,.+:.,. 

\,' . ,. ' ': ' ' 

, ~ 1 

, __ .' c. 

. ,.... " ' 
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ANNUAL STATE PL4N 
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BLOCK GRANT 
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I 

rROGR<M Ab~!lN1S1R"'TOR(S)
I 

SpecifY b1!low ~hitJl Stale Bgeney W!.U ':~~nl~erl be the. O~.aJ!{ ~~pi~,.~d ;rlr;nfify the Liaison 
for the Wel£!I..r.c-To-Worx. Program in the StateJComritonwcillth uf. "._ . 

.. ... ·1·· ' .. 
~ , .. . .

N.rnfl tlf Gnlnt Rccipiall: 

\ , 
 ;. ­.. " .. . '.,...... ",., .., .'" ""Y" . ",.., '. 

_.. ­f- .. I . .AddrU:H .. I 
., , 

" 

i 


I 
-
Tc.k.phont. Nwnbtr: 

F1tuimilc. Numbcr~ 


E-m~il Adoftl$:S': 
 r , 

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

NIUt\~ ofSt.ate Admlnirtr&ti~ Agency {if diffl'!n' nt frem the Grant Jttcipmn): 
.. .. - - ' .... ,," 

,; .. 
,',,' .'. '"~, ., . ... i,". ,. -'- .~-

.' 
. ; :1".: ...<:" ". , I ­

'. Addns:n .. 

, I 
, ,. 

, . 

, . 


, . 
, .Tdtplumc Number; . , 


'2C~;mile N\lmoa; 

);..mt:it Addl'e§: 


, 

u " _' ': .. ­

.,. -" " ,."... i 

'"'i 

,.­ I 
I 

I 
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I 
, 

Pllmlliu~ Instrutlion.~ lur t~e Wtlf;,lre~rn-Work Prol::ram 

Statutory Prf.lvi$ir:m: The jjatancedBlldgp.1 Acl of lP97, SecTioll 3{)0}. SOCial SJt(';71rity Act, as 
. nJf'f~nckd S~cJion AOJ(a)(j)(A)(iJ). . "WeiJtm. Tf Work Stare: A StUIC shall be r.nnsitiNrQd Q 

wfljar_-fo work Stt:lf' fur u flsca/~r.jor,purJlfsl!s ojIbis paragruph 1/rhe ,~er.rp(ary ofLobor 
tklf!mil1~1 that the State mtfJ1J the jolfnwing rli.quiremcnts:"~:·>: ~ . , . 
I. . Wclfa;re-tu--Wurk :r.1'()gram.lJ~(rriPtioJ.wStctutofy l'ro~sion. Section 403(a)(5){A)(i0(1). 

. , 	 "T1t4 Slalt.1v:u slIbmiutd. (0 lile StCl'e1ar'y ojUpor aruJ the &.cn:tary of Heath and Human 
S.rvices (in tn~ form ojan addendum tn tilll Sire plan $l.tbmill~<l under Stclifl11 4(2) a pIon 
which·" 

_ 	 A. progflfIIl PeE "(00) duuibu IJ • corui.!lt!lltwi!h Ihls subJ'D1'l1grttph. the SiDle 
will US!! 0'9' f.mds pt'ovidedlJ.ndf!J' this 1,bparagrapll during f~eJist:D1 )1tDT(. 

, 

Planlt<quimnents: I 
1, l)$t'ibe me Stare's tMgf',ting neatest·to rcoth heiu.. tlJ-employ TANF recipients and 
a.,mre tha.t appropriate !Icrivitie£ and ~eJicc$ ere pCQ~c!.e<1 to bdp these p2J1idpou1t!1 

. ." . _clUe"" ,d!-~Cj'. :l"" ..~ \<>....~""_~{'<-"'e h,,",,<'~ 
... .. 'OCA\ :t.o,,"'!I"-+l"t.-e"1x:~\""" O<L\.IIUlL><!""", ""'k~""~'" . 

13.<,,,,,, ..,,\t...I?\oE\<~ 2..,.~.nddcsaibe· \. . 
~!;~ \...( \W ~~ ,.,/7a', l.he employment ilctivities (conunu:riry ~ervl"e. work experience, joh Cf'Ution 

~ J 1hrough public md Fri~te wage f.ubsidl,*, on~th~job training) thitt are plannd uncle( this 

grab·l; ..d"" f "h J1, ".' 'd ~"'_L d'• lhe,U1ili2.ation n t.ontfacu wn PUD lC M .. pnvate pfOvt ef'lt •.J.I. JIW rea 'I1'IC.$'. 
pl~t and pott..f1tlp1oyrncnt servil';;sf job voudtefs for pla~t. readine.:a. and po~· 
CJllpjoymtlu servicr.s; job ftltntion, or support set llices. ifnot ntMl'\IIic.e ~Ic.bic. to tll~ 

imJividual parti~~ re,ceivin~ Wt~ S1~C;CS' that:~e lliannf'4 under ~$ s:an:~. , 
3, Des.cibe thP. PoliCY and prouduru \:h will i0vtm impJemt'tI.1ation of ,ueh 
acrtvttics. lnelude how WtW funds will UliW to provide. nec~ support 5eNi~es 

'" . (Gbild we, ~nbstance abuse trC:itmcot. tr bf,'tJnation. etc.•) '\IIben the$o ~c;.s ilJcnot 
':- othm.m milabl~.to the individual part*j.llllUS receiving WtW services, 
. ......} 0" ~ e,~\"""'" o~.ll~W '0,,\'\.WI ek.~> 

4. tInthe~csoa!s;md outcozr.¢:s lheSwemlendsto aclUeveins~ i.bt 
"'bit F,rtirip"'" in.he WtW pTllgntm In'eluding: (I) r1mment il> u_bsidized jobs: (2) 
duration !"If ~llch pla~ent~ and, p) il"~le!Y;1S~ in euning!\ The peiforinance g04b and 
oUtcomes shtul1d be ecprc$s.ed i., mCClUf It, quantifiable tf'.rms to the greatl;5t CXll:::n1 
possible" ' 

http:ecprc$s.ed
http:milabl~.to
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< 	 \ O~ 't..o"" ~ j)("'\J(~ 
'\ ~~"'" l """ ~ ..~ l'J.;C .. "-"So'" 'tWI. .;J 

::::=:!:::i:~~~~:';Ud' a d."np'iO~5.~ ~'~;;;;;io;;~, including dIe Toles an l'esponsibilili'C$ or lhc 

St.).t~ WtW Administrative Asency anll the TANf' tljtency: a JjSl ofth'C subsUte IlSCb!! 


~d the loc.a: emilIes respcn~ih;e-for ?Josram 6driU1l:~lratiori:-al"ld_ rhe program's 


unplerncntauoll target dales.. --........... i~~';' ~.~~.~~~"~,\GJ,o..a~ 


6. ldentify the jNHcies and p!"oct'.rlures:~he,SI!)Jc lIKill is.me to liw- Rl1~ regarding: (t} 

targeting of-eligibh::~panicipanlS'lC'1:be terved,;'(2)' identification and rf';remJ of 

panie:ip.1bUj and, (3) I1Ssessment anti ciue mVl3gemcnt, if i:Uly. Inc1ud~ A de£cnption 

of the coordination efforts tnat th: local TANF lind aomlw!>Lralive agcney will 

unde:rtake w'this pl'<n.'l:SS-. induding tn~ tole these loed .e.gau:i=s wiU -plAY in providins 

usessuumt nnd W: management :0 qt\al:if,ed p3l1leipo.nts, 


g., Dc$tribe dte S~Qtec)Jt"S foC!COR;Q'.i¢QSg n.onit'Oliu,. smi OIfCt!itht o~ s.t6~ 


Mell!$ (0 e~ _ ..'rw fi~C~IO!~ :;il)d ;ac~cnt of qmtii,t;' luag.am·outco",Cl 


fer. W-tW pa:t:~~' ThC~"~'iP~:Olj\"'~~d. utcluOc:, bu. not be .~ed to: 


a..-I1.e.t_~j,..for ·ttll;;ffiKlflDg .,,~, of mote" lCquaancrtti. e:ih!lwolHe 


", setirrittu;: 4JtO wgtti::tt of cligiB;c p~'tiei~IfttC;, " '-,'. '-', 

' ... ', -..' b. .fr6~ftt) ofmonj.ir~ri;Bgi.an~ .. '.' .,." ,. ""c, 

~'G~~h135isuiuC'w tt; ern:b1e CUDtpli::tteC with 1be 61;\ and ~-s a tool 
fdretJlI"ci;:e ae:i::m and pl~.~,1t ilP1I'IOWlfMfl\.· 

.. 1:.' D~be 1hc S1a~K~g;~vbt d~~i~.ati~n of ~e~"~ ~tomote 
mordination among lANF, JTPA. OJll::t:oP. centf!nfemploytnetll 3'Q'YlCe Wld Olhu 

t:fD1)1oymmt ~ tr.lining 3t'ttm~ UlluughO'l.lt L'le State, • 


cvJ ~ I'.:o::.s' \ .

8, Desetibe the Sutel,(lrQlcgy to prut;f0lc and crtt-9W'ago coordiMtion with the Stale 

. Dcparunent ot· Tnnspon:!.lion (DOT), .fvfrO's. transit operators, -tI.nd otfu::( ' . 

. ,transPotunion pt'ovitiU$ tn h,elp ~W~jhal1he lran"POrtalion needs: ofilio$.. movin£ 
, from welfatt. to W'Otk afe mel . 

~,~" Describe'tne' Sh~~g;~:' uut~' and enc:nllf~e coordination' with the State 
1iousini Finanr.e Agenc\1!s, publi~ r.nd J,'::;is{ed housing prQvidl:tst ruld t:~mmuliity 
dcvdopmcnt ag~nties. "\ .' • .. . " . 

D.' min ~ DiSlOh3tt,ion or Ean"':). '''(bb) )P£t:fj1Cl rhejnr",u/e It!'bc ~t:J 

. p~XW:Ud IfJ dolJS' (lit) In, dis.ributll fun il1 'he Slatf:. and tktr:rilns dUI procux by 

"whl(;h the formula was dt.Ylll(JjJtlJ." 


."' 

http:UlluughO'l.lt
http:ofmonj.ir~ri;Bgi.an


, 

" , " 

. I . 
'"(aa) delerminors th4 amou!lf (0 Itt: allccatedjl'!r fhiL l;r.u.cfit oju .n:rvtce dElivery QrBQ itl 
j;ruporliDn If} tilt numbhr: (ifally) by wA'ch rhe l'CtpttJalioli oj riu urED with an incomtl that 
Ii !frss [Ium 1hp poW/rly lin;: ~:rcucb 7,~percent (lJ Ins; 10tal popJJiu!lof'l oj tile t'1r~a, 

- , dative to such ffUmb.r for.a1J $"""}' ureas in '/.1M Sta!Q'I"tth such uti e.rcess. amt (fcc(mis Q 
weifht oJnef huszhrm SOpc1'Ctntto lftlffactor:." "".. . ' " 

."(hb) ,may tJeJP";"iri, ;m. mrur.wf /0 lie ~llOCa1erlfor ;h~~~~:efit oj lllch 01/ arlm j~ . , . 

propcmJon tf} lh''"Irumber ojadults lIt.si1fng in tltf! mBa who hi;Nt been recipients of 
lUtlSlana under tm State progr(1W fun4ed under Ihis parJ (""herher tn effect beJOTt or 
ajttr thl (JlnendmtYl1$ made by secffun 103(a) (If tho Personal RnponstbtJity mui Work 
Opponuntt,t U,conciUaIiDTI Act of 1996'first cpp1i~t1 to lhl!: Slate) for at ltat! ;lD manfhs 
(whnn~r or nol CC",UCllIill"C) relative to [he rwmbfr 0/ntch adulu restding m the Sta/~: 

OJ/d. .. ' .. \ .. '. 

(cc) may dp.tl!nni". Ihc amauI1l tu be alipcalM far thc benefit ofsuch an arllll in 
propor1itm fa thQ numhtr ofulwmplo)led, individuals rcJidinX ilt the arta rlllnJivg to Iht 
numMf ofnJch indillitiuols ft~1diJlg in t~t Stall!. .. " 

~ . ~ , '," -" !; ;.' "j. " 

. s.ctio. 4Da(a}(5){A){vi)(IJ) p;avld<Slr.ai'"(OD} if'" amau", allocaltd by ,h'10_1o to 
a servjct' d.Uvary arIa is allaW $)00,1100. rhe'Swtc sluJU ciJ)-rrlbmc tMl1mOllnt a/the 
tntity (Uiminisimng lice grewl in lhe ar~, " . 

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

(hh) Special Rule, If1M'attlvtmt olfocat¥ by fhe formuJa to a seJ1!la d(!h'YI!,)' area is 
, lesJ thrm $fOOD.MO, tht: SlJIII lhall be tM1",\ifJf1blC jcr distribufion in t,!£ .~ttllll UndQT 
" S'tJhcJallse (111) bing the fiJr:oJ :vear. " : . , 

,. . , 

l'IMl Requirement: . '. ", " : " 
.. I)esaibetbefonnula faC.tVl~ used by1he State to i:illOGat.:;"uot less thl'ln 85 percent of thl; 

tlmount ofgnurt fimd~ a:lIun~ The Pl:-~ in ~e S~te. lr.c.iutle the ~etrt~.~~ed t~ each 
boCll)t and the a11oc::ailon the Stale WI!! prO:\1dc to each substatt area, 

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

C. Co'otdin3.tiqn Cl'Id Con~ultm." "(cc) ()nWlru evidt.:m;e that fh!t plan ,\I'as lkwlQpe4 
;n l!on.tuilaJiein and caoll.unar/on WII;, the tfJpropri.:JJ¢ f!nJlties in thit nib.Sl.:Jic arcas;" ... .~.. 

,. 



SENT. BY' 


".:. 

/ 

';. ' 
, , ,- - ,'> 'i' ~ 

,.'''<;<I<-t,,;:, L;':" "t· 
" .- " 

202:1562896: 1117! 32U.S.CONF.MAYORS­

\ 
, 

\ 
D. BxtU;nditi!t~ QffunQj;_ "(tid) conLains assuranr:es by tint Go~rr.af' u/ihe $IQle IMI 

tlJe:jJrlvate iruiz;stry council (and ollyb!remalt Ot"nt;j' dtris;nar.,"! by tlk Governor 11f,dtr 

illm (ee)) for a SI';1"lllct dsJiI-ety area In the SlDre will coordinate the tl.pt:tuii1'1ln ofany 

jw/l,b-prollltW:J.undtT fJUs stlbparagnJphJor rhe hem·fit "Itho tCrYh;~ tklillf!ry OflD 'With 

th~ tUpend1~urt oJ th,Juntb_pTOYid.ed~().!he Stale u1l!i..,. ¥#ctitJf'I -I03(<J)(J), and" 


PI4.!l P..equiremenh:;: 
1. Describe 1he.pro.~St the, SUll: v.iJ.l ]>st. to maintain'administrliti~ to~1s <it the 15 ' 
ptl"Ctnt llini~ifteludc elY peroOll:'!e8o-Lmi !(ltjODs lbe...S1ate plans tew ""r wbsete er...... 

-~ .~---,- , __ ....U· " A I ; .. • do •• • Ilm<I 01.
u~~n~Gmj an i ql'l;~tlcQ;; Qrw60W 6 ttliUjtla:l!owes W"fI. 

~*41lcd ~Shte'.:md wh5i&tol • 
I 

2, Describe how the PIC, ~d f.t1\'f ; I designated by1he Go-vinor. will 

COOHMatelhe t.:'X'(W"..ndiMe ",ytun,,~1 proviced fnrthe WtWptogram Ul;tween rAM! 

au~WtW. 

E. ~icalionfoi Waj~er, "(~¢) ~ Governor offhe Stat~ di!sirts 10 have an ogt!ho/ 

other 11um Q privnfll industry 

subparagraph for fhl bShI.!fit of Ollt Siate, conlainr tm 


"uppJJanit.m to th_ SecuU1ry of of t:krult! (vii)(J) with rupe'( t(J th# 

area or areas in or"r 10 ".r",iI"" ul('i""'l< 0C-"'''Y ckr;gnoted by tlu: .Gowmor in so 

aIimlntst<r.'~'funM." . .... . ... ' ..,.,.,.. '; .'1 

, ,l,:-. :.' '. ." , ., 
" • I .-

Sealon 40-'(a)(j)(A)(Yii)(lll) "7ft. $1f.:T#tar'y ofLaberawN approv« tm 

application .11b,.lniui.,..Jet ,/a,,-,, I (I/)(/>b) "1 'hiS ciause In 

waiVe subcJtnlSt' (1) (Jj tbis clause with , tn J or m()fe scrvicc dltliverj areas 'iJ Ihe . 

Secre.1l1rY dl!terrnimrs that the ai/wItue upplictJ1iOn would 

improve :hl!. eJftctf"'"CU 01' tbicitmc.v 
 'h' 

· u""", ciWfll (vi)(II)(ca) fa, th, ""fi110/fi" 

, 


· Pl.. l\<qui.....m_: \ 
1. Pfovid~ copies of:~lr~~~~~.~~~t·I~th;~e ChiefElected OfficiAl{~) regarditlg'1kl".
Govunnr~ selection 

.. 
1. Include iniOrmatioSl Wl il:loi'-4tt;s hojv tl...,1"";0'" 01'.... _"ic 3"icntY Will 

improve 1~df~3 or progt1m in each ofthe ~ SUbstJl1". 

arw., inthlriito.g1he lile ;ilte.rnate as1!M)' in wuev1ni me goalt of 

WtW. II", should pro";,", ""h iufutlllOtion .., (.)he 

~eems js "a'....'1' to . 1'bidnfo.-ion sIlUUld Include ~":II 


· lt1:ms as, 1M! R8SOM for not .wn&.tll~ poor perf~ ultderthe J~ 
:2)lt; .'. -.,. , , 

. ',. ,. t " .~. . . 101.). ~
,~ •:'") • t::5OUJ'CCS a:mrmg \be meVOint local . in ordr..rtQ ~~cYo'p1,nncd IJWCOtncs.. ' 

.'. 
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U, s. ro\F. MAYORS 

\ 
Review and Approval ofWai'ltr R(j~\iem: \ ,, 
The Secretary ofLabcu shall asse~~ the ~nfo:mftion r:rovidcd Ly the. Governor.-, Wf!U .11 the input 
fr"m :he affect.:d cto:.; in reaching 1I deciSion on th~ gruain& ufthe: waiver rlYftle:med, 

II. :Q.escDptiol\ or 15 % o'f'ds t~ ReI \ ~o~«~T1:l'lIl Recipients Df Anirt1;ltlce Ent.fT 
UnfUb,idind Job!. $Juntrory Pf()vi~iCoR "Se tion ';1)3(Q)(J)(A)~i)Jl/) TM Wlmor oj lJ Slott 
tf.J which Q grtml is mad~ under rhi.) .tlfvporaWfPh may dim-/~l1te nor more thr)Yl 15 perc#nf of the 
grantJunek ~3 aI~~(JlI1tf required fa b~ d.¥tnbutcd ur.titr this subclause by tfajo"l oj 
,(')J!x}nuS(I (J/){bb)) 10 PN.JjfClS Ihal Uf.'1'WW like~ 10 help JOliK"/erm reCIpients r-/()s$irtartC~ undtr 
the SIQlg prograrnfwukd under thamy! (whether in efftct b<tjfAe or after tJw. mtI~lldmBlfts nwdl 
by s(ction J03(a) G/tht: Personaf Re,ponsibiU-Jymtd WorkOpporruniry RecrmciJialion Act oj 
1996 first applitrl to 'he Srote) ~nfer itnrubsidHcrd cmp/oyUletlt" " 

I , 

, Plan 1lequireuIl:nCs: I 
D=seribe the Smc's planli ri:lr the expeni;liturc.. USe:J. llUtl gOalS of~ 1'S% funds. ThC3C: 
fund) may be: ilimibuttd to pnblic, priv~lc non-prout. a.nd private fnt' profit entitie:;, 

. including. PICs~ go\'tmmt:ntal en."iries, ,cmnu.;nity I.i~~d organizations, and eQrMlurUty 
d.....-clQpmtut,r.:orporationll. -. .' I' 

'.' ,,>;"l;"',·,'~""'" .. i' 

m ..:I E"l!'l.b; .rMatcbing tuns!!. SlaMa/a- l'ro'ilion. "Sec/ion (11)(5)(A)(ii)1l) Th, Stott 
has provided to the Secretary oIlfIbar en cs(in/arl!' oj tbt amOUnI thaI the Stale inferu:b to apt:tid 
tiJJring tnt fiscul.rear (ric1w:Jing ~:tpqnditurt:S +.rCfibed In seCtitm 4l)~(l'I)(J)(B)(i'1 (otht:r slID!1 
StlbclatJJe (111) lhereof)) pstr..tvttnllO this p(Jra It. " 

PI..Requiremellts' 
'1. Incluu~ 'an tsUmat~ of the lmount of ' tchini:: expt:ndito.ln"_( 1M State t1tpec:l:I to OO"'¢ 

.. during au: fiscal year. 

.,. 
. 2. Llclude the process by whleh these expeuiwres will hr: monitorcO and rept:lrtw 

ql:!.1Ilcrly to ensure the State meets its pro,i,..cttd match,. . 

PI;m Requr:emUlt: I 

The Stale shoul~ submit an eStltneh:: oft..";p'endhures of WtW fonnull gtnnt funoi fur each 
quarter afthe fi~JU ye:at,b~ petecntego:;; VI 

I
,ollar amount. • ' 

, . '". 
"

, 

" 
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U.S.CONf.~\YQRS­
. I 

\ 
ASSURANC1:S 

\ 
Tht: St:ttt/Commnnwcalth of "~--7:7;:-----:=:--:-=-" ,assuf'L-~ to the 

foIlO~i.ug ~q~i~~t~tull1d,~r ~~~lt. ~::~~L:~~!~Il~~lIl S~,~unty'~c~.. 

PROGM.MADM'N!SWTIOruAcrrvfI1E~. ·0 ,..' , 

1. ' The. Stale i~' an .~ligible State, pur,~J l~·SectiQn ·4(J:i.{~) for the fiscli ~a.f, Srar..fory 
OUltiOnI: St;:nOllittJl(I1); ~Cril)" 103(a)r~HA)(Ii)m? ' 

2. 	 The s~·~'ass~~ rut qua.l.i.lied St.llc ~dllU!es (Wil.h~ the m~g of $ctticm 
409{a){1)) for the fi~eal y~~ willllot be less Ul!Jl th~ applicable p¢rc,emage of ~toric 
S..,< <Xp<I!diwre., (WIthin the m,,,,,,,,g ofSo;uon 409(.)("1» with rep... '" the 6,cal 
year, &aMOry O,.a!'ftlf/lt; S,CriCIf 4'03(5){A)(JI)(V): $fC11an 409((1)(1). 

~Thal~. the Sme h~ .. met itt T ~J't~·«IIiO:~Of..e1fMt requirem~t un~~ Section 
409(aJ(7l fonh.nml vear). ... . 0 . '. ••••• .... • •• 

. . ',' ,', ':: '. ,': :':..:. ".-'" ,.,'- . -<' "., ..;".r
3. 	 The State has eonsulted and coordintlt~d with the Approprilrte cttitie~ in the .rub-State 
':",::, "'~ ~egstdin& the plan and the dcsign'\ofWtW servite.~.'n the Sute. SultutOryCilari01l: 

o • 0Et,."" 403(a)(.l)(J(lOVl')«e). . . •. .. ,0 , 
, 

4 . 	 .Thc: S:ate ~maki: avaib.ble,lo the p~lic 0. "UJlIUiUY ofthe WtW pltn. SU'.ltuloryCiIQOOn;.. 
:;.a;....02(b). \ 	 .... 

, ".' .'.. , 

.1. The Smtc iw ,cg.a=d to negoti!l1e 1fl sotn"f3.ith 'With tb~ SecrexarynfHt2hh ~d~ 
Se:rvic~ with fQpta \0 the substance d funding of Wly evalu&til'ln undet S-=on413(j) 

, aMi" c:Oopcratcv.1ili the conduct of h an.c:vtluat\lJu. Srtll'.JtoryClranoM: S4:ction 
403(D}(5}(AJ(ri)(JJ1); s.c"o' 413lj). 

." ,:' :,. '. ".~, . 
, 6." The s~·Sb:ill not, ~St my ~i~' of l'~ ·era.~l ~ds. nor BAy pad Qf.ru:te expenditur~ 
, ". ,<-:' made 10 inatc:.i the £In.:b, to fulfill "anY n ligalion O'f Any mie, political subdivision) Qr 
.- "ymvs:te ~ coimcilto comribule'fu . 'J under '~ion~403(\J) or 418 orttrty other 

Jlfowion ofthe Social Sec",rlty ACt or ;her fedflraJ law. Stot.l/t)ry Q{mton; .'Vtt:ri"" 
403(D)(5)(C)(vi). ..... .. . .' 

7. T~ ~we:wi-I: ~ to'Tnt &er~:~~ JLa~or any J'1'rt of~ ~tW~~ 1:~ are not 
~en!1ed within 3)'9C"S after tr.t. datt.l1~ funds are lOO proVided. SrQMtwy Ciumo": 
&<,,/0. 40j(o)(J)(Qr.;'). 
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\ 
\ 
, 	 , 

9: 	 Tbe Stite will 'pply the TAN!' I,w ""J,gulalions to th' ope,..io", of the WtW p,as",,,, 
unl~;. otbcrwi~. spee:ified by t.\-e DeVaTfment or rlefincd in Section 403{aX5) /'Jr the 
applicable WtW regulations. , \ 

, " '~r<U:.;~ ", "I' ' '""p,o-j:.le?> ' ' 
10. The SU,it,..wiH pre"';-'e ~ervice3,ur.del th~ WtW grlnt~o eligible: lJallicipantl: only. 

1I, nK: Slate ha., the C_pllhiitty to mcimiUo ~d submit 2~~;t,·~olllplete and Timety' . , . 
vH.Iticipant ann Unincial recorr:b 'ttllonsh$ spl".cified by the SC:c..fetary', . 

, "I' a.u.u,"~ ,J6........" l(., 1.i<:. 
12. The Stne wil~~~Ef::l m«ht.ni:.m LO excnange informiltion lUlU OQQiaIDw the WfW 

(.lIO~~ Oilier progronu ave.llab{e t\at 'Will auist in providit;wtItare Tr.cipi'tnts 
employment., , ' , 

13. The State !ih~U adbere to the ~Ui1.41io Sl't''iuired under TANf and 'Will ~t the tM"f 

h :~~t~~~.(\£~ort .requilC':1lC:l''': : \ ' 	 \ , .. 

14. 	 The State: will c:omplywith the unifurm fiscal a."ld adminiStrative requirem~rrti of OM:B 

• ,! ;. Ci~~ ~,~:o~ ~\~~~£i~~ f~~~?~...al.~tc;:~ ~.art 91. ,'. ~ '" ~:. :', " .' 

,IS:.. "Th~ s..i~ will f~U";'\h;.udit>equir=eln, ofIhe Single Audit A<:t of1984 and OMS· 
, , 'Ci,,;ular A·l3:i, \ ' , " 

..'16.:· ".The'S~ 'liWilt toUaw1h" WltrMtle cost!c~ principles of OMn CUcular A/~,"IT 
, 

~rI!.OTj:Cl!ON§ , \ , , 

.,1" . . 't~S~will e~bli~ ~olicic:s to ,J;~~rJ the pro~cn$ regarding nan~!'plaeemenl in 
work: activities. StDM(Jry CUanpn: S(Cti(m\4(J~((!)tS)(J)(i). . , 	 I', 

2. The S't!te fI~Sure!ll~t the l!ecllll ,and Saf1¥ standards eS1abl:is.hcd undtr 'Federal ~d Slll.\<: 
. ,", ta;.v otherw:is:trawliCable to WQlking condjCtlS of employees'shall be eqll~ty applicable 10, 

working cOnditions of otbtr piU"..icipant:> gagee in 11 work hl,.'tivity undt:r a progam 
.O~~e:' ~h.~~~~._~~.de.d un~~ y!tW, ~JtJM.(Jry CilQt;IJ~; $(aiIJll40~(tf!(S){J)(JI)' 

3, The Sute will enfon:;e the proviSion '\hal individual may lIot be discriminated again!lt by, , , 
reason ofgender with {(:Jpc:('l tu panlCip?'lon in work ~GtNilies t:Jl8a8f!l1. in under the 
WlWf'\rogtan'l. StQMoryCI,j1don:Si(rion rJ{fJ)(5)(J)(iil}.. ' .' 

4. 	 The Statt.: shall establish and maimain..rr ~ureslot gricvances.cr.complMnts &om 

panlclplml' ...:I ...plo~ umI" \he WI program. Tile ~,~-~h<!";d,~U boA" .' .. : ","", 
, ctlIlSist.m ....1he 1<11""'11\'"'" ofS<Clio 403(a)(S){l)(lVj.', Sroiu.ol'}' Ci,.H.., S..,io.:" " 

, - 4b5(Q}(l;(J)(lv). 'J : " :';'''l'''Y' - ,r ~<' '·... F, ~ 
", 
• .FT 

, 

" . ' 
, ~ " 

~ ~, .. 
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I 
, 

1 
l, Thr: SlAte wall estllbli:.h <C10 enforce !fandarcls =nd procdun:s to em:UfP: ~g&i!'lrt fr.l:ud o.nd 

abu!:e, including stJlndud~ a.1.d procemm:s against nepotism. c:onDiru of rme:rt::"l amollS 
l~d1vidua1s tespoo,ibh:: fOi th: ~dminitra!lon and !iupcrvisio-u of1he. State WtW p.rogrlUl'l, 

,. kiekb.r.k.s:. and tht U5t: of j-ltJl:uca\ "pal.o~rase.· " . , 

6, The Stat. will .pply ",d ;,;~~;~~ lh~~~di;~ri~,ti~,";rO'i>ion, oft,. l.wJ enum=tcd 
at Staion .40lJ{e.), 'With rc5VJ;Ct to pan'cipa1~0l\ in work at;tiviltes engaged in under the 

0""''''''0< AlOhori2c! SiI!"""'! (I""...Si", Nil 

\ , 
r-'-~~,----~"- ----+1---------'--~ 
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u.s. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WA.SHINGTON, D.C. 
,2(1.210 

November 4, 1997 

Me tJrucc Reed 
Assistant to the President 
Cor Domestic Polky 

Room 216 OEO[J 
Washington, D.C 0500 

Dear 

As the Dcpurtmcnt begins to implement the Welfare to Work grunts program) I am convening a 
few small policy dinners to discuss this important initiative. I hope you :"villjoin me on 
November 18 from 6:00 -7:30 p.m...t the U.S. Department OrL:lbor, 200 Constitution A\'c. t 

N.W., Washington, D.C. for on informal di::;cussion of key issues and promising cJToJ'is in the 
field. Your particular expertise and insight will be invaluable as we-move forward with our 
Welfare to Work program. 

As you know, the IHttion's welfare rolls have shnmk stgnificantly since enactment of welfare 
reform. To further this effort, in August the Presidcm signed the Welfare to Work initiative, 
authorizing $3 billion over two yenrs in grants 10 states, Joc~ditics and private entities. These 
grunts ~~ bulh formula grants to states and locali!ics and eompelitive grants to localitil:s and 
private groups ~~ arc nimed at helping the hardest to employ acbieve self-sufficiency. 

\\lc face all enormous l:hallenge ill serving !bese welfare beneficiaries as they move to 
permanent, unsubsidized employment. Whi]\,': we have signilkam expertisc in lhis area, we 
recogniz.c tbnt a successful Wdfarc to Work effort r""quircs innovation, enterprise, commitmcnt 
and creativity, Moreover. wc must learn from best practices In the field and identify every 
possible opportunity (I;) disscminate it 10 practitioners ,1n<l program operators, 

To Iny the best possible foundation, I hope YOll will join me in thi~ informal discussion about the 
optimal ways to ensure thc succcss of this effort. SpecHienlly, I hope we can nddrcss the 
tollowing issues: 

,. Whaf arc the most sigI1ificnnt hnrriers we face in producing positive outcomes for 
this POpublion? 

.. Whi.lt measures should we undertake 10 enlwncc results? 

.. What l>hould be tbe role of tbe fedeml government vis-a-vis stales, loenlit1cs ~nd 
private groups? 

.. What are the critical partnerships that must be forged? 

.. Where ~re the besl models and initiallves? 

.. How can we best utilize our r\,':sourxS1 induding technical assistance and 
competitive grants? 



·2­

I look forwurd lo working with you as we undertake this crilical mititltive. Please contaet 
Leslie Loble at (202) 219-6050 or Lynn Jennings at (202) 219·5109, exL 168 for further 
information f(.'gmding the structure of these sessiolls. Questions about logistics should be 
addresse<l to Kerri Sheehan at (202) 219-5109, exL 123, 

Sincerely, 

a,,",,~I
AI 

Enclosures: 
Fact Sheet 
White Puper 
Competitive Grants Paper 



Fact Sheet 

U.S. Department of LBbor 
Washington, DC 

WELFARE-TO-WORK GRANTS 

Background 

1n August {996. tbe Persoo:.!! Rcspons:ihili!y amI Work Opportunity Reconciliatioll Act 
re-fonned tilt' natiOlJ's welfare Jaws. A new "ystem of block grants to tilt' Stales for 
'fe-mporary Assistance for Needy Families (TAN!:) w;u; creatoo, I.'IJangiTl,g the flulore 
and provision of welfare benefilS in America, 

, 
Moving people from weJfare~!()-w()rk is now {laC of the primary gools of fedcml welfare 
policy. The new Balanced Rudge! Act of 1997. signed toy the President nn August 
5. belps to Bchicvc thul goal by lluthurlzing [be U,S, Deptu'!rncllt (If Labor to provide 
Welfare-to-Work GrantS to States and local communities 10 create additional job 
opponunitics forthc hurdcst·!o·emp!oy recipients ofTANE ,The~e gr.ants will provide 
m;my welfare rcciplcnL<; with the job placeroct1t $('rYit'~, Lrallsitionnl cmp!oymcOI, ((nd 
othcr support services they need 10 mnke the successful progression into lons"term 
unsubsidized employmeTlI. 

SummlJry ofWelfarc-1o-Work Grnnts 

Fm'alING: The grants total $3 billion: $1.5 billion to be awarded in fiscal year 
1998 und $1.5 bi!lion in fi:.:cnl year 1999. There will be two kinds of gmnts: (I) 
Formula Grants to Stules and (2) Competitive Grallts to local eommunitie...., A sm<lll 
amount orlhe lotal gnm! molley will also be .~ct <lside for special purposes: t ~;ccm 
for Indian tribes: 0.8 percent ror evt!lu<llion; and $100 miltion 10; pcrl"onnance bonu;.,cs 
to successful Stales. Grantees will have up to three years to spend che funds, 

FORMULA GRANTS TO STATES: After rc.;erving Ihc speci'l purp"'. fund, 
dcseribcd above, 75 percenl of the grant funds will be allocated 10 Stales bused on a 
!hnnulllihat cqually con"iders SlalCs' shares of the national number !If poor indtvidunl;:; 
and adult recipients of assistance umierTANE Stales will be required to pass through 
85 percent of Ihe money w local Private Industry Councils (known as workforce 
dc.velopment huards in !>Orne are:!s), which oversce :md guidc JOo !minmg programs 
in geographical jurisdictions called service delivery area.!";" A Slale is allowed to retain 
'5 pcrccm of lhc mOllcy for wcJfare-lt}-<wtlrk projectS of iLs .::hoicc. SH.IleS must provide 
one dollar or non-federal funding match for every !wo dollars of federal funding 
provided under the formula. 

Subslale Allocations: Half of the funds distributed by ferroul:! 10 local areas must 
be based on tl sen'ice delivery are:!"s residems who are poor, i,c., the number of puor 
individuals in excess uf 7.5 pcrcent of !he total population. Not more than half mal' 
be distributed ba.'\Cd on two additional factors: (I) Ihe number of adults receiving 
TANF u;;sisl<ioce ror 30 month!"; or more and (2)·the numher of uoemployed in the 
service delivery area. 

Sillte Plan amI Administration: In order Hl receive formula funds, the Stale must 
submit JI plan for the adminismniol1 of Ihe Welfare-to-Work gral1t. The Secretary of 
Labor must determine Ihal the plan meets tbe sLliUlory requirements" . Governors arc 
fCsponsible for ttdministcring formula runds and for :l",~uring that they are coordil1utci.1 work 
Wilh funds Epen! under the TANF block gram, [~elfare to i 



Local Administrmlon ..Qf ForrrlUla-Allocmed Funds: Priv~He Industry Councils 
(workforce development boards) established under lhe Job Training Pari:1ershipAcl, 
In coordination with ehief elected officials, will admjni~ter the program at Ihe local 
level unless the Secretary of Labor npproves a Governor's request to use an alternative 
;:l!jmini~tering agency. after detcrmining that the alternative would improve the 
effectiveness or efficiency of program administration, 

Pcrfonnanee Bonu;lCs; Slate:; may qualify for a pcrformance bonus in fiscal year 
2000 based on a formnl" for measming performance thai will be developed by Ihe 
Secretary of Labor. in consull"ljon wilh the Secretary of Health and Human Services' 
"nJ organizations representing States. Factors'to bc taken into account include job 
placemem. duration of piacemcm, and any incrca~ in earnings, . ' 

COMPETITIVE GRANTS TO LOCAL COMMVNITU:S: The 25 percent of 
fund~ not nllocated by formula will be used for cumpetitive grants awarded directly 
1.0 IOC''')l government;., Private Industry Councils. aud private entities (such as cOOlmunhy 
develupmenl corporations, community~ba.<oed organi:r.a!ions, community acti.on ,agencies, 
and olher privme organizations) who apply in conjunction with a Private Jndulltry 
Council Or local govemmem, The Secrelary of Labor will give special consideration' 
f() cilies with large concentrations. of poverty us well a:; to rural areas. 

FEATURFli WlllCll APPLY TO fORMULA ANI! COMPETITlV" GRANTS: 
AUowable U:>eS of Funds: Funds may be used to help mOVe eligible individuals into 
lnog-term unsuosidized jobs using strategies like: job creation through shorL-term 
public or private sector wage .subsidies; on-the-job training: COnlf<1cts wilh public or 
privale proviJers of job readiness, job placemelll.. and' poi<t-cmploymen\ services: job 
vouchers for similar services; eommunily :u=rvice or work experience; 01 job retention 
and supportive l'ervices (if such service,,. are nol· olherwil'c avallahle}. 

Targeted Participant Eligibility: 
At Leosl 70 Percent oJ the GralJl Fund.c - Must be spent on individuals who face 
two of d!ree specified labor markuL deliciencies and who are long~terrn welfare 
recipients., or who face ternunatlOl1 fmm TANF within [2 monlh.~; or who me noncuslooial 
parenlS of minors whose cu:;\odlal parent meets lhc1'>C criteria. Labor rrulr~et ddidencies 
include (I) 1;lck of higb schonl diploma or GED and low reading or math skills, (2) . 
requiring .1 substance Ilbuse trealment for employment, and (3) a poor wort.: hislQi). 

Up 10 30 Percent o!rlte Gralll r'und,\: M:ly,be :open! on individual!-; who are "recent" 
reeipients of TANF assistance or noncustodial parents who have CharJCleristics 
associated with long-term wellarc depelldence -- such a~ school dropout. teen pregmmcy, 
or poor work hi5tory. 

Relationship 10 TANF1ime Limits: Assistance can be provided to individuals who 
h;!\,c reached the 6O-mnn!h TANF time limIt Sucb ~Issjs,ance does not count toward 
the 60-month limi! unless 1t is cash assistance provided directJy or through wage 
subsidies. In those cases, the months do cOUn! toward ,he 60-momh hmit. 

Labor Prolections: Labur prOiections Ihal apply 10 activities carried out under the' 
grant program include non-displacement. health and safety siandards, gender non· 
discrimination, and grievance procedures to address violations of these protections, 

Evaluation: The Secretary of Health and Human Servlccs, in consultation-with the 
Secretaries of Labor and Housing and Urban DeveJopmem, will develop a plan 10 
evaluate the gnmt program. 

2 
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Implementation of Welfare-to-Work Grants 

U.S. Department or Labor 
Alexis M. Herman, Secretary 
October 1997 
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Implementation of Welfare-to-Work Grants 

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 authorizes $3 billion for a Welfare-lo-Work Grant initiative 
that will provide needed resources for States and localities to create job opportunities for the 
hardest-lo-employ welfare recipients. These Welfare-to-Work Grants will complement the 
services provided to welfare recipients through the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) program with job placement services, transitional employment and the supportive 
services they need to move into lasting, unsubsidized employment. 

Most people on public assistance want to worK. The overriding objective of these grants is to 
encourage and support them in this endeavor. For this injtiative to be successful, it will require 
a wide range of strategies and involve· a coordinated response by federal, State and local 
governments; private employers and other interested organizations. 

The Welfare-to-Work Grants initialive is founded on seven key principles, including broad 
involvement of the community, individual opportunity and responsibility of welfare recipienrs, 
and an effort to make the most effective use of the resources available to address this issue, 
These grants are the latest element in a broad array of initiatives designed to move welfare 
recipients toward self·sufficiency, ' 

I. THE CHALLENGE 

This is nol the end of welfare reform, this is the begiMing. And we have to all 
(JJsume responsibility. Now that we are saying with this bill we expect work, we 
have to make sure lhat people have a chance 10 go to work. 

. President Bill Clinton 

The Welfare~to-Work Grants are part of an Administration-wide effort to transform welfare into 
a work-based system. On August 22, 1996, President Clinlon signed inro taw "The Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996" (PRWORA), a comprehensive 

. bipartisan welfare reform plan that has dramatically changed the nation's welfare system inroone 
that requires work in exchange for time-limited assistance. ,It shifts the welfare system from one 

. that too often fostered dependence to one thaI emphasizes independence and work. . 

'The law contains strong work requirements~ a performance bol!uS to reward States for moving 
welfare recipients into jobs, State maintenance..of-effort requirements~ comprehensive child 
support enforcement, and support for families moving from welfare to work - inclUding 
increased funding fur child care and guaranteed medical coverage. It ends the entitlement to 
welfare benefirs and limirs receipt of federally funded public assistance ro five years for families 
containing an adult. 
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The Clinton Administration has taken numerous steps to ensure the success of the law, In the 
past year, the Administration has provided assistance lQ States and localities in impJementing the 
law; created partnerships with the business, faith·based and non-profit communities to hire and 
train welfare recipients; and delivered on the President's pledge to invest in moving people from 
welfare to work ' 

Title I of PRWORA is the block grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). 
TANF gives StateS significant flexibility to create and implement new wei fare-to*work programs. 
For the first time States are free to determine the allocation of funds between ca-;h assistance and 
employment-related services. This emphasis on placing welfare recipients in jobs or other work­
re!ated.activities is known as the "work first- strategy_ With this additional flexibility comes 
demanding requirements [0 move large numbers of recipients into work activities and stiff 
penalties for failing to do so. The new Welfare-to-Work Grants give States and localities 
significant new resources for finding and creating jobs for the hardest-to-employ TANF 
recipients. 

The weJfare population is diverse. Some people on public assistance need minimal or no heip 
in finding work~ Howevert many welfare recipients - especially those with poor education, low 
skills, and little work experience -- have difficulty finding jobs and keeping those jobs once they 
are hired, 

In several welfare-to~work experiments where participants were tracked for five years, 25 
percent or more did not work during that time. Many more participants worked only 
intermittently. Nevertheless. there is widespread agreement that well--executed employment. 
training and educational programs can have positive effects on individuals and can be costw 

effective. ' 

Although program evaluations have generally not addressed the question of what characteristics 
are responsible for the outromes achieved, most informed observers agree that most successful 
welfare-lo-work programs include: 

o 	 An unambiguous focus on employment and self-sufficiency; 

o 	 A range of work-focused services, indudingjob search and job readiness, skills training, 
and work experience. to meet the varying needs of recipients; 

o 	 CIose monitoring of both participation and progress, with clear consequences for non­
performance; 

o 	 Ongoing support to help participants overcome barriers to participation and employment; 

o 	 Targeted benefits for recipients who obtain work - benefits such as transitional ch ild care 
and medical assistance, transportation and financial incentives that make work pay; and 
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o Strong coordination among the various agencies that serve participants and adequate 
resources to meet the needs of these individuals. 

To become self·sufficient, the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients may also need temporary 
subsidized jobs or other forms of temporary work e~perlence ~~ including community service 
work ~~ to help them make the transition to permanent, unsubsidiz.erl emploY,menl, 

Many welfare-to·work 'programs did not attempt to serve the least job.ready welfare recipientS. 
Therefore the lessons learned from them might not be applicable to such recipients. Those 
programs that have made serious attempts to help the hardest.to-<!mploy have found that 
considerable efforts *"~ including program flexibility, extensive supportive services and the 
investment of staff time to develop a trusting relationship with participants -- are required to help 
these individuals overcome employment barriers to find and hold jobs. 

Helping the welfare recipients who are the focus of the new Welfare·to-Work grants to become 
self~sufficient will requ,ire effective partnerships between the workforce development system and 
the welfare system at the State and local levels. In many cases. support from the transportation 
system and links to public housing authorities 'also will be vitai to the success of this initiative. 

II. GOAL AND STRATEGY 

We are committed 10 help people gain the skills and information 10 help Ihem gel 
jobs i. Ihe private sector- and keep those jobs, And we believe liuJt work must 
pay for any perSon struggling to gel off we/fare, 

Secretary of Labor Alexis Herman 

The key objective of welfare reform is to break the cycle of dependency by promoting 
responsibility and work, The Department of Labor will use Welfare-ro-Work grant resources 
to move the hardest-to-employ recipients of TANF from dependency toward self-sufficiency 
through job-placement services; temporary, transitional jobs; and support services. 

The Welfare-to-Work Grants initiative targets services to the roughly 20 percent of the adult 
welfare population who are most at risk of long~term welfare dependency and who have the most 
Significant barriers to employment. 

,The strategy for serving this population includes the following components: 

o Using employer-connections and job counseling and placement services of the workforce 
development system to provide job opportunities; 

o Using the supportive services of the welfare and workforce development systems to help 
individuals remove barriers (0 employment and help them remain in jobs: 
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o 	 Working with the transportation community to ensure that the transportation needs of 
those moving from welfare ~ work are met; 

o 	 Helping eligible welfare redpients acquire the skills, behaviors and knowledge to keep 
jobs through on-the-job training; 

o 	 Maximizing job retention and increases in earnings through post~placement services such 
as menroring, counseling and skills up-grading; and 

o 	 Increasing the active involvement of businesses in hiring eligible welfare recipients, 
training and retaining them, and providing opportunities for promotion as appropriate: 

The 	Administration's top priority is to' stimulate private sector job opportunities. but not aU 
eligible welfare recipients will be able to find such jobs immediately. Subsidized employment, 
community service projects, and work experience may be appropriate transition strategies t.ha.t 
help recipients move to unsubsidized employment. Many recipients will be able to build a 
career basnd on these placements and skills. 

The Welfare-ta-Work Grants initiative will support all of these strategies in a variety of ways: 

o 	 Formula grants will be used to expand the capacity and capability of local systems to 
place eligible recipients into jobs; 

o 	 Competitive grants will be used to find new ways to help the hardest to employ make the 
transition to work and to target resources in areas of high need; and . 

o 	 The grants will leverage ndher public and private resources and promote the coordinated 
use of funds to provided needed services. . 

Aiding tile hardest-to-employ welfare recipients in finding sustained unsubsidized employment 
is a formidable challenge -- one that requires a broad-based coordinated response that utilizes 
the resources of federal, State and local governments; private employers and other interested 
organizations. The development 'and improvement of administrative. communications~ data 
processing and other systems to link the workforce development system and the welfare system 
will be encouraged, with the goal of improving services. 

Private industry councils, local elected officials, local welfare agencies, One-Stopl Employment 
, .·Service agencies. employers: and other interested community organizations should be involved 

in planning for - and carrying out - job-placement and job-creation activities ... And the private 
industry council, local TANF agency and transportation providers should work together so that 
eligible recipients are promptly referred for help and receive coordinated support from these 
systems, so that duplication can be avoided. Such coordination . will become increasingly 
important as the most job-ready adults find employment, leaving a growing proportion of the 
hatd-to-cmploy recipients on welfare caseloads. . 
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The Department of Labor will explore -- based on the success of the Worker Profiling and 
Reemployment' Services system for dislocated workers - the design of 3 "profiling" system that 
States could use in determining what employment and related services will most benefit recent 
and long~term welfare recipients. 

Welfare-to-Work Grants can facilitate the development of a coordinated "work first' strategy. 
In those places where the welfare system is closely linked with the workforce development 
system, this initiative can reinforce and complement sUch linkage and promote the concerted 
"work first' approach of PRWORA. Where such linkages are not sufficiently developed. these 
grants will help provide resources and the imperus for closer collaboration. 

At the State level, a Governor may choose to use the State workforce development agency, the 
TANF agency or another State entity to administer Welfare-to-Work formula grants and for 
performance oversight Some States ~- such as Connecticut, Florida, Indiana. Iowa, and 
Wisconsin A~ have initiated plans to take advantage of State entities' unique resources. 
concentrating welfare-to-work activities and job placement for welfare recipients through 
emerging One-Stop systems. 

The programs at the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) also offer many 
opportunities for cooperation with other agencies in the implementatjon of the Welfare-to.-Work 
Grants initiative. Private Industry Councils (PICs) and Public Housing Authorities (PH As) bave 
the potential to share resources and develop joint programs that will expand the capacity of both 
organizations to address the'needs of families that receive both welfare and housing assistance. 
PHAs can offer both employment opportunities alld training and service programs. They can 
also provide space for community welfare-to-work programs. Many PHAs are actively involved 
in effons to prepare residents for work, place them in jobs, and provide the services necessary 
to continue working. In many communities, partnerships between PICs and PHAs already exist; 
where they do not exist, they should be encouraged. 

HUD's community development programs such as Community Development Block Grants 
generate substantial numbers of new job,. Many of these development projects are located in 
the very areas targeted by the welfare-to-work grant initiative and would offer opportunities for 
employment for welfare recipients when coupled with the employment services provided by the 
Welfare-to-Work Grants. 

At the Federal level, the Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, Housing and 
Urban Development and Transportation -- and other agencies -- will collaborate to facilitate these 
linkages betwcen the workforce development and welfare systems and to deliver technical 
assistance to States and Jocalities. 
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m. BASIC PRINCIPLES 

Today we are moving forward on the promise of real welfare re!onn - turning 
welfare offices illlo worker support offices and replacing welfare checks with 
paychecks. We are working with StoleS and communities to imp/emelllthe law 
successfully; parrnering with the blJ.!iness, religiolJ.! and non·profit communities 
to hire and train welfare recipients, and addressing barriers to help people get off 
and stay off welfare forever. 

Secretary of Health and Human Services Donna Shalala 

The Welfare-to-Work Grants initiative i. based on .even key principles, designed to move 
welfare recipients toward unsub.idiznd employment: 

o Develop public-private .ector partnerships; 

o Engage the whole community; 

o Promote individual opportunity and responsibility; 

o Ensure labor protections; 

o Increase flexibility~ 

o Demand performance; and 

o Build on what works. 

Develop Public-Private Sector Partnersmps_ An essential ingredient in any 'work fllst' 
stralegy is the availability of job opportunities. Bu.iness and labor should be partners in the 
design of local welfare-to-work job placement and retention and job creation services for those 
needing work experience. They should work closely with privale industry councils, the .tate 
welfare ageneies, One-Stop/Employment Service cenlers, and service providers to (1) provide 
information on what skills are in demand and what jobs are available; (2) encourage the skills 
upgrading of welfare recipients and other low-wage workers; (3) monitor the quality and 
effectiveness of job-placement and job-relention services; and (4) recognize those companies that 
help recipients find and keep decent jobs. 

The Work Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) provides incentives to employers to hire workers 
that they would not otherwise hire. The federal tax credit reduces employers' federal tax 
liability when they hire new' workers from certain target groups - including welfare recipients. 
The WOTC applies to eligible workers hired before July I, 1998. 

OnAugust 5, 1997, the President signed the "Taxpayet Relief Act of 1991,' which established 
a new Welfare-to-Work Tax Credit. Under this enhanced credit. employers who hire long-term 
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recipients of family assistance may claim a maximum taX savings of. $8 ,500 over two years for 
each eligible worker hired .foor December 31, 1997, and before May l. 1999. 

It may be useful to train ease managers and other direct program staff, to instruct them how to 
work with employers so that the use of taX credits will not carry with it the stigma that often is 
attached to their use. Case managers could emphasize '" employers that they will be working 
with 	the clients over a period of time to help them sustain their employment. Case managers 
could thus act as a liaison between employers and the persons hired through taX credits ­
helping to solve problems that otherwise would lead to the new employee quitting or being fired. 

Engage the Whole Community. In addition to businesses and labor unions, it takes the entire 
community -- community groups, schools, faith-basnd organizations and others -- to do their part 
to create jobs for those hardest to employ and to support their transition to self-sufficiency. 

o 	 The Indi.napolis Rebuilding Families Program includes a peer mentoring and media 
strategy campaign intended to combat poverty. reduce teen pregnancy and help welfare 
recipients move into the work place. Faith in Families is a faith~based congregation 
mentoring program directed at reducing the high rate of 'second' child births by 
teenagers. Jobs or Jail is a program designed '" boost ehild support payments and 
encourage responsible fatherhood. The Indianapolis Private Industry Council and the 
business community are an inoogra! part of this community wide effort. Other localities, 
such 	as San Diego and San Francisco, have instituted similar community-wide effprts. 

State and local offiCials, grant recipients and other privaoo entities shOUld knit together the range 

of resources available (e.g., State and local publie and private resources including TANF. Food 

Stamps, voeational and adult education) so that obstacles to unsllbsidized employment will be 

minimized. 

For example, transportation planners and providers need to be full partners in moving welfare . 
recipients to,work. Srudies in several cities are showing that serious transportation gaps exist 
between where welfare recipients work and where they live. People cannot work if they cannot 
get to the job Site, no matter how ready they are or how many jobs are available. Some States 
and communities. like the two mentioned below, have started addressing the unempioyment 
transportation needs of their welfare recipients. 

o 	 The Dela..ar. Job Works Program provides free transportstion for job interviews. It 
was set up by the Delaware Transit Corporation, along with the Delaware Department 
of Labor and Hes1th and Social Services. Delaware also provides transportation to newly 
hired employees until they receive the ftrst paycheck. 

o 	 Kentucky is currently implementing a new transportaiion delivery system for 
beneficiaries of public assistance programs. The new system combines and coordinates 
the transportation programs of four departments, including the social service agency and 

. the workforce agency. A capped system of paymentto contractnd regional transportation 
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providers win be implemented. Beneficiaries will be able to access a toll~free number 
to arrange for services. The transportation services are also available to paying 
customers. The new system will extend services to rural areas and other areas of the 
State with inadequate public systems. 

Promote Individual Opportunity and Responsibility. Recipients under TANF must take on 
major new responsibilities to prepare for. find and continue work. ~hile many welfare 
recipients may seek workforce development services on their own, local private industry councils 
and local TANF agencies will work out arrangements for referral of welfare recipients .­
including those eligible for serviees under Welfare·to-Work Grants •• to One·Stop/Employment 
,Service centers. Such centers offer customers choice in access to labor market information. 
e~p!oy~ent services and training and related serviCes when they are required. 

Ensure Labor Protections. The grant initiative includes labor protections applicable to 
activities carried out under the initiative, including health and safety standards. gender non­
discrlmination, grievance procedures to address vrolations of these protections and, where 
applicable, federal and State employment laws. 

The Department of Labor will encourage employers. service providers, and other interested 
parties to avoid having workers who hold low-wage jobs displaced by those who are hired from 
the welfare rolls. Rather, these current workers will receive help SO they can acquire the skills 
they need to move up the career ladder and make room for job candidates who are on welfare. 

Increase Fle:rlbility. Placing the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients in jobs will require not 
only commitment but innovation. In many ways. the Welfare-to-Work Grants move into 
uncharrered territory, since they attempt to serve a population that has not been the focus of 
many earlier welfare-to-work programs. States and localities must have the freedom to tailor 
service delivery as they see fit and to undertake new and innovative approaches that take account 
of the circumstances of recipients and their famities, focal labor market conditions and variations 
in individual aptitudes, interests and skills. Flexibility is also important .. States and local 
communities explore ways to identify and remove barriers to work. These barriers - such as 
lack of a=sible and affordable quality child care andlor transportation and problems like 
domestic violence, substance abuse and mental and physical disability - must be addressed jf 
recipients are to find jobs. 

Demand Perform.nce. There should be clear accountability for States, localities, service 
_providers and welfare clients. Taxpayers should receive an appropriare return on the federal 
investment in Welfare·ta-Work activities. This requires that all levels of the system he held 
accountable for results and integrity of funds. 

The Department of Labor plans to develop specific performance measures, after consulting with 
States, localities, and other interested parties such .. the American Public Welfare Association, 
as well as the Department of Health and Human Services. However, the Department of Labor 
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is committed to the early development and refinement of performance indicators and an 
accompanying reporting system. 

The Department of Labor will work with the Department of Health and Human Services to 
expand the TANF data reporting requirements to incorporate those items required by .the 
welfare~ro-work grants. Private Industry CoUncils may choose to use JTPA's current 
Standardized Program Information Report (SP!R) system, which will be modified to identify 
welfare~toMwork enrollees and their activities and relevant outcomes to meet the welfare~t(}-work 
reporting requirements. Data from this management information system win enable all levels 
of the welfare-to-work system - local, State and federal - to set performance largets, track 
program progress and assess results. 

Build On What Works, States, localities and service providers should take advantage of 
demonstration experience and (he research and evaluation findings available on how to serve (his 
larget group. 

Programs that have been shown to be effective in serving welfare recipients include the 
California GAIN Program sites in Riverside and Butte Counties, the Center for Employment 
Training (CET) and On-the-Job Training (Om program of the Job Training Partnership Act 
(lTPA). In both Riverside's welfare-to-work program and rrPA's orr, the emphasis is on 
getting enrollees into the labor market as quickly as possible. Although the CET program 
provides basic skills and vocational training, the priority in the CET program is to place 
enrollees in private sector jobs. Butte County emphasizes case management in its GAIN 
program, and c.ase management could be added '" the Riverside, CET and orr approaches to 
strengthen them. In addition, preliminary results from the National Evaluation of Welfare-to­
Work Strategies indicate that initial job search followed by short-training or education for those 
who do not find jobs produce substantial employment and earnings gains and reductions in 
wei fare use. 

Program operators may have to use extensive case management" to help enrollees overcome 
barriers to sustained employment and problems that occur on the job. For example, STRIVE 
(identified by the General Accounting Office as a highly regarded local program) emphasizes 
attitudinal training and provides follow-up for up to two years after job placement. This follow­
up involves contacts with both former panicipants and employers' to discuss experiences, assess 
job performance and resolve problems. Service providers should also consider the use of part­
time jobs to help such persons make a gradual transition to the workforce. 

Welfare-to-work activities should encourage recipients - especially those with some labor market 
experience ~- to strive for employment at wages that eMure the achievement of self~sufficiency. 
One of the key reasons for CET's success is that 'it trains and places people in occupations that 
are a step or two above minimum wage jobs. 
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Comprehensive local planning is essential to the effective coordination of lTPA, TANF and 
related programs in the welfare-to-work: effort. There are many promising models for moving 
welfare recipients into employment. Three examples are: ' 

o 	 Delaware has merged both workforce and welfare services into one department. It has 
developed a plan to add job-retention services to its welfare~lo-work program, with the 
goal of helping welfare recipients stay employed and move from part-time to full-time 
employment, Delaware also provides an array of substance abuse, job development and 
crisis management services to aid welfare recipients moving toward self-sufficiency. 

o 	 Michigan's welfare program requires job search followed by intensive assessment for 
those welfare recipients who cannot find jobs_ Employability classes are run by 
placement agencies and are also incorporated into all training curricuia. In Michigan, 
local workforce development boards are responsible for all the workforce development 
activity in their geographic areas, Michigan also contracts with faith-based and 
community-based organizations to provide mentoring services for TANF recipients. 

o 	 In Baltimore, Maryland, welfare recipients are served at One-Stop Centers, such as ,the 
one at Mod.win Mall, operated by the Urban League. At such centers, welfare 
recipients and other clients are provided electronic labor market information through 
Maryland's CAREERNET. and with job search aod placement assistance and related 
services, 

IV_ SPECrnCS OF THE WELFARE-TO-WORK GRANTS 

The goal is not only to create good jobs for peopk wM are the ho.rdest-to-place, 
but to provided needed services for retefllion and (4)1(JJ!cemefll. 

Secretary of Labor Alexis Herman 

The key features of the Welfare-to-Work grants are: 

Funding - $'3 billion in maodatory funding has been committed to this initiative: $1.5 billion 
in fiscal year 1998 and $1.5 billion in fiscal year 1999, There are three kinds of grants: formula 
grants. competitive gr.nts, and Indian grants. 

,0 Formula Grants - Nearly 75 percent of the funds would be allocated to States. based on 
• formula that equally considers each State's sbares of the national number of people in 
poverty and adult recipients of assistance under TANF. States would be required to pass 
through 85 percent of the money to local private industry councils. and they can retain 
up to 15 percent of the money for Welfare-to-Work projects of the State's choice. States 
are required to provide a match of $1 in State funds for every.$2 in federal funds, 
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With respect to within-State allocations, at least half of the funds must be distributed 
based on the ·service delivery area's population in high-poverty areas (7,$ percent share 
or more), and not more than half of the funds may be distributed based on two additional 
factors at the discretion of the Governor: the number of adults receiving TANF 
assistance for 30 months or more and the number of unemployed in the service delivery 
area, 

o CampelUiv. Grants -- Nearly 25 percent of the grant funds would be used for 
competitive grants. Grants would be awarded to local governments~ private industry 
councils and private entities (such as community development corporations; community 
action agencies and community-based and other private organizations of demonstrated 
effectiveness) who are applying in conjunction with a private industry councilor local 
government. The Secretary of Labor will give special consideration to cities with large 
concentrations of poverty, as wen as to rural areas. 

In making decisions about whether to approve particular appIications, the Secretary is to 
consider such factors as: (I) the effectiveness of proposed projects in moving recipients 
under TANF into unsubsidized employment or expanding the base of knowledge about 
how to do so; (2) demonstrated success in moving individuals with multiple barriers into 
work; (3) evidence of the applicant's ability to leverage private, State, and local 
resources; and (4) the applicant's plans to coordinate with other organizations at the State 
and local levels. 

o Indian Grants - One percent of the $3 billion is set aside for grants to 'welfare-to­
work" Indian tribes. These are tribes that submit a plan for the administration of a 
welfare-to-work grant that the Seeretar')' of Lahor determines meets statutory 
requirements. Indian tribes are not required to provide a cash match. 

Use of Funds - Both noncompetitive and competitive grant funds are to be used to move 
recipients from welfare dependency into lasting, unsubsidized jobs. Grantees can use funds for 
job creation through public or private sector wage subsidies; on~the~job training; contracts with 
public or private providers of job-readiness, joblllacement and post-placement services (such· 
as the One-Stop/Employment Service or private job-placement intermediaries); job vouchers for 
similar 'services; community service or work experience: or job retention and supportive services 
(if they are not otherwise available). Post-placement services may include skills upgrading 
necessary to enable individuals to retain and progress in a job. 

Efigibility -- At least 70 percent of grant funds are to be spent on recipients who face multiple 
labor market deficiencies -- such as school dropouts, substance abuse, and poor work history ­
and who are long-term welfare recipients (30 months or more) or who face termination from 
TANF within 12 months. Recipients also can be non-<:ustodial parents of minors whose 
custodial parent meets these criteria. The remaining funds can be spent on -recent'! TANF 
recipients. or noncustodial parents, who have characteristics associated with long-term welfare 
dependence·- such as dropping out ot.sohool, teen pregnancy or Poor work history. 
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Performance Bonuses - States who meet the test of delivering quality services that exceed 
performance measures may quaJify for performance bonuses in fIScal year 2000~ based on a 
formula for measuring performance that will be developed 'by the Secrecary of Labor in 
comultation with the Secretary of Health and Human Services and other organizations. Factors 
to be raken irito account include job placement, duration of placement and any increase in 
earnings. 

EvaluaUon -- The Secrecary of Health and Human Services. in consultation with the Secretaries 
of Labor and Housing and Urban Development. will develop a plan to evaluate the Welfare-to­
Work grants. The Department of Health and Human Services intends to use the following 
measures~ as recommended in the statute: placements in the labor force that last for six months, 
placements in the pdvate and public sectors, earnings of individuals who obtain employment and 
average expenditures per placement. States must agree to cooperate with the Department of 
Health and Human Services in data colleetion, 

Administration - To receive formula funds, the State must submit a plan for the 
administration of the weifare~to-work grant that the Secretary of Labor determines meets 
statutory requirements. Governors are respomible for 'administering formula funds and for 
assuring that these funds are coordinated with funds spent under the TAN!' block grant. 

At the loall revel. the grants will be administered by private induStry councils in coordination 
with chief elected officials, which is how local workforce development funds under JTPA are 
administered, The Secretary of Labor may approve a Governor's request to use an alternative 
administering agency. after determining that the alternative would improve the effectiveness or 
efficiency of program administ:rntlon. 

The Seerecary of Labor will allocate formula funds. award grants, ensure that funds are 
expended in acoordance with the .purposes of the initiative to achieve desired outcOmes.' and 
provide technical assistance by identifying and sharing information abouLpromising approaches 
and praetiees and by helping State and local community stakeholders build the necessary 
partnerships to make this grant initiative work. In doing so. the Seerecary of Labor will consult 
with the secretaries of Health and Human Services. Housing and Urban Development and 
Transportation. ' 

V. OTHER ELEMENTS OF THE WELFARE-TO-WORK AGENDA 

In this /.and ofopportunity. opportunity'musl be avaiWble 10 ail. TIuJt is why we 
musl help people move from welfare 10 wo'*. because a paycheck is Ihe suresl 
passport 10 dignity. 

Seerecary of Labor Alexis Herman 

The President's agenda to help welfare reeipients work is well under way. The Wclfare-to-Work 
Grants wilt support and complement severaJ other measures that serve welfare recipients; 
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o 	 The Personal Responsibilily and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act requires States 
to put an increasing percentage of their welfare caseloads to work each year (25 percent 
in Fiscal Year 1998 rising to 50 percent in the year 2000). States can use their block 
grant funds in a wide range of activities to meet that goal. In the past year the Clinton 
Administration has taken numerous steps to ensure the success of the law. including 
providing assistance to States and communities in impJementing the law, mobilizing the 
business community to hire welfare recipients; working with civic, faith-based and non­
profit groups to mentor families leaving welfare for work; and hiring a fair share of 
welfare recipients in the Federal government. 

o 	 The One-Stop Career Centu system/Employment Service provides welfare recipients 
with job-finding assistance (over 600,000 annually). Under a "work first" approach, the 
One-Stop/EmploymentService is the primary agency to which welfare recipients can [urn 
for job-finding assistance. 

o 	 Job Training/or Low-IncomeAduUs Title HA of JTPA helps many welfare recipients 
get the training they need to become economically self-sufficient. About 42 percent of 
those leaving the program are welfare recipients and 58 percent of these get jobs when 
they leave the program. 61 percent of welfare recipients who get jobs when they leave 
the program also receive fringe benefits, and 55 percent are employed 13 weeks later. 
Wages and earnings for welfare recipients have risen steadily under the program to an 
average of $7.05 per hour. On average they work 36 hours a week. 

The Secretary can waive statutory and regulatory requirements in JTPA to make it 
possible for States and localities to improve their performance at helping place welfare 
recipients in jobs, ensure longer job~retention and facilitate their progress up career 
ladders. For example~ Oregon received a waiver to support its "work first" approach 
by extending the availability of services so that after placement in a job, 3. welfare 
recipient can receive the help necessary to enable them to keep the job. 

o 	 A new, enhanced Work Opportunity Tax CrediJ offers employers a federal tax credit of 
up to 35 percent of the ftrst$10,ooo in wages paid to certain long-term welfare recipients 
during the fIrst year of employment and 50 percent of the fIrst $10,000 in the second 

. year. 	 The credit is an important tool in the effort to encourage the placement and 
retention of welfare recipients. 

o 	 TIle Earned Income Ta.< CrediJ supplements the wages of qualified individuals by means 
of a refundable tax credit, encouraging low-wage workers to seek and maintain 
employment. ' 

o 	 Tar incentives to increase investment in poor commumtJes are available through 
Empowerment Zones (EZs) and Enterprise Communities (ECs). Congress recently 
agreed to the President's proposal to expand the number of EZs by 22. This will mean 
a total of 33 EZs and 94 ECs. 

U,S. Dep:mment or Labor 	 OctobCt 1997 
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o Education inuntives to open the doors to college and other learning institutions for 
every person, particularly those of low and middle income, by helping families pay for 
postsecondary education and training. The HOPE Scholarships, Pell grants. and Work 
Study along with employer tax credits for training their employees. can help make 
education and training more available to current and former welfare recipients. 

u.s. Department of LabOr OctOl>Ct t997 



November 3, 1997 

CONSULTATION ON 

WELFARE TO WORK COMPETITIVE CRANTS 


BACKGROUND 

The Welfare to Work (WtW) grants program authorized by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 
includes both formula grants to states and localities, and competitive gr;)nts to local communities. 
These grants are intended to heJp support achievement of the welfare reform goals that are 
imbedded in the Personal Responsihility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) 
of1996. Under the PRWORA. welfare recipients arc expected to engage in work activities to 
move from welfare assistance to pennanent employment. 

Providing the tools to help welfare recipients successfully make this traJ1sition is the purpose of 
the WtW grants. According to the Act, applications for competitive grant projeets should 
achieve one or more of the following ohjectives: 

• 	 Expanding the base arknowledge about programs to move the least job-ready TANF 
participants into unsubsidized employment; 

• 	 Moving T Ah1f participants who are least job ready into unsubsidizcd employment; 

• 	 Moving the leastjobMready TANF pa.rticipants into unsubsidized employment, even in 
labor markets with a shortage oflow-skill jobs, 

In making competitive grant awards, the Secretary will consider the needs of rural areas and 
cities with large concentrations of residents with incomes below the poverty level. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this document is to solieit ideas and suggestions on how to best structure the 
competitiye grant process to achieve these objectives. The degree of flexibility in structuring the 
process is constrained by the foilowing legislative provisions: 

• 	 Thc Act identifies ccrtain eligible applicants for competitive grant funds. including: 

The private industry couneil (PIC) for a service delivery area; 
The political subdivisions ofa state; ;md 
Private entities inclUding nonprofit organizations such as community-based 
organizations, community development corporations, disability community 
organizations, conummity action agcncies~ faith-based organizations, colleges and 
universities and other qualified private organizations. 



Eligible private entities must submit an application in conjunction with the applicable 

PIC or political subdivision. The term "in conjunction withn means that the application 
submitted by a private entity must include II signed certification by both the applicant and 
either the applicable PIC or political subdivision that the applicant has consulted 1.vith the 
PIC/political subdivision in developing the proposal; and that the activities proposed are 
consistent wlth~ and wiJI be coordinated with, the WtW and TANF activities of the 
PICJpolitical subdivision. If such a certification cannot be obtained from the PIC or 
political subdivision, !.he applicant will have to include information describing the efforts 
undertaken to consult with the PIC/political subdivision and indicating that there WaS 
sufficient opportunity for review and comment (at least 30 days). 

All applicants, ineluding PIes and political subdivisions, will be required to consult with 
the State regarding the application or submit information indicating that the State has 
been provided a sufficient opportunity for review and eom,ment (at least 15 days). 

• 	 The use of competitive grant funds is limited to the allowable activities identified tn the 
Aet and further defined in the regulations. In general, these activities include community' 
service or work experience prograrns;Job creation through public or private sector 
employment wage subsidies; on.the~job training; contracts with providers ofjob 
readiness, placement find post-employment selVices~ job vouchers for job readiness, 
placem~nt. and post-employment services; and job retention or support services if such 
services are not otherwise available. 

• 	 Competitive grants are subject to the same statutory targeting provisions as formula 
grants, At least 70% ofgrant funds must be spent for the benefit of recipienls who are 
hardest to employ due to severe employment barriers and significant welfare tenure (e.g., 
30 months or more). No more than 30% of grant funds may be expended for the benefit 
of recipients with characteristics associated with long~term welfare dependence such as 
school dropout, teen pregnancy and poor work history. Noncustodial parents related to 
eligible recipients are also eligible. 

Allhough competitive grants do not have a matching reqUirement, there is an expectation that 
competitive grants will be used to leverage other resources and to develop a sustainable capacity 
in the local community to provide effective transitional employment services icadi!1g to 
permanent unsubsidized employment and self~sumciency. For instance, moving welfare 
recipients toward independence and work will depend on harnessing (he complementary 
strengths and resources of both the welfare system ~~ with its knowledge of service needs and 
reSourees -- and the workforce system-- with its ties to the business community and labor 
markets. 

Within this context~ the .following section identifies some key issues for further discussion. 



STRUCTURING THE COMPETITIVE GRANT PROCESS 

J. 	 What priorities and empbases should be given to tbe use of competitive grant funds? 

Since many challenges face welfare beneficiaries with the greatest difficulty moving to 
pemJanent unsubsidized employment, a wide range of funding priorities frequently is 
cited, such as development of responsive transportation and child care service systems; 
use of integrated work and learning strategies to develop skills; creation ofjobs that 
provide maximum fleXibility to meet work and family neoos (as well as income levels for 
self-sufficiency); service to noncustodial parents to help them achieve the financial means 
to support their children; addressing disabilities; tackling substance abuse; helping 
women aecess nontraditional occupations; assisting victims of domestic violence; etc. 
Moreover. some have suggested that priority should be given to helping local 
communities integrate both funding and service systems that confront the range of 
ehallenges facing the target population, 

Are these priorities appropriate: 'lv'hat others should be considered? ""'hat should be the 
relative priority or importance among specific items? 

2. 	 How should knowledge expansion be addressed? What is tbe relath'e importance of 
innovation and experi~entation vis a vis providing additional operational funds to 
areas of high need? 

The eompetitive grants offer an opportunity to test new models and innovative strategies. 
At the same time, there is an expeetation thnt competitive grant funds will be used to 
support already existing programs in areas of greatest need. One approach could reserve 
a certain share of the competitive grant funding for experimentation or knowledge 
expansion ~- for example, 10 percent -- thereby ensuring both learning and operational 
activities are supported. Alternatively, knowledge expansion could be an objective 
embedded in every competitive grant award. Or we could encourage or require rigorous 
evaluation (e.g., random assignment) in a portion ofgrant activities. And some have 
suggested that we specifically reserve a portion of funds for local projects that will 
actively participate in transferring learning and project replication to other communities. 
These are a few possible approaches, among many. 

What are the best options for structuring the competitive grants? Should some funding be 
focused on testing new models? If so, how much is appropriate? Should we designate 
funds for uleaming laboratories?'" Vv'"hat approaches will best encourage replication and 
sustainability of best practice across communities? 

3. 	 Should there be target goals for distributioil of grant funds among specific services, 
geographical areas or types of service providers? 

While the statute clearly does not envision distribution ofcompetitive grant funds on a 



formula or strict geographic basis, there nonetheless is a need to ensure broad coverage of 
diverse approaches and locations including, for instance. both urban and rural areus. In 
addition, some have suggested that we, ensure adequate aceess te funding fer 
nongovernmental entities. One approach, therefore; could be to outline some goals or 
parameters for funding - for example, aiming roughly 600/0 of the funding at cities with 
large coneentrations of poverty population; 30% at rural areas; and 10'% at private entities 
such as CBOs, community development corporations, community action agencies, 
disability community organizations, faith~based organizations. colleges and universities 
and other private nonprofit or for-profit gronps. 

Would sueh an approach make sense? If so, are these divisions, which reflect the 
legislative history, optimal? What factors should be considered in setting target levels? 
How can we ensure that funds are targeted to areas with high concentrations ofwelfare 
recipients such as public housing and economic empowerment zones? 

4. 	 How should the competition be structured? Should there be any limits on 
individual project size and funding amount? 

With two years of funding, it is important that Welfare to Work competitive grant funds 
be distributed as efficiently as possible. It also is essential that we fund quality proposals. 
addressing diverse approaehes. Within these constraints there is a range of options. We 
coutd conduct one single competition for each fiscal year and revtew all applications in 
totality at one point in time or we could structure smaller application cycles (e,g., four to 
six cyeles) to get funds distributed more quickly and spread across different applicants 
and priorities. Related is the question ofwhether any 1imits should be imposed on 
program and grant size. Some have sugges1ed capping the knowledge expansion grants at 
$3 million each; and imposing a minimum on operational grants of at least 100 recipients 
served. 

Should we impose a structure on the application cycles and grant awards? What divisions 
and limits make sense? 

5. 	 What criteria should be used to evaluate the competitiveness of grant applications? 
What information should be jncluded iu the applications to facilitate judgment? 

Decisions regarding competitive grant applica.tions must be guided by a clew- set of 
criteria available to both the reviewers and the applicants. In addition, certain 
information can facilitate fair and reasoned review of grant applications, For instance, 
applications might not only describe proposed projects, strategies and people to be 
served, but also how resources would be leveraged and service systems integrated, and 
what outcomes would be achieved. LikeWise, evaluation criteria should be designed 10 
reflect the purpose and goals of Ihe competitive grants, such as innovation~ addressing 
geographic areas of need~ building on proven approaches. supporting high quality efforts 
that really attack barriers to employment. and the replicability and sustainability of these 
acti~ities beyond the funding duration. Yet as these criteria are defined it also is 



important to rcmin sufficient flexib!lity to enable creative approaches und new strategies. 

"What criteria and information make sense in this context? How specific should we be 
and what particular criteria are appropriate? And how Can we best ensure that grunt funds 
win lead to a sustained capacity in the community to. effectively serve recipients? 



important to retain sufficient flexibility to enable creative approaches and new strategies. 

What criteria and information make sense in this context? How specific should we be 
and what particular criteria are appropriate'! And how can We best ensure that grant funds 
"":illiead to a sustained capacity in the community t~ effectively serve recipients? 

SUBMISSION OF jl\'FORMATION 

To facilitate timely development und issuance of instructions for submItting applications for 
WtW competitive grants, please provide responses to the above issues by COB Friday. 
November 14. Responses may be faxed to: 

Welfare~to-Work. Implemcntation Task Force 
Attention: Brian Deaton 
(202) 219-0376 

Responses may also be sent via Interent through the Department ofLabor's Welfare-ta-Work 
Home Page at wtw.doieta.gov. 

Ifyou are viewing this document on the Home Page, click here to provide your comments, 

Question. regarding this request may be directed to Brian Deaton at (202)219-0 181 x 146. 

http:wtw.doieta.gov
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U:-'DERSTANDING THE CLINTON WELFARE BILL: TWO YEARS AND WORK 


Executive Summury 

This docwnenl explains the two-year limil under The Clinton Administration' s welfare bHI. and 
highlights some key concerns. 

Key Features 

Under the Work and Responsibility Act, a parent who accumulated 24 months of AFDC would 
(with limited exceptions) be required to participate in the WORK program to receive further 
assistance, While many aspects of the program will be controversial, it IS important to 
appreciate that the biU does not propose to end assistance after two years: it proposes to 
require and provide work after two years. Key features include: 

A Gradual Phase-In Beginning with the Youngest Parents: All states would be required to 
phase in parents born after 1971, and could phase in other categories. The tjme~limit would 
only affect custodial parents, Le., not.grandparenls. aWlts, uncles, elC. 

A Twenty-Four Montb Clock: Phased¥in individuals would face a 24-month dock before 
being required to participate in WORK, The clock would be based on months of AFDC (and 
months under sanction) after the individual turned 18. The clock would not run during a 
month if the individual met the minimum work standard. defined as working in unsubsidized 
employment at least 20 hours at week (or at state option, 30 hours), The clock also would not 
run during a month jf the individual 'WaS nOt subject to JOBS requirements because she was 
deferred. Deferral eategories would be narrower than current~law exemptions. In particular, a 
custodial parent would qUtllify for defefTal if she had a child Wider age one (but if the child 
was conceived during AFDC receipt, only a twelve-week deferral period would be allowed). (n 
addition to the specified deferral categories. the state could place up to 5% (increasing to i 0% 
after FY 99) of the phased-in group in deferral status for other reasons, c.g., for "good cause." 
The stale would suffer a fiscal penalty if it exceeded it cap. 

States would be required to grant extensions under limited circumSl31lces, and permitted'to 
grant extensions in other cases, However, a state would suffer a fiscal penalty if extensions 
(other than for individuals receiving services under the Individuals with DIsabilities Education 
Act or in structured learning programs) exceeded 10% of those to whom a time limit applies 
and who are required to participate. 

The twenty~four month cloek would be a cumulative lifetime clock. but there would be a 
limited ability to .arn-back additional months. If an individual lell AFDC with more than 18 
months counting against the 24~month clock. the number would be reduced by one month for 
every four months in which the individual did not receive AFDC or participate in WORK. 
However. the months on the clock for such a person would never fall below 18. 



JOBS Rules Changes; JOBS rules ehanges would include the use of a narrow sCt of dcfcrrals 
(described above) instead of exemptions: eliminating current~law targeting requirementS: n 
requirement 10 impose up~fronl job seareh requirements on all individunls su~jcct to JOBS 
requirements who either have non~negiigible work experience or have a high school diploma or 
equivalent; and other expansIons of job search requirements. 

JOBS funding, now scheduled to reach $1.3 bHlion in FY 95. would increase lO $L9 billion in 
FY 99. The match rate would gradually rise so that in FY 2000. state JOBS expenditures 
would be matched at the higher of 70% or the stale's Medicaid match rate (FMAP) plus ten 
percentage points~ this new match rate would be called the enhanced FMAP and would also 
apply to AFDC Child Care, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Child Care. A state would bc 
rewarded if its JOBS participation rate exceeded 55% and penalized if the rate fell below 45%. 
The penally would involve a 25% reduction in federal partieipation in the cost of the number of 
cases by which the state fen below the required !eveL 

WORK Positions for those who Reach the 24-Month Point: The state would have .1 duty to 
create WORK positions for those who reached the 24-month point The state could draw down 
open-ended federal funding at the Medicaid match rate for WORK wages, and could draw 
down its share of a federally capped amoum at the enhaneed FMAP for other WORK costs. 
The WORK capped eutitlement would reach $1.1 billiou in FY 2000. With WORK funds. a 
stale would be expeeted to locate and create temporary employment positions with for-profit. 
non~profit, and public employers. A state would be penalized if it did not meet a "WORK 
participation standard, I' This would be satisfied if the state either generated the nwnber of 
WORK assignments established by HHS or met an 80% participation standard. 

In WORK, the state would have a duty to pay the higher of state or federal minimwn wage or 
"the rate paid to employees of the same employer performing the same type of work and 
having similar employment tenure with such employer." The state would set the nwnber of 
WORK hours between 15 and 35 hours a week. WORK wages might or might not make the 
family ineligible for AFDC. The state wou~d have a duty to ensure that if the individual 
participated the full number of required hours, the family would not have le.~~ income than if it 
were receiving AFDC with no other income, This amount would be cakulated with a disregard 
of$120 for work-related expenses (the basic disregard for work-related expenses under the 
bill). The following provisions would apply to WORK participants: 

• 	 Medicaid: WORK participants would qualify for Medicaid whether or not they continued 
to reedve AFDC. 

• 	 AFDC Earnings Rules: For working 'AFDC recipients. the state would be required to 
disregard 5120 of earnings and could choose to disregard mOre. If the state opted to 
disregard more than 5120 for working AFDC recipients, the stale could choose whether to 
apply that same disregard to WORK participants. . . 

Cf:ncer f(lr law and Social P(lli~y 1616 P Street. NW 11-150 
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• Cbild Care and Transportation: WORK participants would qualify for child care and for 
workRrelated supportive services necessary for participation: however, this would not 
include transportation costs, which are intended to be covered by the $120 disregard. 

• Pay-foy..performanee: If a WORK partlcipllnt did not work the required hours, the 
family's AFDC grant would not be adjusted to reflect the reduced earnings. However. if 
the employer provided paid leave for simHarly situaled employees for illness or other 
reasons, the emp\oyer would be required to provide the same pajd leave to a WORK 
participant. Also. HHS would issue regulations specifying a minimwn nwnber of hours 
for WORK leave due to illness or other specified reasons: if the employer's Icave policy 
were less extensive. the WORK poliey would govern. 

• Earned Income Tax Credit and Unemployment Insurance: WORK wages would not 
qualify for the Earned income Tax Credit, and WORK employment would not count as 
employment for purposes of unemployment insurance. 

After every second completed assignment (or after two years). the stale would be required to 
conduct a comprehensive assessment of the individuaL Based on the assessment. the stale 
could reassign the individual to deferral status. 10 JOBS, to another WORK position. or to 
intensive job search supervised by a job deve1oper. If the individual failed without good cause 
to apply for appropriate openings, cooperate with the job developer or employer. or refused a 
job without good eause, the individual and her family would be ineligible for AFDC or WORK 
for a six month period, 

Penalties: Penalties for program. violations would be more severe than current law. If an 
individual required to participate in JOBS refused without good cause to accepl employment of 
20 or more hours per week (or a higher amount if the state uses a higher minimtun work 
standard). then the individual's family would be ineligible for aid for six months or (if earlier) 
Wltil the individual accepted employment. In addition. penalties for violating WORK 
requirements would escalate from a 50% reduelion in AFDe for ,one month for the first failure, 
to a 50% reduction for three months for the second failure, to full elimination of the grant for 
three months for the third failure, to full elimination of the grant for six months for any 
subsequent failures, 

Preliminary Observations 

The cbanges proposed by the Administration are profoundr whatever one thinks of their 
wisdom, the structure can hardJy be caned "tinkering. If Some commenters have minimized 

, the significance of the bill by emphasizing the limited numbers of persons affected in the first 
few years. As should be evident. the bill would fundamentally alter the nature of AFDC, If 
projections are accurate. the WORK Program in FY 2000 would involve 394,000 people. with 
steady increases after that time. By comparison. in the current JOBS Program. in an average 
month in FY 92. there were 2417 people working in jobs with subsidized wages; even adding 
those in unpaid work experience positions. the total in some fonn of subsidized work activity 
was not more than 27,549. 

Center for Law and Social Policy 1616 P Street. NW #150 
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The Administration's approach sceks nationwide implementation of an idea that has 
never been tested. VCI1' little is known about whether stateS are capable of implementing 
the basie approaeb or how it would work if implemented. Nationwide implementation 
would take an enormous gamble with the lives of millions of poor families. Because there 
has been so much talk about two~year-limits in the last several years. il is sometimes forgotten 
that no state has ever implemented one. There is literally no experience with anything remotely 
like the proposed approach, It is not known whether states are capable of implementing the 
basic design or how implementation would affect families in need of aid, There is reason to 
believe that a very large group of families would reach the two~year point. Could states create 
enough jobs for these families? Could they do it without displacing other workers or driving 
down wages for other iow~wage workers? If Slates were successful in generating lhe needed 
jobs, what would the Hkely etTecrs be? The available research on unpaid work experience 
programs in the past suggestS that sueh programs have had liule or no impact on employment 
or earnings. The design differs from traditional workfare, but there is no research base from 
which to estimate its likely effects. The bill also provides for much greater penalties for those 
who fail to complY. Penalties of this magnitUde have never been tested. In many respects, 
nationwide implementation of the bill would involve taking an expensive and potentially 
dangerous risk. 

Some form of phase-in would clearly be needed;: however, tbere are major concerns about 
the potential impact of beginning with the youngest parents. Generating work positions 
costs money. Other bHls reiy on deeper cuts in other low-income programs. and particularly on 
much deeper cms in assistance to legal immigrants. The biH also provides a more generous 
match rate to states. which may be more realistic: about state fiscal capacity. but has the effect 
of buying fewer WORK slols for each federal dollar, The bill also is committed to paying .1 
least the minimum wage, which also constrains the number of slots. FinaHy, involving the 
entire AFDC population would overwhelm the ability of states to adminislCY the program: there 
are currently five million families receiving APDC, and it is estimated that three minion would 
be affected by the 2~year limit. Some fonn of gradual phase-in seems essentiaL 

While.some fonn of phase·in is needed, there are serious que..<nions about the wisdom of 
phasing in the YOWlgest families flrst: 

• 	 It will require states to focus primarily On parents with very young children. More 
families wiH need child care; child care will be more expensive, and there are serious 
concerns about the supply and quality of child care for very young children. 

• 	 There is no evidence that states will be able to run very successful employment 
programs for the youngest AFDC parents, Recently evaluated programs (the JTPA 
evaluation, the JOBST ART evaluation. the New Chance Demonstration, the Teen 
Parent Demonstration) have been successful in raising participation rales. but have hud 
modest or no impact on raising employment and earnings for youth. 
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.. 	 The focus on youlh has the effect of shifting resources away from the JOBS Program 
for adults. The youth focus may result in a shifting of resources from programs of 
demonstrated effectiveness to a major gamble on programs for youth where there is no 
evidence th.at states wili be able to operate programs of comparable effectiveness. 

This bill does not assure access to two years of education and training. To the contrary. 
for many, tbe impact of a two-year limit before WORK will be 11 curtailment of access to 
education and training programs. The President's welfare campaign pledge promiscd to 

"Empower people with the education, training, and child care they need for up to two years. so 
they can break the cycle of dependency" before imposing a community service work 
requirement. While the bill expands the JOBS Program, it faBs far short of any commitment to 
empower people with needed education and training. The bill has been drafted so that 
individuals would not have a right to needed education or training. Based on the language 
defining the purpose of an employability plan. an individual wanting to gel training for a 
family-supporting job would have difficulty justifying participation in training if she had the 
capacity to earn the minimum wage. 

Several aspects of the bill are lIkely to discourage States from providing longer-term education 
and training, The defined purpose of the employability plan seems to send a signal that access 
to longer4erm programs is not encouraged. Ali stales would be required to impose up~fronl 
job search requirements for those with non-negligible work histories. States fearful of fiscal 
penalties are likely to be hesitant 10 approve programs that increase the likelihood tbat an 
individual will need an extension. And. the restrictive nature of the bill's eam~back provision 
would mean that an individua1 who had accumulated '8 months of clock-time could never 
qualify for more than a six month education/training program unless an extension were granted. 
Since many families eventuaJly accumulate 24 months over two or more spells of AFDC 
receipt, it seems inevitable that the basic focus of employabBlty planning for many participants 
will shift from "what makes sense fo~ this person" to "how many months are left on the clock." 

In summary, the bill has been drafted so that individuals do not have a right to (and have little 
basis to make a claim for) access to education or training; the structure is one which \··:iB likely 
discourage states from providing such access; and even if a state·wishes to provide such access, 
the dynamics of AfDC receipt and restrictive extension and earn ..back rules will make it more 
difficult to do so. 

While tbe bill recognize the need for '*good cause" deferrals and extensions, tbe specific 
approach taken is extremely troubling; it seems to invite arbitrariness in program 
administration and denial of justified requests for deferrals and extensions. On both good 
cause deferrals and extensions. the bill penalizes states for exceeding a set percentage, Slates 
are likely to be incapable of operationalizing a percenlage cap in a non*arbitrary way. An 
agency worker can attempt to fairly apply a set of criteria. but cannot fairly apply a concept 
like 5%. Should each worker ensure that no more than 5% of their cases are in good cause 
status? Should workers seek to minimize good cause findings on the premise that other 
workers might not? Should a worker deny good cause status to Ms. Jones today because it ""'as 
granted to Ms. Smith yesterday? The cap on extensions presents many of the .same problems. \ 
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Overall, the structure is one that seems likely to make stares fearful of granting deferrals and 
extensions in appropriate cases. 

The work~for-wages strueture of the WORK Program has the virtue of making the 
positions more like a job than traditional Ilworkfare". The structure will reduee the 
poverty of some families but increase the poverty of others. WORK assignments would 
have some characteristics of real jobs (payment of wages. subject to FICA requirements. 
entitlement to same benefits as similarly situated workers) but not others (e.g_, qualifying for 
the Earned Income Credit or unemployment insurance). 

The WORK structure would reduee the poverty of some participants and increase the poverty 
of others. in general, a WORK participant eouid be financially better off than under current 
iaw ifshe was able to work all scheduled hours and her actual work expenses \\teTe Jes.q than 
$120 a month, or if the Slate provided more hours or better treatment of earnings, However, if 
a state-only mct its minimum obligation, an individual who could not maintain perfect 
attendance or who had higher work expenses would be pooter than under current law. 
If the parent was unable to maintain perfect attendance ~ because of lransporwtion or child care 
breakdov.ns, the illness of a child. sickness not covered by sick leave policies. or any other 
reason - the family would have less income than the AFDC floor. 

Overall, il appears that WORK eould have no net effect of reducing poverty, and might even 
result in a net increase in poverty for affected families. 

The denial of the Earned Income Tax Credit to WORK participants ensures that 
participating families will be left in poverty. The WORK Program has been designed to be 
less attractive than unsubsidiz.ed minimwn wage work. Aecordingly, the decision was made to 
deny WORK participants eligibility for the earned income taX eredit. Until now. the ElTC has 
been viewed as the centerpiece of the Administration's effort to reduce poverty for working 
families_ However, under this design j hundreds of thousands of pOQr working families would 
be denied access to the EIre. 

The denial of the ElrC is plll1icularly distressing when coupled with the state option to deny 
WORK participants all earnings disregards after the $120 work-expense deduction. There are 
two principal ways in which government Can reduce the poverty of working poor famUies: the 
Earned Income Tax Credit and the AFDC earnings disregards. The bill would crenle a class of 
working poor families who were denied botb of these cruciaJ supports. 

The bill's penalty structure ri.,k..iJ increasing bomelessness and family break-up among 
poor families. Any welfare refonn bilJ relying on a penalty structure must seek to strike a 
balance between the goal of promoting work and the goal of protecting the well-being of 
children. It is not possible to design a penalty that jUst affects the parent. Programs often seek 
to design a sanction structure with penalties substantial enough to "get the participant's 
attention" and hopefully affect behavior, but without putting the family at risk of eviction or 
other serious crisis. Unfor1unately~ the Administr3lion appears [0 have lost sight of this 
principle. The bill provides for 50% and 1 00% whole-family~sanction penalties. Penalties for 
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failure 10 accept employment or failure to adequately cooperate with a job developer will 
involve loss of all assistance for a six~month period. There is no research basis for concluding 
that penalties of this magnitude are needed or would be constructive. The sanction approach 
offers the virtue of toughness. bUl has no other virtue, 

The bill's reward and penalty structure for states creates a set O'f powerful incentives to 

encourage states to' sanction individuals when there are disputes about program 
participalion. At the same time, a penalty structure which depends O'n cutting federal 
match for AFDC benefits could encourage further reductions in AFDC assistance to poor 
families. Cnder the bill, slate must meet JOBS and WORK participation standards to avoid 
fiscal penalties.' In both standards, individuals would count toward the standard either by 
participating O'r by being in sanction status. In practice, this would mean that the ~east 
expensive way to maximize a participation rate would be to increase the number of sanctions. 
This is not suggesting that states will intentionally seek to sanction when there is no basis for 
doing so. Rather. in day~to~day welfare administralion, (here are many instances of technical 
and not~so-technical program vlolations. and states must decide how much effort to invest in 
determining the facts and seeking to resolve the problem. Jn the proposed structure. the 
incentive to sanction would be substantiaL There may also be a strong direct fiscal incemive to 

sanction. Considering the COSts of a WORK slot and the cost of AFDC benefits. it is possible 
that in the median state, imposing a six month sanction could be as much as 55000 cheaper 
than providing assistance and a WORK slot for that period. 

Under the bm~ all fiscal penalties - for exceeding good cause and extension caps, or for failure 
to meet JOBS or WORK participation standards - would involve a 25% reduction in federal 
match for the east of AFDC benefits for the number of eases by which the state failed 10 meet 
the applicable standard, Taken as a whole, tbe bill would improve the match for JOBS, for 
work activities, and for child care, but would actually create a risk of reduced malch for basic 
cash assistance be<:ause each penalty would raise the cost of AFDe. Moreover, reducing the 
federal match does not affect aU states equally. The poorest states have the highest Medicaid 
match rates, so a 25% reduction in match rate has a higher proportional effect on [hem, 
Among states with equal or roughly equal Medicaid match rates. the penalties would be 
imposed more severely on those which pay higher AFDC benefits, since reduced federal match 
has a greater effect when benefits are higher. 

(f a state faces a substantial penalty in AFDC costs, the response may be to find ways to reduce 
AFDe costs, i.e., reduce benefits even funher. it is one thing to come forward with a welfare 
refonn plan which does nothing to raise basic benefits; it is another to come forward with a 
plan that may generate incentives to reduce basie assistance. 

Ultimately, the welfare reform debate in Congress may come down to a question of 
"compared 10 what?H There are many reasons to believe tbat uniform national 
application of a "two years and workll model is unwise. However~ if Congress opts for 
such an approacb, it will be crucial to focus on the differences between the plans., While 
the Administration's bill has serious deficiencies. there are aiso major respects in which it is 
superior to other 'l two years and work" models pending before Congress, There are serious 
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questions about the wisdom of the Administration's basic approach, No state has ever 
implemented the "two years and work" model and there is considerable reason to question the 
capacity of states to do so. If states were successful in meeting the requirements of the bill. the 
effect could be an expanded welfare bureaucracy ~ reduced access to education and training, and 
the operation of a WORK Program that could have the overall effccl of increasing poverty, 
The decision to seek nationwide implementation of an idea that has never been tested is a 
political jUdgment that cannot be justified on policy grounds. 

This is a crucial time to step back and ask whether nationwide implementation of the "two 
years and work" model makes sense, A set of small demonstrations has already been approved 
through the waiver process. For the country as a whole. alternative welfare reform approaches 
may offer a better way to promote work without imposing needless rigidity and bureaucracy, 
without so drastically curtailing state flexibility. and withom risking ~ unraveling of the basic 
safety net for poor famiiies with children. 

At the same time, it is also important to distinguish among the pending "two years and work" 
bills, Among the "two years and work" bills. it is clear that the Work and Responsibility Act 
renects a great deal of thought about how to design a system which preserves the JOBS 
structure. provides jobs SO long as individuals meet program requirements. and reflects a 
commitment to paying those who work at least the minimum wage. While the good cause and 
extension provisions are deficient. at least this bill contains good cause and extension 
provisions, \V'hile the approach wHl restrict access to education in the JOBS Program, at least 
it preserves a state duty to provide education in the JOBS Program. While the WORK 
Program leaves its participants in poverty. at least the bill provides for payment of the 
minimwn wage - the principal Republican alternatives simply require individuals to work 35 
hours a week in return for theIr current AFDC grant level. 

Some of the most troubling features of the bill - e.g,. the sanction Structure, the reslrictive 
deferral and extension provisions, the denial of the EITe and potential denial of earnings 
disregard to WORK participants, the reward and penalty structure for states - could be modified 
during the legislative process. While olher concerns would remain, such improvements could 
address some of the ways in which the bill seems most likely to harm affected families. . 

(n the months to come. there are two separate qiscussions that need to occur: one involves the 
-wisdom of national implementation of the litwo years and work" model as compared with clher 
approaches to weJfare refoml. The second involves comparing the pros and cons of the 
alternative "two years and work" models. acknowledging the important differences. and 
exploring how to address the most serious deficiencies in the Administration's bill, The details 
between the approaches vary tremendously; and the debate is only beginning, 
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UNDERSTANDING THE CLINTON WELFARE BILL: 

TWO YEARS AND WORK 


Introduction 

Many aspects of the Clinton Administration's welfare refonn legislation would affect low 
income people: the Work and Responsibility Act would initiate a set of dramatic changes 
affecting child support. child care. employment and training. teen parents. AFDC eligibility 
rules. and assistance to immigrants, among others. Much public attention, however, has 
understandably focused on one feature of the legislation: the two-year limit. This document 
expJains what the legisiatlon proposes as to the two~year limit. and highlights some key 
concerns. Subsequent CLASP documents will discuss these and other aspects of the plan in 
mOre detail. 

Under the bill, ;j, parent who accumulated 24 months of AFDC would (with limited exceptions) 
be required to participate in the WORK Program, Depending on slate choices, a parent 
panicipaling in the WORK Program could ha.... e income so low that her family would stH! 
qualify for AFDC to supplement her WORK wages. While there will be controversies about 
many aspects of the program. it is important to appreciate that this is not a plan to end 
assistance after two years; it is a plan to requlre and provide work after two years. 

Key features of program design include: 

• 	 a gradual phase~jn, beginning with the youngest families receiving assistance; 

• 	 Jl twenty-four month clock, which would be used to determine when phased~in parents 
would be required to participate in WORK; 

• 	 a set of rule changes intended to make JOBS focus more strongly on immediate job 
entry; 

• 	 a requirement that states must develop or create WORK positions for families that reach 
the 24·month point; 

• 	 a set of rules for the WORK Program that require payment of at least the minimum wage 
but not the Eamed Income Tax Credit, and which provide WORK participants some, but 
not aU, of the rights of other workers; 

• 	 revisions in proceduraJ safeguards and set of penalties for rule violations that are more 
severe than current law. 

The first part of this document expjains the rules relating to "two years and work" The plan 
itself is extreme1y detailed, and thIS summary does not include many details. The second part 
outlines some key issues and concerns. An appendix provides additional mformation on issues 
of sta.te match rates, funding levels, and participa.tion rate calculations. 
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A gradual phasc~in 

Under the bill, a major dlstinction is made between the "phased-in group" and the "nOl~phased~ 
in group." To be 'lphased~in" means that an individual is in the group subjcct to the two-year 
limit before required WORK participation. 

An states would be required to begin phasing in families by October 1. 1995. unless the Slate 
petitioned for and received a one year delay based on circumstances beyond the state's control. 
After beginning imp}ementatioll, a State would have two ycars to reach state-wide 
implementation. 

Under the bill. states would be required to phase in some people, and could choose whether to 
phase in others: 

• 	 All stales wouid be required to begin phasing in young parents. i.e .. parents born after 
1971.' 

• 	 States couJd choose to phase in oth.er categories of recipients. based on date of birth. date 
of application. or another reasonable basis, in addition to (but not instead of) those born 
after 1971. . 

• 	 States also could choose to impose the time-limits on individuals in the not-phased-in 
group who volunteered to participate in the JOBS program. The state could choose to 
impose the time-limit On a volunteer in the not~phased-in group even if the state could 
not otherwise require JOBS participation from her, e,g,. because she was the parent of an 
infant. 

The time~limit would only affect custodial parents, i.e" not grandparents .. aunts, uncles. etc. 
Being in the phased-in group would not necessarily mean that an individual's 24 month dock 
was running. Th.ere are a set of rules (discussed in the next seclion) which govern whether a 
month of AFDC receipt would "eount" as a month against the 24 month clock. For example, 
an individual born after 1971 might have a physical disability which precluded JOBS 
participation: if so. she would stilI be in the phased-in group, but not subject 10 lime limits 
during the disability period. 

Initially, about 113 of AFDC families would be affected as members of the federally mandated 
phase-in group ~ 31.5% of female adult AFDC recipients are under age 25. . 

1n two paren! families; both parents would be phased-in if either parent was born after 1971. Once a member 
of a two.-patem family had phased-in staNs, that status would remain e ...·en if the parenls subsequently stopped 
living together. Howevef, the 24 month limi( rules would 001 apply in those states which already time-limit 
..HOC-UP benefits, {States which did nol operate an AFDC~UP program al the time the Family Suppon Act was 
enacted ate allowed the option to deny assistance 10 a family which has received AFDC-UP benefits in ru least six 
or the preeeding Iwelve months). 
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For those not in the phased~in group, the following rules would apply: 

, 
• 	 There would not be a basic JOBS panicipation rate for the not~phased~in group. although 

the current~law AFDC~lJP work participation rates would be retained and would apply LO 

those in and out of the phased-in group. 

.. 	 Individuals not in phased~in caregories could choose to volunteer for JOBS. and the state 
would have a duty to allow volunteers to enter JOBS sO long as federal JOBS funding 
was available within the state's capped entitlement. However, the state couJd choose to 
subject these volunteers to the time~limit. Accordingly, for those not in the federally­
mandated phased~in group. the state would have a number of choices: add some or all 10 

the phased-in group; require some or aU to participate in JOBS without being subject to 
the time-limit; provide that volunteers were subject to the lime limit~ provide that 
volunteers were not subject to the lime limit. The state could do a mix of these. with 
different rules for different groups. Ultimately. however. the extent of resources would 
likely affect a state's [reatmem of the not~phased-in group. 

• 	 A child care guarantee would still apply to those wanting child care to participate in self~ 
initiated education and training activities. though with different procedures Ihan under 
current law. As noted above. the state would have a duty to permit JOBS participation 
so long as funding was available within the Slale'S capped entitlement. After JOBS 
funding was no longer available, the state would have a duty to consider requests for 
approval of seif-jniliated education and training for purposes of providing child care 
assistance. in considering these requests. the stnte would be required to apply the criteria 
generally applicable to approval of such activities under the Slate's JOBS Program .. 

A Twenty-Four Month Clock 

Those in the phased.in group would faee a 24 month clock before being required to participate 
in the WORK Program. The clock would be based on months of AFDC receipt by a custodial 
parent (and months under sanction) after the individual twned i8. For new applicants, the 24 
months would run from the month of AFDC authorization; for current recipients, the 24 months 
would begin no later than the point of the individuaJ's next eligibility redetermination. 

Generally, there are four concepts that help one understand how the "clock' woold work: the 

minimum work standard, deferrals. extensions, and the earn~back. 


Minimum Work Standard: The clock would not run during a month of AFDC if the 
individual met the minimum work standard, defined as working in Wlsubsidized employment 
at least 20 ho~rs at week (or al state option. ~O hours),l 

1 [n an AFDC.UP family, if both parents were subject to the time limit, the month would not counx agalnSl 
either parem if the tOla! average number of hours per week. worked by both parents exceeded 30 hours, or such 
larger number determined by the state (but not larger Ih.an 40 nours), For example. if Mr. Smith worked lit noun, 

(continued, .. ) 
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Deferral: The clock would not run during a month of AFDC reeeipt if the individual was not 
subject to JOBS requirements because the individual was deferred. 

The concept of "deferral" would replace the current law concept of an cxemption. Generally. 
deferrals would be similar to. but much narrower than. current law exemptions. A custodial 
parent would qualify for deferral if she was: 

• 	 the parent of a child under age I; however. if the child was conceived during a time of 
AFDC receipt, only a twelve-week deferral period would bc alJowed; 

• 	 ill. incapacitated. or age 60 or over; 

• 	 '-needed in the home due 10 the illness or incapacity of another household member; 

• 	 -in the third trimester of pregnancy; 

• 	 living in a remote area. where round-trip commuting would exceed two hours in length 
(or if greater, the generally accepted commuting time in the area). 

The deferral categories would be narrower than current exemptions in the following respects: 

• 	 Under current law, teen parents are subject to participation in education requirements 
immediately aftcr the birth of a baby. For other recipients, states can choose to set their 
age of exemption at age 3, or lower the age to as low as age I. The vast majority of 
juris'dictions currently use age 3. 3 Since teen parents are a small percentage of the 
AFDC caseload\ dropping the age of deferral would significantly increase those required 
to participate. 

• 	 Pregnant women are currently exempt if the child is expected to be born in the month or 
thc following six months. 

2 (...continued) 
and Ms. Smith worked 18 hours, the month would not count against either. But if Mr. Smith worked 20, and Ms. 
Smith worked 9, the month would count against her clock and not against his clock. 

In either an AFDC·Basic or AFDC·UP family, the month would count against the clock even if the minimum 
work standard were satisfied if in that month the individual failed to accept an offer of additional 
hours of employment, or reduced hours of employment and thereby became eligible for additional amounts of aid. 

1 According to federal JOBS data, of the 54 jurisdictions (the 50 states, D.C.; Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin 
Islands), 41 cUlTently set their age of exemption at age 3; five use age 2, and eight use age I. 

4 	 In FY 91, 8.1 % of adult female AFDC recipients were under the age of 20. 
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• 	 Individuals under the age of 16, or those who have reached age 16 but are still full~time 
students are currently exempt~ under the blll. custodial parents would not qualify for a 
deferral on this basis. 

• 	 The circumstances in which deferral would be allowed for illness, incapacity or the 
illness or incapacity of another are narrower than current law, To receive this deferral. 
the illness or incapacity would have to be confirmed by a licensed physician. 
psychologist, or mental health profession from a list of such professionals approved by 
the stale. 

In addition to the specified deferra~ categories. the state couid plaee up to 5% (increasing to 
100/0 after FY 99) of the phased-in groupj in deferral Status for other criteria determined by the 
state. This is intended to be a generaJ ,jgood cause" provision to apply to such issues as severe 
learning disabilities or emotional instabtHty. A state could petition to increase the good cause 
cap based on extraordinary circumstances. If the state exceeded its cap, there would be a 25% 
reduction in the federal share of the AFDC grants for the number of persons by which the cap 
was exceeded.6 

Extensions: For those subject to time limits. an extension could be granted under limited 
circumstances: 

States would be required to grant extensions to: 

• 	 individuals who reached the time limit but who had been unable to complete their 
education, training or other activities "by reason of the substantia1 failure of the Stare 
agency to provide or arrange for the provision of child care or any other service agreed 
upon in the individual's employability plan;" 

, 	 individual receiving services under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA), until the sooner of the time the individual attained a high school educalion or 
equivalent or turned age 22: and 

• 	 individuals in "structW'ed learning programs"? until the sooner of the lime the individual 
completed the program or turned age 22. . 

, Technically, the number allowed could nOl exceed 5% oflhl! average monthly number of individuals in the 
phased-in categoriC$ and the average number of individuals registered in the WORK Program, 

" For example. if the federal govemmem currently pays 50% oftbe COS! of AFOC beneHts. Inc federal share 
would drOf! to 37.5% lor the number of persons by which the cap Wti exceeded. 

A "structured learning program" is defmed as one that begins at the secondary school level, continues into a 
post-secondary program, and is designed (0 lead IG a degree Of reeognized skills certificate. and would include a 
program under the School-to-Work, Opportunilies Act. 
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States would also be permitted to grant extensions: 

• 	 for up to twelve months to allow high school completion; 

• 	 for up to 24 months to complete a post-secondary program if the individual was enrolled 
in work-study or employed at least fifteen hours a week: 

• 	 for up to 24 months for structured microenterprise or self-employment programs; and 

• 	 for the number of months determined needed for individuals with significant learning 
disabilities or other substantial barriers to employment. 

A state would be penalized if extensions (other than extensions for individuals receiving 
services under IDEA or in structured learning programs) exceeded 10% of those to whom a 
time limit applied and who were required to panicipate. However. states would be required to 
grant extensions where there had been a substantial failure to provide services. even if granting 
such extensions forced the state to exceed its 10% cap. As with deferrals. the penalty would be 
a 25% reduction in the federal share of thc AFDC grants for the number of cases exceeding the 
extension cap. A state could petition to increase the extension cap based on extraordinary 
circumstances. 

Earn-Back: The twenty-four month clock would be a cumulative life-time clock. but there 
would be a limited ability to earn back additional months. If an individual left AFDC with 
more than 18 months counting against the 24 month clock. then the number would be reduced 
by one month for every four months in which the individual did not receive AFDC or 
panicipate in the WORK Program. However, the months on the clock for such a person would 
never fall below 18. In practice, this would mean that if an individual left AFDC after having 
used 18 or more months, she would never be eligible for more than 6 months of cash assistance 
without a WORK requirement. no matter how long she did not receive AFDC. 

Example: Ms~ Smith exits APDC with 22 months uscd of her available 24. She does not 
receive assistance for the next year. If she then returns to AFDC, she would be treated as 
having used 19 months, and have 5 left on the clock. 

Example: Ms. Jones exits AFDC with 22 months used of her available 24. She does not 
receive assistance for the next five years. If she then returns to AFDC, she would be treated 
as having used 18 months, and have 6 left on the clock, because the clock would never be 
"re-set" below 18 months. 

Rules to Make JOBS Focus More on Immediate Job Entry 

Under the bill. many of the most dramatic changes in JOBS may not flow from formal JOBS 
rules changes. but rather from state and individual responses to the pressure of the two year 
limit. For example, the bill does not formally restrict a state's JOBS option to allow access to 
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postsecondary education. but the twoMyear limit and restrictions on extensions are likely to have 
that effect in practice. 

Of the formal rules changes affecting the JOBS Program. these would appear to be the most 
significant (in addition the changes in exemptions/deferrals already noted): 

• 	 The targeting requirementsB of current law and the duty to provide first consideration LO 

volunteers among target group members would be eliminated. 

• 	 The purpose of a JOBS employability plan would be "to layout the fastest and most 
effective way to help the participant find employment and become self-sufficient." 

• 	 States would be required to impose up-front job search requirements on all individuals 
subject to JOBS requirements and who either have nonMnegligible work experience or 
have a high school diploma or equivalent. The requirement would be effective on 
approval of AFDC application. The length of job search would be extended from 8 to 12 
weeks. Job search would also become a required state plan component. In addition. job 
search would also be required "to the extent consistent with the goals of the individual's 
employability plan" before the close of the 24 month period. 

• 	 Being employed for at least 20 hours a week (or at state option. up to 30) would satisfy 
JOBS participation requirements. 

• 	 States would be required to review the individual's employability plan and progress at 
least once every six months. 

• 	 States are currently required to provide "basic and remedial education to achieve a basic 
literacy level". Under the bill, states would be required to provide instead "employment­
related education to achieve literacy levels needed for economic self-sufficiency." 

• 	 Programs to prepare for selfMemployment or enable individuals to establish a 

microenterprise would be an optional stale JOBS component. 


• 	 State plans would be required to describe steps the state would take to encourage training 
and placement of participants in nontraditional positions of employment. 

• 	 Conciliation and sanction procedures would be revised (as discussed later). 

The overall JOBS funding level would be increased and the federal matching rate for states 
would also be raised. JOBS funding, now scheduled to reach $1.3 billion in FY'95, would rise 
to reach $1.9 billion in FY 99. The matching rate_ would gradually rise so that in FY 2000, 
state JOBS expenditures would be matched at the higher of 70% or the state's Medicaid match 

! Under current law, states face a penalty if they do not spend at least 55% of JOBS resources on members of 
federally designated larget groups. 
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rate (FMAP) plus ten percentage points. This new rate would be called the enhanced FMAP 
rale. Child eare, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Child Care costs would also be matched 
at the new enhanced FMAP rate More details on funding levels and malch rates are included 
in the Appendix, 

The JOBS participation rale calculation would alSO be changed in significant ways. A state 
would be rewarded if its panicipation rate exeeeded 55% and penaHzed if ils rate fell below 
45%. As with deferrals and extensions, the penalty would involve a 25% reduction in federal 
panicipatlon in the cost of the number of cases by which the state fell below the required level. 
Those counting toward the panicipation rate would be participants in the phased-in group (but 
not including deferred individuals participating as volunteers); employed individuals meeting 
the state's minimum work standard~ and individuals being sanctioned, Thus, under this 
structure. a sanction would help a State meet its participation rate as much as would a 
partieipant. Individuals not subjcet to Ihe time limit would not help the state meet its 
participation rate even though they were working or participating in JOBS, 

A State Duty to Create WORK Positions for Those Who Reach the 24-Month Point 

For those who reached the 24 month point. the stare would have a duty to create a number of 
WORK positions. The WORK Program has somelimes been described as if it would be 
exclusively comprised of community service work slots, That mayor may not tum out to be 
the case, but the legislation envisions more alternatives. 

Generally, a state would have two sources of funding to create WORK positions. First, the 
State would be able to draw dovm open~ended federal funding at the state's Medicaid match 
rate for the eost of wages for WORK participants, Second. the state would be eligible to draw 
down its share of a federally capped amount at the enhanced FMAP rate for the other costs 
ineurred in developing WORK positions and generating employment opportunities for those in 
the WORK Program. The amount of the WORK capped entitJement would inerease from $200 
million in FY 98 to $1.1 billion in FY 2000. 

With lhe WORK funds, a state would be expected to locate and ere,,,, temporary employment 
positions, A states strategies and activities could include: 

• 	 wage subsidies or other incentives to for-profi1. non-profit, ~d public employers to 
employ participants; 

• 	 perfonnance-based contracL") with public or nonprofit or other private organizations to 
plaee participants in unsubsidized employment; 

.. 	 payments to non-profit employers to assist in supervising participants employed by such 
employers; 

, 
• 	 assistance 10 participants in establishing microenterprises and other self-employment 

effons; , 
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0< payments to non~profit employers and pubIic agencies to employ participants in 
temporary projects designed to address community needs; and 

• 	 payments to employers to employ participants as child care providers. 

Each local area would have a WORK advisory board. with representation from privale sector 
employers. organized labor. not~for·profit organizations. including community based 
organizations: representatives of local government: and other community leaders. The board's 
activities would include offering advice and guidance on identification of potemial positions. 
opportunities for placing WORK participants in unsubsidized jobs. methods for ensuring 
compliance with nondisplacement and coordination requirements. 

The bill includes a set of provisions intended [0 prevent displacement of other workers when 
states use WORK dollars, and a set of procedures for the filing of gnevances relating 10 . 

nondispiacement, wages, benefits and working conditions: grievants would be aHowed to appeal 
or submit grievances to binding arbitration. 

WORK would pay at Ic!)st the minimum wage but would deny participants the Earned 
Income Tax Credit and some rights of other workers. 

In understanding how the WORK Program would look to an individual, it is helpful to 
distinguish issues of how the individual would enter WORK; the status of an jndividual while 
in WORK; and the circwnstances under which WORK participation eQuid end. 

Eutering the WORK Program: Not later than 90 days before the time limit is reached, the 
state would be required to schedule a meeting to evaluate progress under the employability 
plan, determine whether an extension was to be allowed. and infonn the individual about job 
search requirements and how to register for WORK. Not later than 45 days before the close of 
the 24th month, the individual would be required to engage in job search for a period 
determined by the state, 

After registering, an individual might not immediately be assigned to a WORK position. 
During any waiting period, the state couid require the individual to participate in job search or 
other activities speeified by the state; the individual complying with such requirements would 
qualify for MDe assistance during this time. 

How many of those who reach the 24 month point would receive WORK positions? A state 
would be penalized if it did not meet a "WORK participation standard." This would be 
satisfied if the state either: 

• 	 met a standard established by the Secretary for an average monthly number of WORK 
registrant assignments. with the number to be calculated based on the amounts available 
under the capped entitlement and the Secretary's detennination of the amounts necessary 
to locate or create WORK positions~ or 
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• 	 met an 80'% participation standard. Individuals counting toward this standard would be 
those in WORK positions. those who left WORK due to unsubsidized employment in the 
past three months. those participating in job search ufter a WORK position (for not more 
than three months). and those being sanctioned. Under this Structure. imposing a sanction 
would help a state meet its standard as much as generating a WORK position. 
Individuals receiving AFDC and satisfying the minimum work standard would not be 
counted for purposes of the WORK participation standard, 

The Administration estimates that in FY 2000, there would be an average of 394,000 WORK 
participants each month, 

In allocating positions. first priority would be to those under a first WORK sanction. or who 
had completed the required ineligibility period for a subsequent sanction. Second priority 
would be those who had not previously received a WORK assignment during a period of 
consecutive months while regjstered for WORK. Otherwise. the state would determine the 
criteria for and order of WORK entry. 

Individuals employed at the minimum work standard (20 hours a week. unless the slate opted 
for 30) would continue to qualify for ArDe and not be subject to WORK requirements, 
However, those working below the minimum work standard would be subject 10 WORK 
requirements and be required to accept a WORK position. The state could not require lotal 
hours of work in excess of 35 hours a week:, and wouJd be required to ensure that WORK 
position assignments, to the maximum extent feasible, did not interfere with hours of 
Wlsubsidized employment, if the individual was atready working, 

Status While in a WORK Position: An individual in WORK would be paid wages for hours 
worked, The wages would often be minimum wage, though the state would have a duty to pay 
the higher of state or federal minimum wage or "the rate paid to employees of the same 
employer performing the same type of work and having similar employment tenure with such 
employer," WORK participants would be entitled to the benefits, working conditions, and 
rights at the same level and to the same ex.tent as other employees of the same employer 
performing the same type of work and having similar employment tenure with such employer.9 

The _state could choose the number of WORK hours between 15 and 35 hours a week. 

WORK wages might Or might not make the family indigible for AFDC. The state would have 
a duty to ensure that if the individual participated the full number of required how:s, the family 
would not have less income 1han if it were receiving AFDC with no other income, 

This amount would be calculated with a disregard of S120 for work~relaled expenses (which is 
the amount of the basic disregard for work~related expenses under the' bill). 

• However. the employer would not be required to extend health benefits if (he State agency concluded that il 
would impose an undue financial burden on either lhe employer or the state. 
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Example: State A pays AFDC of $)00 to a family of three with no other ineome. 

• 	 The state could meet WORK requirements by providing a job with wages paying $420 
or more, so that wages minus $120 would at least reach the AFDC benefit level for a 
family with no income. In that case, there would be no AFDC supplement. 

• 	 Alternatively, suppose the state provided a 20-hour-a-week WORK position. from 
which the parent grossed $366. The state would be required to issue a supplemental 
AFDC check for $54 so that the family would reach the WORK hold-harmless level. 

The state would have a duty "to the extem practicable" to ensure that partieipants' wages 
earned from WORK positions provide on average 75% of the sum of wages together with 
AFDC for participating families. This would mean, for example, that if the AFDC grant is 
$300, and the WORK hold-hannless level is $420. the state would need to provide enough 
hours for families. on average. to earn at leasL $315. However, it is not clear how the phrase 
"to the extent practicable" qualifies the state' s duties here. 

The following provisions would apply to WORK participants: 

• 	 WORK participants would continue to qualify for Medicaid whether or not they 

continued to receive AFDC. 


• 	 For AFDC purposes. a WORK participant would qualify for a $120 work expense 
deduction. Under the bill, states would be required to apply a $120 disregard for those 
with employment income, and the state could choose to disregard additional amounts. If 
the state generally chose to disregard more than $120.for working recipients, the state 
could choose whether to apply that same disregard to WORK participants. 

• 	 WORK participants would qualify for the child care guarantee and for work-related 
supportive services necessary for participation. This would not include transportation 
costs. which are intended to be covered by the $120 disregard. 

• 	 If a WORK participant did not work the required hours, there would be no AFDC grant 
adjusunent to reflect the reduced earnings. However, if the employer provided paid, leave 
to similarly situated employees for illness or other reasons, the employer would be 
required to provide the same paid leave to a WORK participant. In addition, the 
Secretary would issue regulations specifying a minimum number of hours for WORK 
leave due to illness or other specified reasons; if the employer's leave policy were less 
extensive, the WORK policy would govern. 
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Example: Suppose HHS promulgates a rule saying that sick leave accrues lJl one day 
per montn. 1fi Suppose the empioyer has no sick leave policy, During Month 2 of a 
WORK assignment, Ms, Smith 1S sick and misses tWO days of work, She would be 
entitled to one paid sick day, and would not be paid for the other sick duy. However. 
her AFDC would not be adjusted to reflect the reduced wages, 

• 	 WORK wages would nOl qualify for the Earned Income Tax Credit. would not be treated 
as gross income for purposes of calculating federal taxes, and would nOl count as 
qualifying wages for an employer to receive the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. Otherv,lise. 
WORK wages would be treated as if they were wages from unsubsidized employment for 
all purposes of federal law unless expressly provided Otherwise by federal law. 

.. 	 WORK funds could not be paid for contributions to a retirement plan, 

.. 	 WORK employment would not count as employment for purposes of unemployment 
Insurance. 

.. 	 Individual WORK assignments couid not exceed 12 months. 

Review After WORK Assignments: In the months awaiting the Administration's bill, much 
attention was devoted to the question of whether the WORK Program itself would be time­
limited, Le., whether eligibility for any assistance would expire after a time. The resolution of 
thls issue provides that after every second assignment completed by an individual (or after 
having been registered for two years), the state would be required to conduct a comprehensive 
assessment of the individual. Based on the assessment. the state would either: 

.. 	 reassign the individual to deferral status; 

• 	 reassign the individual to JOBS; 

• ·... assign the indiVIdual to another WORK position if tbe individua1 could not find 
;:" unsubsidi7.ed employment because there were no available jobs that the individual had the 
·.:nccessary skills to fill, or because the individual is incapable of working outside a 

sheltered environment; Or 

.. 	 assign the individual to intensive job search supervised by a job developer; jf the 
individual failed without good cause to apply for appropriate openings, to cooperate 

10 HHS eouid promulgate a rule more or less generous than this one. 
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with the job developer or employer, or refuses a job without good cause. the individual 
and her family would be ineligible for AFDC or WORK for a six month period. I I 

Penalties more severe than eurrent law 

Under the bill. penaltics for program violations would bc substantially more severe than current 
law; the procedural proteclions for those charged with violation of program rules are different 
from current law in a number of ways. 

Penalties Before the Time Limit: Under current law, there is a single penalty structure for 
individuals who fail to partieipate in JOBS or who refuse to accept employment wilhout good 
cause. When a penalty is imposed, the parent's share of the AFDC grant is removed: 

• 	 in the first instance, until the failure to comply ceascs: 

• 	 in the second instance, for a minimum of three months and until the failure to comply 
ceases; 

• 	 in the third instance, for a minimum of six months and until the failure to comply ccascs. 

The bill leaves in place this same set of penalties for failure to comply with JOBS 
requirements. 12 In addition, a stronger penalty would be put in place for refusal to accept 
employment: If an individual who is required to participatc in JOBS refused without good 
cause to accept employment of 20 or more hours per week (or a higher amount if the state used 
a higher minimum work standard), then the individual's family would be ineligible for aid for 
six months or (if earlier) until the individual accepted employment. 

The bill also provides that failurc to sign an employability plan would make the individual 
ineligible for aid until the individual signed an appropriate plan. 

A sanctioned family (whether for violating JOBS rulcs or rcfusal to accept cmployment) would 
continue 10 qualify for Medicaid. Howcver, for purposes of any other federal or fcderally 
assisted program, the family would be considered to be receiving the aid thai would be payable 

II The bill provides that "in such cases where the State finds that the individual is employable and living in an 
area where there are jobs available to match the individual's skills. the Stale may require the individual to 
engage in intensive job search, supervised by a job developer who may require the individual to apply for 
appropriate job openings (0 delennine if the individual is making a good faith effort to find unsubsidized 
employment. An individual who fails without good cause to apply for appropriate job openings, cooperate with 
the job developer or employer, or accept a private sector job opening. shall be ineligible for aid under Pan A 
[AFDC] or an assignment under the State's WORK program for 6 months. Following such a period of 
ineligibility. the State shall reassess such individual's status, and may take such steps under this subsection as il 
finds appropriate." 

11 The bill does amcnd the AFDC-UP penalties to provide that if a parent fails to participatc, only that parent's 
share of Ihe grant is removed. 
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if !.he individual were not being sanctioned. This is intended lO prevent an increase in food 
stamps, housing assistance. etc .. during a sanclion period. 

The bHl udds one new circumstancc under which an AFDC family could receive a grant 
reduction: An individual (whelher or not deferred from JOBS participation) could be required 
to participate in substance abuse lreatment available without charge and could be sanctioned for 
failure to do so. 

Procedural protections would differ from current law in the following ways: 

.. 	 Disputes around employability plan terms: The state wouJd be required to have a 
"review mechanism" for disputes around the content of the employability plan. The 
process must at least provide for prompt involvement of another employee witb 
supervisory or grealer responsibilities. If agreement still could not be reached. the state 
would be required, in accordance with HHS regulations. to afford the individual access to 
arbitration or mediation. to a more formal review or hearing, or to a combination of such 
processes, The same procedures would apply to plan revisions, It appears that there 
would be no duty to provide a fair hearing in case of disputes around employability plan 
terms. 

• 	 Disputes Around Participation: Current law requires states to have a conciliation 
process to resoJve disputes around participation, and to allow a fair hearing for those 
disputes not reso1ved through conciliation. The bill would allow states to choose between 
using conciliation meeting standards established by HHS, or to use a procedure that 
included advance notice to the individual of an apparent failure to comply. 10 days in 
which to contact and meet with a state agency representative to resolve the dispute (or 
comply with requirements) and make imposition of a sanction unnecessary, If the dispute 
was not resolved through the state's procedure, a fair hearing right would still be 
available. 

• 	 Review after imposition of sanction: The state agency would be required tc conduct an 
evaluation of the circumstances in any case in which a first sanction continued after three 
months. and in the case of any other individual receiving a second or subsequent 
sanction, and provide appropriate counseling and other supportive services to assist the 
individual to address the cause of the failure or refusal. 

Penalties After the Time Limit: The penalty for failing or refusing to accept a bona fide oITer 
of Wl5ubsidized employment of at least 20 hours a week (or less under certain 
circumstancesrJ would be ineligibillty for AFDC and WORK for the enure family for a six 
month period. Also, any individual who left unsubsidized employment of at least 20 hours a 

n The bill indicates that the individual could be required to accept employment of less than 20 hours if if met 
the requirements jjf Section 482(d)(2). However, this appears to be an erroneous reference since Section 482(d)(2} 
does not eoncem criteria for accepting employment. 
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week (or up \0 30 at state option) would not be eligible to register for the WORK Program 
until 3 months from the date of having left the position. 

In addition, there would be a sel of penalties for violating WORK requiremems. Penalties 
would apply if an in.dividual. without good eause: 

• 	 fails or refuses to accept or report for a WORK position to which the individual has been 
assigned; 

• 	 voluntarily leaves such a position; 

• 	 fails or refuses to engage in job seareh or other required activities; 

• is discharged by a WORK employer for misconduet. 

There would be an escalating set of penalties in these situations: 

• 	 for the first failure, the family's AFDC grant would be reduced to 50% of what the 
family would have received while awaiting assignment to a WORK position for one 
month; this sanction can be cured if the individuul accepts a WORK position or engages 
in the required action that he or she previously failed to do~ 

• 	 for the second failure, the family's grant would also be reduced to 50% of the WORK 
waiting list level, for a three month period, with no eligibility for a WORK position 
during the three months; 

• 	 for the third failure, the family would be ineligible for aid for three months, and the 
individual may not be reassigned during the period; 

• 	 for the fourth and subsequent failures, the family would be ineligible for aid for six 
months, with no reassignment during the period. 

During a sanction period, the family: 

• 	 would qualify for Medicaid; 

• 	 would still be considered to be receiving the WORK waiting list ineome level for 

purposes of other federal or federally. assisted programs based on need; 


• 	 could cure the sanction and resume receiving assistance if the individual accepts 

unsubsidized employment of at least 20 hours a week. 


The bill provides for a "thorough evaluation" of individual circumstances after a second 
sanction is imposed to detennine whether the individual is appropriately registered for WORK 
or should be deferred. 
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Preliminsl'}' Observations 

This section offers some preliminary observations on the structure and design of the "two years 
and work" modeL In summary: 

.. 	 The changes proposed by the Administration are profound. 'Nhatever one thinks of the 
bill's wisdom, it can hardly be. called "tinkering." 

• 	 The bill seeks nationwide implementation of an idea that has never been tesfed. Very 
little is known about whether states are capable of implementing the basic approach. or 
aoout how it would work if implemented. Nationwide impJememation·would take an 
enormous. gamble with the lives of millions of poor families. 

• 	 . Given the nature of the changes~ some fonn of phase-in would clearly be needed; 

'howeverr there are major concerns about the potential impact of beginning wilh the 

youngest parents. 


.. 	 This bill does not assure access to two years of education and training. To the contrary, 
for many ~ the impact of a two~year limit before WORK will be a curtailment of access to 
education and training programs. 

• 	 \Vhik it is encouraging to see the bill recognize the need for "good cause" defma1s and 
extensions. the specific approach lS extremely troubling. It seems 10 invite arbitrariness 
in progrrun admjnistration and denial of good causeJextensJons in situations where they 
would be justified. 

• 	 The work~forMwages structure of the WORK Program has the virtue of making the 
positions more like a job than traditional "workfare" programs. The structure will reduce 
the poverty of some families, but it will increase the poverty of others. 

• 	 The denial of the E.arned Income T:L",{ Credit to WORK panicipant5 ensures that 

.participating families will be left in poverty. 


• 	 The Administration assumes that tougher penalties are needed to increase labor market 
participation by MDe families. Any welfare reform bill taking such an approach must 
strike a balance between the goal of promoting work and the goal of protecting the well­
being of chHdren, The bill loses sight of that balance and proposes a penalty structure 
that could increase the risk of homelessness and family break-up among poor families, 

• 	 The bill's reward and penalty structure for states could lead to very troubling affects. 
The bill creates a set of powerful incentives to encourage states to sanction individuals 
when there are disputes about program panicipation. At the same time, a penalty 
structure which depends on cutting federal match for AFDC benefits could encourage 
further reductions in AFDC assistance to poor families. 
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,. 	 Ultimately, the welfare reform debate in Congress may corne down 10 a question of 
"compared to what?" While it has serious deficiencies~ there are also major respects in 
which the Administration's bill is superior co other "two years and work" models pending 
before Congress. There are many reasons to believe that uniform national 
implementation of a "two years and work" model is unwise~ and, that some alternative 
welfare reform approaches would be preferable, However. if Congress determines to opt 
fur a "two years and work" approach, it win be crucial to focus on the differences 
between the pending plans. 

• 	 The cbanges proposed by the Administration are profouDd. Whatever one thinks of 
the bill's wisdom. it can hardly be ealled "tinkering. H 

In initial press accounts of the Administration's bill, some commcnters emphasized its gradual 
phase~in and the limitcd numbers of persons affected in the first few years. Others have tended 
Lo see the plan as primarily an expansion of JOBS with a work component added, As should 
be evident, the bili involves much more. It would not just expand JOBS; it 'W'Quld 
fundamenwlly aller the focus of JOBS and the nalure of AFDC. Moreover. if Ihe 
Administration's projections are accurate. the WORK Program in the Year 2000 \\'Ould involve 
394.000 peopk By way of comparison, in the current JOBS Program, in an average month in 
FY 92, there were 2417 people working in jobs with subsidized wageSj if one adds all those in 
unpaid work experience positions, the total in some fonn of subsidized work activity was not 
more than 27,549 in an average month, J4 

Since this document has focused exclusively on the "two years and WORK" mode), it has not 
described the changes in child support, child care, teen parent rules, and other AFDC rules in 
the Administration's entire package. However, even limiting one's scope to the WORK 
Program, it seems clear that the bill would generate a set of changes unlikc any ever attempted 
in the welfare system, Whatever one thinks of their y.'isdom, the changes can be hardly be 
considered mere tinkering. 

• 	 The bill seeks nationwide implementatioD of an idea that has never been tested. 
Very little is known about whether states are capable of implementing the basic 
approach, or ahout how it would work if implemented. The bill would take an 
eQormous gamble with the lives of millions of poor families. 

Because there has been so much talk about two~year limits in the last several years, it is . 
sometimes forgotten that no state has ever implemented one. There is literaUy no experience 
with anything remotely like the Administration's proposed approach, 

,4 It is impossible to tell the precise number, because some slates list participants in alternative work experience 
programs as "other," though It is dear that some in the "other" category are not in work programs. In an average 
month in FY 92, one can estimate from federal reporting that there were 17.888 persons in community work 
experience, 1934 persons in on-the-job training, 483 in work supplementation, and 7256 in "other: 
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The lack of experience is important for two reasons: first~ it is not known whether states have 
the capacity to implement the basic design; second. it is no[ known what would likely happen if 
lhe bill were implemented. 

Any discussion of a two-year limit should begin with the reeognition that a large number of 
people are likely to reach it. It is sometimes suggested that with a well-functioning JOBS 
Program. along with expanded health care, child care. child support, ·and the EITC. only a 
small number might reach the two year point. Certainly, all these features would reduce the 
number reaehing the two-year point. but the number is still likely to be quite substantial. For 
example, consider the three-year impacts for California's GAIN Program. These include the 
impacts for Riverside County, whieh reflected the highest employment impacts ever measurcd 
for a broad-based, mandatory, welfare-work program. Most of those subject to program 
requirements entered employment over the three year period (as did most of those not required 
to participate in the program). However, at thc end of thc third year, most of those subject to 
GAIN.requirements (41% in Riverside) were receiving AFDC, and only a small fraction carned 
as much as $10.000 over the year. 

Key Impacts ror Calirornia's GAIN Program (Third Year Findings) 

Experimentals Controls 

Ever employed, years 1-3 57% 51% 

Ever employed, year 3 40% 34% 

Earned at least $5000, Year 
3 

20% 16% 

Earned al least $) 0,000, 
Year 3 

12% 9% 

Average Earnings of lhose 
employed, Year 3 

$7977 $7487 

Received AFDC, lasl quarter, 
Year 3 

52.5% 55.5% 

Ever Employed, Yeano 1-3. 
Riverside County 

67% 53% 

Ever Employed, Year 3. 
Riverside County 

44.5% 35% 

On AFDC, Last Quarter, 
Year 3, Riverside County 

41% 46% 
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As these numbers demonstrate. an effective JOBS Program can raise employment and earnings 
and reduce the need for AFUe. However, most of its participants are still quite poor and many 
are still in need of AFDe. Moreover. many of those who enter employment subsequently lose 
jobs. and thus have occasion to need AFDC again, There is slmply no reason to believe that 
only a small group will reach the twO year point over time. 

For those who reach the two year point. the Administration's bill would initially call for the 
creation of hundreds of thousands of subsidized jobs. with the number needed likely to steadily 
escaJate over time. Could states create these jobs? Could they do it without displacing other 
workers or driving down wages for other low-wage workers? \\'hile there is experience with 
public jobs creation, these jobs would be targeted at young single mothers for which other 
approaches have not been successful over a two year period. There is no experience from 
which to draw a comparison. 

If states were successful in generating the needed jobs, what would the likely effects be? The 
available research on unpaid work experience programs in the past suggests that such programs 
have had little or no impact on employment or earnings, In a sel of significant ways, the 
Administration's design differs from traditional workfare. but there is no research base from 
whieh to estimate its likely effects, 

Finally, the Administration's design envisions mueh greater penalties for those who faillO 
comply, Again, penahies of this magnitude have never been tested. One ean conjecture about 
the likely impaets on families. but there is nO experience with this approach. 

In short, the Administration's approach might make for a valuable demonstration project. but 
natIonwide implementation involves an expensive and potentially dangerous gambJe, 

'" 	 Given tbe nature of tbe changes, some form of phase-in would clearly be needed; 
bowever, tbere are major concerns about the potential impact of beginning with the 
youngest parents. 

The bill's phase~in strategy will be eontroversial for two very different reasons: 

First. some opponents have criticized the gradual nature of the phase ..in for taking too tong in 
subjeeting families to the time-limits and work requirements. This criticism is not welJ­
founded. The phase.in approach was chosen partly bec.use of fiseal constraints and partly 
because of concerns about administrative capacity: 

'" 	 In part. the Administration's bill is less costly than some other biHs because others with a 
more rapid phase-in rely on much deeper cuts in other low~income programs, and 
particularly on much deeper cuts in assistance to legal immigrants,IJ 

I' For example, the Administration's financing involyes $),7 billion in reductions in assistance: 10 legal 
immigrants., The principal Republican alternative, H,R. 3500, proposes reduclLons in eligibility Cor 6 J rederal 

(continued".) 
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• 	 As compared with the principal RepubJican alternative, the Administration's bill provides 
a higher rate of federal matching funds to states. It> Many people believe that higher 
federal match is essential 10 ensure that states will be able to meet the new federal 
requirements. but using a higher federal match rate means that the same number of 
federal dollars do not generale as many state dollars for program operation. 

• 	 The number of WORK slots in the Administration's bill is also constrained because the 
bill reflecls the principle thal tnose who work ought to be paid wages and should not be 
paid less than the minimum wage. In contrast. the principal Republican alternative 
simply requires individuals to work 35 hours a week in order to receive an AFDC grant. 
regardless of the amount of the grant. (For example. AFDC recipiems in Mississippi 
would be required to work 35 hours a week to receive a $120 a month AFDC check. i.e" 
an effective wage rate of $,79 an hour). It is, of course. cheaper not to pay the minimum 
wage,17 

• 	 All immediate phase~in involving the entire AFDC population would likely overwhelm 
the ability of states to administer the program: there are currently 5 million families . 
receiving AFDC, . and it is estimated that 3 million would be affected by thc 2 year limit. 
Some form of gradual phase-in seems essential. The Family Support Act allowed two 
years for planning and an additional two years before states were required to be 
statewide. In contrast, the principal Republican alternative assumes and requires that 
states move from 100,000 persons in work components in FY 96 to 300,000 in FY 97; 
600,000 in FY 98; and 900,000 in FY 99. It is at best doubtful that states, even if they 
had the money ~ could responsibly create this number of work slots in this time frame. 

15 (..,continued) 
programs for legal immrgrants, Preliminary Congressional Budge~ Office staff eslimates concluded tnat the 
reductions in four of those programs ~ 55!, Medicaid, Food 51:unpS, and AFDC ~ would toral £21,3 billion alone, 
tOnly $t billion Oflhis total would be: in AFDC reductions; SI7 . .5 btllion would involve reductions in 55l and 
Medieai~.) 

H For example, H,R, 350Q raises the JOBSJwork match to the higher of 70% or the state's Medicaid match rate., 
but only after the state draws down all funds in ihe basic capped entitlement at its old mMch rate'. ,Most states 
have been unable to draw down available funds in Ihe past - in FY 92, only about 60% of avaiJable funds were 
drawn down, As a result. it is at be:st unclear whether states would be: able to access the improved match rute, 

Funher, H,R, 350Q makes no change in the child care matching rate. even though child care would involve the 
majority of state costs for the JOBSJwork components of the bilL Child care costs are estimated as $ J.8 of the 
$3.2 billion in state costs for Ihe first five years under H.R. 3500. and $2,7 of the $'U billion in state costs in 
Year 6, In addition. JOBS administrative costs would still be matched at 50-50 under HK 3500, while the 
Administration's bill would apply Its higher match nne 10 all JOBS costs. 

17 While H,R, 3500 avoids tile cost of paying wages, it dOes incur additional child care costs by imposing a 
uniform 35 hour-a-week obligation on all affected families, In light of these bigber cllild care costs, it is not ye! 
clear wbether the cosr~pet~slot would be bigber under tbe Administration's b!l1 or under H.R. 3500. 

Center tor Law and Social Polity ·20· 1616 P Street, NW #150 

July 11, 1994 Washington, DC 20036 




A very different concern about the phase~ln approach focuses on the wisdom of phasing in the 
youngest families first. Phasing in the youngest families first has an obvious political appeal 
because it allows the Administration to say that welfare will never be the same for a young 
person entering the SYSiem. However. it raises major policy questions: 

• 	 It will require states to focus primarily on parents with very young children. More 
families will need child care, child care will be more expensive, and there are serious 
concerns about the supply and quality of child care for very young children. For all 
these reasons, most states have opted against dropping their age of exemption to age one 
under current law although they have been free to do so. 

• 	 There is no evidence that states will be able to operate very successful employment 
programs for the youngest AFDC recipients. Recent research (the JTPA evaluation, the 
JOBSTART evaluation. the New Chance Demonstration. the Teen Parent Demonstration) 
has indicated that the evaluated programs may be successfuJ in raising participation ra.tes. 
but have had modest or no impact on raising employment and earnings for youth. 
Inherent in the AdministratIon's basic design is the hope that with intensive JOBS 
services. oniy a small group wiH reach the two-year limit. While there is reason Lo doubt 
that this will be true for any group, the concern is particularly strong for young 
redpiems, 

, 	 The focus on youth has the effect of shifting resources away from the JOBS Program for 
adults. In eontrast with youth evaluations. the eva'uations of JOBS-type programs for 
adults consistently have shov.n positive effects on raising employment and earnings 
(though still not at levels remotely approaching the perfonnance the Administration hopes 
for here), Thus, there is a fear that the youth focus will result in a shifting of resources 
from programs of demonstrated effectiveness to a major gamble on programs for youth 
where there is no evidenee that states will be able to operate programs of comparable 
effectIveness. 

• 	 This bill does not assure access to two years of education and training. To the 

contrary, fOT many, the impact of a two..year limit before WORK will be a 

curtailment of access to educatioRland training programs. 


During the 1992 election, the President's welfare campaign pledge induded language promising 
to 'tEmpower people with the education~ training, and child care they need for up to two years, 
so they can break the cycle of dependency!!l' before imposing a community service work 
requirement. While the bill does expand the JOBS Program. j( falls far shorl of any 
commitment to empower people with needed education and training. To the COntrary, there is 
reason to fear that the bi!! would result in a curtailment of access to education and training for 
many. 

II 	 Clinton and Gore. Putting People First (Times £Woks., 1992) at p,165. 
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First. the bill has been drafted so that individuals would not have a right to needed education or 
training. Under the bill. an indi,vidual's services would depend on the content of her 
employability plan. However. the purpose of the plan would be "to layout the fastest and most 
effective way to help the participant find employment and .become self-sufficient." Undcr this 
language. an individual wanting to get training for a family-supporting job would have 
difficuhy justifying participation in training if she had the capacity to carn .thc minimum 

19wagc. 

Second, the bill appears to have been drafted to limit an individual's ability to challenge 
decisions about thc plan. In case of disputes about the terms of employability plans, states 
would have to have a review mechanism. but would apparently not bc required to provide a fair 
hearing before an independent hearing officer. Even if there were an independent review, it 
would~likely be of little consequence if a Slale could satisfy its duty to demonstrate the 
reasonableness of the plan by. showing that the individual currently had the capacity to earn thc 
minimum wage. At the close of the two year period. an individual could seek an extension by 
showing that the state had failed to substantially provide the serviees in the employability plan. 
but the claim that the plan itself had been deficient or inappropriate would apparently not be a 
basis for an extension. 

Accordingly, if a .state implementing the bill decided to sharply narrow the circumstances under 
which edueation or training were approved JOBS activities, individuals would have litlie if any 
ability to contest the state's decisions. 

Third, several aspects of the bill are likely to discourage states from providing longer-term 
education and training opportunities: 

• 	 The defined purpose of the employability plan seems to send a signal that access to 

longer-term programs is not encouraged. 


• 	 All states would be required to impose and administer up-front job search requirements 
for those with non-negligible work histories, This would curtail a state's ability to 
detcrmine whether it made sense to impose the requirement for particular individuals. 

• 	 'States are likely to be fearful of approving any programs which increase the likelihood 
that an individual will need an extension. since granting an excessive number of 
extensions would result in a fiscal penalty, 

This would be the case for two reasons. First. since the bill does not define "self-sufficient," states would 
likely be free [Q define il as eaming enough 10 make the family ineligible for AFDC; minimum wage jobs would 
often meet this standard. Second. a state might conclude (hat the best route to eventual self-sufficiency was to 
accept any available job. If a state adopted such a philosophy, an individual wanting access to an education 
program would have liule ability !O assert that the law envisioned that she should have an opportunity to 
panicipate in one. 
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• The restrictive nature of the bill's earn~back provision would mean that once an 
individual had accumulmed 18 months of clock~time. the individual could never qualify 


. for more than a six month education/training program unless an exrension were granted. 


Founh. even if a state were willing to design longer-term education and training plans for new 
AFDC entrants. such an approach would have limited relevance for many families because most 
AFDC entrants do not receive AFDC continuously for 24 months. About 50% of AFDC 
entrants exit wilhin one year and 70% within two years. Many of these families subsequently 
return -~ it is estimated that 50% to 700/0 or more AFDC exiters return at a later point The 
overall effecl is that many of those who will be affected by a 24 month limit will not have 
received AFDC for 24 consecUlive months ~~ rather. they will accumulate 24 months over two 
or three or more spells. According~Yl a 24 month clock would likely mean thaI many recipients 
would never get substantial access to education or training programs even if the state wished to 
provide such access, because the 24 months wHl get used up in multiple fragmented speHs. 

One possible way to address the multiple-speH issue would be to have a more flexible earn~ 
back policy in which a parent who did not receive AFDC for a substantial period of time could 
recover additional clock-lime. Unfortunately, the bill's earn-back provision is quite narrow. 
Once an individual passes the eighteen-month point. she would never have access to more than 
six months of services (un)ess an extension were granted), no mattcr how much time passed 
since she last receivcd AFDC, or no matter how her circumstances had changed since the last 
spell of AFDC receipt. 

In light of tbe dynamics of AFDC receipt. it seems inevitable thaI the basic focus of 
employability planning for many participants under the bill will shift from "what makes sense 
for this person" to "how many months are left on the clock." Many of those who return to 
AFDC have already had substantial experience in the low.wage labor markct, and need access 
10 educational opportunities that can improve their ability to pennanendy support a family. Yet 
they will be faced with a system in which the critical determining question will be the nwnber 
of months of prior AFDC receipt. 

While the bill does not formaHy restrict access to postsecondary education, such a restriction 
seems virtually as:sured in practice, for three reasons. First. states will be fearful of exceeding 
their extension caps. Second, since extensions would only be decided as an individual neared 
the 24 month point. no individua1 wanting to begin a program would ever be able to know at 
the outset whether she would be permitted to complete it. Third, in a system where one only 
has 24 months in a lifetime clock. it seems likely that individuals will be fearful to partieipate 
in any activity that could risk exhausting assistanee that might be needed later. 

As suggested above, it is possible that WORK participation will do little to enhance 
employability, particularJy for those who already have substantial labor market experience. Yet 
under this structure, rigid distinctions wi1l be drawn as to when education access is allowed and 
when it is restricted. In some instances, individuals will be forced to tenninate potentially 
productive education programs regardless of whether the individual seems likely to be one who 
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would "benefit from a work experience." Indeed. in some cases. individuals may be forced to 

terminate education and training programs in order to be on a WORK wailing; list . 

In summary, the bill has been drafted so that individuals do not have a right to (and have little 
basis to make a claim for) access 10 education or training; the structure is one which will likely 
discourage states from providing such access: and even if a state wishes to provide such access, 
the dynamics of AFDC receipt and restrictive extension and earn~back rules will make it more 
difficult to do so, 

• 	 While it is eneouraging to see the bill recognize the need for "gooo cause" deferrals 
and extensions. the specific approach is extremely troubling. It seems to invite 
arbitrariness in program administration and denial of gooo cause/extensions in 

·.situations where they would be justified. 

On the one hand. one can commend the Administration's recognition of the need for good 
cause deferrals and extensions: not every bill does this. At the same lime, the proposed 
strocture seems likely to result in denials of good cause and extensions in situations wbere they 
are justified. 

On both good cause deferrals and extensions. the bill allows states a capped percentage 
(initially. 5% for deferrals and 10% for extensions) and penalizes states that exceed that 
percentage, The basic difficuhy 'With a percentage approach is that states are likely to be 
incapable of operationalizing it in a non-arhitrary way. For example, assume that a stale has 
the ability to track its deferral number and discovers six months into the fiscal year that it is 
averaging 7% on good cause deferrats. What should the state do? Stop granting neW good 
causes? Revise criteria prospectively so that the criteria that justified good cause earlier tn the 
year do not justify it later in the year? Revise criteria retroactively so that individuals who had 
been fOWld tp have good cause no longer have it? There are obvious problems with each 
alternative, 

The problem for an agency worker is that he or she can attempt to fairly apply a set of criteria, 
but cannot fairly apply a concept like 5%. Should each worker have a goal that no more than 
5% of their caseload is in good cause status? Should workers seek to minimize good cause 
findings, on the premise that other workers might not? Should the worker deny good CaUse 
status to Ms. Jones today because it v.'3S granted to Ms. Smith yesterday. 

The concept of a 10010 cap on extensions presents many of the same problems, Entering into 
this process, we have no idea how many people might need an extension ~ length of current 
JOBS participation mayor may not be a good predictor. However. the issue here becomes one 
of how states and workers can operationalize the 10% standard. Would it mean, for instance. 
that individuals might be able to get GED completion approval early in the fiscal year. but not 
later in the fiscal year? Would it mean that once a state reached or neared its cap, cases would 
be denied regardless of their merit? Would workers have to be fearful that by granting an 
extension to Ms. Smith today. it would be more difficult to grant an extension to someone 
tomorrow who might theoretically be more worthy? 

Center (or law and Social Policy 1616 P Street. NW #150 

July 12. 1994 Wasningwn. DC 20036 




This structure would also create unreasonable dilemmas for participants. It would mean that 
individuals would often begin a program with no idea whether they would be allowed to finish 
it. This would be a panieularly hard problem for those considering two-year postsecondary 
programs, and those who return to AFDC afler time away with only a limited number of 
months lefl in a clock. 

Note that for those beginning two-year programs. a large number would likely need at least a 
brief extension. If Ms. Smith enters AFDC in April. and her program begins in September, she 
will not complete it in 24 months. Should she apply for her extension early, or does she have 
10 wait until her 45 day review? If she has to wait. she is at a disadvantage against those in the 
same program who entered AFDC in February or March. 

It is also puzzling why the extension for two or four year programs is conditioned on 
simultaneous partiCipation in work-study or part-time work. In some instances. that will be 
appropriate but not as a unifonn and unvarying rule. If Ms. S.mith needs a two or three month 
extension 10 complete a program. is there something gained by saying she must also take on u 
pan-time job for the last few months when she is in the last stages of program completion? 

In short, the good cause/extension structure is one that seems likely to invite arbitrariness in 
program administration. There is no justification for imposing such rigid caps at this point in 
program implementation.2 

(l 

• 	 The work-for-wages structure of the WORK Program has the virtue of making the 
positions more like a job than traditional "workfare" programs. The structure will 
reduee the poverty of some families hut increase the poverty of others. 

The Administration apparently opted for a work-for-wages model for two reasons. First, 
advocates (and many administrators) have long criticized unpaid work programs as lacking the 
dignity of "real" jobs, and as a structure that has not been shown to be effective in improving 
the employment opportunities of participants. In addition, Administration officials also wanted 
a structurc where an individual who did not work would not get paid, so that the consequences 
of non-perfonnance would more closely simulate "real work." 

The work-for-wages structure that emerged is a'hybrid, with some of the characteristics of real 
jobs (payment of wages, subject to FlCA requirements, entitlement 10 same benefits as similarly 
situated workers) but not others (e.g., qualifying for the Earned Income Credit. qualifying for 

20 It seems clear that Ihe bill's use of good causeiexlension caps is intended to prevent slales from 
inappropriately placing people in these categories in order to avoid the time limits and WORK requirements. But 
there may be less drastic ways 10 address this eoncern. At this point. there is little basis for knowing what a good 
cause or extension level "should" look like in a well-functioning program, or how much variation should be 
anticipated between states. Accordingly, in the early years. it ought to be sufficient to require states to repon on 
the numbers and bases when good cause and extensions are grarlled, and use federal reviews of those states with 
exceptionally high "good cause" or extension numbers. A high number may be reason for review. bUI nOi for 
assuming Ihe state must be doing something wrong. 
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unemployment insurance), While jobs could pay more than minimum wage, the Administration 
envislons that most of them would not. . 

Overall, the WORK structure would reduce the poverty or some participants and increase the 
poveny of others. Bee.mse there is no experience with the model. It is impossible to teU how 
many will fall into each group, However, the overall effect would depend on the foHowing 
factors: 

• 	 Would states use an earnings rule more generous than that mandated by law? 
under the bill, for AFDC generallYl states wouid be required to disregard $120 of 
earnings and allowed to disregard additional amounts determined by the Stale, However, 
if a Slate opted to disregard amounts in excess of $}20. the state would not need not 
apply the higher disregard to WORK panidpants. With the new flexibility on earnings, 
states may resume something like their pre~1981 earnings rules for AFDC families - a 
disregard of $120 and 1/3 of the remainder. However, given the cost of maintaining an 
individual in the WORK Program and the other costs of the new SYSlern. there may be a 
strong incentive to deny the optional disregard amount for WORK partidpants.2

! 

• 	 How many hours of WORK wiJ) be allowed/required by the s.tate? The bill envisions 
that Slates could choose to set a number of WORK hours between 15 and 35; the state's 
basic duty would be lo ensure that if an individual worked all scheduled hours. her 
family should not be financially worse off than previously (assuming work expenses of 
$120 or less). In the lowest benefit states, even a 15 hour job would generate more 
income than the than the prior AFDC grant. In other states, a critical question would be 
whether the state provided the minimum hours required by statute, or allowed individuals 
to work additional hours. If a state provided a 30 hour work slot at minimum wage, the 
individual would gross $548.25, which would exceed the $367 AFDC grant for three in 
the median state. However, given the many fiscal pressures states will face under the 
bill, it is very possible that states wiJI not wish to provide WORK slots for hours in 
excess of those required by law or needed to make a family ineligible for AFDC, 

:1 There are actually two separate problems in the blU's treatment of the earnings disregards. first, for AFDC 
recipients generally. the bill require a $J20 disregard. but leaves 10 state option whether to provide any additional 
disregard amount. in contrast. under current law. an AfDC recipient receives an earnings disregard of$120 and 
IJ3 of the remainder for the first four months; then, a $110 disregard IS allowed for the next eight months. 
Therefore, it is pO$$ible that some states would use Ihe option under the bill to provide 3 basic earnings disregard 
that is worse than thac provided under current law. 

The second problem ~ ihat a Slate might make use of an improved earnings disregard, but deny it to 
participa1lls in the WORK Program ~ will only arise if the state apled to make use of an improved earnings 
disregard for olher AfDC families, 
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.. 	 Will $120 be enough to meel \\'ork~rejated eosts? In a workfare assignment in the 
JOBS Program. a state has a duty to pay the cost of transportation and necessary 
supportive services, In WORK. a $120 earnings disregard would be aUowed instead. 
This would need to cover the oost of FICA, other mandatory deductions. transportation. 
and all other work~rdated expenses. If an individual" s work expenses exceeded $120 a 
month. and the state only allowed the $120 disregard. then participating in WORK would 
leave lhe family poorer than when it was just receiving an AFDC grant. 

.. 	 How many ramiJies would be hun ~ and how badly would they he hun - by the pay­
fOr'''perlormanee strudure? The basic WORK design envisions that an individuaf wiH 
normally be paid only for hours worked, Even if one assumes that $120 roughly 
approximafes WORK expenses, then in many families. the parent will need to attend all 
scheduled hours of WORK in order to have enough income to reach the prior AFDC 
level. If the parent is unable to do so ~ because of transportation or child care 
breakdowns, the iilness of a child. sickness not covered by sick leave policies. or any 
other reason - the family will have less income than the AFDC floor, For affected 
families. there is no margin for error ~M anyone of multiple things that can go wrong in a 
month will leave the family with income below the basic AFI?C benefit level. 

How many parents win be unable to consistently participate at the 100% level? Il is 
worth keeping in mind that in the JOBS Program, the Bush Administration established a 
rule providing that a state could count the indIvidual's scheduled hours of partidpation if 
she actually attended 75% of scheduled hours, 

In addition to these factors, there would also be a food stamp advantage for those participating 
in WORK (because WORK earnings will be treated as earned income for food stamps) and 
families earning enough to no longer qualify for AFDC will get the full benefit of any child 
support paid, 

As this discussion suggests. the WORK Program seems likely to at least modestly raise the 
income of some families. and to - perhaps sharply" reduce the income of others. A participant 
may be better off than tmder current law if she is abJe to work all scheduled hours and her 
actual work expenses are less than $120 a month~ or if the state provides more hours or better 
treatment of earnings. Conversely j if a state meets it<; minimwn obligation. an individual who 
cannot maintain perfect attendance Or who has higher work expenses wit) be poorer than under 
current law. 

For anyone who believes that welfare refonn should have something to do with reducing 
poverty. this discussion should be disturbing, The overall conclusion is that the WORK 
Program may have no net effeet of reducing poverty, and may even result in a net increase in 
poverty for participating families. 
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• 	 Tbe denial of tbe Earned Income Tax Credit to WORK participants ensures that 
participating families will be left in poverty. 

The WORK Program has been designed to be less attractive than unsubsidized minimum wage 
work. The necessary consequence is that panicipating families will be left deep in poven)'. 

Administration planners concluded that il was important to make WORK positions pay less 
than unsubsldized employment. in order to maintain a strong incentive to seek unsubsidized 
jobs. To create this incentive, the decision was made to deny WORK participants eligibility for 
the earned income tax credit. Until now, the EITC has been viewed as the cenlerpiece of the 
Administration's effort to reduce poveny for working famiJies, However. under this design. 
hundreds of thousands of poor working families will be denied access to the EITC. 

Since there has never been a WORK Program. there is no evidence that denial of the ElTe is 
needed to maintain an adequate incentive to look for unsubsidized jObs. Receiving minimum 
wage and the lack of any potentia} advaneement while in a WORK slot are Iike1y to be 
motivating factors. States will already be free to impose job search requirements and strong 
penalties on anyone failing to apply for or accept unsubsidized jobs. States will be able to 

make use of intensive joh search periods between work assignments. 

The denial of the EITC 1S particularly distressing when coupled with the state option to deny 
all earnings disregards after the $120 work~expense deduction. There are two principal ways in 
whieh government can reduce the poverty of working poor families: through the Earned Income 
Tax Credit and through the AFDC earrungs disregards. The bill would create a elass of 
working poor families who are denied both of these crueial supports. 

Making 'WORK assi'gnments so unattractive would have an additional troubling effect The 
basic message in the WORK strueture would be: "If you can find an unsubsidized job at any 
point. you should take it immediately," For any V.,rORK sponsor. this would mean that it 
would always be risky to give a WORK participant any responsibility that could not be 
completed by thc end of the day, It would be irrational to invest any effon in training or 
substantial supervision of an individua1 whose goal was to be gone tomorrow, Thus, the harsh 
treatment of \'lORK workers will both leave them poorer. and increase the Ijkelihood that their 
WORK assignments will offer little to improve their employability. 

• 	 Tbe Administration assumes tbat tougber penalties' are needed to increase labor 
market participation by AFOC families. Any welfare reform bill taking such an 
approacb must strike a balance between tbe goal of promoting work and the goal of 
protecting the well.being of cbUdren. In its penalty structure, tbe Administration's 
approach loses sigh of that balance. and proposes a penalty structure tbat could 
increase the risk of homelessness and family break.up among poor families. 

It seams clear that the Administration; s process has been guided by the premise that tougher 
penalties were needed to increase labor market participation by AFDC families. Any welfare 
reform bill taking this approach must seek to strike a balance between the goal of promoting 
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work and the goal of protecting the well-being of children. The reality is that it is not possible 
to design a penalty which just affects the parent. Accordingly, programs often seek to design a 
sanction structure which is substantial enough to "get the participant's attention" and hopefully 
affect behavior. but without putting the family at risk (If eviction or other serious crisis. 

Unfortunately, the Administration appears to have lost sight of this principle. The WORK 
Program design envisions 50% and 100% whole-family-sanction penalties. Penalties for failure 
to accept employment or failure to adequately cooperate with a job developer will involve loss 
of all assistance for a six-month period. 

There is no research basis for concluding that penalties of this magnitude are needed or will be 
constructive. Indeed, they could even have the opposite effcct - if the effect of a penalty is 
suffieiently catastrophic. the agency may be fearful to use it in circumstanees where a penalty 
might be appropriate. 

While the six month penalties may be intended for their deterrence value, what will happen to 
families when they are imposed? Suppose the penalty is imposed in Month I. and Ms. Smith 
is in danger of eviction in Month 2. What should the state do? Provide emergency assistance? 
Allow the eviction to go fonvard to teach Ms. Smith a lesson? 

There is no evidence th~t current law sanctions have been inadequate: indeed, there is not even 
evidence that "refusal to accept employment" has been an issue in the JOBS Program. The 
Administration's sanction approach offers the virtue of "toughness", but has no other virtue .. 

• 	 Tbe Administration's reward and penalty structure for states could lead to very 
troubling affects. Tbe approacb creates a set of powerful incentives to encourage 
states to sanction individuals wben tbere are disputes about program participation. 
At the same time, a penalty structure which depends on cutting federal match for 
AFDC benefits eould encourage furtber rcductions in AFDC assistance to poor 
familics. 

Administration officials often talk about the need to change the culture of the welfare system 
from one whose principal goal is payment accuracy to one whose principal goal is job 
placement. Many people share that goal. However, the reward and penalty structure for states 
in the new system is not one based on employment gains or job placements. Rather, the 
rewards and penalties are based on denying good cause and extension requests. and meeting 
participation standards which can be most inexpensively reached through maximizing sanctions 
of program participants. Moreover, al a tim~ whcn many states have frozen or reduced AFDC 
benefits, the approach is one that may actually increase the cost of providing basic assistance to 
families. 
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States are heavily motivated by fiscal rewards and penalties. They have been strongly focused 
on issues of payment accuracy because they tace federal penalties if they are not. They have 
devoted extensive resources to meeting JOBS panicipation rates because they risk penalties lf 
(hey do not. Accordingly ~ in thinking about the likely behavioral effects of the new system. the 
first question to ask is how states will be rewarded or penalized. 

Under the bill, stales will be rewarded for having a participation rate exceeding 55%. They can 
be penalized for having a participation rate below 45o/ll, for exceeding the cap on good cause 
deferrals, fo"r exceeding the cap on extensions. Or for fai~ing to meet the WORK participalion 
standard. In each case, the penalty will involve a reduction in federal match for (he cost of 
basic AfDC benefits for the number of cases. by whieh the stale fails to meet the applicab~e 
standard.;';~ Thus1 the basic penalty is always to raise the cost of AFDC assistance in the 
state.B . 

In establishing the JOBS and WORK participation standards. the bill contains a seemingly 
technIcal but extremely important decision. Individuals will count toward the participation 
s[andard eitber if they are panicipating or if they are in sanction status. In practice. this will 
mean that the way to maximize a participation Tale is to maximize the number of sanctioned 
individuals. \Vhen an individual falls [0 participate, the facLS are often blurry or ambiguous. 
Lnder this structure, if a statc imposes a sanction. the case helps meet the participation rate; if 
a state finds good cause, the case hurts the state in its effort to do so. 

To be clear, this is not suggesting that states will intentionally seek to sanctIon when there is no 
basis for doing so. Rather. in day-to-day welfare administration. there are many instances of 
technical and not~so~technicaJ program violations. and states must decide how much effort to 
invest in determining the facts and seeking to resolve the problem. If Ms. Smith says her child 
was sick, but does not bring in a doctor's note on time. what should the state do? ff she claims 
the bus didn't come, should the state believe her? If she asserts that she never gOI a notice the 
worker mailed~ should she be allowed another chance? There are countless such examples in 
which determining the truth is difficult or impossible or could require expending substantial 
resources. In the current structure. states are neither rewarded nor penalized for imposing 

n There are serious q~estlons about the adminisU'3bility of such it structure. Note that the penally for 
attaining a 43% participation rate (i.e .• falling short by 2%) would be twice as greal as the penalty ior attaining a 
44% rate (i.e .. ialling short by l%). One question is whether it makes sense to have the magnitude of penalties 
escalate in this way; another question IS whether states could ever report or the federal government could ever 
verify data at a level oi precision that couid aHow one to reliably distinguish between Ii 43% and a 44% rille. 

~J In whal may be a technical error. the bill also contains a somewhat ambiguous provision which appears to Slate 
that payments resulting from exceeding the good cause or extension limits. or for failure to meet JOBS or WORK 
participation 5landards. would be considered erroneous payments for purposes of AFDC quality control. This may 
nol have intended, since the bili separately establishes the penallies for fallure to meet these requirements. 
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sanctions in such cases,2~ In the proposed structure. the incentive to sanction would be 
substantial. 

There may also be a strong direet fiscal incentive to sanction. Congressional Budget Office 
staff have preliminarily estimated that the cost of an individual in a 35-hour~a~week work-for~ 
welfare slot would exceed $6000 a year, including child care. If one assumes comparable costs 
for the WORK Program, the six month cost of a WORK slot would be something like 
$3000.15 Adding in the cost of AFDC benefits. in the median state, imposing it slx month 
sanetion could be $5000 cheaper than providing assistance and a WORK sJot for that period. 2i1 

The bin does require the development of performance measures and outeome-based 
performance standards. which would be mandated to be in place by FY 99. One should view 
this with great eaution, In the Famny Support Act. passed in 1988, HHS was required to 
submit performance standard recommendations to Congress by-October 1993, No performance 
standards have been submitted yet. 

It is also very troubling that when a penalty is imposed on slates. it will be in the form of 
reduced federal match for basic 'AFDC benefits. Taken as a whole. the Administration's bill 
would improve the match for JOBS 1 for work activities. and for child care. but would actually 
create a risk of reduced match for basic cash assistance because each of the bill's potential 
penalties is one'which raises the cost of providing AFDC. Moreover, reducing the federal 
match does not affect all states equaUy, Two groups of states would run the greatest risk of 
being hurl: 

.. 	 The poorest states have the highest Medicaid match rates, SO a. 25~Ja reduction in match 
rate has a higher proportional effect on them. For example, a 50·50 state would face a 
drop to 37.5%, Le., each dollar of AFDC assistance for affected cases would cost S.125 
more. Stated differently. for every four dollars the stale was paying in benefits for 
affected cases, the state would noW have to pay five. in contrast, for an 80~20 state, 
federal match would drop to 60·40. Per dollar of assistance. the state ,hare would 
increase from S.20 to S.40. This would mean that for every dollar the state was 
previously paying for affected cases, the state would now have to pay two, 

It Tn the JOBS Program. when an individual does nol participate, the state must tabellhe case as either good 
cause or a 5aOction case. Individuals in good cause Or sanction status do not count in either the numerator or 
denominator for purposes of Ibe JOBS participation tale. Hence. there is an incentive to generate participation, but 
if the individual does not panicipate, 1here tS no advantage in labeling il as a 5aOction instead of a good cause 
""e. 

» The actual cost may differ from the work·for·wages model, because the WORK model does nOI assume thai 
aU positions will be 35 hour jobs, so there may be reduced child care costs. h is not clear whether administrative 
costs would be expected to vary for other reasOnS. 

1~ The median benefit for a family of three with no income in tbe median Slate is $367. Adding $120 fot the 
work expense disregard, the AFDC cost for six monthS would be 52922. 
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• 	 Among states with equal or roughly' equal Medicaid match rates, the penalties would be 
imposed more severely on those which pay higher AFDC benefits. For example, 
consider two states with 50% match rates, one of which pays AFDC of $600 and one of 
which pays AFDC bene fils of $300. For each case exceeding the cap. the penalty on Ihe 
higher benefit state ($75) is twice as much as the penalty on the lower benefit state 
($37.50). 

[f a state faces a substantial penalty in AFDC costS, the response may be to find ways to reduce 
AFDC costs. Le.. reduce benefits even further. h is one thing 10 come forward with a welfare 
refoml pian which does nothing to raise basic benefits; it is another to come forward with a 
plan that may generate incentives to reduce basic assistance, 

• 	 UltimQtely, the welfQre reform debQte in Congress may come down to a question of 
t!compared to what?" While the Administration's bill has serious deficiencies, there 
are also major respects in which it is superior to other "two years and work" 
models pending before Congress. There are many reasons to believe that uniform 
Dational application of a "two years. and work!! mode) is unwise, but if Congress 
determines to opt for such an approach, it will be crucial to focus On the differences 
between the pending plan!. 

There are serious questions about the wisdom of the Administration's basic approach and about 
many detaIls of the approach. No state has ever implemented the "two years and work" model 
and there is considerable reason to question the capacity of states to do so. If states were 
successful in meeting the requirements of the bill, the effect could be an expanded welfare 
bureaucracy. reduced access to education and training. and the oper.ltion of a WORK Program 
that eQuid have the overall effect of increa<;ing poverty, The decision to seek nationwide 
implementation of an idea that has never been tested is a political judgment that cannot be 
justified on policy grounds. 

This is a crucial time to step back and ask whether nationwide implementation of the "two 
years and work" model makes sense. /\. set of small demonstrations has already been approved 
through the waiver process. For the country as a whole, alternative welfare reform approaches 
may offer a better way to promote work \\'ithout imposing needless rigidity and bureaueracy, 
without so drastically cW1ailing state flexibility, and without risking an unraveling of the basic 
safety nel for poor families with children. 

At the same time, it is also important to distinguish among the pending "two years and work' 
bills. The welfare refonn debate may come down to "compared to what?" If one compares the 
Work and Responsibility Act to other "two years and work" bills, it is clear that the bill reflects 
a great deal of serious thought about how to design a system which preserves the JOBS 
structure. provides jobs so long as individuals meet program requirements. and reflects a 
commitment to paying Ihose who work at least the minimum v/age. While the good eause and 
extension provisions are deficient, at least this bill contains good cause and extension 
provisions, 'While the approach will restrict access to education in the JOBS Program. at least 
it preserves a state duty to provide education in the JOBS Program. While the WORK 
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Program leaves i[s participants in poverty, at least the bill provides for payment of the 
minimum \\'age - the principal Republican alternatives simply require individuals to work 35 
hours a week in return for their current AFDC grant level. While the WORK Program only 
assures a $120 earnings disregard. it does preserve AFDC eligibiJity for those who are so poor 
as to stlU quali fy. 

Some of the most troubling features of the Administration's bill - e,g., the sanction structure, 
the restrictive deferral and extension provisions. the denial of the EITe and potential denial of 
earnings disregard to WORK participants, the reward and penalty structure for states - could 
conceivably be modified during thc legislative process. While other concerns would remain. 
such improvements could address some of the ways in which the bHl seems most likely to hann 
affected families. 

In the months to come, there are two separate discussions that need to occur: one involves the 
wisdom of national implementation of the "two years and work" model as compared with other 
approaches to welfare reform. The second involves comparing Ihe pros and cons of the 
alternative "two years and work" models, acknowledging the important differences. and 
exploring how 10 address the most serious deficiencies in the Administration's bilL The details 
between the approaches vary tremendously. and thc debate is only beginning. 
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Appendix: .JOBS and \Vork Funding. The Details 

The Administration' s bill would make a number of changes in the details of JOBS funding and 
JOBS partictpatiOn rate calculations. It would also create a new WORK funding stream. along 
with penalties for "failure to meet the WORK participation standard. 

JOBS Funding: The bill would change the match rate formula and the amount of the capped 
entitlement available for JOBS spending. Under currenl law, state JOBS spending is matched 
at one of three federal match rates under a complicated formula::!1 under the bHt states would 
have a single federal match rate. which gradually increases to the higher of the state~s Medicuid 
match rate ("FMAP") plus to"percentage points. or 700/6.2& This would be called the 
"enhanced FMAP". (Expenditures for AFDC Child Care. Transitional Child Care. and At·Risk 
Child Care would also be matched at the new enhanced FMAP). 

To be.eligible for the enhanced FMAP (for JOBS. WORK. and child care). a state would have 
to meet "statewideness" requirement and maintenance of efTort requirements; 

• 	 To satisfy staiewideness requirements. the state would have to be either be operating its 
program statewide. or have submiued an approvable plan amendment that provided for 
implementing all slatutory JOBS requirements and meeling statewideness requirements 
within two years of initial implementation. For these purposes, a statewide program 
would be one in which the time limit requirements were being applied to at least 90% of 
custodial parents in the mandatory phasewin group (j,e., young parents) who were not 
entitled to deferral status. Note that for these pmposes, "statewide" is not based on 
geographical coverage, but rather on the number phased-in. 

• 	 To satisfy maintenance of effort requirements, the state's nonfederal share of expendi· 
lureS for JOBS, WORK, AFDC Child Care, Transition.1 Child Care, and At-Risk Child 
Care must be not less !han the state's nonfederal share for FY 94 (or, if greater, FY 93). 

The amount of the JOBS capped entitlement is currently scheduled to rise to $IJ billion in FY 
95, and then drop to $1 billion for subsequent years. Under the bill, the amount of the JOBS 
capped entitlement would rise to reach $1.9 billion in FY 99. 

JOBS Participation Rate: Under the bill, the JOBS participation rate calculation would differ 
from current law, and the consequences of failing to make or exceeding the rate would also be 
different Under current law, states must meet a panicular rate 05% in FY 94. 20% in FY 

n Generally, a limifed part of the stale spending is matched at a 90~10 rale; the remainder of the :itate'$ program 
costs are matched al the higher of the slate's Medicaid match rate or 60%; and COSIS for adminislrmion, 
transportation and other non-child care supponive services are matched at SO-SO, 

n For example, in f'Y 2000. a state with a Medicaid matdl rate of $0% wQuld have a JOBS match rale of 70%; 
a state with a Medicaid match rate of 65% would have a JOBS match rate of 7$%, 
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95), and may be penalized for failure to reach the rate; the penalty, if applied. is a drop in the 
state's JOBS match rate to 50%. 

Under the bill, a state would be rewarded for a participation rate exceeding 55%. and penalized 
for a rate falling below 45%. . 

• 	 The participation rate numerator would be made of participants from the phased-in 
group (but not including deferred individuals who are participating as volunteers): 
employed individuals meeting the stale's minimum work standard; and individuals being 
sanctioned. 

• 	 The participation rate denominator would be all members of the phased-in group subject 
to time limits. 

• 	 A state falling below 45% would be penalized by having the federal match rates for 
AFDC reduced by 25% for the number of individuals by which the stale failed to meet 
the required rate. 

• 	 A state exceeding 55% would receive additional federal funding without a required stale 
mateh; the amounts available for these bonus payments would come from the penalties 
imposed on other Slates for failing to meet JOBS and WORK. participation rates, or 
exceeding eaps on good.cause deferrals or extensions and from other funds reserved for 
the Seeretary's use. However, a state would not be eligible for these bonus payments if 
the Secretary detennined the state was not accurately counting months for purposes of 24 
month clocks, or not otherwise reporting or recording required data. 

• 	 Participation would be defined by regulation. 

WORK Funding: There will be two separate funding streams for the WORK. Program: 

• 	 WORK wages and wage subsidies would be matched at the state's Medicaid match rate. 

• 	 Ot~er WORK expenditures would be matched at the "enhanced FMAP rate" used for 
the JOBS Program. 

The state's share of the WORK eapped entitlement would be based on the state's number of 
persons subject to the time limit and subject to the requirement to participate. and the average 
monthly number of individuals registered for WORK. 

WORK Partieipation Standard: The state would be penalized if it did not reach a required 
WORK participation standard each year. The WORK. standard would be considered met if 
either: 

• The state met a standard established by the Secretary for an average monthly number of 
WORK. registrant assignments. with the number to be calculated based on the amounts 
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available under lhe capped entitlement and the Secretary's determination of the amounts 
necessary lO locate or create WORK positions, (This appears to mean that the Secrelary 
would determine the likely cost of creating a WORK position. divide the allocation by 
that amount. and the result would be the number of positions the state would be required 
to 	generate), 

• 	 Allematively, the state would need to meet and 80% participation standard, For purposes 
of this standard. the denominator would be the sum of the average monthly number of 
individuals registered with the WORK Program and the average monthly number in 
unsubsidized employment and not receiving aid (but who were participating in the 
WORK Program at some time in the preceding three months), The numerator would be 
comprised of the average monthly number of individuals assigned to WORK positions: 
participating in job search after a WORK position; but for not more than three months: 
being sanctioned: or in unsubsidized employment and not receiving aid (but who were 
participating in the WORK Program at some point in the preceding three months). 

Other Provisions: The amount of the overall capped entitlements for JOBS. WORK, and Al­
Risk Child Care would be increased if the nation's unemployment rate exceeded a specified 
leveL':" 

A 	state eouId shift up to 10% of its JOBS funding to WORK. or vice versa, 

A 	state could also apply to use up to 10% of its JOBS and WORK fWlding to administer 
programs of training and employment for non-custodial parents. Such costs would be matched 
at the enhanced FMAP rate. 

-The Secretary would be required to make available unobligated JOBS and WORK funding to 
those ,Ute, which had obligated their full capped amounts; the excess fund, would come 
available at the state's applieable JOBSIWORK match rate. A state eligible for these funds 
could claim them at an enhanced match rate If the state's unemployment rate exceeded a 
specified levetJO 

Penalties for exceeding limits on deferrals, time limits, JOBS partidpation standards, and 
WORK participation standards would not be imposed in the first year for which the respective 
requirements were applicable. 

H If the average rate of (olal unemployment in the United States equaled or exceeded 1% for the last two 
quanets of the prior fiscal year, or Ihe first two quarters of the CUrrent fiscal year, mel'J tbe capped amounts would 
be raised by 2,5% plus an addilional .25% for each .1% by which the average rale of total unemployment for the 
United States exceeded 7% for Ihe two quarter period, 

JO Nme, howeve~, thai exceeding that level would!lgt fesull in an overaU reduction in the state's match rate~ it 
would only affect the match rate for the funds drawn down in excess of the state's capped entitlement. 
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II,,,, 
JOBS and WORK Capped Entitlements 

Under Work aDd Re'pon,ibility Att 

Year JOBS Capped 
Amount {Not 
including child 
care) 

WORK Expend,· 
tures (Other than 
Wages and Child 
Care) 

Federal Match Rate 

FY 96 

-

$1.75 billion --~.-.~- Higher of 65% or FMAP 
plus 5 percentage points 

FY 91 51.7 billion --~~~ Higher of 65% or FMAP 
plus 5 percentage points 

FY 98 S 1.8 billion $200 million Higher of 61% or FMAP 
plus 1 percentage points 

FY 99 $ 1.9 billion 5700 million Higher of 69% or FMAP 
plus 9 percentage points 

FY 2000 S 1.9 billion SLI billion Higher of 10% or FMAP 
plus to percentage points 

FY 2001 S l.9 billion S1.3 billion Higher of 70% (Jt FMAP 
plus I () percentage points 

FY 2002 SL9 billion S1,4 billion Higher of 10% or FMAP 
plus 10 percentage points 

, 
FY 2003 $.1.9 billion $ 1,6 billion Higher of 10t'/. of FMAP 

plus 10 percentage points 

FY 2004 S 1.9 billlon S1.1 billion Higher of 70% or FMAP 
plus IO perccntage points 

FY 2005 $1.9 adjusted 
for in nation 

$L7 adjusted ror 
inflation. multi· 
plied by "WORK 
program fac~ 
tor"JI 

Higher of 10% ot FMAP 
pIus 10 percentage points 

)1 The WORK Program factor is intended to adjust ror the Stu:: of the WORK Program over time. It 15 difficult 
10 interpret precisely how if would be calculated; under the bill. the WORK Program fact!)r is defined as the ratio 
of; a) (~e sum of the average monthly number of recipients in the phased~in group because born after 1971 and 
WORK registrants (who are not receiving aid) for months in the preceding fiscal year, divided by.he sum of the 
average monthly number of all AFDC recipients and WORK regislrants (who are nOI receiving aid) for months in 
the preceding year; to b) the quotient with respect to the average monthly number ror months in FY 2004. 
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Cenler for L ....,anJ So:x:iaJ Rlliey 

CIASP 

JODIE LEVIN-EPSTEIN 

July 20, 1994 

Dear Colleague: 

CLASP is hosting twO "audio conferences" in August regarding welfare 
refonn. We will discuss the Matsui bill. H.R. 4767. on Friday. August 5 from 
1:00pm. 2:00pm Eastern SLandard Time (EST··the time in Washington. D.C.) 
to provide some details about the what the bill contains and how it compares to 
the Clinton bilL A panel will discuss the teen parent provisions in the Clinton 
bill on Thursday. August II from 4:00pm· 5:00pm EST. You are invited to 
join in. 

The first conference. August 5. will discuss "The Matsui Welfare Bill: An 
Enviable Model." Three panelists will provide a description of how the bill 
addresses education and training. job creation. child care and child suppon 
issues. Susan Steinmetz of the Center on Budget Policy Priorities. Mark 
Greenberg of CLASP; Elisabeth Donahue of National Women's Law Center. 
and a child care speaker (TBA) will each present for 10 minutes. After each 
presentation. there will be time allowed for "q&a." 

On August 11. the conference will discuss "The Administration's Welfare 
Bill: Teen Pregnancy Prevention and Teen Parents." Panelists will present an 
overview of the Administration's teen parent provisions. comments on teen 
parent pregnancy prevention provisions. and an analysis of the leen parent 
requirements. case management., and youth phase·in. The three panelists will 
include Jodie Levin-Epstein o[CLASP, Chris Moore o[Child Trends, and Mary 
Bromel (invited) of Ponland Public Schools. The panelists will Lake questions 
after presenting. 

To "ask" a question just send in the attached fonn. We encourage you to 
send back this form immediately so we can try and address what is on your 
mind. During the audio conference. you can fax a question to CLASP; 
however, we have only one fax line so it may be difficult to get through 
immediately. These questions will be read aloud by the panelists. In this audio 
conference format. the audience can not be heard, only the panelists can. 

16!6 P STREET. NW-SUITE 150 
WASHINGTDN. DC 20036 
202 ·328· 5140 
FAX: 328·5195 
• ""fBoo •• 



The total cost of your panicipation in the audio conference is $30. You will 
not be chorged onyllling else by Ille telephone company since the $30 fee 
provides you access to a toH~free number that you call for the 
audio conference. If your office has a speaker phone. your $30 will allow you 
to hook up through the speaker phone and as many people as you want to listen 
in. can do so. However. for each phone line that you plan to use. you need to 
send in $30. CLASP peys for the administrative cOStS of the call. 

If you would like to participate in the audio conference. here's what you 
need to do: 

Registration: 

We must receive your registration form and fee in our office by Tuesday, 
August 2 for the Matsui bill conference on friday. August 5. and by 
Monday. August 8 for the teen parent conference on Thursday. Augustll. 
You should call 1·800·841·3581 at !ellSt ruleen minutes before the 
conference is scheduled to begin. If you have not registered with CLASP 
by that Lime. the phone company will not connect you lo the audio­
conference. 

Getting Your Questions Asked: 

The registration form has space on which you can write questions that you 
would like posed to Ille panel. Mail that form along with your registration. 
During Ille presentation you con also fax questions to CLASP (202) 328· 
5195. 

Hoid on To This Leiter: 

You will not receive a reminder about the audio-conference. so please 
keep this information nnd the phone number handy (l·8OQ.841·358!). If 
you have any questions in advance, please call Monica Vaca on 2021328* 
5140, 

Enclosed please fInd a "commenu," form for you to send back after the 
audio conference, This will help uS decide whether to go forward with more 
audio conferences. 

S' 1y. 

'--J.vJt,.-~teH 
nior State Policy Analyst 

Ene. 



AUDIO CONFERENCE REGISTRATION and Q&A FORM 

Registration for "The Matsui Welfare Bill: An Enviable Model. to 

Friday, August 5, 1994 

Name: 

Organization: 

Address: 

Te!: 

Fax: 

Enc10sed you will find my $30 payment for the audio conference made oul to 
CLASP. 

This registration form and payment must be received at CLASP by Tuesday, 
August 2. Stale agencies unable to cut checks in time may submit registration 
form with notation indicating when the check should arrive. Please mail 10 CLASP; 
alln: Monica Vacal.udio conference, CLASP, Suite 150, 1616 P Street, NW, 
Washin~ton, DC 20036, orf.. to 2021328·5195. 

Some Questions for the Panel: 

l. About education and training, job creation, and benefits: 

2. AboUl child care provisions: 

3. Aheut child suppen: 

4. Aboul the political clim.te and other: 



AUDIO CONFERENCE COMMENTS FORM 

"The Matsui Welfare Bill: An Enviable Model." 

August 5, 1994 


Optional: 


Name: 


Organization: 

Address/SUlle: 

Tel: 

COMMENTS: 

1. I think you should/should not do more audio conferences on welfare reform: 

2. What I Uked about the audio conference: 

3. What I did not like aboullhe audio conference: 

4. I would Ilke an audio conference on the following tOpic(s): 

Please maiJ to CLASP; alln: Alexander Hadel, CLASP, Suite 150, 1616 P Street. 
NW Washington, DC 20036 



AUDIO CONFERENCE REGISTRATION and Q&A FORM 

Registration fQr "The Administration's Welfare Bill: Teen Pregnaney 

Prevention and Teen Parents," 


Thursday, August 11. 


Name: 

Organization: 

Address: 

Tel: 

Fax: 

Enclosed you will find my $30 payment for the audio conference made out to 
CLASP. 

This registrn.tion fonn and payment must be received at CLASP by Monday, 
August 8. State agencies unable to cut checks in time may submit registration 
form with notatlon indlcating when the check should arrive. Please mail to CLASP; 
attn; Monica Vacalaudio conference. CLASP. Suite 150. 1616 P Street, NW, 
Wasltin.ton, DC 20036, or fax: 2021328·5195. 

Some Questions for tbe Panel: 

1. About pregnancy prevention demonstrations: 

2. About the teen parent residency requirement and education requiremenLS: 

3. About case management and youth phase·in: 

4. Other: 



AUDIO CONFERENCE COMMENTS FORM 

"The Administration's Welfare Bill: Teen Pregnancy Prevention and Teen Parents." 
August 11. 1994 

Optional: 

Name: 

Organization: 

Address/Slate: 

Tel: 

COMMEt:lTS: 

I. I think you shouldlshould not do more audio conferences on welfare reform: 

2. What I liked aboul the audio conference: 

3. What I did not Ilk. about the audio conference: 

4. I would like an audio conference on the following IOpic(,): 

Please mail toCLASP;altn:A1exanderHadel.CLASP.Suite 150. 1616 P Street. 
NW. Washington. DC 20036 



THE l I.lM I TED, INC, 


THIU;:II: L.tMITII:O PARKWAY 

COL.UMBUB. OHIO 43230 

TEL. 6 1 44797000 

SAMUEL P. FRIED 

Vice President 

and General Counsel 


February 20, 1997 

Mr. Bruce Reed 

Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy 

The White House 

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 

213 Old Exeeutive Office Building 

Washington, D,C, 20502 


Dear Bruce: 

Warm congratulations on your recent appointment as director of the President's Domestie 
Policy Council! 

flook Forward to meeting with you soon to share some thoughts on economic policy, and 
what The Limited can do to support the President's weIFare~to-work initiative. 

With best wishes for success in this important position. 

Sincerely, 

Samuel P. 'ried 



WELFARE TO WORK 

\Vhai is ..K.nown \Vith Certainty 

., It is;:\ $3 bmion capped mandatory spending progrnm, with funds <lVflibblc lhr three years us 
follows: FY 1998,5750 million; FY 1999, $1 billion; FY 2000, $1.250 billion (1998 Budge!), 

• J! is "performance-boscd" and inlcndl.:d to move 1 million people from welfare to work by 2000 
through job placement nnd job creation. 

• The funus are requested in the Department of Labor, \v'hich will aumjl1l!'lcr the progrnl11. 

Wont is No. Yet llt.'fermined 

Willlhc Administration will transmit legislation, legislative specifications, 
'--.:...-...J 

Is it a Ways nnd Means/Finance i!i!iue or a labor commincc issue'? 

• Program Design Issues: 	 L..\...... ~" \-ll.<S 
~""V"" v, 60.. ,pt,~ 

*~ Is this <l formula grant or competitive grunt? If competitive. is it a saturation model in 
fewer lhon 20 sites? If formula, on what basis? 


-- Who ~lrc eligible gmntccli ~~ St~HCS. citlcs, or counties. or all? Ifeith-'S. 1::: it 150 or 100 

(or some other numbers); what is the rcimionship hetween tbe cities/mayors and the 

SUltc? 


Who is an eligible '<long~tcrm welfare recipient"'? 


What conslitlltes "success" for rccQiving the "bollus p"yrncnl"? Does plncclncnL in a 

public job (not a workfare !:llot, bm a municipal job) (;ount as a successful placement? 

May this $3 hillion be used fur workfarc <lnd!or subsidized public sector jobs? 

What is the ,-Ippllcatlon process ami the FeJcru! role in the plun approval process? Arc 
the Fcdeml plan specifications loose or restrictive? 


-- Whm is til.;.: sanction for poor pcrformunl:c'? 




To: Bruce Reed cc: Elena KagHn 
From: Lyn Hogan Diana Fortuna 
Dale: rebrua'Y 20, 1997 
Re: Stenho[rn/Tanl1cr Welfare Rclurm Propostlis 

Stenholmrranner arc proceeding on two separate welfare reform tracks: I) a Blue Dog Coalition 
budget proposal, and 2) non-coalition welfare reform legislation sponsored by Stenholm and 
Tanner. 

Blue I)og Budget 

Some time next week (week of 2/24) the Blue Dog group will release its budget which will 
include a $3.6 billion sei aside reserve fund for broadly defined welfare to work <lctivittes. States 
will receive these funds only ifthcy I1ccd extra monL.')' to meet the work requirements. 

Stenholmrranncr Bill 

Shortly aftcr tbe Blue Dogs releasc thclr budgct. Stenholm and Tanner will introduce separate 
free standing welfare reform Icgislation, The legislation will likely be three pan: I) the welfare 
to work proposal you've scen, 2) food stamps for J8~50 year olds, and 3) a phase~oul or thc 
dependcnt care tax credit for higher income folks in favor of a refundable lax credit for those in 
lower-income brackets. Howevcr) thl.! welfare to work language would represent thc crux oClhc 
proposal. 

Political Outlook 

Stcnho[m and Tanner luwen't shopped the w..::lfare to work legislation around yct, hut lhey have 
had some general and positive conversations with Democrats and Republicans including 
Johnson, ~orclla. Custie, Ramstad, and Greenwood, They have also had positive preliminary 
diSCUSSions wilh Guvs, Carper and Bush, The Stennolmrrllnner strategy for both the hlldgCf and 
the legislation is to force governors to both ask for this money and to drum up support lor it 

111ere are no uther m~ior welfare to work proposals in the House or Senate, Daschle's office 
(Grace) has not designed speeific legislation but is happy to work with both the White House lind 
TannerlStenholm and is waiting for direction from us. 

Summary ofStcnholmffanner Welfare to Work Proposal 

• 	 $3,6 billion over fivc years for private sedor-based wdCare-to work programs to be 
administered through a public-private partnership. 

• 	 Eighty perccnt of the funds would be distributed lo stutcs, 20 percent in grants to cities 
and communities. 



• 	 A state may apply for funds if: the slale meets some general slate plan 
requiremcnls~ if total state spending on work programs in the prior fiscal year ltd'll) ~ 
exceeded state spending on JOBS programs in FY i 996: if a state certi lies it needs 
additional funds to mect the TANF work n.-quifCrnems; ~nd if a state has mer its 
program performance goals ill the prior year or has a corrective actions planned. 

• 	 Seventy pereent of slate funds would be allocated bused on the ;It<llc percentage of 
the mHionnr TANF and food ~tamp case loads covered by work requirements. 

• 	 States would receive $2~OOO lor each projcctcd job placement 

• 	 t\ 20 percent statc match would be required for the basic funds only (not 
perfonnance funds), 

• 	 Thirty percent of the state funds \vould be paid based on perfimnance mea.'mres 
including the unemployment rate in the area of placement~ the length or time a 
person has been on assistance. harriers 11.1 empioyment, and enrnings of the person 
placed. No state match is required. 

• 	 Funds may he used for job placement vouchers; contracts Wilh placement agencies 
or eub'ic job Elaecment Rrogra.ms; work supplementation in private sectOr johs; 
job creation; mieroenterpisc, and; support services for the first six months of 
employment 

Grants to Cities and Communities 

• 	 . Tbe Secretary or HHS may make grams to communities for ionovali"e welfare to tJ.-;)
work programs that move wclfmc recipients into private sector work, .f~U;I_ 

• 	 Gran!s up to S1O,OOO)OOO wiJl be awarded on a competitive hasis in a way that 
wiil levcragl! private funds as well as stale and local resources. 

• 	 Preference will be given to organizations whieh receive more than 50 percellt of 
their funding from the stare government, local government or private sources. 

• 	 Twenty percent of the funds wiil go to cities with populations greater than 
'.000,000; 25 percent 10 cities with populations between 250,000 and 1,000,000; 
and 25 percent to cities with popUlations under 250,000, -:. ~)"l0' ? 
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U.S. Depa~lmenl of Labor Assistant Secretary lor 

Employment and Training 

Washington. D.C, 20210 


January 31. 1997 

NOTE FOR: GENE SPERLING 
---mWCE REED 

MIKE SMITH 
KEN APFEL 
JOSH 	GOWAUM 
ALICIA MUNNELL 

FROM: TIM BARNICLE-1't 

SUBJECT: Employment Councils 

In his January 28 press conference, the President mentioned that if every community 

in the country set up 'an employment council like that in Kansas City it would help very
I 

significantly in meeting the requirements of the welfare reform bill. (See attachment.) 

The Kansas City Council mentioned by the Presidem is a Private Industry Council 
established under the Job Training Partnership Act. We have 60:\-0 of these business-led 
councils in place that encompass every community in the country. Under this Administration 
they have played a critical role in the key reforms we have inhiated -- e.g., One-Stop, 
Schoolato-Work. etc. -- and could do so again urider welfare reform. 

'Council membership includes 9,000 plus business volup.teers as well as representatives 
of labor unions, schools and colleges, community-based organizations and other agencies. 
These councils oversee the training and placement into jobs of welfare rccipiencs, other low 
income adults and youth, and dislocated. workers. They also playa significant oversight role 
for localilies engaged in building One-Stop Career Center and School-to-Work systems. 

These employmem councils have evolved since 1979, and many are outstanding. As 
with any nationwide infrasrructure, the performance of councils is in some places at some 
times less than great. but by and large. they do a very good job. A scrong, organized, and 
experienced private sector role is critical to the success of the Welfare-to-Work challenge, 
and 1 was particularly pleased [0 hear the President recognize these councils for the key role 
in moving people from welfare to work. 

Attachment 

cc: 	 Cynthia Metzler 
Kitty Higgins 
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Jahuary 28. 1997 

PRESS CC~FERENC£ OF ~HE PRESIDtNT 

2!lO P.H. EST 

THE WHITt HOUSe: 
Office of the Pres& Seoreta~y 

FOr"Wlm.'M:dl.t!te 	 Release JanlJary 2S, 1997 
PRESS CONFER!NC£.OF ~H£ PRESIDENT 

2:30 P.M. EST' 

Tat PRESIOENT: Good afternoon. pieaGe ~ seated. 
Before! taka your questions, I ~uld like to make a brief 3tatement 
about the balanced budget that I will send to congress 'next week. 

This budget shows that VQ can meet tvo of our moet 
crucial national priQritie9 at the $Ame time. It proVCG ve can 
protect our ehildrun (rom a flJture blJrden by reckless debt even c~ ve 
give them the educationcl opportunitie3 they need to make the most o~ 
the 21st oantury. 

The budqet finally ~Dves us beyond the false choicBS 
thct h4V~ hold us bock tor too lonq ~nd shows that va can cut our 
debt and invest in our children. The budget ~ill help to ren~w our 
pUblic schools. It vill expand Roarl Start, help rebuild crumbling 
classrooms. It vill double funding for public charter SChoOlG, 
giving pa~ents more choice in ho~ they ~ducate their children~ It. 
will increa~e fundinq for Goals 2000 by 26 percent. And it will help 
our 9tudents to roach high &tandards and roaster the basics of 
reading, writin9~ math and ~cienc~. 

tt will also enable us to connect our schools and our 
libraries to the Information 5uperh1gh~ay. The budget more than 
doublee our invQstment in technolo9Y to hook our children up to 
co~pnters and the Internet and it increases by one-third our 
inve6~ent ~n partnershipu vith teachers and industries to devslop 
quality educational proqr4Jhl"1,inq and technology. In short. the budqot
will connect our childre~ to the bost educational technoloqy in the 
vorld. 

It 'will elso opon the doors of college education wider 
than ever bafore. I'd like to take a minute now 3iu~ly to outline 

1 
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about the ent.re prQces~? 

~a£ PReSIDENT: Well, to answ4r your first question, I'm 
·going to take Bob Dole's advice because that's D decision for the 
Attorney General to make. And to an$VCr your second question, yee, 
healthy exoptieiem is warranted. But ~eep in mind, I would say to 
the skeptica, the vast major1ty -- indeed~ a hUge percentage, way, 
way over 90 porcent -- I don't know what it VQuld be -- the vast 
majority of,tha money that was raisod by both the Democrats and the 
Republicans was raised by -- 1n a porfectly lawful fauhion, 
completely consistent with the requ1rements ot the law. The vast 
majority of the peopla who gAve =cnsy to both the Democrats and hhe 
Republicane were people who believed passionately in the course that 
those two pertie& were pursuing and the oandidates And whst they were 
tryinq to do, and to their House committeos and their SenAte 
committees. 

The problem i. thAt the mar9ins oreAte great problema 
because of the shear volume of money-that is being raised today. As 
I sAid betore. it~s too mu·ch money. tAkes too much tilll,e to rAise l 

raises too many quest~ons. And the cynicism is well -- and the 
skeptieism is ~ell-£ounded. If it becomes cynicisM then it removes 
the incentive on the part of the Congress to pas5 campaign finAnce 
reform because cynics will say it ~on·t make any difference anywAy. 

If you look At the present c6mpaign laws, I think you
CAn make a compelling case. I have not heard this point made, but I 
believe it to be true. I bel~eYe when these reforms arose out of the 
Waterq6te thing b$ck ~n the mid '70s, I tbink they ~orked pretty well 
for several years. I believo they elev$ted the reputation of 
polities and I th~nk the reforms worked pretty vell. 

Wh~t happened is. no system in a world Changing like 
ours can be mai~tained indefinitely. beCause the economy changes and 
particularly -- look at how your work has changed. When you travel 
~ith mc, you carry these little computers around and you run these 
pictures up on computers a.nd you 'Gend them frOJr. the pla~e fJomeW'hEU;e 
el~e. I mean, just think of all the things that h$ve changed. This 
sYGtem has not been fixed in over 20 year~. During that 20 years, 
there has been an e~plo.ion in ways of co~unicating vith people. 4nd 
an exponential incre~se in the cost of cGmmunicatinq. And a system 
which I would argue to you rually worked pretty well, after it was 
passed in '74 and going forward has been overtaken by events. 

So~ cynical, no; healthy okeptiQism. you bet. We should 
always be skeptical. But we need to chonge the ayste~. It'o 'got to 
he .- it's just. outdated. 

o Mr. President~ what speCific mecn~nism~ do you plan 
on vorking ~ith the private sector in terms of creating more welfare 
jobs for people vho are on welfare? 

THE PRESIDENT~ Pri~arily two. One, I vill offer ~ 
special tax inCQotive -- there waG a story about it today, I think in 
The Ne~ York Times -- a special tax incentive. tt vill be a 
50-purcent credit for up to $10,000 a year in pay for peopl~ vho are 
clearly~' provably hired from welfare And put into nev jobs. 

secondly. ~e have given the states -- and there was a 
Story. I think~ in the P09t today talking about hOfJ a lot of the 
states Are' trying- to push this down to the comr"unity level -- that'll' 
good, that's not b~d, that's good, ae long as they give the 

u 
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communities the ~ans thoy need. 

The oee:ond thi.n9' .is t.nat every communlty should knov 
that the employers ·in that com=unity, if they hire people from 
vclfarc to workr oan get vhQt uoed to be the velfare check for at 
leaat a year to use as an employment and training Dubsidy. Why? ~he 
vol fare rolls hav@ 90ne down $2.1 million in the last four years;
it's the biggest drop in history. I ,think a fAir reading of it would 
say About h~lf of this decline oame from an improved economy, And 
about half of it OAMe fro~ intenai£icd efforts to move people from 
welfare to vor~. Nov, I don~t have any scientific division, but 
anyway, there's &o~e division there. 

The root of the people that ArS on velfare now, by ~nd 
l~rge$ are people vho will be more difficult to move from welfare to 
~ork and stay there. So I think ~e're going to have to give $omo 
incand,vea. But if it VOrk$ and if every community in the country
would oet up an employment council and turn this intO a family and an 
employment program like 1<ans3s City, and all etr.p10y~rs have tnoGe two 
incentives. I thin~ we~ll be able to meet the requirements ot this 
welfare refo~m bill in a vay th~t will be good for the people on 
wolfare and good for their kids. 

Kathy, 
Q Mr. President, the Chairm~n of the House ways and 

Mean~ committee over the weekend laid down SOme markers for what he 
thinks vould create chances for your budget to be alive on arrival on 
the H~ll. On welfare ono ot the thingB he ~entioned was inereasod 
apending for legal i~~9rants~ and he eaid he hoped you wouldn't 
insist on it. How do you deal with that in your budqet, and will you
continue to insist on it? 

THE ~R~SlOENTl Let me say, I like Mr. Archer very much 
and we've had a gOOd relationship, and I appreciate what he sald 
about me meeting him halfvay on Medicare. But there have been 
reports in the last couple of days sbout RQPublica~ qovernors ~ith 
hi9h immigrant populations eoming hack to their Republican 
congresslop~l leaders and saying, please reconsider this. 

My budget will contain funds and propose changes
oonsistsnt with the promises I made vhen I signed the welfare reform 
b1ll and when I campaigned to the Amorican people on this issue. ! 
believe that the bill is counterproduetive in the way it treats lega~ 
immigrantD t who through no fault of their own vind up in dosperate
circumstancea and in othor ways thet I think are not iood for 
families and children. 

So I will propo~o SONS changes. And I hope that when we 
get all through here -- again# I hope this will be treated just like 
the budget iaBue -- I would mSK our friends on th. Republican side 
and the Democrats who cere as paseionately about thio as I do to kgep
OUr powder dry. Let· us make our ease on the merits. Let them hear 
from the Republioan qovernore of places li~e ~exas and Hev YOr~ that 
have these huge imoigrant populations Qf good people th~t are making 
great contributions to this country, that are working like crazy and 
makinq thi. a better place, and listen to the practical impact ,ot th~ 
la~ that~s nOv there on the immiqrant popul~tion. And I'~ not sure 
we can't get so~~ changes. I'm very hopeful that ve can, and I'm 
going to give It my very best effort. 

Mr. President 

THE ~RESIOENT: Wait a minute. I'll take a couple of 
more. Just 8 minute. 

, 
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Welfare to Work FltxibUit)' 4.d . 
. . t.i9-97 bran '. ' 

l"u rptis.: . 

Allow States !lJld localitie$ broader finibility to aehi~ ~ults in hUsltloning low-loc.ome p~oplc into the 

workforce, lDainte.~ing peQplc in the workforoo: and protecting the weU·being oftbctr dliidrta to lU&ure . 

their development into hea\thy and produCJlvc adults.. Plexibility would be provided in 'a broad nmge of 

edueauon, lebor and human $ervlee prog:tiU11s to;;;ut red ilrpt and to allow more efficient and efTectsve use 

o(mods. 


Prlndples: 

.. Promote better U$e ofexistl.ng fUnding and n:SOUfU$~ DOW new fuodWg and no reduction of funding 

.. Llnk flexibility under this program to states ecbievlng measurable result3 in three criri~l areas: 


transitionlng low~iJlCome people IO rhe work fom:. maintalnlng them in the work forc.e. Md ptepllrlng" 
their children to particlpate fully in sodety IS workers and dtlzens ' 

.. 	 ThISi is "\It a blor;.k grant to state:;, Rather, existing ca':e,Sorica.1 proe,rams would remain in plA«:. but 

s,ta1es and localities would bave d'tc: option or comblnil'1g lOme of their' funds and rc:qllrremcnt.s 

betwcell and. among programs in o~de:r to make gO'ltcmmebt wori: better and cost ies$. . 


. 'Program, Which Sf~teULoCBlHit$ Could Include in tbeir Flexibility Plan! 
The tore ~riteria are that flexibility pl.an' could inc:lude federal grMIt prograntli that lO to'swes that are: 
(See Attachment 1 far a listing of progrnms that might be i1Ieluded,) 
• 	 have us their purpons getting low~income edtdts intO the paid workforce, maintainln.g their 

p!lr'ticipation itt the workforce, and preparing rheir dlildren to partlcipaR: fully in SQ(.tety 3$ workers 
and citivms. . 

• 	 administered by the Dtpll:rtments of1..8bor, Ed~n. q..'"l4 Hwth ~d Huwe.n Services and ftlnded . 
through 'the Laoor-HHS·&1ucation Appropriatlop, Subcommittee: '. 

• 	 (necds.-based, i.e,. where income is a erlteritl??j srant Programs that eummtl31 So to States either by 
aUoeatioD fon:tlWa or by competitive applkDlion. Federal emltlemcnt programs tan not be i.ncl~ In 
the flexibility plan. . 

Scope: , , ' 	 . 
\ ,,6 State 1)cmo: This i, IS dcmonsttaU01'l prOgn1m. that will be Ibnited, 8l1easi illitial1y, to si). Sttte5 (3 

urban, 3 rural-u;c size criteria from I.oeaI Flex bill) throUp competitive al'pl1eation flnbd 10 the 
state', welfare to work plan,' . 

• 	 The General Aewut\ting Offlce wlll conduct It tomprehensive cValuatiOIl. alld, after five [three?, 
four?} ycart. ree:ommend wbdhtt the Congress should eliioinatc: this t\exibllity or o.pand it to aU 
stares. ' '. . 

•• 	SuhState: State, woutd in turn pr9vidc tlcxibitity to !ocaJiti€$, hilt would hllve the option of providing: 
f1exthility statewide or tareetlng the fl",wllity to portions (Ifthe S!.otes. States would desen'be whICh 
of these they ch(l~ and why 8$ pllrt ofthe competitive llpplic~,don process, ' 

. 	 • l • 

FJexlbilities Provided!. . 
IAn alternative to the three plect:3 lilted below Is a. $implcr Bd-FlelC, Labcr~flex version to make ~lmUM" to 
flex authority in. other anm.9) . 
• 	 Funding FlellbiHty: Sl1!.ie$l1ocaJities C(luld dloose to t:m.I:lSfcr up to 25 percent oftou.l funds from 

ptQgnuiu In the f1Q-ibility pool to 1U131 allowable.ae1lvity under f!.ny Othet' program(s) within the: 
nuibiHty Pool.' ' , ' 

.. 	 D~pUcan\'e and ConOictlng Rtquir~men.tt Flnibility: Waiver authoritf would, be given to the 
. Scetetaries ofL-abor, Education Jnd IDiS which thcy would then delegate to the lielceted 

demonstration states.. 1M delegattd waiver authority would be for the purposc~ ofelimin1l:ting 
duplicltion and conflle:ting requirtmcnu in th-e ateu of-eUeibility, plann.ing. applications, reporting. 
infonnation sharing, administrativc ovcmead (e.G.. C45eWOrkers for each ~ep~rate,progrtDn). As with 
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ed~Flex; and Work·FIe;t; atates, onee a ;tate U.el~tCd 83- a welfare to work flu demonstration $I~ and 
waiver authority is delegated, the statc would not he.ve to come bllCk mthe Depa.rtmcntl ofLabor. 
Edueation or HHS for further approval but would lnf'etm'! eM departments of tbe flexibilldcs they tID: 
providing. ' . ' 

• 	 Other ll'tnlbiUtles to Malee Covernment Worlt Deiter Snd Cost Leu: The SecretarleS of Labor, I 

Ed~ation. and HHS w~ld be given broad statutory and f'CliUiatory i'llrtborlty to appJ"Ovwstl'lte re,quests 
for additional waivers and flexibUitles dial: do Dot falllJnder the tet'TI'U: of !be deleg:a:eti Wili.... 
authority but lU'e related to refomu to make government wolk better and costlcss, 

Exemption&; 

No W>livcrslf1exibilities would tx: allowed In die areas ofcMf rights.'nir labor standaids, fmvil"Oruxtaltai 


and plJbllc health ~dardi., worker safer).. and ~ of e4ucatiOI'\ vouchers. {NOTE: Use first" 

Admlnistr'lition list from local Empowertnent :ll1d Flexibility Act, plua exclude education vouchers.]. 


Stale Allplic:atiOD!I! 
To compete to be one ofthe six wclfare to won:: f1cx states, a state. would need to ~ubrnit an application 

, wblch:' . 
• 	 describe$: \vhicl1 of eHgible pfog,ram$ Would be p3" ofthe stlItc's flexibility pool 
• 	 includes a flexibility plan (inked to me state's welfare to wort plan, which de$cribes new uSe of funds 

and what other O~ibmties are required 
.. 	 describes bow resululIn!: likely to be: impTQvcd under the fle'l.ibiUty pilln eomp.arcd to current 


cate,orleal fpnding ,t:ream~ and rcq,uirements 

• 	 lays out whieh results wUl be mcasured lll.d tr<\(:\«d and bow, Attachment 2 indudes a Partial list of 

reSUlts II. 'We rniWtt focus On. 
• 	 d~$cribes what federal wai....ers and flexibility IKe needed to implement flexibility plan to nchieve 


btmeT results 

• 	 describes what mte and local waivers and fiexibiUty will be granted to Kbieve better rc...ulu 
• 	 ·describes how the stll~ wH1 track,'audit,. and repOrt to the teder1l1 government use offunds.;m~ 


ne!<lbilities provided 


AdmlQlstutive Applieatlotl ahd Approv'al PtoccQU(u: 
• 	 An lntecagC'ncy Team led by die Dorn~ic Policy COUlleU or the Nationlll Economic CouneU with 


repn:s.entative.s from DPe. NEe, the OffiCe of the Vice Prestd~~ the Office of Management and' 

Budget. and the Depe.ttmentS 'ofLabor, Education:;md Hu.1dl ace! HunUln SeTVices will guide the' 

development of a fed~1 reques.t fOT appHcanon$. die selection ofthl} demonstration sJf..es. Md 

implementation ofthis Aet ' 


• 	 Delegation orwaivcr authority for dupUQltlon :and eonfHetlng T¢qtlin!:ment flixibUity. lhc selected 
stnkS would be dcl~ waivtr authority to rt'duce duplication and c:onnit;tiJig requireri"ents in the 
B.rei!$ of cUgibility, appliclUions, repOrt\ng, infonnnnon sharing, nnd tl'dmintstratlve overhead, Statt:s 
would repon to. federal agencies on tbe WlC ofthls outhority. 

• 	 Additional federal q~ wOI.ivcr aiJthority: States would request additionsl Waivers ana tlexiblliti<:s 
that do not full into the areas ofdelegated waiver authority but which make government work better 
and cost le15. Stat.!$ would submit thde requests to the aff«ted federal agenc;r(ics). Individual 
agendes would"then approve or diSllPPfOve of t!u:s.e l'eqt.lcsts, The II1w-.gtnc;y Team led by the Whiu 

" House would il1tervenc when a waiver requeSt affected mOlt than ooe federal ageneles Md those 
agencies diszg'l"<'led. . 

Evaluation aDd Reporting; 
• 	 Slates would track and audit lUe"of t\)nd!i and flexlbi.litles. pr"0'7ided and report 10 the federal' 


&ovetrunem through eac:h and all of the lbrl!e affected feder.!l agenc:les. 

• 	 Using the demonstrntlOIl sites as knroing labs, federnll.igencies and the Consress will use Inform~ion 

. on f1GXibjlities provided to a$SCSS Qnd implement chB.Oge$ Which make sense for all states. 

, ' 	 ) 



.. 	 GAO wouJd ev;,luatc the six demonmations and. rcc¢nlmCod to Coo&ress whether or not to extend 
thc$e f1extbllities nationwide. At )oAr five. Congress would co:n.stcler le,i!slatJon to cxptwd theie 
flexibUitles' nationwide. ,. ' 

Lceblatwe Ve.hlde: . 
.. _Attach to Labor~HHS.Educat1on APPJ'Ol'rlatlOn. alll (one altematilJe is 11 free standllli hllt thrwgh 

ri~rnmelltOperations) " " ­
.. Strong Presidential and Vi<:t. PresidentiAl support/leadcrship w11l be needed to get 'buy-In from 

aeenele,. OMB. congFC:ss, and colUtltuentJ 
.. Need to work wIth Big 1 intcrgovmtmenl'al organiations,·espceially the National Covernors, 

AS&ociation and the N;rt:iimru eoorerenu of Stato Leglsmt'Urc:1 . • 
.. Need to work with thosc'who ~poted ttle Local Empowerment and Flexibility Act (c,@h OMS Watch, 

Illc National Education Auoeiation) 

, ,, 



A~cbmentl 

Potential Federal Fro~nmiStatatLOcIlUtlt:.s Could 'ChOo.e. to InClude,In ibId,. Flexlbtuty Plan. 

READY TO LEARN ..HIlS: , 
.. . Child CaN and Devdopment Siodc Grant 
.. State Dcpenat Care Devel(rprnent Grants 

, .. Child Development Assoeiate Crecknrlal SchoJanhlp 
.. Maternal .nd Cbild Htalth BJack Gro.nt 
.. Childhood lmmunization Grants 
.. Healthy Start 
.. ,Pediatric emergency Medical Services 
.. 'Child~o04 Lead Poisoninc Prevention 
'" Children's Mental Health 
,. Education: 
.. EVen Start 

.. iD~A In:funts and Preseho(l) 

.. America Reads? 


YOIITH DEVELOPMENT 
HHS: 
.. Independent Living 

.. Youth Gllng Substance Abuse. 

.. ~:U.nilWQy and Homeless Youth ProJitl"lliD! (basic centers, drug: abu~e prevention. transtnonalliving) 

.. Natronal Youth Sporn. 

.. Adolescent Family wre 

• Righ Risk Youth . 

.. ,Violcnt'Ctim¢ Control and Lnw Enf.:m:em-ent A!;.t of 1994 TItle HI (Community Schools Youth 


Servicc and $uPeN!lIon Grant PrograM)' , 

.. Education: 


, 	 • II> ~rug Free Schools and Communities 

.. Violent Crime Control.en<J Law anforu:mentAet of 1994 Tide nr (Family and Community En~u.vor 


Schoob Grant Progrtllll) 

Lnbnr: ~ . 

• 	 Job TraIning Partnflrship Act (SummoEr Youth Erilployrnent ~ Training Progra,m. YCllJ'olloUnd Youth' 


Program. Youth Fair Chance,;md Job Corps) ". 


CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 
HHS: 
• 	 Soeic.1 ScNices Bloek Grant 
• 	 Community Services Block Gnmt 


Temporary Child. Ca;e and Crb:l$ Nurseries
• 
Child Welfare ScrVit(ls '• 
Adoption Opportu.nitie&• 

... Abandoned Infants , 


.. Child Abuse State Grants 

• 	 Cblld'Abu$e Dcmon.ttm:lOns . 

, • 	 . Child Abuse Pre:vel'lt1on. Substance Abuse 

'. . Family Violence Programs 

.. FamUy PreseNation I\Ild Support Pn"gram 

.. Family Support/ite$ource Cen!t:rS 


LlFELONG LEARNING AND EPUCATlON 



Labor: 	 , 
• 	 ITPA Fonnula Grants to States {Title UA for Adults, TItle ur fOr Dislocated Workers?} 
• 	 lTPA Fed.enlly Administered Pro~ (Migrant Fal'tnwoders Program. Labor Mamt lnfurmution. 

N01CC/SOl~ Stat~ Occupation Il1fonnlltl9n Aid, AmeriWl sOmoansiAslan Amaricans. Veterans 
employment. RI.IiaJ Ccnr:entrnted Employment Propam. Pilots and DemoDltrations; Researdt" 
Demonstration and Evatuation, Capacity Building) , 

.. 	 Unem.ployment Compensation?? (State Operatlons, State Integrity Activities. State Unempklyment 
llU\U'8l1t:e and Employment Sct\lict Operations) , 

• 	 One-stop Cilf'tet Center Grants). . . 
• 	 Ernp!6yment S,ervicc (Allonnenttc stares, "Nmonat Aaivity-Targeted Jobs Tax Cudlt) 
• 	 Veter&ns Emplcyntem and Tf'ilining (State Admini3trlltion. fedm:l Adtnioismnon) 
• Corntnunity Service Emploj'Inent for Older AmerlC<IM (State PrOgram.. National Conmcts) 
9 Trade Act Adjustment Auistance Trelning and Benefits ' 
• NAfTATrammgar.dBenefitsProgram 
.. Skill St;mdards 
• 	 Women in apprentice:ship 
• Homeless Job Trnining 

Education: ' , 

.. Mtcrn.n.c Ed>.lClUion (High Scho¢1 Eqt$lvaleney Program. College An15tance Program) 

" Voenttomll Edu~ation (Dara Systems NOtCC/SOlcq 

9 Student Financial As!istance (Pell Orants) . 

• 	 Adult Education (State Progmns, Sta~ LitCrac:y Res.ou.rce C\W~T'5, Workplace litenu:y Pllrnlerships. 

l.iteracy Training: for Homeless Adults., Likacy Progrorn Ibr Prisoners) 
• 	 V()tulonal Rchabilitrlllon (State Granu, Client Assistance Grl1nts to Statu, Tl'O'Iining. Suppotted 

Employment State Ottlllu) 

.. '(/0915 2000 Eductl.1e Amcria. Act 


,1O 	 #Title I: Heiping Disadvantaged Children Mcet High St:lntfurd, 
• Title II: Eisenhower Professional ~vcl.opment Progrwn 

9 Title VI: Snnoyative Edu~cn Program:Stnltegie.s 

• BduCillion lnffutructun 

!' 'Carl C. Puk.!ns Vocational Education Act 

• 	 School to Work Opportunitks Aet ' 
• 	 CbMter School" 
.. Education, R.esearch, Statistics, and Improvement 

.. Fed<'ral Coals 2000 Activities· 

• Technical Assiliance for [mptOving Elemental)' and Seeond<llY Education Pin;:rnms, 

.. Bilingual and Immigrant EduCDti¢1l 

.. inexpensive Book Distribution 

• Am meducation' 

... ' Law R,elated Education 

.. Christa McAulllfe Fellowships 

.. Foreign Language Assistance , 

.. ' Tille V; Programi to Promote Title V 

HlJS; 

• 	 JOBS'?7 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND MENTAL ImALTIli 
HHS: 
• Substance Abuse Prevt.nrJon and Treavnent Bloc)( Gntlt 

.. Co'mmunity Prevention ' 

• 	 Pn=lIention Demonstrarion High Risk Youth 
• 	 Trcatmen[ Improvement Demonst:ra.tlon: CritlC1l\ P<q)ulaliOl15 
• 	 Prevention Oem(ltlStnUion: Pregnant. Post~f'&.rtum Women and thei!' Inf:mts- , 

,. 
I 
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.. Treatment DemollStnitions:' (Target City Demcns.ttorlon; Criminal Justiee; Women and Children' and 
·Compreh=i\'eCotnmtULityT~imentProgn.ms) "-'" ' ' •. 

• 	 Restde.ntlal Tn;atmeJ'1t for Pre~ant Women . . 
• 	 Capnelty Expanstcn, Procram 
• Treatment Improvement Dc:mcnstmticnS! Campus Projccts 
.. Mentlll HeaJtf:'I Block Grant . , 
.. Projeets for Assistanee in Tr.msition;rom Homeleuness (PATH) 
• 	 Demcnstrllticns: Community Support Progratn­
• 	 Protection Advocaey 
• 	 D¢monstntjCfl$ Homeless Demonstrations: 

PUBLIC IlEALTH AN]) PREVlll'o'TION 
HHS: 
• 	 Community Health Centers GI"ll.IlU 

• 	 Linking Comm.unity~Based PrimlSryatrc, SutntMcc: Ahu1c. HTV AIDS. and Mental Health Trcnrmcnt 
Serviccs' ' 

• 	 Developmental Disabilities ProJectsl)fNational Sb;nlficance ' 

• 	 lilV D¢lT\onstratian f'roSratn for Children. Adolescents and Women 
• 	 FamUy Plarming-Serviet!! Delivcry lmpro\'eme-nt ReselUch GrantS­
, "AIDS Activitics: 
• Preventive Health and Health Serviccs Block Grant 

.. 'Occupational Safety and Health Research and Training 


• 	 Assistance Prog:ram for Chronic Disease Prevention' and ConO'ol 
• 	 Project Grants and Coope,..tive Agreements for Tuben::ulosis Control Programs 
• 	 C<nnmunilY Partnership DemonsO'ation Grants, " 
• 	 Preventive Health Services/Sexually Trl\IlsrniUed Dlseas.e Controt Grants 
• 	 Cooperative Agreettn:nls for State Buscd~Comprebensive Breast and Cervical " 
• 	 Epidemic. $eNiec, 
• 	 [nfeetious DiS;easc . 
• 	 Centera for Research and DemonStration £Or liellltb Promotion 1.!nd DiseaoJe Preve.ntlon 
• 	 Injury Prevention and Control Rescm:h and State Gninu: PrQjects 


Minority Community Health Coalition Demonmticn 
• 
• 	 HIV Dtmonstnltion. R~h.·. Public and Professional Education Projects 

• 	 PreVention Centers 
• 	 Emergeney Preparedness 
• 	 HlV AIDS SUrveillance 

• 	 DisabIlities fi'c\'entian ' 
• 	 Comprehensive School Program:l to Prevent th~ Spread ofHIV ~d Important Health Problem) 
• 	 C:ttnmunity HenJtb Pn:motion . 
• 	 Toba=> 
• 	 Pro,b"ale Cancer 
• 	 Childhood Lad Poisoning Prevention 

IlEALTH PROFESSION TRAINING 

.. 	 Health Careers Opparttmity Progrnm 
• 	 Area Health Edue:Uion CenteN. 
• ,Pro;r<lm3 ofE,:(cdlence in Health Prafenlon5 EducatiOn for Minoritie$ 
• Minority Health" . " 

.• , Hcaltli Pr(tfessions Student Lo1.!l'ls. including Primary Care LcmrtJl1..o:ms for Oisad¥'antaged Studtnts . 
• 	 Minority Scholmhips " 
• 	 Nur,e l"rneH(ioner/N'ltrSe Midwife 
• 	 "Ex;::¢ptionat Financiai Need SchotlUlihips 


Nurse Educati(tn SpeGi;l Projeru 
-II 
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• PubUc.: HeahhfPrevent1vc.: Medicine 
• Grants fot Ph)'$iciom AnisWlt Training Projp;un , 
• 'ScholarshiPS. f(lr i:iealth Professions StudentS from Di:sadvantaged 8ackg.rounds 
• Mental Health Clinical or Servk.:e Related Training Grants 
• fnterdisclplinBl)' 'l"raining for Healrh Cere for kuntI Areas 
• Nul"Slbg Edllcatton Opportunities for l1'.d1viduab frOm DlsadVllntaged ~unds 
• 'Area Health Cent-c1'S - 'Bofder H-ca]th 1 

• Health Prof-essjons Rf!se~ !ll'ld. Data 
• Health AdmlnistrntiO!l Tralneesbil» and Special P'rojccts Programs 
• 'Demomtrntlon Omnts to StateS for CommUlljty S4;bolarships 
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, Attachment 2, 

Labor-force aU::u::hnumi. Thi~ ifldic.ttOt focuses cxclosi'lft'ly on the partc:ipation of an adult in rbe labor~ 
man.~ without rcg~ to whether mta.n$4ww as::istAuee was recleved (;(IrtC'll.tT'entiy 

Educational J\ttalnmmt ~ Cotnple.ed schooUng none ind.icator ofjob skitb. , , 

t.ow urntnC' ~ Tht eCQnomic COMmon of the low..,.killl&bor is key to the ability of young Bdultmen and 
women to sUpport f4milie,s .... ithout Tect'iving meail, teSted assilitlUlce, This indIcator rraek, trends in me 
eamin;s of job!! in the! market 

, Adult! parcnl a.lcobol and Jubsumec abuse - Parental alcobol aM substance abus;c ill e risk factQr for 
dependence and for adull8tld. child weU.being 

$uure Parental L2bor Force Attachment - the percent ofchildren with at least one res.i<!ent puent 
employed full time, full yt:1!.f 

periodicity - Annual 

Child Pove.rty - The percent ofchildren living in poverty, Md under :iil% and 150% of poverty linl:'.., 

Other indicators may indude Psrcnting IndiCJItors which measun: certain asp«ts of the reiarionsb!p 
bet\\'~n pn.rcnts and the~~ children in.cluding child abuse and ~egit:(.t, tni\d support. child care and ~ing 
¢\o;J'!Osute. 

Social Developme.n.t indicatOr! ~ Tccnag:el'$ are partleulatly susceptible to risk faeton associated with 
futuro!: wdfare dcpcnden« IlIld negative well-being. 11ta group measures the risks tD tuns tbfOOgh 
indie~ton welt as We teen birth me, ,*ly sex~1 Tnkreourle and tt:en ai~ol and substanc;e abuse. 
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WeI(are to Work Program 

Set:tion 481 State plan 

(a) Contenl$ ofstate pl~n, The state shall submit to the Secretary ofHHS a plan which includes the 
following: 

(1) Identifies a public ..private partner:dup with an employment focus to administer welfare to work 
program 

(2) Describe activities fQf placing welfare recipients into private sector employmenr 

(3) Provide assurances that all recipients receiving as-sistanee under the program have the option of 
-receiving a job placement voucher and v.1U be informed ahout their options fur using a job placement 
voucher. 

(4) Describe how welfare to work funds 'Will be coordinated "'lith other progral1"l~ 

(5) Identify populations to be served by the program 

(6) IdonillY communities or regions within the state that will be served by the program and provide 
'-'5Ul1UlCes that the state will target high poVerty areas 

(7) Certification that the administering entity will comply with non.displacement rules 

(8) Certify that the administering agency will consult with local communities, counties, n1'A Service 
Delivery Areas, local emplo;ment agencies. etc. in administering the program. 

(b) Federltl role. The Secretary s~all review stote plans to determine whether it complies with this section. 
All plans that contain the infotnllltion required in subsecuon (a) shall h. approved. 

Section 482 Granu rot operation orwelfa:re to wor-k progrnms 

Cal Eligible .tat... A state may apply for funds if: 

C1) It has a State plan for welfare 10 work th.t meet, requ;l1:ment of Section 481 

(2) Total >tate .pending on work programs in the prior fiscal year ex..,eded state spending on JOBS 

programs in fiscal year in fiscal year 1996. 

(b) Contents of state application. A state application must include: 

(1) Ct::rtification lhal the state needs additional funds to meet participation rates for TANF. provide 

employment for long-term TANf recipients, or food stamp beneficiaries, 
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(2) (A) Certification that the state has met program performance goals in the prior year. or, 
(B) For states that failed to meet program performance goals. a corrective action plan. 

(3) Certification that welfare to work funds U,-m supplement. not supplant, state funds or funds from 
other federal grants, 

(4) The: number ofprojectcd placements ofrecipients in private seCtOr employment w1:h the grant by 
catego!)' 

(e) Payments •• su,.. 

(1) 60% of the fund, would b. allocaIe4 '0 ,tates with plans submitted under Section 481 based on 
the states pcm;entage ofthe national caseload of T M'rf recipients and food stamp recipients covered 
by work requirements. States that did not submit plans mccting the requirements of Section 481 
would not be eligible for funds. with the funds: allocated to these stares redistributed among the 
remaining states. 

(2) Sta'es would rec<oive $2000 for each projected placement up to the st.te aIloe.tion, 

(3) States which had failed to me.. 1he program performance goals for two or more year, would not 
receive any federal funds unless the state has a corrective action plan approved by the Secretary or 
provides the Sccrctl:U)' with a reason for the failure. 

(d) Performance grants. 

(I) Itt .ddition to the gnmts under subsection (e), the Se<:retary shall provide each state with an 
additional gnm' from 'he remaining 40% based on placements. The bonus payments will vary based 
on the unemployment rate in the .re.. of the placement, the length of time the individual had been on 
assistance. barriers to employment, and the earnings ofthe individual placed. Bonus payments would 
be varied as follows: 

(A) A basic $1000 bonus payment for each placement of along-term (18+ month) TANF 
recipient or individuals who have lost food ,tamp benefit. be<:ause of the food stamp time 
limit/work requirement 

(B) An additional $500 bonus pa}'!tIeDt if the individual has one ofa list of bamers to 
employment (lack ofhish school education, lack ofbasic skillo, ete.) 

(C) An additional S1000 bonus payment if the individual placed is in an area with 
unemployment above 79/0. 

(D) An additional $500 bonus payment if the earnings of the individual in the nine months 
fbllowing placement exCted \30% of poverty. 
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(E) An additionaJ $1000 bonus for individual! placed in new businesses created in areas of rugh 
unemployment I high poverty (to be defined) by leveraging pubhc and priVllte resources (I.e lax 
abatement, etc.) 

(2) !fstate -claims for performance bonuses exceeds, the total amount of funds available for 
performance bonuses, the Secretary shall make a pro rata reduction in the ;smount of each individual 

performance bonus. 

(.j Appropriation. 

(1) Provide a mandatory appropriation to (DOL or tiHSj for this program of the following amoun ..: 

1999 •• SlSO million 

2000 - S I billion 

2001 .. S1.1 billion 

2002 .. S 1 .25 billion 


(Note: These amounts represent the work funding levels in Cast1e~ranncr) which were based On thc 
escalating participation rat.,. plus CBO baseline for food stflll1P employment and training programs.) 

(2) The fUnds would be available umil expended. 

Section 483 Us. of funds 

(a) In general The fund! shall be used to assist TANF recipients and food stamp recipients in obtaining 
and keeping private sector employment. 

(b) Specific uses 

(l) lob placement vouchers given directly to recipients that could be redeemed by job placement 
companies that successfully place the recipient in a private sector job th.lt is held for at least nine 
months or by employers who employ the recipient for at least nine months. 

(2) Contract. with placement companies or with public job placement programs (i.e. Riverside). The 

contract must provide that the majority offunds would be paid after the individual had been placed in 
unsubsidized private Sector employment for nine months. 

(3) Work supplementation in private $ector jobs, 'With the subsldy period limited to six months. 

(4) Micro.nt.rpr;s« 

(5) Supportive services (transportation, counseling. etc) during the first six months 0r~mployment for 
former TANF recipients who obtained private $ector emplQyment. 

coo~ 



(e) Job Placement VoucherS 

(1) Availability All recipients would be eligibJe to receive a job placement voucher that could be 
redeemed by job placement agencies or enlploycrs who place the individual in private sector 

employment. 

(2) Accreditation The administering entity would accredit placement agencies and employers that 
were eligible to redeem job placement voucbers. The entity would establish reasonable standards 
(areas for standards?) for placement agencies and employers to be eligible, but could not e..oI!tahlisb 
standards that had the effect ofJimiting the choices available (0 recipient$. ofjob placement vouchers. . , 

(3) Voucher r'ate.5. States would set their own voucher rates. If the state provides for placement 
through contracts or olher means. in addition to vouchers, the voucher rlltes must be comparable to 

the payments for placements through these other activities. 

(4) Redemption. The SWe would set the terms for redemption ofvouchers, but no more than 

2,%(7) of the voucher could be redeemod up front, and no more thun 75% of the voucher ""'Y be 
r<deem<d until the recipient has b=employed for cine (six?) months, 

(d) Prohibited u.... 

(I) FW1d, couldn't be u,ed to satisfY matching requirements under olher programs 

(2) Funds couldn't be used to displace current workers 

(3) Funds couldn't be used to create public service jobs, except for ureas (reservation?, county'?) wIth 
unernpIOl"nentcxceed~(25o/,?,50o/,?) 

St':ction 4SS Performance goals 

The Secretary shall establish performance goals for states receiving assistance under Ihis Part. The 

performance goe], shall include: 


(1) Goals fo( the percentage of individuals recei"ing assistance to be placed in private sector 

employment. The Secretary shall Grucul"e the goal for each state ulI.r laking into account the 
unemployment and poverty rates in the state, the number ofTk~'F recipients in the state~ the wQrk, 
particip'ation rate for the state (after the pro rata reduction in the rates for the state) and the si1'J."! of 
the T ANF grant to the state re1ative to the state's caseload. 

(2) Goals fQr retention rate! for indiyjduals placed i.n private sector employment_ 

(3) Goals. for earnin!;l:S ofTANF or food stamp recipients placed in privdte sectOr errtpJo}ment. 
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SectiQn 486 Interaction with TANF 

(a) Individuals who are receiving assiSUlnce under this section who lost eligibility (or TANF because of 
earnings from employment .!taU be counted in TA.NF participation rates. 

(b) Assistance under thi!\ section shall nol COLint toward TANF time limit 

Section 487 Administration 

(n) Autborization or appropriations. Authorize such sums 3.$ may be necessary for grants to the 

public/private pannership de!lignated by the state for a.dmini!Hrative costs. Each .!'tate'~ ~hMC of 
admini$trative fund. ,hall be based on the state', ,hare of tota! mandato.,. funds paid under Scotian 483(.), 

(b) U•• ofadmini.t...li•• fund,. Administrative funds could be ",ed to develop and implement ajob 
placcmtnt voucher program. administer contraas with 

(c) Limitatiun 011 administrath'e fund, Administrative expenditures shall not exceed 7% of total 


s.pending by the lead orgttnization 
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DRAFT 
5112197 

WELFARE-TO-WORK JOBS INITIATIVE 

Purpose 

o 	 Provides assistance/lncentlves to cities, counties and States for placement and 

retention of long~term welfare recipients in jobs _thal lead'to self sufficiency and 

reduce welfare dependency, 

Funding Authorization and Distribution of Funds 

o 	 wrw will be a capped mandatory spending program funded under the TANF block 
grant as a separate program. 

o 	 Three year authorization: $500 million in FY 1998; $750 million in,rY 1999; and 
$750 million in FY 2000, for a total authorization of $2 billion, 

'Eighty-nine percent of the funds would 'be distributed by formula each year to 
eligible applicants - cities and counties with the highest concentrations of 
persons in poverty (as a proxy for long-term welfare recipients. since locaJ 
data on the latter does not exist) and to States for balance-of-State arcas, Of 
the amount distributed by formula, !wo-thirds would be allocated to the 
targeted cities and one-third would be allocated to the balance-of-State areas, 
The allocation formula could be: 

I, Based entirely on simply the numbers of persons in poverty, sueb 
that cities and states got funds in direct proportion to their poverty 
population; or 

2, Based 50 percent on the numbers of persons in poverty and 50 
percent on the numbers of persons living in areas of concentrated ' 
poverty (census tracts of 30 percent or higher poverty}, This would 
target funds towards the poorest urban and rural areas of the country. 
the communities likely !O be most affeeled by welfare limits enacted 
under the welfare reform legislation. 

A 20 percent match is required for .he basic grant. TANF fund, can be used 
for matching purposes, 

One percent of the funds would be reserved for Indian reservations. 

1L percent of the formula distributed funds would be withheld for 
performance payments for successful placements. 
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Ten percent of the funds for each of the three years would be reserved for a 
demonstration in 5~ 10 areas that utilizes a saturation approach to target 
resources in high poverty areas: 

I. The Secretary of Labor, in collaboration with the Secretaries of HHS 
and HUD, ,would award demonstration grants through a competition. 

2. Demonstration sites ~. areas of 25,000 persons or less -- would· 
receive $5·$10 million each year for three years. 

3. This demonstration would be targeted towards the poorest urban and 
rural pockets of poverty in the U.S,. such as Empowerment Zone.'! and 
Enterprise Communities. public housing projects. and rural sites in 
Appalachia, Ihe rural South, and area.. along the Mexican border. 

4. The demonSlration would include a formal evaluation examining 
community-wide impacts of this saturation approach over a 3-year 
period. 

Area EligibilitY 

o 	 The 100 cities and Counties with the highest number of individuals in poverty would 
receive formula grants, provided that at least one locality. in each State would receive 
a grant. States would also receive formula funds for "balance-of-State" programs in 
small cities, towns. and rural areas. 

o 	 Governors would be responsible for administering Balance-of-State funds. They 

could choose to distribute funds to counties, rural Service Delivery Areas, or other 

entities. 


Individual Eligibility 

o 	 Individuals eJigibJe to receive services are 1ong-terrn welfare recipients who have been 
. on welfare at lellSt 18 months, and who have at least one of the following barriers to 
employment: poor basic skills. lack high school diploma, publie housing resident, or 
resident in high poverty area. There would be a local option of adding another 
barrier. 

Program Design/Use of Funds 

o 	 State and local arellS would be authorized to use funds to carry out activities designed 
to result in successful placement'and retention of eligible individuals in employment 
that lasts 9 months or longer. These activities could be funded in conjunction with 
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other resources, such as funds under the basic TANF grant, Food Stamps, ITPA, and 
the Wagner~Peyser Act. as well a<:; private sector resources. 

o 	 Activities could include but not be lirnhed to: 

L On-the-job training through private sector employers; 

2. Contracts with private job placement companies or with State one-stop 
employment services for private sector employment lasting nine months or 
longer; 

3. Job placement vouchers to recipiems to be redeemed by job placement 
companies or employers who retain redpienLS in private sector jobs for nine 
months; 

4. Job skills training directly related to employment; 

5. Public sector job creation On Indian reservations; Jabor surplus areas, and 
other areas approved by the Secretary of Labor as having insufficient numbers 
of jobs for low-skilled workers; 

6. GranLS to non-profit organizations for job creation programs; 

7, SkiJI training and leadership development programs in public housing, 
projects; 

8. Microenterprises and entrepreneurial ventures; and 

9. Job retention services. including transportation assistance, crisis payments, 
case management, emergency child care, and domestic violence prevention; 
such services could be provided through job retention vouchers. 

Employment and training services provide under these grants would also be consjdered work 
activities under TANF for purposes of the TANF work participation requirements. 

Performance Grants 

o 	 Twenty-five percent of the total funds would be awarded based on the number of 
successful placements (in FY 1999, ..x.. million would be used fur performance grants 
,!"d in FY 2000, Y.... million would be used for performance grants), 

o 	 "Successful placement" would be defined as employment during 3 consecutive 
quarters with earnings totalling at least $7,725, which when combined with EITC, 
would be sufficient to lift a rnmily of 3 out of poverty (this equates to annual earnings 
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of about $10,300, or $5.15 per hour -- the 1998 minimum wage -- for a 2,000 hour 
job). VI wage records would be used to verify placements. 

o 	 An exira $1,000 would be paid for a placement in a local area with an unemployment 
rate that is 150% of the national average. 

Applications/Local Plans 

o 	 In order to receive a formula grant, the chief elected official of caeh local area (and 
Governors on behalf of balance..,f-State areas) must submit to .ud have approved by 
the Secretary a 3-year plan for the use of funds. 

o 	 Pl.n Development and Review -- The chief elected offieial of the local area aud the . 
local employer oouneil under JTPA (or successor legislation) would be responsible for 
plan development. The local plan must be reviewOO and agreed to by the Governor. 
State plans (for balance of State areas) must be developed with the participation of the 
State Human Resource Investment Council {or "equivalent). ' 

o 	 Plan Content 

The plan is to describe the activities and strategies to be undertaken to 
accomplish the successful placements of the target population. 

The plan is to describe how other resources and programs will be used to 
assist in achieving placement objectives. including resources from TANF, 
Food Stamps. ITPA, Wagner-Peyser, ware, and the private sector. 

In addition, the plan is to describe how stakebolders were brought together to 
plan wrw activities and how their participation will help aehieve the 
placement objectives through use of in~kind resources, hiring commitments, 
etc. 	 Stakebolders would include the private sector (representatives of business 
and labor), community-based organizations, private industry councils, the 
Employment Service, the TANF administering entity, and relevant providers 
of employment-related services and economic development activities. 

o 	 Plan Approval -- The Secretary of Labor, in oollaboration with the Secretary of HHS, 
would be authorized to approve plans that the Secretaries determinOO would meet the 
objectives of (he Act. 

Federal Responsibilities 

o The Secretary of Labor would he responsible for allocation of funds and oversight 
under tile Act. In addition, the Secretary would he responsible for conducting an 


. evaluation of the overall program and setting MIS requirements for participant data 
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and follow-up data on each participant for at least two years. The Secretaries of 
Labor, in collaboration with the Secretaries of HHS and HUD. would be responsible 
for conducting the grant competition, overseeing, and evaluating the 5-10 site 
demonstration. 

o 	 The evaluation of the demonstration will examine community-wide impacts on the 

employment rate, the poverty rate, crime, the teen birth rate, t11e welfare rate, and 

child well-being indicators. 


o 	 The Secretary of Labor would consult with the Secretary of HHS to ensure 

coordination with TANF. 


Labor Protections 

o 	 The labor protection provisions of ITPA or successor legislation would be applicable 
to activities carried out under the Act, including nondisplacement, nondiscrimination, 
wage and working condition standards, and grievance procedures. 
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Welfare.o Work l'rognm 

) 
Section 481 State plan 

(a) Content. of stat. plan. The state JhalI submit to the Secretary ofHHS a plan whkh includes the 
fullowing: 

(1) Identifies a public~p(ivate partnership with an employment fOals to administer welfare to work 

program l ' 
(2) Describe activities f';lt piecing I .Ifar. recipients into private "",tor emplOyment, , 

(3) Provide assurances that aU reclpients receiving as~inance under the program have the option of 
receiving a. iob placement 'Vollchet and will be infonned about their options for using a job placement 
voucher. ! 

I 
(4) Describe how welfare to worl/funds will be coordinated with other programs 

:(5) Identify pcpulations to be "~ed by the program 

(6) Identify communities or regioA. within the ,tate that will be served by the program and provide , 
.ssuran... that the "ate will targJI high poverty areas 

I 
(7) Certification that the administtring entity will comply with non-displacement rules 


. I· 

(S) Certify tbat the administering isency will consult with local communities. couatie., JTPA Se,,"ce 
Delivery Are.., local employmen~ agencies., etc. in administering the program 

I . 

(b) Fed•••1 role, The Secretary ,hall review state plans to determine whether it complie,with this sc<tion, 
All plan, that contain the information ruired in sub....... (a) !hall be approved, 

Section 482 Gran.. ror op....'i.n .r~elfan ,. work program. 

I 
(a) Eligible '"'''' A state may apply for fUnd. if: 

I 
(I) It has • state plan fur ",el(atel" work that meet. requirement ofSection 4H I , 
(2) Total ...t. spending on worklpregrams in the pdor fiscal year exceeded ......te spending on JOBS 

I, ' 

program, in fISCal year in fiscal y.... 19?6, ' 

I 
(b) Contents .r"o.e application. A State application must include: 

(I) Certification that the ",ate nee~$ additional funds to meet participation rotes for TANF. provide 
employment (or long-term TANFlreciPients. or food stamp beneficiarics. 

I 
too If!l 

I 
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I 
(2) (A) Cenification that the statelhas met program performance goal. in the prior year, or,

I 
(B) For ,tate. that failed to meet program performance goals, • corrective action plan. 

(3) Certification that wdfdfe to whrk funds will supplement, not supplant. state fund. Or funds from 
!other federal grant'. . 

(4) The number ofprojected PI.c~ents ofretipienlS in private sector employment ;"';th the grant b; 
category '1 

(c) Payment! to st.at~1 I 
(1) 60% of the funds would be all!x:ated to states ",th plans submitted under Section 43I based on . 
the states percentage of the natJodat C8Jcioad ofTANF recipients and food stamp recipients covered 
by work requiremenlS. States thal did not submit plans meeting the requirements of Section 481 

would not be eligible fur funds, with the fund. allocated to these states redistributed among the 
remaining stiles. I .' 
(2) Stlte, would recdve 52000 for each projected placement up to the stat. allo.ntion. 

(3) Stat"" which had failed to me~ the program pcrtormance goals for two or more years would not 
receive any tCderal fund. . ullle.. tlie, state has a corre<:rive '"'tion plan approved by the Secre!.!..,"), or 
provides th. Secretary with a reaspn for the failure. 

(d) Performanee grant!. I 
(l) In addition to the grants undet, ",boeotian (e), the Secretary shall provide each st.te with an 
additional grant from the remainirls 40% based on placements. The bonus payments will vary based 
on the unemployment rate in tbe afea of the placement, the length of time the individual had been on 
assistance, barriers to employmen\, and the eaming. ofthe individual placed. Bonu, payments would 

be varied as follow.: I 
(A) A basic S1000 bonu, payment for each plat<:JTlent ofa long-term (18+ month) TAN1' 
recipient or individUAls who1have lost fond .tamp benefi!! because ofthe fuod Istamp lime 
timitlwork requirctn<nl 

(B) An addilional $500 bonus payment if the individual has one of a list ofbarriers to 
employment (lack ofhigh .ihool education, lack of basic skills, elc,) . 

(C) An additional $1000 bOpu, payment if tbe individual placed is in an area with 
unemployment above 7%. i 
(D) An additional $500 bon~ payment If the .arn;ngs of the individual in the nine months 
fullo..mg placement e<ce<di 130% of poveny. 

I 
I 
!. 
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(E) An auditiorut! 51000 boptl! for individuals placed in new busine>ses er.ated in areas of high 

unemployment {high P0-lY (to be defined) by leveraging public and private resources (i.e. tax 

abattmlent, etc.) 

(2) Ifstale dalms for perfonlllll1£~ bonuses e.ceedJ the total amount offunds available for 
•

performance bonuses, the Secret.afY shall make a pro rata reduction in the amount of each individual 
performance bonus. I 

(e) Appropriation, I 
(I) Provide a mandatory approp101ion to (DOL or HHS) ror this program of the following amounts: 

1999 •• 1350 million 
2000 •• $1 billion 
2001·· $1,1 billion 
2002 •• $1,25 billion 

(Note: These amounts repr ••ent the w rk funding levels in Castle-Tanner, which were based on the 
escalating participation rates, plus CB baseline for food stamp employment and training programs,) 

I 
(2) The fund, would be .v';labl. ilntil expanded, 

I 
Section 483 Use or rWld. I 
(a) In general The fund, shall be ..J to assist TANF recipients and fOod stamp recipient> in obtaining , 

..d keeping private 'ector emPloymenl' 

(b) Specific Ill.. I 
(I) 10bpl.cement voucher, given! directly to recipient. that could b. redeemed by job placement 
companies that successfwly pl,aeltbe reelpient in. private sector job that is held for at le..t nine 
months or by employers who etnP,loy the recipient far at least nine months, 

(2) c"ntract, with placem.nt eo~p!llie. or witb public jab pl.c""""'t program, (i.e: Riverside), The 
contract n,u.t provide that the ""\iority offunds would be paid aft.r tbe individual had b••n pl.ced in 

unsubsidized private sector employmem for nine months, 

! 

(J) Work supplementation in priv". sector jabs, with the subsidy period limited to ,ix monlhs, 

(4) MicroOllterprise. I 

(5) Supportive ,ervices (tr.nsp0r.iOn, counseling. etc) during the titst ,jl< months ofemployment for 
fonnor T ANF recipients who ab ' ed private JeCtor employment,. . 

I 
coo~ I oc:rr LSIlZlTO 
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I 
I 

(e) Job Placemenl Vouche.. I 
(I) A vailabmty All recipient. wo~ld be eligible to receive. job placement voucher th.t could be 
redeemed by job placement agencies or employers who pl""e the individual in private ,ector 

emplo~ent. ! 
I 

(2) Accredibtion The admini'te1ng en~ty would accredit plllCement agencies and employer. that 
were .Iigible to redeem job place!J'ent vouchers. The entity would establlsh rea",nable .tand",d. 
(areas for standiUds?) for placcm,*,t agencies and employer, to be eligible, but could riot establish 
standard. that had the etrect oflir?iting the choices available to recipients ufjab placement vouchers. 

(J) Vouch';' rat... St.:•• WOuldlset their own voucher rate,: If the state provides for pla~ement I 

through contracts or other meant in addition to vouchers. the voucher rates mU$! be comparable to 

the pa~enu for placements tbroJgh these other activities. 
, , 

! 
I 

(4) Redemption. The state woult:l set the terms for redemption of vouchers, but no more thlUl 
I 

250/.(7) of tbe voucher could be redeemed up fTont, and no more than 75% ofthe voucher may be 
redeemed until the recipient ha, bhcn employed for nine (six7) months, . . 

I ' 
(d) Prohibited uses. I 

I 
I 

(1) Funds couldn't be used to satistY matching requirement. under other progrwns
I 

(2) fund. couldn't be wed to di'~I'ce current worker, 

(J) Fund. couldn't be used to cr.lt. public ,ervice jobs, except for III'" (reservation?, county?) with 
unempJo~.nt exceeding (25%7.i50%'I) . ' I 

. 

I
I 

Section 485,Perfo<mance goab 

The Secretary shall estabUsh peno,ce goal. for states receiving assistance under this Part. The 

performance goals .hall include: 


I 
I 

(I) vo.a for the percentage of iridividuals receiving assistance to be pl""ed in private sector 
employment. The Secretary shan1calcul.t< the goal for each state after taking into account the 
unemployment and poverty rates ~ the state, the number of TANF recipients in t~e stllte, the work 
panicipation rate for the state (~r the pro rata reduction in the rate' for the rute) and the ,iu of 
the TANf grant to the stat. rel.til-e to the ,tat.'s "",,"oad. 

, I 
I 

(2) Goals for retention rate, for i!jdividual. placed in private sector emplo~.nt. 

(3) Goal, for eamings'ofTANF ~ food stamp recipients placed in private sector employment. 
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Se.tion 486 IJIt....ction with TANF I 
(n) Individual. who are receiving U$lsr!.ee under this • .aion who lo.t eligibility for T ANF because of 
oarning. from employment ,hall be couhted in TANF parucipatlon rates, ' 

I ' , 
(b) Assistance under this secrion shall nbt count toward rANF time limit 

I 
Se\.1:ion 487 ~dmidutration I 
(a) Attthori,....tion or aJlPro~riadODJ.1 Authorize such Jutn$ tl$ may be neceS$il!)' for grunts to the 
pUblic/private partner,hip designated by the "'ate for administrative costs, Each state's sh"", of , 
administrative funds shall be based on the state', share oftotal mandatory fund. paid under Seerlon 483(.). 

(b) Use of administrati.e runds, Ad~nistr.tive fund. could be used to develop 'and implement a job ' 

placement voucher program, a.dministel' contracts with 
I 

(e) Limitation on adminlstrati.e fu~ds Administrative expenditUr.,.. shell not .....d 7% of total 
'pending by the lead orgoni.wion I 
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Welf*re to Work Opp'ortunities 
i 

Work First Block Grallt I 
• 	 Provide S3 billion over four year! for welfare to. work programs tor recipients ofTA..'IF"and food, 

stamp rc:oiph:nts subject to. work: requirements. Funds become available in fy99. increasing to reflect 
increascd TAl'lF participation ratp $tllt';$ n1U$t meet under !.he welfare block grant and would l>c 
allocated based on the proportion ofTA."lF and food stomp recipients in the State, 

I 
• 	 Funds would be administered by r, public.private entity which could ope,.te a variety of programs for 

to move welfare recipients in~o ppvate sector employment. including job pl3.Cf!menfvQuchers, direct 
contracts: with job placement OIgpUutiQm. wag~ ~upplementation. 1emporary swbsidi7.ed jobs, , 
programs similar 10 Riverside prdgram., tnicrocnterpriscs. etc., 

• 	 St.tes .pplying for fund. would ~are bow llWIy individuals it will attempt to place with 'he funds, 
and receive $1000 for each intended pl.cemelll, 

• 	 Secretary ofHHS Mil establish a: placl:.Illcnt target for states based on economic conditions in that 
,t.te and the amount of funds tho stale received, A state which fail. to achieve it. targeted pl.cement 
r.re with fund. in My year must iile 8 corrective aClion plan or to be approved by the Secretary to 
receive fund, in the subsequent Y~"' unless the So<retary determines th.t there were extenuating 
circumstances (i.e, bigh un"",plormont. <<<), 

; 

• 	 State, would reduce additional bonus payment> based on successful job pl.cement. Luger bonuses 
provided for placement ofhMd c\>r. welfare recipients and individual, with barriers to emplorment 

I
Food Stamp Workfare Program 

I 
• 	 Require sLa1es to operate a food ~P workfare program and offer a workfare JIOI .to all able-

bodied adult. without children "",civins food .tamps,' ' 
I 

• 	 A State agency must develop an Individual Responsibility Plan for eaclt partiCipant that cstabUshes 
W<lrk or job training requirementl to remain eligihle for benefit., . 

• 	 Allow ;tates to terminote food stLp benefits for any individuol who refuses to participate in a food 
Slamp workfaro program or Otherse violate, the individuals Individual Responsibility Plan, 

• 	 Provide $100 million a yur in iru!!'CII.,ed funding to stat.. for food stamp emplorment.nd training. 

programs ' I' . 
• 	 State.< may apply for. waiver of he•• provision. if the cost ofoperating. food stamp work program 

is more than tv.ice the federal gra,nt to the stat< lor food stamp employment and training progrurn" 
Individuat. would not lo.e benefijs for wlu," to participate in a workf .... program ifthe state h"" a 
waiver &om these: provisions, i 

9 
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Wctr-lft to Work. COllidaued 

Work Opportunity Tax Credit 
I , 

• 	 Expand and permanently extend the Work OpportUnity Tax Cr.ditlo allow employ." to claim a 
50"10 credit on the first SIO,ooo ofwagl;$ and fringe benefits for long-term welfare r""ipieni. 

• 	 AUow employers to claim the wJk, Opportunity Tax ~it for hiring nd~tS .ge IS-SO who ....e 
receiving food stamp. or who lost !bod stamp benetits because they did not sati.fy food stamp work 
requirements 

Dependant Care Tax Cndit i 
• 	 Make the Dependent Care r ax C~dit refundable for low income families with no tax liability, ' 

• 	 Phase Qut the Dependent Care r+ Credit for ~ouple. with .djusted gro.. incomes between S100,ooO 
and SJ25,000 • year, 

" 

10 
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" .""On.';:in\:a;fHuru:i':; • .,· ...t.~• .,... Workl in .&:Mcft.a:nQ. for W.lfarp ch.C'k.·.·,'< 
\;,,:-O'~:}':JE:NN'iFiER-' 'Dl'XDN­
~A••oci.t.d Pr••• Wrtt.~ 

WASklNBTON <AP) -only one Df Ivery h~nd.,...d WQ••n on pub\i~ 


a~&lltanc••or~. for he.,.. f •• tly' •••1'."". cn.ek? ~ov ~tudiac 


illuw.tr"t'''9 tho stGIBI.ring t.aa" P~.iGef\t Clit;ton filC:.~ f'ulfUlin;; 

o prODase to ftOYO ••1'a"". 80th• .,... of' tho roll. and In;o job•• 

Cl1nt~ h•••4id .h_' l~w-into•• A••r'Qana deserve "alp with 

o§ucation ana traJnl"9 but ~ft.r two years o~ ••ai~tane~ , 'YOU have 

to a.k p.oplo to tAke a job. uli:laatttiv. eithe~ in the ~lyate 

sector or In puoll_ .....V1C.~t' 


A roeor"d ~ .iilion fa.ill •• - ~l.o.~ all 0' tho. hoaded bv • 

sinQle pa~on~ - ~oll.et a cft.~k und.~ Aid ta F••lIi •• wi~h 

D.Q4nden~ Chlld~.n. At leaat 3 .111ion .others p~oo.Dly Maye 0••0 


en ~.l~.re ~o~ tMO y.ar. or .O~•• 

A ftAndF~lf"DW ~ork in ~weheftg. for their ~heek.t ~~ ~.aener' or 


Head Start aid••• he.pita1 ea"dy-~triD9rs•••lfare of~iee e1.rka or 

i~ other low-.~~ll po.itien.. + 


A:lgn't now, ~n • .JOBS - Qr Job OpPoM\lnit:lec. i)1''I(i Batie .Skilli< 

trainine p~09rG. - requiroG state. to put .n in~~oAoinl sh.re of 

~ftoir AFOC r.e'Dj~t. into .d~catian. t~_1~ina or _orw pro9~~••• 


StudiQ8 by two WaShington r'St.~h groups. on& ~on~e~vatiY. ~nd 

0'1'18 l1b.~.ll say ••ot JOBS partieipant, a~iI in .dueat-tQn or 

t~Aini"o~ 


In.. a.hlf:ii ... I.Y abo...t 1 p.rc:_",,, o¥ tn. 4.49 .1111on 'f••Ui•• on 

AFOC In 19'1 workeo in ••change for th.ir eneck. 


Aobe~t Rector, a w.l'Q~e poliQY analy&t +o~ t"~ con••r¥a~ivQ 


HoritaQ~ Foundation, pegs tn~ nueber o~ _oa.n i" JODe a~ on-the-Job 

~~aining &~ a.,mae to S8,eB0. baa.d on a re~.nt analy.~. d~ ~.de~al 


d4t.. I I 


Tho liberal C''I'Ite~ fo~ LaM .nd Social poltcy e.ttba~.d the 
n'.1_l)l:'r .~ 17,000 1I-D 3S~ee" in an .v.... IiI••an1;:h In 1't'tJ,,, tt:s 19"ll2 

5tudy w•• bac.ed an pr.ll.inary 1'~1 f.dil~al reeorda and a IU~Y'V of 

tho t.tat:fHh 


Zncree.;ng ,"e nu.Dert. i •. 'an .nor.oUs, daunting talk," .oid 

PAulOffn.r, an aid. to Sen. o.n101 Pat~iek ~ovnih.n, D-N.V., 

eha1~.an of the S.nAta Finanee Co••itt••. 


Dav~d EllwoOd••sIi.tant 6.~.t~ry for planning ana .valw.tion 

At tn. D.par~mont of Health and iju.an S.~¥i~.&. ~ot~ln D.ceab.r 

that _t 1.~&t 3 .11140n wo••n ~Db.bly hOv. b~.n an w.l~.r. for 'MO 

y ....r. O~ aor•• 


"l~ half of tno&~ a~e ~eQ~ired to .o~k, the coat .nd .e~.ni~. 


coule b. $~aggerlnaf'l he •• id~ citing O~fn.~·. es,1 ••t. ~~ tn. 

eo.t 0' ~oatinB a publl~ .e~~i~. j~b and day care at .3,508 pe~ 


C4." .. 

, 

."" 
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In a ~a~.nt ~ftt.~Yl.w, EII••od ••10 t~1 ~d.ini.tration'6 
overhaul o~ the wRlfa~. §ystfl Mould put Ii_it. en tho ti•• a 
foeily co~ld Qoll.ct D.ftafit, MitftoQt a .f.be~ workihg_ HHS 
So~o~ary Conna E. Shalal••aid ta., Me.~ that aotn.~& cf young 
~hitdr.n would ftftt ~*e.G••~ily b. '.~.apk ~ro. t~~.p war~ 
roq1.li,..•••nt •• 

Fa"or•• ~.•eOIl'dI r.l ••••a "rid..'! InOM 4')8,19-5 RFDC "'.~iph'n"a 
Mar. in .ha ~aas prDgro. ~n l~.lt includlna a62f~11 ~g 
pa"f"'t.ic:-ipatlJd 1"0r ., least 2. hour. a ".e~. 

Advocacy Gr~~ps for tho ~oor 5a~ the .tat~. have e.pha~l~lJd 
eduea'ion And trAininG under JOBS. 

"Glven tftat'4 larve pereentago a~ tho AFDC o.s.load h •• 50G. 
68rtvus 6kill 0'" .duC~'iQn~l defici~ •• it·. cl_ar that providing 
peool. Hi~h eduoation and ''''.in,"! ~ro9r••• ~hat i.prove their 
••ployability ~ill be a gooa long-~e~. inv8.~.e"ttt' ~a1~ Sq~ah 
e •• In••' •• '."'Or 1.;•• la'1.8 o ••oclat. fv~ _he C.nt~~ Oft Budso, 
and P011~Y Prio~'ti•• ~ 

Steinaetz 41to notes th.t &tate .91~.ro ~a,elo4d5 n.ve risen 
~lth t~e reR.~s'on. while jOba y.niah_d. 

£ponOG1C .probl••••l~o hay. le~t .tat., wit~ Dnly enough 
aAten1ng .on.V to 1,1 •••bo~t t.b-thlrd~ of the .1 hillion availahlo 
frQ. the ~'deral gov8rn••nt fo~ JOBS. 

''It's nat pO.$ibl. to fund 4ft oducation, t~.in1ng and work 
~~ogra. #or _v_ryan. *ft ".l'a~e wl~n .n. cu~.no r.~~v~.e. Port of 
wha~ the~. nUDbe~. indicate i_ that," 'aid Mark Greenberg, ~.nlor 
ataf~ ••torney with the Cent.r 1;r L•••nd Soeial Polley. • 
re&.a~ and ~llay org_ni%atio~ t~a~ fo~~&.~ Oft t ••ue~ a,'ecting 
lON-.ne~.e f.aili ••~ 

Rec;,or s.id, ·~Ce.One All tnt! rhetori;: deaianed to .QDPea6e 
public &90_1 ••nt, yLrtually not~ing h•• b.en dane" to pvt .altare 
~e~ipient. to wor~. 

Clinvon ••~i ••••d the ~g5~~ a~ w.lfa~. refer. d~rinB hi. 
caap.1gn al •• billiQn 4 y.ar. 
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, ,Welfare vs.work 

Two Women, both singlepamlts, live in the Dis- Jones, So she hasenough left over, The Post reportS, 
!riet ofOJlumbia in low-income hOusing. One rortwophone lliles, caIlerID; a VCR and cabletele­
made $1,374 in November. After paying rent, . vision, She also has more leisure time than M<;. 

day care and so !brth, she had S4371eftover for fOod;' Jones, the value of which is harder to quanDfy. Per­
utilities,clothing.emergenciesandincidentaleXpen~ baps not surPriSingly, only 89 of East Capito! 
ditures. The other made $2.999 in November, After _Dwellings' 477 uiUts reported any earned income in 
paying rent, she had $2,9281el\ over for fOod, utility . November, Itwould, ..M<;. Peeler puts it, be"crazy" 
bills, clothing and incidental expenses. ' to work: when Welfare is more lucrative, ' 

, . Guess which one has .job, . Acato Institute study last yearby Stephen Moore, . 
II}'01iguessedtheOnethathadmoremaney,then Michael Thnner and David HMtman ttiuched on 

you guessed wrong. The situatiOn.speaks volumesexacdy this trade-otr between work and welfare, 
about the prnblemofwelfareinthiscounrryandwhy "Despite the Stereotypes;' they wrote, "1Ilere is no 

· it's so ditllcull to and that problem: Why wnIi< when evidence that people receiving welfare are 'llIzy.', 
it literally pays not to waIi<? The Washington Post ' Indeed, surveys of recipients consistently show that 
clearly laid out the dilemma in a front-page story th.y express a desire to worI:. The choice of welfare 
Sunday - altheugh that may not have been its pre- owr work is often a ration.aJ decision based on the 
else intent ' '. economic incentives presented?' ,., 

The newspaper based its story on the lives of two Putanother,,'liy: ~pretaxvalueofwelfare ben­
women, Elizabeth Jones and LaVern. Peeler, both of efits subsiantially exceeds the amount a recipient 

· whom happen ID live in 'a feder.il housing project . cauJ.d earn in an entry-level job in vittualJy every 
!mown as East capitol Dwellings, Ms, Jones, 27 and state. The numberssuggestthatrecipients ofaid are 
the mother of three, rides six buses and walks two Iil<cly ID choose welfare over work, thus increasing 
mIIeseachdaygettingherthreecllildrentodaycare theirlong-termdependence,".·,· , .' . 
andherselftoworl:.Areceptionistinnortheast 1Vash- Welfare recipients aren' stupid. II you pay them 
ington, she found that after getting herjob, the share not to Work, many, even most, won't No doubt sOme 
ofhersubsldized rent quintupled. Snelostmoreihan _ woUld argue that The Post story shoWs the need tor 

, , . S200amoothinfOodstampsandeddedday-carecosts increased aid to the'oo-caIIed worl<in;i poor, But . 
of nearly $400, Because gowrnment assistance is there doesn' seem to be much maney lying around 


· _ on household income, Ms. Jones' initiative and thefudeial treasury,even if~ decided such ' 

industry was rewm:Ued with redu,",d benefits. . . assistance were •good idea Besides, the solution ID 


· . The point was not lost onMs. Peeler. "Herpnblic subsidized idleness is not sobsldl:zed work; it~ ID 
bousing rent skyrocketed;' she IDId The Post "Her eliminate orperhaps pbase out the original suhaidy, 
public bousing rent skyrocketed, She\ losing Mod- '. '\<\ny _ reform proposal;' write (;aro's ana­
icaid [benefits) for her kids. It's cnizy." , Iysts, "must recognize that individuals are unliI<eIy 

So Ms. Peeler hasn~ _since summer 1994,' tomowfrom_IDworl<aslongaswelfarepays
Thanks to the 'gllllOrosity of _ programs, she' as well asor boner than worldng. That suggests that 
lsabIeIDrentalargerapartmentthimMs,Jones, She the "1ost promising welfare reforms are those that 
has substantially more __home "pay" than M<;. . subst:antially cut back on the level of benefits:' 

, .• 


·The Boeing-McDonnell
, 

Douglas deal' 

, 

FE some rune now, analysts hove l:ieen speCu- enough IDsetoll'alnrra he& E=pt that McDonoell 
· 	 latins abOut the long-term prospects of a world Douglas' share of that !!'lIll'i<et has declined sharply, . 

_consistingofthreemajorcivilianairlioe down IDaround 10percent and is on lifesuppott The . 
· 'manufacturers. OJusolidaijon, in the view of many, real cmllpetitors are Boeing (SS pen:ent) 8nd Airbus, 

was iniMrable, It appears to be taking place at last, the European consortiwn (35 percent), . 
with Boeing OJ." pi'O\lOSed 513,3 billion acquisition The most importaot <iuestioo has little ID do with 

'of McDoonell Douglas Corp, The.combined 1995 the civilian mar"'~ however, It's how well the new 
Sales ofthe two, at $3.3.8 billioo; would also be large configu,raiion will serveu.s. oational security needs, 
enoUghID establish the new entity as tha leadingUS, E..n though detense budgets have been declining, . 
aerospacecomi>any, Loc!theed Martin (which does­ we cannot allow OllIlOliVl'S to he caught short The 

, , .n't make civilian planes) had 1995 sales ofm bil- Pentagon will review this deal ID see if it comports 
lion.' . '. with US. defenSe needs, Cbanoes are the Defense 
, As usual; an acquisition on this scale has raised DaparnnentWillllfulthatthenewentitywillbecom­
antitrust """""",,, McDonnCn Douglas and Boeing men:ially stronger thanthe sum ofits parts, and that 
are the onlyus. producers of civilian aireraft; that in together with Lockheed Martin, We hove reaSon ID 

'iISelf, ill ordinary ~ would seem '" 00 expect our oeede can be mer, 

.---mt,t B~lJilt!lto.t€iuttG\ 
. WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 18,1996 
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" Guerrillas Capture Japan's Ambassador in Peru, 
Othen (Buenos AireS) By Sebastian Rotella and 

· SonDi Erro~ (c) 1996, Los Angeles Times . 
BUENOS AlRES; Argentina Leftist guerrillas stormed the 

residence ofthe J.apanese'ambnssadoc in Peru during a ~tioo . 
Tuesday night,'taking hUndreds ofhostages including the .ambassadO!". 
Peru's foreign minister and several Latin American ambassadors and 
:Peruvinn Jegislalive leaders. '. " . 

As'manY as 30 guerillas armed with automatie we,apons and 
explosives remained bafrleaded inside the ~dence.'in an upscale . 

,C(&taI neighborhood ofLima late Tuesday rught, su."'rounded by 
pollee and soldiers. In negotiations with Red Cross ~w:tes and 
journalists., the members of the 1upoc Amaro Revolutionary .' • 
Movement. or MRTA. threatened to kill the hostages. ifPeruvlllO 
authorities did not release scores of imprisoned guerillas. 

But there were no:reports ofdeaths or injuries, and the guerrillas 
n:leased a number ofwomen hostBge.1, inc1~ding the sister ~~ 
mother of President AJberto Fujimori, The ~umber of hostages was 
~ated betWecn 500 and 800. but (here was no official confl.mt&tion 

· ofthose figures. ~ , . 
, The hostages included the president ofPero's Congress and the . 

ambassadors ofBrazil, Cuba, BoHvia and Venezuela, acc?fding to 
rep6ns from the scene. There were unoonflnned reprn:ts th~t t"uee 
r:nid~rar.ki.""I8 U,S. diplomats were attending the reception, but a U.s. 
embassy spokesman said 'L~e UK ambas"lidor was not in attendance. 

· The Japanese ilJTJbassaclor. Morihi~il Aoki, was permitted by his 
capbn to (alk on the t.dphooe with J(lpan's NHK. News but was 
forbidden by his eaplors to'speak lnpaoese. Speakmg in Spanish. Aoki 
said 800 guests were being held hostage inside his r.esidence, b?t said , 
the' guerrillas' had. ordered him'not to disc!ose !he number of ~.en. 

"There is no po.nic." Aoki said, ,. It ~<; un~r eontrol,. The guerillas 
art: ulin, There are no deaths or.injuries." , , 
. However, other JayMese eyewitnesses, in telephone interviews, said· 
three people did appear to have been injured in the inili!J1 attack. 

·though it was not clear if t1"!ey were hostages or guerrillas. , 
A Japanese eyewitness outside the residenee said that 10 hostages 

had been released, mostly elderly reople nnd women. "They appear to 
be Japanese." the man said. Other reports put the number ofhostsge:s 
released at 30, A Japanese Foreign Ministry spokesman said that 
Presidenl Alberto Fujimon's mother waS among those released, The 
guerrilla" set off a loud explosion before ch.Brging into the reception 
shortlv after 8 p.r:l.•,witnesses said. ' 

The'Japanese Foreign Ministry said itS se¢n:t emergency telephone 
hotline was (alt hy the guerrillas, implying !.hat the attack: had hem 

· . carefully planned in advance. . . 
Secwity is generally tight at Japanese facilities In Lima because: they 

haVe been the target ofat least four terrorist attacks since t987. 
However, because of Tuesday's party, secu..-ity at the ambassador's 

residence had been relaiCa for the evening. Japan Television reported. 
HiroYukl Kimo~o, the third·rankjng diplomat in the Japanese. . 

embassy, was nC'.u' the front gate of the residence when the bombs 
went off, apparently g-eeting peS!S aWNing for II. party to celebrate 
the emperor's birthday, which is Dee, 23. \\'hile the guerrillas stormed 
the resideOCe, Kimoto hid in the ~ shack and was able to ~ the 
Foreign Ministry from his ce11ullif, phone. '. . 


Kimoto said ilia! at about ,8:~O p.m. Lima time. a number of 

'explosions were heard. follow1!d by.SUStained gunfire. ' 


"While we were talkmg to hit», we could hea.r gtmfm.: in the 

bac.kground,"'a Foreign,Ministry spokeSman said" "He said he 

oouIdn't stick: his head out" . 


Japill"lC:$e Chief Cabinet Secretary Se;roku Kajiyama said Japan had 
· appealed to the government ofPerJ to protect the ambassador,. ' 

·The wellwore.anized attack: stunned Peril. lujiroori has built an wage 
· ofstability ~nd his conquest ofthe MRTA and the larger Shining 
Path terrorist movement. both ofwh!ch ha....e suffered major defeats . 
after years of fightiog Ulli:( claimed 30POO lives. Pe.ru hIlS .~. 
an CC¢UOmic slump of late. slirrin!}~ of voier disconte:nt wtth FUJUDOfl 
and tension between the president and the powerful military. 
, "The circcm.<;ta.nces are espeeiaHy bad for Fujiniori." said ~quc . 

, \ 	Zileri. a political analyst and OIVl:lcr of1he respected Caretas . 
magazine. in a telePhone intervi~. "His strong suit ~as that he had ' 
supposedty controll<td the S\lbvefSive.movemen~. We have had an ' 

. .' economic chill, c:onfi\mtations with !he military. And now tru:& H 

Moreover, the target of the terrorist strike was especially sensitive.: 
Peru and Japan h:lve devel~ed a dose relatioosrnp'aidei:l by _ 
Fujimori'~ J,apanese heri~ge, and Japan recently ~unced a S6OO. . 

.milliolrloan package fer infriSt.:'UCture development In Peru. ~apan!'1 
Peru;s second piggest ttading partner a.'ler the ('ntted Stale3; Its acl.!~e " 
investment is kev 10 Peru', efforts to revitalize an'economy""'nICked . , 	 , , , 

..",.,. 
by poverty ~d recovering from y~ofwar and.political ~iJ. 

The MRTA is oonsidered G classic Latin Ammc.an guerrilla 
movement !.hat.finances its 'operations thrOugh kidnappinga and 
robberin Experts say it is e smaller an~ less brutal group ~ the, ' 
culdikeMaoists ofShining P.th. Althoogh1he MRTA lws.himay of 
spectacular operations and a:Ow for Robin-HOQd style ~~,it 
had kept a low profile since a violent urban clash a year ago 1Il which , 
secuti.ty forces captured terrorists who were allegedly p1am.fng to take 
over thci Pe't"llViarl Con~ 	 ! ' . 

"The i;ltelligen:ce ~ have been rest:iJ?8 on their·laurels." l.ilcri 
said, "Obviously the subversive movcments'still exist.." • 
'.Among thesuSp~captured during the incident a year ago wet"ean 

American, Lori Berenson,. wbom a miliwy cowt convicted on 
terrorism cltarges: Her case has beCome a cause celebre and her, 
family bas a.sserted that she is innocent, demanding that She be retried " 
in a civilian court.· 

Thai are hundreds ofother accused Jo..{RTA guerri.I.la5 inPeMian . 
prisqru:, A se1f.~ed leader of the guerrill~ boled,~ ~de the 
embassy, identified as Comrade Huerta., told a Lima radlq stabon by 
phone'lJlat the objective of the laid was Co win their reiease from "the 
?<ll!geons ofvarious prisons," . 

http:secuti.ty

