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Bruce:

.

"Thanks so much for vesterday. 1 think it went quite well,

iandoscacepyafthemmimmﬂmmeﬁm&rw&k 1 haven’t received a reaction
from him When time parmits, please give me yours.

i

Stnceraly,
EliSegat . )
12*56 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, NVW
: SUITE 610

CWASHINGTON, DC 20036
PHOKE {202) 955-3005 o FAX (202) 637.9195
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The Welfare to Work Partnership
1250 Congnecticut Avenue, NW » Sixch Floor

Washingron, DX 20038
Phone 202.955-3005 « Fax 262-637.919%

T The Prasidem
FROM:  Elisipal €\p
DATE: November 14, 1997

1. I lock forward to seeing you in Wichita on Monday, November 17, Cesspa CEO
Russ Meyer, a prominent Republican and Dole supporter, has an extraordinary
welfare-to-work program which we'll be highlighting. Among other things,
Cessna 15 our best response to those who accuse the business community of
“creaming” only the most eligible welfare recipients,

2. The Welfare'tc Wosk Partnership now buasts shmost 2500 business partners
representing over 3,000,000 employess. We'll top 3000 partners by the end of the
year, with 5000 an achievable but not yet stated near terrn goal. Pariners come
from all regions and all indusiie] sectors (including several high tech corapanies).
While 75% of partners are small businesses, 24 are Fortune 100 companies:

. Every single state in the country hes at least one partner. You'll remember that
your specific challenge to the business community was 1000 compmes by the
end of the year,

3. Over the next few months, we will take severs!l important steps to drive our
program and message. First, we'll announce significant partnerships with major
organizationsunciuding the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and Goodwill Industries.
While Tem Donahue (Chamber) and Fred Orandy (Goodwill) aten’t usually our
allies, on welfare reform they arg; so age the 10 Republican {and 16 Democratic)
Govemors who bave joined our Advisory Task Foree, chaired by 'I‘ommy
Thomson and. Tom Carper. Second, we'll unveil 2 national public service
announcement campaign going directly at the stereotypes associated with those on
public assistance. Third, we wiil substantially expand our eity by city approach
conneeting businesses and intermediaries. Fourth, we will create evoeative
ceremonies to honor companies for extraordinary achievements in moving people
from welfare o work. This group of activities, along with the new law and a
strong econonty, should continue the positive movement since you signed the
Welfare Refogp Actin August 1996, _
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4. I wanted to share with you the major surprises to me after six months of this
project:

() ithas been eagier than I expected to line up the companies; the
likely explanations are a strong economy, coupled with our
message that hiring welfare recipients “is a smart solution for
business”;

(b)  thereis mounting evidence fom companies from all sectors and
sizes that a wel} thought through company program leads to higher
retention rates for former welfare recipients than other entry level
employees: the key is “well thought through,” of course;

(c) , companies have minimal confidence in potential employees trained

| with govemnment funds, e.g., JTPA dollars; they much prefer

" private sector non-profits, for-profits and temporary staffing
companies to fiil their needs; this means they’re not particularly
engaged in the discussion about the $3 billion pot which will soon
be distributed by the Department of Labor;

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

This has been quite an undertaking. The skeptics are still out there. While there
is much less talk about “one million homeless people,” we are challenged
regularly on the following issues: “creaming”;; industries which “chum’ rather
than retain entry leve] 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 corner —
cnough so that I'm getting a little anxious about the overused technique of trotting
out success stories. Iam optimistic that we’]l 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.

HEH
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To: i Bruce Reed ..v
From; Cynthia Rice
e Elena Kagan, Diana Fortuna
Suby: Today's Meeting with Mayor Archer

Yesterday, the U.S. Conference of Mayors provided us with 2 more detailed deseription of their
congerns {see attached memo).

This morning, I chaired an §:00 am WH-DOL-HHS conference call to discuss how 1o respond 1o
Mayor Archer at this afternoon’s meeting. The plan is for you and Secretary Herman and Kevin
Thurm (if he attends} to assure them that we are on their side -- as we were throughout the
budget fight. Ray Uhalde will be there to provide some more specific feedback on their
comuments along these lines

. The vast majority of funds (83% of formula and 100% of campetitive) are targsted at
PICs and focal governments,

* The statute provides the private industry councils with “sole authority, in coordination
with the chief elected official [the mayor]. ...to expend the amounts described...”

» We can clearly revise the language of our guidance to betier stress the role of the PICs
and the importance of local flexibility.

» But because Republicans insisted that these funds be part of TANF, the formufa funds
flow through the states, States must submit a state plan é&v&ic;}eé in consultation and
caordination with local oificials which contains “assurances” by the governor that it will
“eaordinate” these expenditures with expenditures under TANF, Governors can rescimd

fiunds from PICs whe do not do so.

' Qur draft guidance does not define what it means {or the state to assure coordination of C -
expenditures, but the regulations will, ’

* We believe, however, that this authority 1o assure coordination with TANF does not give
the governor the authority 1o tell PICs on which activities or populations to spend the
funds., PICs have the freedom 1o choose ﬁ‘am among the eligible activities and individuals

in the statute #*

. " The statute does appear to give states the authority 1o set other state-wide policies, 4
monitor the expenditure of funds, and enforce the ]S% cap on administrative expenses,
which the mayors oppase.

** This in predinunary, peading review by DOL lawyers.,
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September 25, 1997

To: Bruce Reed

From: Cynthia Rice

ce: Elena Kagan, Diana Fortuna

Suby: Draft Welfare to Work Guidance: Issues Raised by U.S. Conference of Mayors

As you kaow, the U.S. Conference of Mayors released a press release on Monday
protesting “in the strongest posaible terms™ the “state bias™ in the Administration’s welfare to
waork draft interim guidance. Today, they provided us with the more detailed comments. {Both
are attached, along with the letter they gent Secretary Herman.) As described below, many of
their proposed changes are stimply semantics; however, others reveal differences in understanding
of the statute, One -- regarding what percentage of the match can comprised of in-kind
contributions (they want a half instead of a third} -- is & straight-forward policy disagreement.

manti

Muost of their suggestad changes are changes not of substance, but of semantics. For
example, when page one of the introduction gives 3 short description of the two kinds of grants,
they want to replace “formula grants to states” with “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 plans and receive funds from the Dept. of Labor and the purpose of the
guidance is tox tell states what they have to include in those plans. However, we can obviously
make these changes,

Issues of Statutory Inferpretation

The mayors raise a more serious issug over what is the state role in setting overall policy
and in provading oversight to the PICs. This firestorm 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 | make assurances that the funds will be spent in conjunction and in
coordination with TANF programs ”

The dispute centers around the fact that the law requires states to file a plan developed in
consultation and coordination with local officials which contains “assurances” by the governor
that it will “coordinate” thege expenditures with expenditures under TANF. Governors can
rescind funds from PICs that do not do so. At the same time, the statute says that the "private
industry council for 8 service delivery area in a state shall have sole authority, in coordination with
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the chief elected official {the mayor]....to expend the amounts described..." Governors interpret
this 1o mean that they set statewide policy which PICs must follow; the mayors believe that this
means that the state plan should be simply a compilation of the plans developed by the PICs. QOur
current drafl guidance essentially repeats the statute, not clantfying this tssue. The mayors want us
to insert at all relevant points that the state plan shall be "based on the programs developed by the

PICs” ete.

The Department of Labor believes that the governors” authority to assure coordination
with TANF does not give them the authority to tell PICs on which activities or populations to
spend the funds. PICs have the freedom to choose from among the eligible activitiss and
individuals in the statute, However, they currently believe that the statute gives states the
authority to set other state-wide policies, monitor the expenditure of funds, and eaforce the 15%
cap on administrative expenses, which the mayors oppose. Thus, a state cannot be forced simply
to compile the PIC plans and submit them as its state plan. These matters of inferpretation have
not been defined in the guidance and are still under discussion at the Department in the
development of the drati regulations.

issuss of Policy Disagreement.

The mayors would like up 10 half, rather than one-third, of the match to be in-kind
contributions. The Department of Labor is sympathetic; to date, we, along with OMB and HEHS,
have resisted allowing more than one-third.
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The Umted:States
Conference of Mayors

1620 Eye Streat, N.W. » Washington, D.C. 20008
Phane (202) 283-7330 *« Fax (202) 283.2352
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Septemaber 22, 1997

MAYORS, COUNTY LEADERS PROTEST STATE BIAS IN ADMINISTRATION’S
WELFARE-TO-WORK DRAFT IN “STRONGEST TEBMS POSSIBLE”

3 +
.50 ARG iy et

Meeting it Forr Wayne on September 20, the leadership group of The U.S. Conference of
Mayars, joined by top officialy of the nation’s counties; drafied 3 Ietter to Sexretary of Labor
Alexds Herman, protesting “in the strongest renmns possibls™ the clear state orfeatation contaiped i
the repulstions drafted for tho Wolfire-to.-Work Farromils Grants and pequesting o mesding with
her ot ber “earliest convenience.™ The meeting request is also being extended to members of The
White House policy staff, ‘

The “Draft Interim Planning Guidan¢e and Instractions for Submission of Annnat Stare
Plans, Fiscal Year 1598 Welfare<to-Work Fornmla Grants" had besn published last week by the
Lsbor Department’s Ermployment and Training Administration. A review of the dreft during the
annual teadership meeting of the Couference of Mayors in Fort Wayne revealed a plan that, in the
view of the mayors and county leaders, focused on centratized state decidion-raking iz the

welfare-to~work program, not the local mvolvernent in planciog and operatian of the program ‘that
was ﬁmtmym:d. mIiEe

"‘rhc tona and substance of that Guidance totally ignores the statarory role that Private
Idustry Councils are to have in operating the program sad determining the best way for their .
arcas to move recipients from welfire to work,” the letter states. Wmmdmmyaﬁmls v “
expecied that the program they supported would focus ou local afforts to create jobg and nlgve; "

IR

<+ welfarc recipients into them ™ Farexmph,&x&mamemmmmwmpzmdm %w
IRy m’imoiwhelpatatesae&iwetheir&wuwciﬁmm&mgmhmdmmm e *‘. _
2% responsibiliics...to friove welfhre recipients into perininent efployment aid off welfare.” It - R Y

F5 further starcs that WEW grants are inténded 16 soppleriont edch stave’ sm&c&gndﬁyfor T
i ageisting the Wwelfare recipient populurion in the state andl provide the state r opportunity to’
‘7 imtegrate wotkforce development systems with essistance and services svaflable to welfare

"7 recipients.

~{ROTe-
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3 “The Guidance sssumes s top-down planning struciure with the state telling the PICs
i which popuiation to target and how to design and oporare their pragrams,” the mayors and
county ieaders wrote,

= The letter to Secretary Herman, .glso delivered to President Climon, was signed by the
o President of the Conference, Fort Wayne Mayor Paul Heltoke; the President of the National
- Association of Counties, Hannepin County (MN) Coramissioner Randy Johnson; the Chasr of the
Large Urban County Caucus, Hesnepin County Comrdssioner Peter McLaughling and 27 of the
Conference's officers, Trustees, commptee and tagk force chnirg,

CONTACT: Mike Brown, {702) 8616708

"
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THE COVERNOR

August 23, 1997

The Honoraklc Edward Rendcl

1 would lika to share with you oy thinking with regand to the sdministration of the
welfare-to-work grants that we expect Rom the Balinced Budger Act of 1957 (PL. 105:37). As
mmybcwmthchwprmdaﬁt&mwﬁmdmgfmw:}fnmmkmﬁm In Sscal
pears 1998 and 1999, $1.5 billion WU be avaliable 19 stares theough forruia snd compaotitive
grants. The Commanwesith is ancited Caout tha oppoctuniny 5 expand and enhunce it2 welfiye.
to-work nlidiiives to help maore welfure aclplents connect o Jobs.

iz will apply for ixs portion of the forrula grant. In arder to nooess the gramt,
émimmmsﬁnmmummwmmmmw&nwwﬁs?mmmm
Needy Frvalies (TANF) ssate plan outlirdng haw the money will be tilized and how TANF
recipionts will be sarvad. Tha Commomeealith is seduired to davelop s forvmis 19 disuibuze 83
percens of the funds 16 the lacal Privats lndustry Coundils (PICK) trough the Sendoe Delivery
Areas (SDAs). Iam commitied 16 easuring that thoae greas throughout te Coramonweslth weih
high concemrations of TANF recipients recerve Sinding.  Since Philadelphis is homs to
approximately 43 percent of the TANF population, # i particularly imporntant that we work
closcly to aptimize the valus of this profran 10 thees Pennsylvarda tizens

mmmmammmmmwmmwawm
o8 BT CATTImANOT Wik L ANE PrOghms 15 eertairhat this is
w%xmmdmﬂctwmmmmmgwmwmmwi
I Save assigned lead responsibility to the Department of Public Weitare, - Sacretary Feather
Houstoun will work slosely with Secneuvy Butiar, Socretary Fickok, Secratary McCullough and
‘ smgwgmwmmmgaa@mmmhwamwmmmcm

A AL | R P
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The Hoaoeable Edward Rendell
AYgiset X5 1997

Paged

Committen {LMC), coasisting of the oouaty aasistance nffics executive director, SDA
job canter direcior, ind local educadon sgency, will be the focal point for local program design,
daily management sad Wil provide s vimue for interagency policy oventight. - -

AxnﬁPﬁQnPthﬁpr iel, st ioh the will
grams under the gran Wtumw&am?%:uwmmm:ayou
uﬁacchaf&méaﬁmlﬁmthﬁmm&rbmmﬁmzaﬁwwmm
from your office on the LMC, aad also sugpest s representative from business. Thefiove wa
should broaden the comiderstion of sptions 1o programs and approsches thet may ast kave bean
part of the taditinnal set of offerings 1o welfare reciplenta, To&szznd,tb‘lmuﬁma .
demmmpoﬁdmmdmwdmm

Imwommwwmswwtmht&m&mwm
pﬁmm@ph&&ngﬁ;myo{pﬁmmkwmkm?mm T wuld kkn to
propose 2 meeting ia late Septamber of the peputided SPOC LMC 1o begin comidering sptions
sodd peiorides  If you will designae o represenuative from your affizs (o work with DPW g, {
am confident we can be off 1o & quick start when finding details wre known this fail.

I book farwsasd (0 working with vou wm«ww&:&mmmwmm
famiblies achisve self-quffictency.

Sincerely,

/M

TOM RIDGE

- ——— W S By m kA WWE WL 4 o4 A Y e
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THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS
NATIONAL ASSOCIATON OF COUNTIES

September 20, 1997
The Hohorable Alexis Herman
Secretary of Labor
300 Constitution Ave., NW
Washington, D .

Dear szary chmzm

N S

‘i‘oday in £m Wayne the leadership of The 1.8, Conference of Mayors met with the
President of the National Association of Counties and the Chair of the Large Urban County
Caucus to review 1ssues of mutual concern.  Among the issues discussed was the Drafl Internim
Planning Guidance for the Welfare-to-Work Formula Grants, We are writing to protest in the
strongest termg possible the clear siate orientation of the Guidance and 16 request a meeting with
vou st your earfiest convenience.

The tone and substance of that Guidancs totally ignares the statutory role that Private
Industry Courcils are to have i operating the program and determining the best way for their
areas 1o move recipionts from weltare to work., Mayors and county officials expected that the
program they supported would tocus on local efforts to create jobs and move welfare recipients
utto them. However.

. The Guidence contains a policy framewark which states: “The WtW grants provide a
critical tool to help states achieve their own welfare reformn goals and to mcet their
responsibilitics under PRWORA to move welfare recipients inte permanent employment
and off welfare.” The focus, clearly, is on support for centralized state decision-making.

. The Guidance states that WiW gramt is intended to supplement each state’s oversll
capacity for assisting the wetfare recipient population in the state and that it provides the
state an oppartunity to integrate workforce development systems with assistance and
services available to TANF recipients. Again, the goal is to support centralized state
deciston-making '

. The Guidance assumes a‘mp-down planning structure with the state tafling the PICs
which papulation to tsrge;z and how 1o design and apemtc their mgmms

-
x'{x‘;* £

in our view, this Gwdm ncods magor mswn ‘We stmd mdytz) wo:‘k thﬁ m m Y

achieve this, . "fr" % ‘,sr‘ B T R ' ,,ég,y,,w \f“ o
. i i . ) . Y !g;é’«b 5, =, ¥ ) + ‘ . : »»., S ;»«"{‘45‘, v .
1 A Si!l{:ﬁf’ ﬁi}’; W : T : ﬂ.
Mayor of Fort Wavne Hennepin County Commissioner
P‘resndcm, The U.S. Conference of Mayors President, National Association of Couoties

ce, The Prestdent 91‘ The United States
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. SENT BY:  g.o%5-7 12PN ¢ U.S.CONF. MAYORS- 0021562896 # 3732

Draft Inteciits Blaaning Guidance
WelareTu-Wark Fermala Grants
Fiscal Wear 1938

INTRODUCTION

. President Chinton has mads wellare reform 8 wp priody of B Az%murz.mz.nozz During Ky ﬁr:{
four years in office, the President zranted federglawaivers 1o 43 States to require work, tme-fimit
oL - assistaree, make work pay, improve ohild supyirt enforcement, and ancourage parental
responsihility, | I August 1988, Premdent Clunpn signed into faw the Personal Regponsibility and .
Work Opportunity Reconcdizstion Act (TRWORA), a comprehentive bipartisan welfsre reform
il that rsrabliches the Temporary Assistance {ur Needy Families {FANF) program, A naw
system of TANF bleck grants to States was ciceled. chenging the mature and provition of Federal
. welfare benefits in Americs. This kegislation digdmatically changed the nanon's welfare system intp
© one that renuires work in exchange for time-linfied assistance and provides support for familics
moving from welfaze to work. In bricf, the legislation provides a fimit onthe amount of time an
individual can receive welfare benefs and, with limited exceptions, welfare recipients sre
expected to engage in work activities 10 move fwm welfare assictance to permanent employment.

The PRWORA gives Smtee ihr: owor%uty ia; greate 3 new system that promotas werk snd
responsibility while strengihening famities. I clizlienges us 2l (o remedy the shonicomings of the

oid System and to provide apportunities Usst wiij help aeedy fanulies under 3 framework of new
. expertations. : L ‘ s
This theus on moving people Hom welfare W wiTk is 2 primary goal of Federal welfare policy.
The new Balanced Budget Act of 1937, sigisd by the President on August 5, 1997, provides
* additional resoutces to achieve this goal by aushprizing the epartment of Labor to provide
Weifare-10-Work {W1W) grants fo States snd 1652l communbing for transtional eznpioymcn%
 assistance 10 move hard-to~-amploy TANF ;maztms it significant employment barriers mto
wosubsidized ja%zs offening losg-teom emvlamcz'tl opportuniies. These grants will provide many
weltare rwptmz; with the job placemiam Arvices, ransitional employment, and job reiention ad
cipport services they need to meke the successtl progression mio tong-term unsubsidized
employment and sconemic sclf-mmcz:zmy-fﬁ? hig program is s key part of the Administration’s
efinets 10 ereate jobs 1o move prople from welfare 1o work, whinh includs mobilizing the business
" enmmunity to hire welfare rocipicnts, working with civic, religions and non.profit groups to
" memor families izaving weifare for work, wnd hifing our fair chare of welfare vacipients in the
fedaral gewmr{t e ﬁ}{wv&%ﬁi oy \69 e XS vs\-ﬁ\s‘ﬂwm—-xﬂ (s

‘&4tim oy v ﬁ?\m e &g}bq,g, ko lons bs%

Al
hatg §
i m;_ﬁ, The grants total 53 hxihrm 5.5 i;:liwi:l i3 m‘az % s % scal year 1998 and 51, S
b mnt:

f

hiﬁ:mm 199%; Thmmﬂbetwckmdsgf%imgg (;}3:0 SWesmd &}{ B . .. e
*é‘m Campmﬁzmts zo]aaaicmmmam‘x ! o
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A small amount of the total grant money will be 311 sside for speeial purposes: 1 percent for
indian wribes; 0.8 poreent for evaluation; and $I€}€ reiifion for performance bonuses to successful
Staies. .

Vo Micgh - A
Eormuls Grants jo States: Afier yesanang :Ezmpzml purpose-funds descrided abmze, 75 percent
of the grant funds will be allocated 1o States based on & fonuidathat squatly considers States’

-

. chares of the patioua] sumber of poor individuals énd of zdult recipients of assistance under
 TANF. States will be required10.pass through 85 percent of the money to local Private Industry

Councils (PICs) which are also known a5 worldares developmen boards in some areas, A State
% allowed 1o retain 15 percent of the money for welfare-to-work projecis 16 help Znng“:srm
recipients of assislance emer unsubsidized jobs. States arc required to pass through 85 percent of
the monay to focal PICs which are known as workforce developmen boards in some sreas,

Theae funds must be distributed using a substate formula Lased on the following factors, Betwaen
53¢ and 100 prscent of the fundx distributed to Locﬁ& areas st be based on the areas’s share of

the cxeess population of poor, e, the sumber of poor individuals in excest of 7.5 percent of the
otel populativn. Berween O to 3 percent may bejdistributed based on ane o1 4 combination of
the followiuy facrors: (1) the number of wduits ro vmg TANF or AFDIC ssistance for 30

months o1 more and (2} the nomber of unemployed inthe SDA. Becanse of the thrashold

established in the Iaw P33} SZJ,& that wauzd receive Icss zhazz Sii)O Qa{} nftdw such a fam!a vall
receive oo fands,. | St

,4... PR

LR TR

CIn ordc: iz; receive fnrmuia fnds, tizc Smc must imm zplan m the form af an addendum to the

Sate TANT plan, for the sdministration of the WiW grant. The Secretary of Labor must

detenine that the plan meets the statutory rcqmmﬁmzs Govemors are responsible for

adniiistering formula funde andfer assuring th dtcy are coordinated with fimds epem under the

TANF block grant. . .. Yassing “Yheowg S garcasd v o 1"‘3‘.&_5 Whs
L0re (s goas

FICs (worldoree development buards) cstablished ynder the Job training Partnership Act (JTPA),

i coordination with chief elected officials, will udiminister the program st the locsl level un%ms'ﬂ'ic

Secreiasy of mzmﬂppmv 2 Governor's request 10 use an akernative sdminastering &gﬁ"'_"\)

afler determining e would buprove ﬁzc mwuie% and efficiency of progrein
uﬂplﬂmmm!mn d@i 807D AR Lhes b v, \L‘Eﬁw /

__ sris to Locs Communitiss: pcrccnl of funds not sllocxted by formmula will
be used forcomp&mw gmrziz ssrarded énrt:i Iy to locg! governments, PICs, and pavate entitiss
(sugh a8 comnmamity dimlopmm corporations, ¢

itywhased Q;gmizat;m, epmynunity
uction ag:zzcm and other private organizations) who apply in mnjunctien wiﬁ: & PIC or local

grmg: of har%—ta-m 'IAI{,F m;uem whz!:h Iszx;

g W

+ P t

to move into tnsibsidized ;obs prov:dmg img-m

L »1:1'93 w;,xf'vfg.{wﬁ,;fr 2 N
Yo & - “:t" ‘ »J .

N, b .‘“,,

.2 j‘v,".-”.l-?‘.? T ,;\w;- ;aw!wu Pagod v
: 9 . LIS R e w 8
¢ * - -

%t

fm:argesmcemthswagmnmtfm ) i‘“;‘ Sh

L
.y

cant harriers mzkmgn difficult’ far d&m . ia N
mj}ieymm apportugities, ’WW AR

-


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

-+ SEXT BY: 2-05-97 12:20PY -

ooy Wda,

i*s;wc 4 poor work i:nstgry} {}R
. (b} are # nmus:cézai panmz cf TORSTS J
(a)(2}.

“ Qlevis =
Pk PO L Wl Wowa AR Gug'thhes
& b
Vhed

WA

2. Up (0 30 perccnt of the grant funds: May be

. with long-term weliare dependence, such as schs
iuswrg

Allowslle Uses Gf-m Funds can be usad 10,

community sevvice ur wark experience; of job

Corsizdent with Liedry o

Ap 363 psns,
Riowwaad (A

Neate: “Contracts or veuchers for Jub placement

U, 5. CONF . MAYORS-

2040625860 I/ 2

1. Atleast 70 percent of the gram funds must be spens on individuals who:

(a1} are long term welfurg recipients {with 30 wr more months of receipt). or who
- face wrmination from TAME asgistancd Within 12 iomihs AND. (0)(23who face two
. OF three spcciﬁed tabor.marker. deficioncies (Inck of digh schout diploma or GED and
low Teading or math ckiflz, requiring a milbsmncc abuse wesunent for employment:

hose custodisl parem meels ceiteria {831} and

spent on individus(s who are "reeent”

recipients of TANF assistarice, o7 noncustodial parents, who have cherscicrigtics’ assmc:atcd

ol dropown, teen ?mgnancy, or paer work

help move eligible individuals imto long-term

unsubsidizal jobs by any of the following means: job creation through short-term public or
private seetyr wuge subsidies; on-the-job training; contracts with public or private pmdm of
job readiness, Jub placement, and post-cruploymint services; job vouchers for similar tervices;

tention and supportive services (if sueb

Jrvices are not othevwise availabie wo-the individual participants receiving WiW services),

rvices sapported by sueh funds must regeire

that at leust 172 of the paymeont accur after au clipible lndividus) placed lota the workiorce bas

been in the wo rkfam fmr 6 m&nths

L

Program Cuicomes: 1o m&aswmg program autdomes, States will, dteinsainlmigy need o
demonstrate tiely success in speving eligible ind: mduais in terms oft (l) pisecment in
chw {23 duration of such pizc:ment and, (3) incrense in camings. . Fhe

iate-t-the-davi

| %mm mny qeai;? {or a performance bonus in FY 2000 bascd

[P formula for nmurmg pm‘fcmazza: that

b be developed within the next year by the

Scoietaty 'wf Labor. in consultation with the Secretary of Health and Human Services and

Srgazalivhs representing States. in addition, 1
vnll taizc 'u:es:; i’&.turs intwo curiszéc'amrz nther

N()Tﬁ "This phaauivg goidaace addresses the red
the Lrmuls gront fnods is Fiscal Yo 1998, 8¢

gmmx ro Inddian mhu amd the mmpcizth grants.

mmmw -

S N LR j: and to megt their responsibilitics under PRWOR,
LN # ?’t e ‘*"‘“*f “employmént and off welfaie. T VT geIe OF

T enwwia Y Iwvdwaceast et
G s‘sm o s e g hpunt Inroduc

w,b m«' Tndle @wm,u.,. of mm:g

e Secretary of Health and Human Services

rmdzmt of the nni’lmal t:v&}uaz;ou of Ww,

mremw:s relnted 10 SInI‘Q plaus to gualify for
araie guidance will be issued for bath the

. and Vool aowaraivade.

e

W e The WiW grauis pwvzdc a criical sool to h:i;z Hlates achieve theic own welfare reform goals” PR
‘ ALt n} f:;z m‘ipimzs o phimanents >—j”‘~ a
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ds have 2 specmc purpose, wlivli is:

1

“To provide mxzszunnai assisiance which moves weifare recipients into unsubsidized
empic&ymzmt prewduzg goad,ww notential for acﬁzevmg toonomic sclf-:uiﬁmmcy

sz g*'a:;t !’unds are alsu zargmé Lo 2ssist 1hosk welfare rmpzems weith the mcst slgmﬁzm ,
barners to employment (s, those characteristics associated with long-temm welfare d:pmziencc}.

This target proup will require exeensive assistznrie 10 achieve the gmployment and eunings goals

ofﬁxe‘)‘{ﬁiigmm,
ongitaddon o W WL -

ca;-pwm WYW st be an integral

pm Qf ﬁ:c S%atc. 5 overall progmn masnmm e to p:cms inlo unsubsidized

employment. WW goums are zmefz%c m supp mnt'i;%a: 1310 S ovcmll caparity for ts.s:sm‘;g

the welfare recipient popuiation iathe-Stae Bullo gy Y (oM R AL R Gk
’ éggw BT aeik Nonbs s of Geopie,

This is an opportuully fisr $a#63 10 infegrate the bperation b work force development systems

(mc!udmg OTR-FIOp amzm.ftmpkomw* services, JTPA services md s:imol-towwmi: acminns)

..With assistence and savices available 10 iANE pmzs

L TGP O P
. N . R HEER
s et & =4 i - oz oz

- . o T ., PP B

s:azz‘;alm far wsing WAV funds, and ‘Ebe re azed State fimﬂ;ng to meet ti znatdmg mquizmm
for formula great i‘uzzds, sheuid reflert the falluw;ng pm:&plc&‘

- %

“+ixThe zs}wnax.c ob;ectm for earh welfare n‘.lr:.lpiea* i3 placx:zzzz:at o an nusubszdmé joiby
which piuvides e potential for schisving ecogomie selfsufficiency.

. et + Activiiics conducied with eract fands must be grounded in the “work S5 philosephy

which iy 3 fundamemal tenet of PRWORA. Althongh a vasiely ol activities {e.g., work
| expericnce/tommuity service, ou-the-joll training, placement and posi-employment
seivices, job reieation services) are authopized under WIW, ihese activities should be |
" viewed a8 mzpmmm-bmd developmertal steps fot suoving individuals into, and
fmmmgthmmmmbﬁdutd}nbs L . R

*' Mﬁwﬁgﬁ 1he Act Hoes not aithorize the tsc of gram finds for mdependent or siand-alone
" (raindng activiies, State plans may recogiize that basic educetion and voational ckills
development as part of 2n ensployment oxperience will br needed by some resipients in
wtder 1o srhicve the nitimate objective of the assistauce wihich iy seif- sufficiency. {Note: .
. Dasic cdiicetion and vosatinnal skilis trainidg shure mended, biaved an the FASE assessment of
the reeipicnt’s ucrds, may be provided as a post-employment .sr.rvm: w}aa:m th::rm;ncn: s
emsploved ncither 2 subsidized or unsubsidized job.]
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M.;;gmzz_g The Sthie 35 reyuired to pmv;dc $1 in marching expeudiwres daring the fiseat
year for each $2 in WEW formula grant r’unés wwarded. The Depa:unent ainhorizes the
States 10 use the uniform {inancial and administrative z:quzrcmals of OMB Cirestar A

. 102, sodified for the Depariment 31 29 CFR 9724 (The C le) regarding mawch
altowability and documeutgiion, except that no mere than ones ":;f the match may bein
the form of in kind contributivns, including sUowable match frenn thind panics, Lo, privare
sector contributions, Matching finds inplure those State and Jocal dollars in excess of
funds spent to meet the TANE maintenapice, of-effort (MOE) requivement when those
Rinds are spent on WIW eligible particifiants.

Thes States bear the burdes-of-proof for substanisting match expenditures. The Stare
should use, in developiug.their WiW plahs, the preliminary plaming estimates that were
tgsued by the Seeretary ol 1abor on September 3, 1997, H1he State falis 10 meet the
matching requiremeat, the Depaniment will implement an snmual seconcilistion and grant

 adjustment for WiW giunts based on repiorted mateh expendituces throughthe end of the

fiscal vear, Well in advance of the yzar-énd reconcilistion process, the Depariment wAll

affer 1echnicnl assistance (0 al] Stxtes with fow seported match expendinures in an effort 10

wim‘z:ﬁzc'ym@d grant sdiusments. The statuts provides that the State oot expend off
. 6118 fastching fiuds within the Sscal yedr of the grant award. Marching fimds, kke

Faderal funds, for this program must be spm on eligible partivipants and aliowsble
activilics under e WAW icgls!azmrf 1

e ; ’ngg ug Eﬂ&m W'€W t funds are amtabin foz t.xpmriame fora

threm year 'j!mt}ﬂ ﬁmn téze effective date c‘ the grmz award

Aphanetagtht a—ewmﬁémm Qumzxtyﬁmmi
rcpmtmg Jwtrctions fot vmv wiiz ‘hc pn“mzicd under sztparaze cover..

r

Qm@g ‘Ia asmrc mt&umabthty for the Federal invesunent with mm&l :n‘z?usion, the

Departinent will focus its Mﬁgﬁi on the required tmgeting of sligihie p:mapants, fund
7 mensgenwent, expenditure of match, use of funds for alluwabie tervicer and performanes

TR o - Dreft ligeduttion Faped

entcomes wlich address me stamzc s ;m

ir Sabipzanten; | EQL mli omitor ugmm imp?em:m;ﬁau nfthe
. fuzzmﬁa gzais 8 ﬁ:c Smc iwri and ensuns that Stm nmmtmng pmmﬁm provide -
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Gitven the target group fo this assaszaqre The provision of adequass job retention and

%upaormfc services will be cridcal, WiW grant funds may be used (o provide these

services, but onty where these servicesiate not othersisc available to the individual

+ < - pALCipants recciving WOW services Plans should reflactad itegration of ail avmifable

-, resources to pravide the full scope of %sszs‘n:x:e needed by recipionts 10 move ints
permaneil employment. © . | v w s

‘ Integranion olresources showld incizzdi_ nat-only t?zase‘avni!ablc ﬁuwgh WIW and TANF
... ' grant fonds, but elso those availzhle zhi’msgh the JTPA program, Sizte crmployment
\ service, cdutation agcmu;:., housing agencies, cemmunity developieni organizations,
trancpantation agescics, oﬁmmmt}'*ha%#‘l and faith-based organications which provide
some of the umm:zcc needed by the 1argeted population.

. Pians s.hr:m}d be consistunt with the assqssment reguiremnant md &l State oplion, an
indivadual responsibility plan as siated § zn gaetion #8203} Astivitics [inded tirough Wew/
. should be effectively courdinated with qomplementsry activitios (5.5, ASSESSTICS, Case
. management, supportive services) being fisnded through the TANF grant and evidence
. - individualized strategies for wansition 19 unsubsidized craployment, State plzns should
reflect the working relationsiip with thfi T AN? agmcy to mm&mw 2!::: e of these

- Bisnds and related sctivitics, . .0 2 et
. R ‘Mvm PIcs
> State plans should rellect the development anci xmpimmam;z ol wcrkmg relationships,
.. with Merepolitan Plauming Organizati ) {regivmal bodies responsibls for -

developiag m:;:muﬁcn plans and s
pubke transit OpeIEtOLY, and other trang
- transporiation iy p;uv:i.ief. -

5 pnamtzcs for regional ransportatinn spredng],
sortation previders 1o nsute that adeniate

The statutory Imgnag,c of WtW targets the use of grast fnds in regacds 0 hazh the welfare

' recipiests to be assisted and the outcomes to belacﬁzcved through thet assisunca. Yhe plansing

. guidanee prawdcd w this docem d the regulations which will b issued shortiy, are designed
(- ;;;ov;de mam fledbility 10 I decigning the-mix of sesvices needed by the eligible

recipieat population sl formulating the serviceldelivery and goves nance processes for providing
the services. funald use this dexihiity to jdcvx}op and impieinent inngvative approsches
that provide welfare recipients the assistance they need 10 steure sl retain quxiﬂ? jobs that

pmde maximum oppot tarties for cmnm sﬁlf Wfﬁ cacncy

KMNI\WQ 5§Shm ZIOPE,,S

, The Dcpammut will be ] issuing Tegulations.sho :ddfasgmg ﬁtcaﬁmmmm ami o)
- prograrematic mqwmms of Wz\?z grams, W lz: ﬁ:»e.se rcguizhtms &e mmﬁy umser G g T 2 ﬁ ] f g
etations to the 3 stame mcmw:i 10 nmst bt filﬁ‘ﬁ: S,
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Reperiing. Financial and programmatic ceports, will be required on a quarterdy basiz, We
will work vath the Department of Health and Human Seivice {DHHS) 10 mxpand the
TANF reporting 'reqmremems t© mcerpnma those ity yequired by the grant program

. pnd vl 24d addinional fems on pmgmrgs ouleormes that wit NECESSATY 1D eRIablish
performance thrashalds and 1o asgess resulia. In the iulerim, the Standardized Program
Informasion Repoee {SPIR) will be m::::tﬁéé to incorpuraieidenification of WiW emrollees
and WHW activity categories to facilitate the use of & SPIR based management information
system by Private [ndustry Counglls who choose to use it 1o manage thar WiW funded

zetivities locally, However, we will notirequire the use or submission of SFIR for WiW,
All Teporting requirements are subject 16 the OMD appruval under the Paperwaork '
Redustion Act of 1995 and 5 LFR 1326, :

YLAN CONTENT AND gumzﬁsszg

O em{:& R
This plarming gzz;ﬁancc is imtended 1o assist Suﬁes to begin desipming t?zz:ir sz pmgram Thc
uformation included is based on the Department’s corrent best interpretations of the law. It
should be nioted that reguiations will be issued éhmly whicli ynay affect some nfthe 7
nerpretations included & thess instactions, fs’t that e, i Lhere are any changes necessary 1o
this plaaning guidance, the szamrm will issug edditional guz&mcn ] mﬁect the zcguimorzs
- Sumed should submit 2 p,lan, azsmg fmazhmenis A ami B for f’ Y 1§98 fzm:is wi’zzch addrtsscs the
components outlined in the Attackments. 1t is suggested tsal the plan not exceed 25 pages. . The
target date for submission of State plans is Desdmber 12, 1997, Plans submitted earlier will
receive an experiitious review. Plans submitted fater will be reviswed pmmpﬂy in ﬁ-u: G!'dﬂ of
submission.  ¥iaas should be :ubzmteri with on nasz siynarures, 10; o :

i} S I‘}c et uf Lxbor
Employment and Trainiug Adminisiration
Cibce of Employmen! and Taaining Programs
200 Cénsﬁmﬁon Avstue NW. Room N4459 e
'+ Washingtog, D.C.20218 - B

in addz{ztsn ropies simuid be subzmtcé s;mai:m’masly e DHHS:

Depariment of 1calh and Human Services |
Administrasion for| Cliidren and Families
Office of I8 mr‘ﬁiy Assistance
61 Floor, Acﬁaspam Building
, 370 LUBafent Promenads, SW
Wasiuagtun, D.C.20T !

N
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T Sxaze plrms will b:‘. m:cw:ci isy Iht I?cpaffm
Act Qni_z thnsc p!a.ns ﬂmt m zonszmm mﬂh J'I e5e Pmmfcm will be cunsidered complete.
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TERMINOLOGY USED

Service Dlivery Area » SDA; and Privare fndu

DESCRIPTION OF xrz" NTS]

11§ CONF, MSYORS~
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“Uhroughout the planning mstructions several zcronyms are used for the putposes of the WiW
- program, ~The acronyma and.their nanslations areas follows: Welfare- To-Work - Wiw;
' .{mmm}' Acsistanse For Neody Families - TANY,-Job Tmmng Partnershin Avi« JTPA
m Couacil ZPICy In rress whese the Governor
- has requerted 2 waiver for an alies nate agency, 1
. :mmm ;hm!ei be tcpim:d weitlithat altermate. agrney’s nama.- "

e verm PIC used zhmughuut the plamng

in addition to this gencral guidance, we are providing three attachments, Attachment A containg

the Instructions for the State Play Submission, A
Attathmant C contmns the haes, gddresses ang
DI-I&iSwACF mgwml Q{ﬁces

i
PARXY .« -u

-\-0‘ LEt L WL et Y N

i3

Al .2.'
3 ! 1N-

x1-¢ 4t

.mchment B is the Assurance document zod -
| fe tephone numbers of the DOL-ETA and

or overall somplieace wilh the provisions of the

W
>

Vol fot,
Lo ¥

’ #zsy plau submitted umi:r 8-::.%:1 4&3{3}{5) ::rf TﬁN‘F s amznri:d may bt modified as changes

arcur related to the operntion of the swogram {matc‘*ms funds, State snd local sdministintive

emtity, defimtions, ete.,). Madifications should e

indicated above for the oniginal plan submission.

sutrmutted to the same agencics snd offices

L3

Inquisizs shonld be adtressed to Stephanie Curtih at 202-208-7933, extension 161, Information

aboot wlf State plans will be posted on the WiW

Drah Invodiction Page 3

hemne page a1 htp lavtw dnleta gov,

Yt
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‘Attachment A

4
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P ] et P

ANNUAL STATE PLAN UNDER A
THE TEMPORAR I’ASSISIL%{NC it
BLOCK GRANT HELF;
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PROGRAM Abﬁmsm«ama(q;

Specify helaw which State egency ualt z:izrm
for the Welfare-To-Work Program in thi Stat

o R

icter, be the Grau Regipiem, ind srimzzfy the Linison
JCemcnwmh]i uof .

aﬁsmg of Grant Regipient:
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Address: .. -
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Telephone Numher:
Fazsimile Number:

Eomnit Addeess:
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PR cw e

" [ Rame of State Administrative Agency {if different frm the Gratzt R:upm!}
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Te&pé;aam I'iumb;:r: . i

Faccimile Number;
E-mail Addrees:
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w1 Name of Stats WiV Lisison (Indm:inal mpegnbic for day-to-duy opsrations of the grant);
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E-uil Address: . . . o f ety
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Planniny Instractions ior the Welfare-To-Work Program

Statutory Provisien: The Balanced Ea*%igﬁf&c of 1997, Section 5001, Soctal Security Act, as
- amended Seation 403 (54, "Welfore ;j Weork Stete. A Stuie shall be nrmsiderad o

welfare-to work Stare fur o fiscal year. jur purposes of this ?amgmpfz i the Serretary of Labur
determirses the the Siate mewts 1he foliowing ragudremenis: "< .

.. L Wdfareto-Work Program -Destription.-Sietutofy vaisfcﬁ. Section 303{a)35)14,6:0{0.
L. *The State has submitted (0 the Seeretary of Labor and the Secreiary of Hemih and Human
Survices fin the form of en adidendiim 1o the Sigia plan submitted under Sectinn 402} a plon
 which-"
A Proscsm Design “{on) describes how, consistant with this subpz:mgwph the Stotz
will wse ony furuds provided under this ﬁ&pamgmph duting me Siseol year;”.

*

Tan Requirements;

1. Describe the State's targeting sirategy 1o reach hasd-tu-eomlay 1 A.NT: reapzmts #nd
aysure that ¢ ap;&ropnazc penvijies and rem:cs are pravided 10 :mp theze participants

,.  sthieve seif-mufficiency, Tha s.m lade " um,& \t‘sw&*
o '?ﬁcm\ las%ﬁ QE{M% Dﬁa Y - w

chamm gxa@m Gefine and deseribet ‘ ‘ '

MQ@ ‘b‘! Vo P‘B:‘_; a. ilie emplovment activities {camg; Ty service, work experience, job cremion
through public and private wage subsidies, on-the-jub training) that are planned under this
gragy; and,

b. the miiization of contrazts with pubilic and private providers nl'job readmesy,
placement and post-smployment semmsl job vouthiers for placement, readiness, nd posts
expioyment services; iob retention, or su’Efov“t services, if not mtherwdse guatieblc to the
judividual particinants receiving VW st ces, that are planned under this grant.

i

3, Describe the policy snd procedures which wifl govern implemensation of such
acdvides. Inchude how WiW funds will be usedd 10 privdde nevessary support services
- {child care substance abuse treatmeot, tr zaptzz‘»adan. gtc.,} when these scrvices we 0Ot

" ptherodse svailableto the individusal partitipunis receiving WiW services,

%Sa.} on$a Qionivena, &i‘ﬂgﬁgﬁ oy e m&,

4, Listthe prrtormance goals ané outcomes the State intends to ackieve in serviug the
eligibie participants in the WeW program iu Auding: (1) placemsnt in unsubsidized jobs; (2)
duration af such platement; aod, (3} inis cuse In eanings Lhe ;mrfmmncc goals and

outcomes shmtri be expressed in msasazﬁmc quanyifiable trrms to the gmazcst oxicnt
possible.

-
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by SANGHSTERIES) mcludmg The mlzs and trsponﬁi‘uhﬁeg of 1he
sz;., wa Admmlst:av?c Agene:y anéi the TANT spency: a list of the substate arcns
and the local epiltlss respbnvhle for p egtm sdminisiration; apd, rhe pzbrxnm s
implemcntation wryet daies: I
weich mm’gmmm%u&% aqua
6. idcmfy the policies and procedures she.Stuc sl issuedsthaliliss regarding: {1)
, targeing of eligible.pardcipams-to:be %arvezb {2} idenitification and referral of
- participants; and, (3) assessment and cpse managemen, if uny, Include a deseription
of the coordination efforts that the iaca‘ TANF ond sdminisuative agmcy will
undertske in thas povess, intluding tb; tole these local agencics will play in providing
assessmment and case munagement (o qualifisd participants,

) M m R . .t LR o O
" "1 Dasiribe the Smc"l  scratepy (o prevent dupfication of serviecs and promote
eoordination xnony TANF JIPA, enc-stop centerv/employment wmce und orhes
sroplgyment and tradning systems i%aou shout e State,
Cond S0 B’
& Describe the StateRatraiegy 10 prumolc and enrourage coordination with the State
_ Department of Transpontation (DOT), M?O s, Uansit operators, mod other -
" lransportatian providers 1o help enswic lpaz the Lransportation needs of those moving
’ i‘mm weifare to work are met. )
M m S’xr:.m !
’ ‘\]? Describe ﬁzn Stae's fegy 1o p{mim& and ezzcnmage coe:dmwen with the Suate
pusing Finznee Agencies, public and asisied howusing providess, and :emmnuii}'
development agenties.

-

D, Wilin Siate Distritntion of Funds. (08} specifies the j}zrmsda 12 e scred
" puiruant to clouse (VI 2o distribule funds in the State. and describes the process by
-%Ic?: t}m formala was deveioped,”

5 . g‘.
PO Sccfiofz 463{::){;}(&}&(}{8 provides :}zar "4 Sicte to which i a gmnr iy madc wadcr thiy
_ ey ;;;w el .l'llbpamg!ﬂps’l shatt devise a fnrmf!a ﬁar allocating net. f:s.s than’ 8.5 ptmnl af :}g ’
T e :;?r:f’% i —5’ S amoing a] Ibf xmm ammg the se*rwce !wcry areas m Iﬁc S:aze wﬁrrk*
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“fag) delermines the amount 1o bx aligcated o ths beucfit of a service delivery area in
praparz;m 10 the rumber (i ifany} by Wfl!r:}z the population of the urea with an incoma that
ix less them the poverty line exceeds 7. 3" percent of the totel papm‘mmn of the area,

refaiive 10 such ruembar for ail such aregs in the Stot' with mcé; ur exz:e,s‘s qnl nc:ar:im
weeight 0f not lnss than 30 percent 1o this fatioes- -

“(bh; may determing tha amouni 10 e iipcoied for tha benefit of such on aren in
propariion (6 the.mumber of adults residing in the area who have been recipients of
ussistance under the Staie progroay funded under 1his por| (wiether in gffect hefore or
after the emendments made by scction 103(6} of the Personal Responsthility and Work
Opporiunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 first opplied (o the State} for at least 38 manths

fwheiher or nol consacutive] relative 10 the rumber of sech adults restding in the State;
and

-

{ec) may Aeterming the amaunt 1y be wlipcoied for the benefit of such an area in

proportion fo the mumber of wmmpfayeifrdﬁvz’a’wls residing in the area reintive 16 the
nw.rf!»r of such individuols ree:r..z;zg in the Stale.™

., i

- FRL I

‘. Scr:ffnry 4&3{5}{5 A} pfavzdes zf:a {aa} :j’ the amoued allocored by the forrmie to

» desy thrm $10D,008, the suui shall be ave
- subcionse (I} during the fyvol year.

a sevvice delivery area is af leust 3100,040, the State sholl disiribute the nmount of the
entine m:mﬂmng zite gmmr m ri?e ami "

.......

(&b} Spec:zai Fule. {;’ the anunt ol! fmif by tha formula to u service defivery areais
fisble for distrifution in the Stete under

Plan Reguirement:

-« lescribe the formula factuss used by ihe 5:3:: 1o aliccats not less zhazz &S perzent of the

amaunt of grant fmsds suvng the PICS | inthe State, Include the wmghts wssigned to cach

: fzr:wr snd the allosation te State will provide 1o each substate trea,

v

C., Coerdination and Qon;n%x_m. *{ec) rontains eviderice thot the pion was developed
in ronsudistion and coordingtion with the wppropriate eniities In the sub.State areas™

ap TE

Plan Requirement: . ag;g)'m Yatr mam?‘
Deseribe the approach, ncluding process dnd timing, used to ohtain consultation and
conrdmation in the developiment of the State plan. Include either & summary deseription

of the commenty reseived, along with the rames of the individyals or'emities who

.:- e
b S0 .
commented, orincludecopics ofthmmmﬂﬁammms«mcmﬁasm sttachment iot}m A
R R
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. Exvendinre of Fonde. “/dd) conlaing assuranres by the Gevernar vf 1he Stoie that
the private industry council {and wg&zrzmafe agency designarcd by the Governor wnder
irem fee) for a service dalivery area }n the Sute will coordinate the expenditure of ony

- Junds provided under this szaég;amgmp.& Jor i bemafit of the rervive delivery aren with

the a:.rpemﬂmfe 0f 1he funds. pf{}wdfdlo the Srate w!d&r seetion 403{a)(1), wnd”

Plau ?\cquumemﬁ : .. : 1 . - o

1.. Degiribe the progess the. Siats wzli pseto maimtain: aémuusmtm mm at the 13
pmmtkmgm&cmﬂmgmwm nlangs io-se

ﬂ sori

1

2. Descrite how the PIC, and any mm;az& agency designared byiha Govermor, Wil

soo1dinate the exprnditure of any funds ?[Wﬁtﬁ for the WIW program between TANY
aud WIW, ..

B Anﬁmmg “feel if z;‘:e:E {’}metmor qf the State d’esrres 1o hcm' an pgerey

other than o private industey eouncil wdpiinister the funds provided under thiy
subparagraph Jor tha bencfit of 1 or more service delivery areas in the Siate, coniains o
uppicotion 16 the Secretary of Labor far ¢ watver of ciouse {vii}(]} with respest 1 the

adminisier the funcde. ™ . .

. . area or greds in ordar (o permit i aftimafe agfmy dmgnatca’ by f?:z: Govemor fn 50

.
' ,,s:-.,.‘ .

Section A0S A) vi)) (L) ;;mw’u’esi:iwr “Tha Sxcrecary af Laéz;r shall gpprove om
application submitted under clausy (11} (THee) ar subslouse J5bE) of thiz ciouse i
wotve subclmise (i) of this elause with respect tn F or mors service delivery areasif the
Secretary determines that the aite: nute pgency designated in the opplication wouid
improve the effectiviness or efficiency r( the administration aj @iy dz’mibe:eff

. wnder clese {w){ﬂ)(w} for :Jic .éameﬁz f?f the ores or sreas.”

-Plan chmmmcms

1. Provide woples of any commets from the Chief Elected Ofhesal(s) rtgardmg the
Governny's selection of the aiternate 2gency.

2. Include infarmation that indicatcs holy the selection of sheelternaic agency will
improve the effectrveness or cficiency of the program m each of the aflecied subsine.
areas, including the advantoges provided by The sitemate 2gency in sclieving the goals of
WIW. Inpresenting the sationsls, the G ur should provide such afurmation as (shhe

deems js necessary 10 supportthe wuivegroquest. This information shuuld include such

LTy 3, the Teasons for not using the PIC {intinding poor perfofmame under the Ins .
Training Part Az of cvidence ?!Lhﬁtsﬁﬁa&ﬁ;“ﬁw;&ﬁrﬁmﬁ e
e dgenty 10 cacﬁimé‘“amﬁfea,m RN M

* 1GHOUTELS fmemg th-e mievazzt Joca) agEnt

el
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Review and Approval uf Waiver Renuesis:

§.0%-97 112:32°M ¢ U, $. CONF. MAYORS

The Secretary of Labor shall 2ssess the informacion provded by the Governor as wall as the input
from the affected CEQsin rtacmag a decision o the m.mmg ol ihe waiver requested,

(L

stazzxpma ef 13 % Froiecis 1o BeipthmﬁTn 1 Reciplents gf Assistance Enter

Unsubsidized Joby, Swnnory Provision. “Seption 4833 (A The Govrnor of a State

to which a grant is made wndze this subporags

gramit furds {phus any amount reguired 16 be distributed urder this subtiouse by reason of
subclmuse (11 (b4)) 1o projects that appecr likely 1o heilp lorigeterm recipients of assistance under

aph may distribete not more than |5 percent of the

the Statq programn fended under thix prori fwhether in effect bejure pr gfiey the mmendmenis made
by seciign 103{a} of the Personal ﬁespmﬁééh‘ﬁ: and Work Qupormunity Reconciliotion Act of
1996 first applied to the Staie} enter vnsubsidized cmplopnent.”

. Plan Requircumsts:

Dieseribe the State’s plans for the expentiture, uses aut goals of the 15% funds, Those
fundy may be distiboted 1o peblic, private mn«pwﬁz and private far profit entities,

... . including, PICs, govemmental entities, mmumy baxed mgmimzzons and comemurdty

deveiopment. z.orpmtzom

.
H IR

stm'ég; of snds. .S‘!afzzzsrgz DProvisign, “Section (pH3{A)MI} The Stote

hzz: pwwdw’ 0 Secrezmy of Labor on estintare of the amount that the State intends to expend

during the fiscul year fexeluding erpsna“;zwm described tn section AR NTHBY v} (other thow
subclause (1T fkmsgﬁ) pwwmz fo this paragreph,

-during the Sscal year.

FEL

f {Pian i%zquanmmts

1. Include an esthnate of the amount of mixtcliny rxpenditures the State expesta to make

2. Tnclude the process by which these exppisliures will e monitored and reported
qum teriy 1o casure ﬁ:e State meeis ity prewwcd rmateh.

g—ﬁsnm- LT . 1

Plan Requirement: C 1

Tl Staic should submit an estunets of caspandus{cs of WtW formmla gram Surds fur cach
guazier of the hreal yw by pereensge vt ¢ oliar amoont.

V.. Awurapces. See Attachment B,
Vi Signatyrs. An onging signatuee of the Guyemer or authorized designes shall be allixed to -

A each State pian submitted to the DOL Navonal Cffice ‘Ihttyped name, mie and s:gnatum date
E;& ‘:;Jj ‘ ofmswmwﬁﬁimimﬁmbapwvm& T «a‘ B4 SR IARTRE
3 Pt 1 ST T AN e T . AT RUERR - _e
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ASSURANCEN

1
The Spte/Commanwaonith of | :
failowing nqmmmmts smnder Title IV-A-of the Sacial Recurity Ast,

N ».‘,.---«._-...‘- P

esgarg; agm NISTRATIONACTIVITIES. - 7 = -

. 'I'%w szc is an eligible State, 9ursumé 10-Ssction 403{a} for the fiscal year, Sraturory
Citaedlons: Seww: {43Hs); .Sef:wn 493{3)(5}(3}&}{7?3

& The State sssazz.s that thﬁ&d Sute cxpcnzizmzcs {%mhm the meaning of Section
409{a)(7)) for the fiscal year will not be fess than the spplicable percentage of historic
Sryte expenditures {within the meaning of Section 409(3)(7}} with respect to the ﬁsc&i
year. Snirory Ciratinns: Section ;03(5;{3}@(?3 Section mf:(a)(z;

[Then iz, the Stare has met iz 'I‘AN'? mmﬁmmw%eﬁm mgu:remzm tzmi:r Scr:uon
g 439(:1}{?) for the fiscal ve,ar] SRR

a

i The Stare kes canswted and cc::rémat:ﬁ with the approprizte entities in the sub-State

 Sécston 403()SIAIIONS, R

-, xssures to the

. eene o Breasregarding the plan and the designiof WW servizes m the State. Sramarory Cltatfon:

4. Tic State will make available 1o the public 8 sundoary af*zhc WiW plan. Srencory Citation;

Saxtian 402(3). l

% ) “

5. The Statc has sgroed 10 negotiale i go?d faith with the Sccrm:ry nf Henﬁh md Human
‘ Berviecy with respect 10 1he substance qﬁé funding of uny evalusting under Section $13()

and to cooperate with the condoct of

ch an.cveluatiun, Siemutary Cirarons: Section
4030a){(5) (A (); Secrion 4133

<8 The S‘iﬁm halt uot wse a.rzy pzrt axf z‘izzs: gwu fzmds, mor my pm of sEe expcn&mre&

' mads 16 mateh the fimds, 1o fulfl any npfigativn of any state, political subdivision, or
‘pnvxic mﬁush‘)’ gounsil 10 conlribuie firdds under sections 493(L) or 418 or any other
", provision of the Social Secyrity Act or csher federal law, Srarutury Clianon: 'wma»
WARHI. :

ot

7. The Staie will returs o The Scerctary of Labbr any part of the WiW Bands Gt are niot
sxpeaded within 3 years afler the date iié: fonds e 5o prow ided, Stamter y Cirustton;
Staiyn 4&3 {a}{J} r?:lm,l

4 The State WIW program will be x::mdu
rtgu%ath p;m&ns.f;mfrwmmgu snce provided b ¥
nppnnbcmum am  Staté m*zgggr o T LS

&’A o "

‘ MW%%@H -

’ccé_pmgidmf by:he}}cpat}zgent;md ol otliti ™ B
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The State will apply the TANF law andjteguiations to the operation of the Wiw propram,
unless otherwise specified by the Departmens or defined i Scetion 4034aX5) or the

applicable WA'W regulations. l
PANDRAL Wk

The State has the capabiiity to mainuuai d

¢ P da@d

T%zc Smcwm SerVInes. urd:; thL VW gl to c.sgxbiz; paf ticipants paly.

,_,';

q:bmiz accurate, compiete antd nme!y

participant and finaneial records reyontsas specified by the Secectary.

The Stzzc w;iiﬂgmi:
piogram ﬁ& other prngmms availuble that

enployinent. «

A ikttw %\hwﬁb\%’#

-n..i% a mc:hwm 0 exLhange mforma::{m and W the Wiw

will assist i grcmduuz Wam ¥f::zp=e,nts

The F;zalc shal) adhere 10 the ecriifications renuired under TANY and will maet the TANF

main{manne of effort rcqui’rcfnt!ns

Circular A-i{)2 as mdzﬁc:i for DOL & zé ¢

R VT I AT I R LA

ON

'.i-.'

Y,

‘ Tt;e sz: sl camply with the usufnm fiscal and administrative requizements oé’ (}MB

i-R Pm 77

‘;“'fhc Swtc wﬁ! feliuw zhe amin xcqmrmt%m -:}{'I he Smgle m.ﬁﬁ Act ai‘ }B&‘l and Ghﬁ%v
Crenler A-135.

‘The State will follow the allowable cosvchst priniples of OMD Circular A-K7.

The State wntt embhah policics to xnfored the provisions regardioy non-dispiasement in
work activisies. Stenuery Ciioriva: Seorion 41 a4,

| 1. ‘
The Stete sssures that the thzhii andd Safery standards establistet under Federal and State
law otherwise applicable to working candifions of employces'shall be equally applicable 1o

working conditions of other participants

I‘hf: “Q’me wdi mfw the provision that

W pmgﬂm Sranaory Ctiaion: Seelion

gagec in & work xctivity under 8 program
o n;:waieﬁ w:zh fund' pmv:&:é zmdtr W{W Siarutory szw:: Secrion 40Xe)(SHRG.

indtvidual rizy 1ot be aixscnmtﬁd sgamst by
Teasnn of gencer with tespedt o pmi«zp?zj{:n in work getivilies engaged in under the

H)SHDEY.
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U5, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

CFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C.
20210

November 4, 1997

Mr. Bruce Reed
Assistani & the President
lor Domestic Policy
Room 216 OEQB
Washington, D.C 20508

Dear

As the Depariment begins to iinploment the Wellare to Work grants program, | am convening a
few small policy dinners to discuss this important initiative. I hope you will join me on
November I8 from 6:00 - 7:30 p.m. at the US, Department of Labor, 200 Constitution Ave,,
N.W,, Washington, D.C. for on informal discussion of key issues and promising efTorts in the
Held, Your particular expertise and insight will be invaluable as we move [orward with our
Welfare o0 Work program.

H
As you know, the nation’s wetfare rolls have shrunk significantly since enactiment of welfare
reform. To further this cffort, in August the President signed the Wellare to Work initiative,
authorizing $3 billion over two years in grants 1o states, Jocalities and private entities. These
grants - both fonnula grants te states and localitivs and competitive grants to localitics and
private groups -~ are aimed at helping the bardest 1o employ achieve self-sufficiency,

We face on enormous challenge in serving these wellare beneficiaries as they move to
pecmanent, unsubsidized employment. While we have significant expertise in this arca, we
recognize that a successiud Welfare 1o Work effort requires innovation, enterprise, commitmeont
and creativity, Morcover, we st learn from best practives in the field and wlenuty every
possible oppertunity Lo dissenunate it (o practitioners and program operators,

To lay the best possible foundation, | hope you will join me in this informal discussion about the
optimal ways {0 ensure the success of this effort, Specifienily, I hope we can address the
following issues:

» What arc the most significant bareiers e face in producing positive oulcomes for
this populstion?

’ What measures should we mrdertuke to enhance resulis?

» What should be the role of the foderal government vis-a-vis stales, localitics and
private groups?

’ - What are the critical partnerships that must be forged?

v Where are the best models and initiatives?

» Flow can we best utilize our resourees, ineluding technical assistance and

gompelitive grants?



G-

I ook forward o working with you as we undertake this crifieal iitiative. Please contaet
Leslic Loble at (202) 219-6050 or Lynn Jennings af {202} 2195109, ¢xt. 168§ for further
mformation regarding the structure of these sessions. Questions about logisties should be
addressed 1o Kern Sheehan at (202) 219-5109, ext. 123,

Sincerely,

- Hermon

Enclosurcs:

Fact Sheat

White Paper

Competitive Grants Paper



FactSheet =

U.S. Depariment of Lebor
Washington, DC

WELFARE-TO-WORK GRANTS

Backpround

in August [996, the Personul Responsibility nnd Work Opportunity Recapciliation Act
refocmned the nmtion’s welfure lows, A new syt of black grants 1o the Staies for
Ternporacy Assistanee for Needy Faumilies {TANF) was created, changing the natore
and provision of welfure benefits in America,

Moving people from welfare-to-wark Is now ooe of the primary goals of federal welfare
poticy. The sew Balunced Budget Act of 1997, sipned by the President on August
3, beips to schieve that goul by authutizing the ULS. Depuartroent of Labur ko provide
Welfare-to-Waork Grants 1o States and local communities o oreate additional job
epponurities for the hwdest-to-emplay recipients of TANFE These grants will provide
many welture recipii.m with the job placement services, transitional employment, and
other suppont services they need to make the successful progrewon into long-lerm
umsubsidized employnwenl. ' ,

Summary of Welfare-to-Vork Grants

FUNDING:  The grants total $3 billion: $1.5 billion to be aworded in fiscal year
998 und $1.5 biltion in fiscal year 1999, There will be two kinds of granes: (17
Formula Grants to Stwes and {2) Competitive Grants to focal communities, A smufl
amount of the total grant moncy will also be et wside for speeial purposes: | percent
for Indian tribes: 0.8 pereent Tor evaluation; and 3100 miltion for perlormance bonuses
to successful States. Grantees will have un (o three yenrs o spend the funds,

FORMULA GRANTS TO STATES:  After resceving the special purposs funds

described above, 75 pereent of the grant funds wifl be allocated w0 Sraes bused on g

formulu that cqually considers Stares' shares of the national sumber of poor individuals

and adult recipients of assistunce wrder TANE, States will be reguieed to pass through

85 percent of the money to locud Private Industry Couneils (nown as workioree

development boards in somu areas), which oversce and guide job iaimng programs

in geographical jurisdictions culled service delivery weas. A State s allowed o vetnin

I5 pereent of e moiey for welfiare-ro-work groiecis of i choloa, Biates must provide -
vne doliar ol aon-federal farding muneh for every two dollars of federpl funding

provided wader 1he formula,

Subsiate Allocations:  Half of the funds disiributed by formuls 1o Iocal sreas most
be bosed on a service delivery ared’s residenss who are poor, 1.2, the number of goor |
mndividuals in excess of 7.5 pereent of the wtal population. Not more thas balf may
be disteibuted based on two additional faciors: (1) the number of aduls rccaix*iﬁf,,
TANF assistance for 30 months or more god {2) the numbor QJ’ uaémpinym} in the
seevice defivery area.

Sinte Plon and Adminisiraton:  In order w recewve forinuia funds, the Stale must
submit 1 plan {or the adminsiration of the Welfare-to-Work grant, The Sccretary of
Lubor must determine that the plan meeis the statviory requirements. Governors arc w
responsibie Jor sdministering formuls funds and forassunng that they are coordinated W el l

with funds spent under the TANF block graot, r tO A




Local Administration of Formula-Allocated Funds:  Privare Industry Couesils
¢workforee development boards) established under the Joh Training Parinership Act,
m coordination with chief elected officiats, will administer the program at the jocal
Jevel unless the Secretary of Labor approves 2 Governor's request 1o use an allermative
administering agency. after determining that the shemative would improve the
effertiveness or eificiency of program administration,

Perfonnance Bonuses:  Siates may qualify for a performance bonus in fiscal year
2000 bascd on a tormuly for measuring performacce that will be developed by the
Secrctary of Labor, in consulintion with the Secreiary of Health end Human Scrvices
and organizations representing States. Factors'io be taken into account uzz:hzdﬁ job
placement, duration of placemcut, and any increase in earnings. -

COMPETITIVE GRANTS TO LOCAL COMMUNITIES:  The 25 percent of
funds not aliocaied by formula will be used for competitive grants awarded directly
10 lncu! governments, Privowe Industry Councils, s0d private emities (such as communiny
developinent corporatians, commumty-based organizations, comoninity action agencies,
and olher private organizations) who apply m conjunciion with a Private Indusiry
Council or logal government. The Secretary of Labor will give special consideration
10 cities with large concentrations of poverty as well as to cural aress.

FEATURES WHICH APPLY TO FORMULA AND COMPETITIVE GRANTS:
Allowable Uses of Funds:  Funds may be used 1o help move eligible individuals into
jong-term unsubsidized jobs using strategies Hike: job creation through shorl-term
public or private sector wage subsidies; on-the-job wainng: contracts with public or
privaie providess of job readiness, job placement, zod post-employment services; job
vouchers for similar services; communily service or work experienee; or job miestian
and supportive services {i such services are noi otherwise avatlablel

Tarseted Paaicipunt Eligibility:

Al Least 70 Percent aof the Grant Funds: © Must be spent on individueals whe face
two of tiree speoified fubor markel deficiencies and who are long-term wellars
tecipients, of whe face terounation from TANF within (2 monihs; or who e noncusiodial
parents of minors whase custdial prent meuts these erilena, Labor market deficiencics
include {1} luck of high school diploma or GED and low reading or math skills, (2) -
yeguiring a substance abuse treaiment for employment, and (3} 2 poor work history.

Up t 30 Percent of vhe Girant Funds:  Maybe spent on individuals wwhe e “recent”
reeipients of TANF assistance or noncustodial parents who have charscteristics
associated with kong-term wellare dependence -~ sueh as sehool dropout. teen pregaancy,
or poor work history.

Relationshin to TANF Thne Lunits:  Assistance can be provided (o individuals who
have reached the 60-month TANF time it Such sssiszanee does not count toward
the &0-month limnie unless it is cash assistance provided directly or through wage
subsidics. o those cases, the months do count toward the 60-month it

Labor Protections:  Laber protections that apply {0 activities carriei] out under the-
grant program inchude non-displacement, health and safety standards, gender nos-
diserimination, and gricvance procedures to address violations of these protections.

Evalustion:  The Seeretary of Health and Human Services, in consuliation with the
Seerciaries of Labor and Housing and Urban Development, will develog a plan to
evaluate the grant program.
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Implementation of Welfare-to-Work Grants

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 authorizes $3 billion for a Weifare-to-Work Grant initiative
that will provide needed resources for States and localities 1o create job opportunities for the
hardest-to-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 (o
encourage and support them in this endeavor, For this initiative to be successful, it will require
2 wide range of strategies and involve a coordinated response by federal, State and focal
governments; private employers and other interested organizations,

The Welfare-to-Work Grants initiative is founded on seven key principles, including broad
involvement of the community, individual opportunity and responsibility of welfare recipients,
and an effort 10 make the most effective use of the resources available to address this issue.
These granis are the latest ¢lement in 2 broad *m'ay of initiatives designed fo move welfare

recipients toward self-sufficiency,

L THE CHALLENGE

This is not the end of welfare reform, this is the beginning. And we have to ol
assume responsibility. Now that we are saying with this bill we expect work, we

have 1o make sure that peapze have a chance to go o work.
_ President Bill Clinton

The Welfare-to-Work Granis are part of ap Administration-wide effort to transform welfare inw
a work-based system. On August 22, 1996, President Clinton signed into faw "The Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996" {(PRWORA}, a comprehensive
_ bipartisan welfare reform plan that has deamatically changed the nation’s welfare system into one

that requires work in exchange for time-limited assistance. T¢ shifts the welfare system from one
that too often fostered dependence o one that emphasizes independence and work.

The law contains strong work requirements, a performance bonus w 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 for child care and guaranteed medical coverage. It ends the entitlement (o
welfare benefits and limits receipt of federally funded public assistance to five years for famzizes

containing an adult.
U.S. Peparment of Labor Cictober 1997
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The Clinton Adminisiration has taken numerous steps to ensure the success of the law. In the
past year, the Administration has provided assistance 1o States and localities in implementing 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 Siates significant flexibility tocreate and implement new welfare-to-work programs.
For the first time States are free to determine the allocation of funds between cash assistance and
employment-related services. This emphasis on placing welfare recipients in jobs or other work-
related activities ¥s known as the "work first™ strategy. With this additional flexibility comes
demanding requirements to 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 welfare population is diverse. Some people on public assistance need minimal or no help -
in finding work. However, 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
pereent or more did not work during that time. Many more participants worked only
intermiitently. Nevertheless, there is widespread agrecment that well-executed employment,
raining and educational programs can have positive effects on individuals and can be cost-

effective, ‘

Although program evaluations have generally not addressed the guestion of what characteristics
are respensible for the outkcomes achieved, most informed observers agree that most successful

welfare-io-work programs include:
0 An unambiguous focus on employment and self-sufficiency;

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

o Close 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 child care
and medical assistance, transportation and financial incemtives that make work pay; and

U.S. Department of Labor Oeober 1997
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o  Swrong ceordination among the various agencies that serve participants and adequate
resources to mect 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 experience — including community service
work -~ to help them make the traasition to permanent, unsubsidized employment.

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 heip the hardest-to-employ have found that
cousiderable efforts — including program flexibility, extensive supportive services and the
invesument of staff time to develop a trusting relationship with participants -- are required 1o 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
seif-sufficient will require effective partnerships betwecn the workforce development system and
the welfare system at the State and local levels. In many cases, support from the {ransportation
system and links to public housing authorities also will be vital to the success of this initiative.

II. GOAL AND STRATEGY

We are committed to help people gain the skills and information to help them get
Jobs in the private sector — and keep those jobs. And we believe that work must

pay for any person struggling to get off welfare,
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-to-Work grant resources
to move the hardest-to-employ recipients of TANF from dependency toward self-sufficiency
through job-placement services; temportary, 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 wotkforce
development system o provide job opportunitics;

o Using the supportive services of the welfare and workforee development systems to help
individuals remove barriers to employment and help them remain in jobs;

U3 Department of Labot Ocwber 1997
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0 Working with the transporiation community to ensure that the transportation needs of
those moving from welfare to work are met;

o  Helping eligible welfare recipients acquire the skllls behaviors and knowledge 1o keep
jobs through on-the-job training;

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

©  Increasing the active involvement of businesses in hiring eligible welfare recipients,
training and retaining them, and providing opportunitics for promotion as appropriate.

The Administration’s top priority is 1o stimulate private sector job opportunities, but not all
eligible welfare recipients will be able to find such jobs immediately. Subsidized employment,
community service projects, and work experience may be appropriate transition strategies that
help recipients move to ynsubsidized employment. Many recipients will be able to build a
career based on these placements and skills,

The Welfare-to-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 1 larget resources in areas of high need; and -

o The granis will leverage other public and privaw resources and promote the coordinated
use of funds to provided needed services. ,

Aiding the hardest-to-employ weifare 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 indusiry councils, Jocal elected officials, local welfare agemzes One-Stop/ Employment
. Service agencies, ampieycrs 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
hard-to-cmploy recipients on welfare caseloads. ]

1.8, Deparunent of Labor ‘ Cictober 1997
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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 a "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
systemn, 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 wiil heip provide resources and the impetus for closer coliaboration,

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, lowa, and
Wisconsin -~ have initiated plans to take advantage of State entities’ unique resources,
wacezzzmizzzg welfare-to-work activities and job placement for wclfarc recipients through
emerging Une-Stop systems.

The programs at the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) also offer many
opportunities for cooperation with other agencies in the implementation of the Welfare-to-Work
Grants initiative, Private Industry Councils (PICs) and Public Housing Authorities (PHAS) have
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 bousing assistance.
PHAs can offer both employment opportunities and training and service programs. They can
also provide space for community welfare-to-work programs. Many PHAs are actively involved
in efforts 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 jobs. 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 between the workforce development and welfare systems and to deliver tcchmc.al
assistance to States and Jocalities,

US. Deparment of Labor L. Ocvober 1957



I,  BASKC PRINCIPLES

Today we are moving forward on the promise of real welfare reform - furning
welfare offices into worker suppont offices and replacing welfare checks with
paychecks. We are working with States and communities to implement the low
successfully; pantnering with the business, religious and non-profic communities
1o hire and train welfare recipients, and addressing barriers to help people get off

and stay off welfare forever.
Secretary of Health and Homan Services Donna Shalala

The Welfare-to-Work Grants initiative is based on seven key principles, designed 1o move
welfare recipients toward unsubsidized employment: ’

o Develop public-private sector partnerships,
o Engage the whole community;
o  Promote individual opportunity aﬁé respcnsi;’ai}ity;
o Ensure labor protections;
0 Increase flexibiiity;
, 0 Demand performance; and
0 ‘Buiiﬁi on what works.

Develop Public-Private Sector Partnerships.  An essential ingredient in any "work first®
strategy is the availability of job opportunities. Business 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 private industry councils, the state
welfare agencies, One-Stop/Employment Service centers, 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} moniior the quality and
effectiveness of job-placement and job-retention 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 cerain target groups — including welfare recipients.
The WOTC applies to eligible workers hired before July 1, 1598,

On August 5, 1997, the President signed the "Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, which ésia%ﬁisiwd
2 new Welfare-to-Work Tax Credit. Under this enhanced credit, employers who hire long-term

U.S. Department of Labaor , Octaber 1957
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recipients of family assistance may claim a maximum tax savings of 38,500 over two years for
cach eligible worker hired afier December 31, 1997, and before May 1, 1995,

It may be useful to train case managers and other direct program staff, to instruct them how to
work with employers so that the use of 1ax credits will not carry with it the stigma that ofien is
attached 1o thair use. Case managers could emphasize w 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-based organizations and others -- to do their part
to create jobs for those hardest to employ and to suppon their transition 10 self-sufficiency,

0  The Indianapolis Rebuilding Families Program includes 2 peer mentoring and media
strategy campaign intended to combat poverty, reduce teen pregnancy and help weifare
tecipients 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 0 boost ehild support payments and
encourage responsible fatherhood, The Indianapolis Private Industry Council and the
business community are an integral part of this community wide effort. Other localities,
such as San Diego and San Francisco, have instituted similar community-wide efforts,

* State and local officials, grant recipients and other private entities should knit together the range
of resources available (e.g., State and local publie and private resources including TANF, Food
Stamps, vocational and adult education) 5o that obstacles to unsubsidized employment will be
minimized. :

For example, transportation planners and providers nead to be full partners in moving welfare
recipients to work. Studies in several eities are showing that serious transportation gaps exist
between where welfare recipicnts 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 unemployment

ransportation needs of their welfare recipients,

¢ The Delaware Job Works Program provides free transportation for job interviews. It
was set up by the Delaware Transit Corporation, along with the Delaware Department
of Labor and Health and Social Services. Delaware also provides transportation (o newly
hired employees until they receive the first paycheck. ‘

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

" the workforce agency. A cappad system of payroent to contracted regional transportation

U5 Department of Labor : Cewber 1997
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providers will be implemened. Beneficiarics will be able 1o access a toli-free number
to arrange for services. The transportation services are also available o 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., While many welfare
recipients may seek workforce development services on their own, local private indusiry councils
and local TANF agencies will work out arrangements for referral of welfare recipients -~
including those eligible for services under Welfare-to-Work Grants -~ to One-Stop/Employment
Service centers.  Such centers offer customers choice in access to labor market information,
employment services and training and related services when they are required.
Ensure Labor Protections. The grast initiative includes labor protections applicable two
activities carried out under the initiative, including health and safety standards, gender non-
discrimination, grievance procedures to address violations of these protections and, where
applicable, federal and State employment laws.

The Department of Labor will encourage employcrs, 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 skilis
they need to move up the career ladder and make room for job candidates who are on welfare.

Increase Flexibility. Placing the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients in jobs will require not
only commitment but innovation. In many ways, the Welfare-to-Work Granis move into
unchariered tarritory, 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 1o tailor
service delivery as they see {it and to undertake new and innovative approaches that take account
of the circumstances of recipients and their families, focal labor market conditions and variations
in individual aptitudes, interests and skills, Flexibility is also important as States and local
communities explore ways to identify and remove barriers to work, These barriers — such as
lack of accessible and affordable quality child care and/or transportation and problems like
domestic violence, substance abuse and mental and physical disability -~ must be addressed if
récipients are to find jobs.

Demand Performance, There should be clear accountability for States, localities, service
providers and weifare clients. Taxpayers should receive an appropriate return on the federal
investment in Welfare-to-Work activities. This requires that all levels of the system be 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 as the American Public Welfare Association,
as well a5 the Departunent of Heaith and Human Services. However, the Department of Labor

U.S, Deparument of Labor Cctaber 1997
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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 Deparunent of Health and Human Services to
expand the TANF data reporting requirements to incorporate those items required by the
welfare-to-work grants.  Private Industry Councils may choose to use JTPA’s current
Standardized Program Information Report {SPIR) system, which will be modified (o identify
welfare-to-work enroliees and their activities and relevant outcomes to meet the welfare-to-work
reporting requirements, Data from this management information system will enable all levels
of the welfare-to-work system - local, State and federal ~ to set performance targets, track
program progress and assess results,

Build on What Works, States, localities and service providers should take advantage of
demonstration experience and the research and evaluation findings available on how to serve this
target group.

Programs that have been shown to be effective in secving welfare recipienis inciude the
California GAIN Program sites in Riverside and Butte Counties, the Center for Employment
Training {CET} and On-the-Job Trauining {OJT) program of the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA}. 1n both Riverside’s welfare-to-work program and JTPA’s OJT, the emphasis is on
getting enroliees 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. Buite County emphasizes case management in its GAIN

program, and case management could be added 1o the Riverside, CET and GJT approaches (o
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
welfare 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 raining and provides follow-up for up to two years after job placement, This follow-
up involves contacts with both former participants and employers to discuss expericnces, assess
Jjob performance and resolve problems. Service providers should also consider the use of pan-
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 ensure 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,

U.S. Deparment of Labor : Ocwsber 1957
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Comprehensive local planning is essential to the effective coordination of JTPA, TANF and
refated programs in the welfare-10-work effort. There are many promisinlg models for moving
welfare recipients into employment, Three examples are: '

O

Delawsare has merged both workforce and welfare services into one department. It has
developed a plan © add job-retention services to its welfare-to-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.

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 curricula. In Michigan,
Jocal 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.

In Baltimore, Maryland, welfare recipients are served at One-Stop Centers, such as the

- one at Modawin 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 and placement assistance and related
Services.

SPECIFICS OF THE WELFARE-TO-WORK GRANTS
The goal is not only to create good jobs for people who are the hardest-to-place,

but to provided needed services for retention and advancemeni.
Secretary of Labor Alexis Herman

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

Funding — $3 billion in mandatory funding has been committed to this initiative; $1.5 billion
in fiscal year 1998 and $1.5 billion in fiscal year {999, There are three kinds of grants: formula
grants, competitive grants, and Indian grants.

\‘ Q

Formula Grants — Nearly 75 percent of the funds would be allocated to States, based on
a formula that equally considers each State’s shares of the national number of people in
poverty and adult recipients of assistance under TANF. States would be required to pass
through 83 percent of the money to local private industry councils, and they can retain
up 1o 15 percent of the money for Weifare-to-Work projects of the Stawe’s choice, States
are required to provide a match of $1 in State funds for every 32 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 (7.5 percent share
or more}, and not more than half of the funds may be diswributed 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

aregd. '

o  Competitive 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 ardd community-based and other private organizations of demonstrated
effectiveness) who are applying in conjunction with a private industry council or local
government. The Secretary of Labor will give special consideration to cities with large
concentrations of poverty, as wefl as 1o rural areas.

In making decisions about whether to approve particular applications, the Secretary is w
eonsider such factors as: (1) the effectiveness of proposed projects in moving recipients
under TANF into unsubsidized employment or expanding the base of knowledge about
how to do 50; (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 2 plan for the administration of a
welfare-to-work grant that the Secretary of Labor determines meets stabutory
requirements, Indian tribes are not required to provide a cash match, :

Use of Funds —~ Both noncompetitive and competitive grant funds are to be vsed 1w 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, job-placement and post-placement services (such:
2s 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 o enable individuals (0 retain and progress in a job.

Eligibility -- 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 alse ¢an be non-custodial 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-tarm welfare
dependence -- such as dropping out of school, teer 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 qualify for performance bonuses in fiscal year 2000, based on a
formula for measuring performance that will be developed by the Secretary of Labor in
consultation with the Secretary of Health and Human Services and other organizations, Factors
to be waken into account include job placement, duration of placement and any increase in

earnings.

Evaluation -- The Secretary of Health and Human Services, in consultation with the Secretaries
of Labor and Housing and Urban Development, will develop 4 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 private and public sectors, earnings of individuals who obtain employment and
average expenditures per placement. States must agree o cooperate with the Department of
Health and Human Services in data collection.

Administration -~ To recetve formula funds, the State must submit a plan for the
administration of the welfare-to-work grant that the Secretary of lLabor determives meets
statutory requirements, Governors are responsibie for ‘administering formula funds and for
assuring that these funds are coordinated with funds spent under the TANF block grant.

At the local level, 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 (0 use an alternative
administering agency, after determining that the alternative would improve the effectiveness or

efficiency of program administration. ‘

The Secretary of Labor wiil allocate formula funds, award grants, ensure that funds are
expended in accordance with the purposes of the initiative 1o achieve desired outcomes, and -
provide technical assistance by identifying and sharing information about promising approaches
and practices and by helping State and local community stakeholders build the necessary
panerships to make this grant initiative work. In doing so, the Secretary of Labor will consult
with the Secretaries of Health and Human Services, Haasmg and Urban Devel cpmem and
Transporiation,

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

In this land of opportunity, opportunity must be available to all. That is why we
must help people move from welfare to work, becatise a pavcheck Is the surest
passport i dignity.
: Secretary of Labor Alexis Herman

The President’s agenda to help welfare recipicnts work is well uader way. The Welfare-to-Work
Grants will support and complement several other measures that serve welfare recipients:
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o  The Personal Responsibility and Work QOppertunily 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 2 wide range of activities to meet that goal. In the past year the Clinton
Administration has taken numerous steps 0 ensure the success of the law, including
providing assistance to States and communities in implementing 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 shere of
welfare recipients in the Federal government.

o  The One-Step Career Center system/Employment Service provides welfare recipients
with job-finding assistance {over 600,000 annually}. Under a "work first™ approach, the
One-Stop/Employment Service is the primary agency to which welfare recipients can wrn
for job-finding assistance.

o  Job Training for Low-Income Adults Tite HA of JTPA helps many welfare recipients
get the training they need o become economically seif-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 35 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, a welfare
recipient can receive the help necessary to enable them to keep the job.

- 0 A new, enhanced Work Opportunity Tax Credit offers employers 2 federal tax credit of
up 2 33 percent of the first $10,000 in wages paid 1o cenain 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 1o encourage the placement and
rewention of welfare recipients. :

< 6 The Earned Income Tax Credit supplements the wages of qualified individuals by means
of a refundable tax credit, encouraging low-wage workers to seek and maintain
employment.” ) :

¢ Tax incentives 10 increase investment in poor communitics are available through
Empowerment Zones (EZs) and Enterprise Communities (ECs). Congress recently
agreed to the President’s proposal o expand the number of EZs by 22, This will mean
2 total of 33 EZs and 94 ECs.
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0 Educalion incenfives to open the doors © 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 wellare recipients.

1.8, Depariment of Labor ‘ Cotober 1997
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CONSULTATION ON
WELFARE TO WORK COMPETITIVE GRANTS

BACKGROUND

The Welfare to Work {WiW) grants program authorized by the Balanced Budget Aet of 1997
includes both formula grants to states and localities, and competitive gronts to local communities.
These grants are intended to help support achievement of the welfare reform goals that are
imbedded in the Personal Responsibility and Work QOpportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA}
of 1996. Under the PRWORA, welfare recipients arc expected to engage in work acuvzzzes i
move from welfare assistance to permanent esmployment.

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

L Expanding the base of knowledge aboul progrars to move the ieast job-ready TANF
participants into unsubsidized employment; -

- Moving TANF participants who ar¢ lenst job ready into unsubsidized employment;

= Moving the least job-ready TANF participants into unsubsidized employmient, even in
labor markets with a shortage of low-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 decument is to solieit ideas and suggestions on how to best structure the
competitive grant process 10 achieve these objectives. The degree of flexibility in steucturing the
process is constrained by the follewing legislative provisions:

- The Act identifies certain eligible applicants for competitive grant funds, including:

- The private industry council (PIC) for a service delivery area;

. The pelitical subdivisions of a state; and :

- Private entities including nonprofit organizations such as community-based
organizations, community development corperations, disability community
organizations, comumunity action ageneies, faith-bascd 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 with” means that the application
submitted by a private entity must include a signed certification by both the applicant and
eithser the applicable PIC or political subdivision that the apphcant has congulted with the
PIC/political subdivision in developing the propesal; and that the activities proposed are
consistent with, and will be coordinated with, the WIW and TANF activities of the
PIC/potitical subdivision. If such a certification cannot be abtained fram the PIC or
political subdivision, the applicant will have to include information degcribing the efforts
undertaken to consult with the PIC/political subdivision and indicating that there was
sufficient opportumity for review and comment {at least 30 days).

All ap'plicants, ineluding PICs and political subdivisions, will be required to consuit with
the State regarding the application or submit information indicating that the State has
been provided a sufficient opportunity for review and comment {at least 15 days).

" The use of competitive grant funds is limited to the allowable activities tdentified i the
Aet and further defined in the regulations. In general, these activities inelude community
service or work experience programs; job creation through publie or private seetor
employment wage subsidies; on-the-job training; contracls with providers of job
readiness, placement and post-employment services; job vouchers for job readiness,
placement, and post-employment services; and job retention or support serviges if such
services are not otherwise availahle,

n Competitive grants are suhject to the same statutory targeting provisions as formula
grants. - At least 70% of grant funds must be spent for the benefit of recipients 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 beneflt
of recipients with characteristics associated with long-term welfare dependence such as
school dropout, teen pregnancy and poor work history. Noacustodial parents related to
eligible recipients are also eligible. ‘

Although competitive grants do not have 2 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 leading to
permanent unsubsidized employment and self-sufficiency. For instance, moving welfare
recipients toward independence and work will depend on hamessing the complementary
strengths and resources of both the welfare systemn -- with its knowledge of service needs and
resources -- 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

i

What priorities and emphases should he given to the use of competilive grant funds?

Since many chatlenges face welfare beneliciaries with the greatest difficulty moving to
permanent unsubsidized employment, a wide range of funding priorities frequently 15
cited, such as development of responsive transportation and ehild care service systems;
use of integrated work and leaming strategies to develop skills; ereation of jobs that
provide maximum flexibility to mest work and family needs (as well a5 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 access nontraditional occupations; assisting victims of domestic violence; ete.
Moreover, some have suggested that priorily should be given to helping lecal
communities injegrate both funding and service sysiems that confront the range of
ehallenges facing the target population,

Are these prionitics appropriate? What others should be considered? What should be the
relative priority or importance among specific items?

How should knowledge expansion be addressed? What is the relative impeortance of
innovation and experimentation vis a vis providing additional operational funds to
arcas of high need?

The eompetitive grants offer an opportunity 1o test new models and innovative strategies,
At the same time, there s an expeetation thut competitive grant funds wiil 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. Aliernatively, knowledge sxpansion could be an objective
embedded in every competitive grant gward, Or we could encourage or require nigerous
evaluation (e.g., random assignment) in 2 portion of grant aclivities. And some have
suggested that we specifically reserve a portion of funds for lecal 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 "learning laboratories® What approaches will best encourage replication and
sustainability of best practice aeross communities?

Should there be target goals for distribution of grant funds ameng specific services,
geographical areas or types of service providers?

While the statute clearly does not envision distribution of competitive grant fundson a



formuia 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 areas. In
addition, seme have suggested that we ensure adequate access 1o funding for
nongovernmental entitics. One approach, therefore, could be to outline some goals or
paramcters for funding — for example, aiming roughly £0% of the fimding at cities with
large concentrations of poverty population; 30% at rural areas; and 10% at private entittes
such as CBOs, community development corporations, communzty action agencies,
disability community organizations, faith-based organizations, colleges and universities
and other private nonprofit or for-profit gronps.

Would such an approach make sense? If so, are these divisions, which reficet 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 of welfare
recipients such as public housing and economic empowerment zongs?

How should the competition be structured? Should therz 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 approaches. Witlun these constraints there is a range of options. We
could conduct one single eompetition for each fiscal year and review all applications in
totalily at one peint 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 of whether any Himits should be imposed on
program and grant size. Some have suggesled capping the knowledge expansion grants at
$3 million each; and imposing 3 minimum on operational grants of at least 100 recipients
served,

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

What criteria should be used to evaluate the competitiveness of grant applications?
What information should be included {u the applications to facilitate judgment?

Decisions regarding competitive grant applications must be guided by a ¢lear set of
criteria available 10 both the reviewers and the applicants. In addition, certain
information ean 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 weuld be leveraged and service systems integrated, and
what outcomes would be achieved. Likewise, evaluation criteria should be designed Lo
reflect the purpose and goals of the competitive grants, such as innovation, addressing
geographic arcas of need, building on proven approaches, supporting high quality efforts
that really aftack barriers to employment, and the replicability and sustainability of these
acti'sfiiies beyond the funding duration. Yet as these eriteria are defined it also is



important to retain sufficient Bexibility 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
will 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
will lead to 2 sustained capacity in the community to effectively serve recipients?

SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION

To facilitate imely development and issuance of instructions for submitiing applications for
WiW competitive grants, please provide responses 1o the above issues by COB Friday,
November 14. Responses may be faxed to:

Welfare-to-Work Implemcentation Task Force
Attention: Brian Deaton
(202) 2180376

Responses may also be sent via Interent through the Department of Labor's Welfare-to-Work
Home Page at wiw.doleta.gov.

If you are viewing this document on the Home Page, elick here to provide your comments,

Questions regarding this request may be directed to Brian Deaton at 202)219-0181 x 146,
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UNDERSTANDING THE CLINTON WELFARE BILL: TWO YEARS AND WORK

Executive Summary

This document explains the iwﬁ«ycar fimit under The Clinton Administration’s welfare bill. and
highlights some key concerns.

Key Features

Under the Work and Responsibility Act, a parent who accumulated 24 months of AFDC would
{with {imited exceptions) be required to participate in the WORK program to reccive further
assistance. While many aspects of the program will be centroversial, it is important ©
appreciate that the bill does not propose to end assistance after two years: it proposes ©
require angd provide work after two vears, Key features include;

A Gradual Phase-In iieginniag with the Youngest Parenis: All states would be required 0
phase in parents born after 1971, and could phase in other categories. The time-limit would
only affect ¢ustodial parents, i.¢., not. grandparents, aonts, uncles, e,

A Twenty-Four Month Clock: Phased-in individuals would face a 24-month clock before
being required 10 participate in WORK., The ¢lock would be based on months of AFDC {(and
menths under sanction) after the individual turned 18. The clock would not nn during a
month if the individual met the minimum work standard, defined as working in unsubsidized
employment at feast 20 hours at week (or at state option, 30 hours). The clock alse would not
run during a month if the individual was not subject 1o JOBS requirements because she was
deferred. Deferral eategories would be narrower than curreni-law exemptions. In particular, a
custodial parent would qualify for deferral il she had a child under age one (but if the child
was conceived during AFDC receipy, only a twelve-week deferral period would be allowed). in
addition w the specified deferral caegories. the state could place up 10 3% {increasing to 10%
after FY 99) of the phased-in group in deferral status for other reasons, ¢.g., for "good cause.”
The state would suffer a fiscal penalty if it exceeded it cap.

States would be required 10 grant extensions under limited circumstances, and permitted o
grant extensions in other cases. However, a state would suffer a fiscal penaliy 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 limiy 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 10 earn-back additional months, If an individual left AFDC with more than 18
months counting against the 24-mwonth 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 c¢lock for such a person would never fall below 18,



JOBS Ruies Changes; JOBS rules ehanges would inelude the use of a narrow set of deferrals
{described above) instead of exemptions; eliminating current-law targeting requiremetits: o
requirement to impose up-front job search requirements on all individuals subject w JOBS
requirements who either have non-neghgible work experience or have @ high school diploma or
equivalent; and other expansions of job search requirements.

JOBS funding, now scheduled to reach 31.3 billion in FY 95, would increase 10 §1.9 billion in
FY 99. The match rate would gradusily rise so that in FY 2000. state JOBS expenditures
would be matched at the higher of 70% or the staie’s Medicaid match rate (FMAP) plus ten
percentage points: this new maich rate would be called the enhaneced FMAP and would also
apply o AFDC Child Care, Transitional Child Care. and At-Risk Child Care. A state would be
rewarded if 1ts JOBS participation rate exceeded 35% and penalized if the rate feil below 45%.
The penalty would invelve a 25% reduction in federal partieipation in the cost of the number of
cases by which the state fell below the required lovel,

WORK Paositions for those who Reach the Z4-Month Point: The state would have a duty 1o
create WORK positions for those who reached the 24-manth point. The state could draw down
open-ended foderal funding at the Medicaid match rate for WORK wages, and could draw
down its share of a federally capped amount at the enhanced FMAP for other WORK costs.
The WORK capped entitiement would reach $1.1 billion i FY 2000, With WORK funds. a
state would be expeeted (¢ locate and create semporary employment positions with for-profit,
non-profit, and public employers. A state would be penalized if it did not meet 3 "WORK
participation standard.” This would be satisfied if the state either generated the number of
WORK assignments established by HHS or met an 80% participation standard.

In WORK, the state would have a duty te pay the higher of state or federal minimum wage or
"the rate paid 10 empioyees of the same emplover performing the same type of work and
having similar employment tenure with such employer.” The state would set the number of
WORK hours between [5 and 35 hours a week. WORK wages might or might not make the
family ineligible for AFDC. The state would have a duty to ensure that if the individual
participated the full number of required hours, the family would not have less income than if it
were recerving AFDC with no other income. This amount would be caleulated with a disregard
of 3120 for work-related expenses (the basic disregard for work-related cxpenses under the
bill}. The following provisions would apply to WORK participants:

«  Medicaid: WORK participants would qualify for Medicaid whether or not they continued
to receive AFDC.

«  AFDC Earnings Rules: For working AFDC recipients, the state would be required to
disregard 3120 of earnings and could choose to disregard more. If the state opted to
disregard more than $120 for working AFDC recipients, the stawe could choose whether to
apply that samc disregard to WORK participants. | ‘

l

Center for Law and Social Poliey i ' 1616 P Sireet, NW H150
duly 12, 1994 < Washington, DC 20036



«  Child Care and Transportation: WORK participants would qualify for child care and for
work-related supportive services necessary for participation: however. this would not
include transportation costs, which are intended 1o be covered by the $120 disregard.

«  Pay.for-performance: If 2 WORK punticipant did not work the required hours. the
family's AFDC grant would not be adjusted to reflect the reduced earnings.  However, if
the emplover provided paid leave for simitarly situaled employees for iliness or other
reasons, the employer would be required to provide the same paid lcave 10 2 WORK
participant. Also, HIHS would issue regulations specifying a minimum number of hours
for WORK leave due 1o illness or other specified reasons: if the employer’s lcave policy
were less extensive, the WORK poliey would govern.

*  Earned Income Tax Credit snd Unemployment Insurance: WORK wages would not
gualify for the Earned Income Tax Credit, and WORK employment wouald not count as
employment for purposes of unemplioyment insurance.

After every second completed assignment {or after two years), the state would be required to
conduct a comprehensive assessment of the individual, Based on the assessment, the stawe
could reassign the individual 1o deferral status, 10 JOBS, o another WORK position, or 1o
intensive job search supervised by a job developer. If the individual failed without pood cause
tc 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: Pepaities for program violations would be more severe than current faw. I an
individual required to participate in JOBS refused without gond cause to accept employment of
20 or more hours per week {or a higher amoum if the state uses a higher minimum work
standard), then the individual’s family would be inchigible for aid for six months or {if earlier)
unti! the individual accepled employmient. In addition, penalties for violating WORK
requirements would escalate from a 50% reduetion in AFDIC for one month for the first failure,
to a 30% reduction for three months for the second failure, to full elimination of the grant for
three months for the third failure, to full eliminaton of the grant for six months for any
subsequent failures.

Preliminary Observations

The changes proposed by the Administration are profound; whatever one thinks of their
wisdom, the structure can hardly be called “tinkering.” 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 fundamentaily 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 form of subsidized work activity
was net more than 27,545,
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The Administration’s approach sceks nationwide implementation of an idea that has
never been tested. Very little is known about whether staies are capable of implementing
the basie approach or how it would work if implemented. Nationwide implementation
would take an enormous gamble with the lives of miilions of poor families. Because there
has been so much talk about two-ycar-lmits in the last several years. it is sometimes forgotien
that no state has ever implemented one. There s literally no expenence with anything remotely
like the proposed approach, 1 i3 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 withow displacing other workers or driving
down wages for other low~wage workers? 1f states were successful in generating the needed
jobs, what would the fikely effects be? The available research on unpaid work expericnee
programs in the past suggests that such programs have had lirtle or no impact on employment
or earnings. The design differs from traditional workfare, but there is no research base from
which to estimate ity likely effects.  The bill also provides for much preater penalties for those
who fail o comply. Penaltics of this magnitude have nover been 1ested.  In many respects,
nationwide implementation of the bill would invelve taking an expensive and potentially
dangerous risk.

Some form of phase-in would clearly be needed; however, there are major concerns about
the potential impact of beginning with the vouungest parents. Generating work positions
costs money. Other bilis rely on deeper cuts in other low-income programs, and parficularly on
much deeper cuts in assistance to fegal immigrants. The bill also provides a more generous
match rate to states, which rnay be more realistic about state fiscal capacity, but has the effect
of buying fewer WORK siots for each federal dollar. The bill also is committed to paying at
feast the minimum wage, which also constrains the sumber of slots. Finally, involving the
entire AFDC population would overwhelm the ability of states to administer the program: there
are currently five million families receiving AFDIC, and it is estimated that three million would
be affected by the 2-year limit. Some form of gradual phase-in seems essential.

While some form of phase-in 15 needed, there are serious questions ahout the wisdom of
phasing 1n the youngest families first:

» 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,

«  There is no evidence that states will be able to run very successful employment
programs {or the youngest AFDC paremts, Recently cvaluated programs (the JTPA
evaluation, the JOBSTART evaluation, the New Chance Demonstration. the Teen
Parent Demonstration) have been successiul in raising participation rates. but have had
modest or no impact on raising employment and earnings for youth.
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« The focus on youth has the effect of shifting resources away from the JOBS Program
for adults. The youth focus may result in a shifling of resources from programs of
demonstrated effectiveness 1o a major gamble on programs for youth where there is no
evidence that states will be able to operaie programs of comparable effectiveness.

This bill does not assure access to two years of education and training. To the contrary,
for many, the impact of a two-vear limit before WORK will be a curtailment of access to
education and training programs. The President’s welfare campaign pledge promised 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 falls far short of any commitment to
empower people with needed education and training.  The bill has been drafied so that
individuals would not have a right o needed education or training, Based on the language
defining the purpose of an employability plan, an individual wanting to get training for a
family-supporting job would have difficulty justifying participation in training if she had the
capacity 1o earn the minimum wage.

Several aspects of the bill are hkely to discourage swates from providing longer-term education
and training. The defined purpose of the employability plan seems to send a signal that access
to longer-term programs 1s not encouraged.  All states would be required 10 impose up-front
job search requirements for those with non-negligible work histories, States fearful of fiscal
penaities are likely to be hesitant to approve programs that inerease the likelihood that an
individual will need an extension. And, the restrictive nature of the bill’s earn-back provision
would mean that an individual who had accumulatedd 18 months of clock-time could never
qualify for more than a six month education/training program unless an ¢xtension were granted.
Since many familics eventually accumulate 24 months over two or more spelis of AFDC
receipt, it seems inevitable that the basic focus of employability planning for many participants
will shift from “what makes sense for this person” to "how many months are left on the clock.”

In summary, the bill has been drafted so that individuals do net have a right to {(and have litie
basis te make a ¢laim for) access w education or training; the structure is one which will likely
discourage states from providing such access; and even if 2 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 so0.

While the bill recognize the need for "good cause” deferrals and exctensions, the specific
approach taken is extremely troubling; it seems o 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. Siates
are likely to be incapable of operationalizing a percentage cap in a non-arbitrary way., An
agency worker can attempt 1o fairly apply a set of criteria. but cannot fairly apply a concept
like 5%. Sheould each worker engure 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 was

granted (0 Ms. Smith yesterday? The cap on exiensions presents many of the same problems.
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Overall, the structure is one that seems likely to make staies fearful of granting deferrals and
gxtensions in appropriale ¢ases,

The work-for-wages structure of the WORK Program has the virtue of making the
positions more like 3 job than traditional "workfare”. 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 samé benefifs as similarly siwated workers) but not others {e.g., qualifving for
the Eamned Income Credit or unemployment insurance).

The WORK structure would reduce the poverty of some participants and increase the poverty
of others. In gencral, a WORK participant could be financially better off than under current
taw if.she was able o work all scheduled hours and her actual work expenscs were less than
$124 a month. or if the swate provided more hours or better treatment of earnings. However, if
a state only met its minimum obligation, an individual who could not maistain perfect
attendance or who had higher work expenses would be poorer than under current law.

If the parent was unable to maintain perfect attendance - because of transporiation or child care
breakdowns, the flingss of a child, sickness not covered by sick leave policies, or any other
reason - the family would have less income than the AFDC foor.

Overall, it appears that WORK ¢ould have no net effect of reducing poverty, and might even
result in a net ingcrease 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 w be
less attractive than unsubsidized minimum wage work. Aecordingly, the decision was made to
deny WORK participants eligibility for the eamed income tax eredit. Until now, the EITC has
been viewed as the centerpiece of the Administration’s effort 1o reduce poverty for working
families. However, under this design, hundreds of thousands of poor working families would
be denied access to the EITC.

The denial of the EITC is particularly distressing when coupled with the state opuon to deny
WORK participants all eamings disregards after the $120 work-expense deduction, There are
two principal ways in which government can reduce the poverty of working poor families: the
Earned Income Tax Credit and the AFDC carnings disregards. The bill would create a class of
working poor families who were denied both of these crucial suppornts.

The bill’s penalty structure risks incressing homelessness and family break-up among
poor familics. Any welfare reform bill relying on a penalty structure must sgek 1o sirike 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 1o "get the participant’s
attention” and hopefully affect behavior, but withour putting the famiiy at risk of eviction or
other serious crisis. Unfortunately, the Administration appears o have lost sight of this
principle, The bill provides for 50% and 100% whole-family-sanction penalties. Penaliies for
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failure 10 accept employment or failure 1o 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 penaities of this magnitude are needed or would be constructive. The sanction approach
offers the virtue of toughness, but has no other vinue.

The bill’s reward and penalty structure for states creates a set of powerful incentives to
encourage states 1o sanction individuals when there are disputes about program
participation. 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. Under the bill, state must meet JOBS and WORK participation standards to avoid
fiscal penalties.’ In both standards, individuals would count toward the standard either by
participating or by being in sanction statss. In practice, this would mean that the least
expensive way 1 maximize a participation rate would be to increase the number of sanctions.
This is not suggesting that states will intentionaily seek to sanction when there is no basis for
doing so. Rather, in day-to-day welfare administration, there are many instances of techmcal
and not-so-technical program violations, and states must decide how much effort to invest in
determining the facis arndd seeking o resolve the problem. In the proposed structure, the
incentive to sanction would be subsiwantial. There may also be a strong direct fiscal incentive w0
sanction. Considenng the vosts of 2 WORK slot and the cost of AFDC benefits, 1t is possible
that in the median state, imposing 2 six month sanction could be as much as $5000 cheaper
than providing assistance and 8 WORK slot for that period.

Under the bili, ali fiscal penaities - for exceeding good cause and extension caps, or for farlure
to meet JOBS or WORK patticipation standards - would involve a 253% reduction in federal
match for the cost of AFDC benefits for the number of cases by which the state failed 1o meet
the applicable standard. Yaken as a whole, the bill would improve the maich for JOBS, for
work activities, and for child care, but would actually create a risk of reduced match for basic
cash assistance because each penalty would raise the cost of AFDC. Moreover, reducing the
federal match does not affect all states equally. The poores: states have the highest Medicaid
maich rates, so a 25% reduction in match rate has a higher proportional effect on them.
Among states with cqual or roughly equal Medicaid match rates, the penalties would be
tnposed more severely on those which pay higher AFDC benefits, sinice reduced federal match
has a greater effect when benefits are higher.

If a state faces 2 substantial penalty in AFDC costs, the response may be to find ways to reduce
AFDC costs, Le., reduce benefits even further. 1t is one thing to come forward with a welfare
reform plan which does nothing 10 raise basic benefits; it is another to come forward with a
plan that may generate incentives o reduce basie assistance.

Ultimately, the welfare reform debate in Congress may come down 10 a question of
"compared to what?” There are many reasons to believe that uniform nstional
application of a "two years and work" model is unwine. However, if Congress opts for
such an approach, it will be crucial to focus on the differences between the plans. While
the Administration’s bill has serious deficiencies, there are also major respects in which it is
superior 1o other "two years and work” models perding before Congress.  There are serious
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questions about the wisdom of the Administration’s basic approach. No state has ever
unplemented the “two years and work" model and there is considerable reason to question the
capacity of states to do so. [f 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 effect 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 demonsirations has already been approved
through the waiver process. For the country as a whole. alternative welfare reform approaches
may offer 2 better way to promoie work without imposing needless rigidity and bureaucracy,
without so drastically curtailing state {lexibility, and without risking an unraveling of the basic
safety net for poor families 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
reflects a great deal of thought about how to desigo 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 lzast the minimum wage. While the good cause and
extension provisions are deficient, at least this bill contains good couse and extension
provisions. While the approach will resirict access to education in the JOBS Program, at least
it preserves a state duty to provide cducation in the JOBS Program. While the WORK
Program leaves its participants in poverty, at feast the bill provides for payment of the
minimum wage - the principal Republican alternatives simply require individuals o 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 restrictive
deferral and extension provisions, the demial of the EITT and potential demal of eamings ‘
disregard to WORK participants, the reward and penalty structure for states - could be modified
during the legislative process. While other concerns would remain, such improvements could
address some of the ways in which the bill seems most likely to harm affected famiiies.

in the months to come, there are two separate discussions that need to occur: one invoives the
wisdom of national implementation of the "two years and work” model as compared with other
approaches to welfare reform. The second involves comparing the pros and cons of the
alternative "two years and work” models. acknowledging the important differences, and
exploring how o address the most sericus deficiencies in the Admnistration’s bill. The details
between the approaches vary tremendously, and the debate is only beginning.
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UNDERSTANDING THE CLINTON WELFARE BlLL:
TWO YEARS AND WORK

Introduction

Many aspecis of the Clinton Administration’s welfare reform legislation would affect low
income people: the Work and Responsibility Act wpuid initiate a set of dramatic changes
affecting child support, child care. emplovment and training, teen parents. AFDC eligibihty
rules, and assistance to imymigrants, among ethers, Much public attention, however, has
understandably focused on one feature of the lcgislation: the two-year limit.  This document
explains what the legislation proposes as to the 1wo-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, o parent who accumulated 24 months of AFDC would (with limited exceptions)
be required o participate in the WORK Program. Depending on state choices, a parent
participating in the WORK Program could have income so low that her family would still
qualify for AFDC 1o supplement her WORK wages, Whiie 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 1o require and provide work after two years,

Key features of program design include:
» a gradual phase-in, beginning with the voungest families receiving assistance;

« g twenty-four menth clock, which would be used 1o 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 tmmediate job
entry;

* arequirement that states must develop or create WORK positions for families that reach
the 24-month point;

= a st of rules for the WORK Program that require payment of at least the minimwn wage
but not the Eamed Income Tax Credit, and which provide WORK participants some, but
not all, of the rights of other workers;.

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

The first part of this document explains the rules relating (0 "two vears and work.” The plan
itself is extremely 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 state match rates, funding levels, and participation rate calculations.
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A gradual phase-in

Under the bill, a major distinction is made between the "phased-in group" and the "not-phased-
in group.” To be “phased-ny” means that an individual is in the group subjecr 10 the two-year
limit before required WORK participation.

All states would be required o begin phasing in families by October 1. 1995, unicss the siate
petitioned for and received a one year delay based on circumsiances bevond the siate’s control,
After beginning implementation, 2 stale would have two years 1o reach siate-wide
implementation.

Under the bill. states would be required o phase in some people, and could choose whether 10
phase in others:

» Al stares would be reguired 1o begin phasing in young parents, i.¢.. parents bom after
1971

» States could choose © phase in other categories of recipients, based on date of rth. date
of application, or another reasonable basis, in addition to {(but not insiead of) those born
after 1971,

= States aiso eould choose to impose the time-limits op individuals in the not-phased-in
group who volunieered to participate in the JOBS program. The state could choose to
irnpose the time-limit on a volunteer in the not-phased-in group even if the stale could
not otherwise require JOBS participation from her, €.¢., because she was the parent of an
infant, : -

The time-limit would only affect custodial parents, i.¢., not grandparents, aunts, uncies, gic,
Being in the phased-in group would not necessarily mean that an individual’s 24 meonth clock
was running. 1 here are a set of rules (discussed in the next section) which govern whether a
month of AFDC reeeipt would "epunt” 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 still be in the phased-in group, but not subject to time limits
during the disability period.

Initially, about 1/3 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.

' In two parem families, both parents wouid be phased-in if either parent was born after 1971, Once 3 member
af a two-parent family had phased-in stams, that status would remain even i the parenis subseguently stopped
living togrther. However, the 24 month limit rules wouid oot apply in those states which already tdme-lmit
AFDC-UP benefits. {States which did not operate an AFDC.LP program at the time the Family Support Aot was
enacted are allowed the option to deny assistance o a family which bas received AFDC-UP benefits in at teast six
of the preceding twelve months).

i
+
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For those not inn the phased-in group, the followang rules would apply:

» There would not be a basic JOBS participation rate for the not-phased-in group, although
the current-law AFDC-UP werk participation rates would be retained and would apply 10
those in and out of the phased-in group.

« Individuals not in phased-in categories could choose to volunteer for JOBS. and the state
would have a duty (o allow volunteers ta enter JOBS so long as federal JOBS funding
was available within the state’s capped entitlement.  However, the state could choose (o
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 1o
the phased-in group; require some or all to participate in JOBS without being subject 10
the nme-limit; provide that volunteers were subject 1o the time limit; provide that
volunteers were not subject to the time hmit. The stae could de a mix of these. with
different rules for differem groups, Ultimately. however, the extent of resources would
likely affeet a state’s treatment of the not-phased-in group,

+ A child care puarantee would still apply wo those wanting child care to parucipate i self-
initiated education and training acuvities, though with different procedures than under
current Jaw.  As noted above, the state would have a duty to permit JOBS participation
so long as funding was available within the swate’s capped entitlement.  After JOBS
funding was no longer available, the state would have a duty to consider requests for
approval of self-ininated education and training for purposes of providing child care
assistance. In considering these requests, the state would be required to apply the criteria
generally applicable to approval of such sctivities under the siate’s JOBS Program. .

A Twenty-Four Month Clock

Those i the phased-in group would face 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
parcnt (and months under sanction} after the individual tumed 18, 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 individual’s next eligibility redetermination.

Generally, there are four concepts that help one understand how the "cloek’ would work: z.he
mintmum 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 unsubsidized employment
at least 20 hours at week (or al state option. 30 hours)?

* Inan AFDCWUP fmily, if both parents were subject o the time Bmit, the month would not count against

cither parent if the toial average number of hours per week worked by both parents exceeded 30 hours, or such

larger number determined by the state (but not larger than 40 hoursh. For example. if Mr. Smith worked 18 hours,
{eoatinued...)
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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 repiace 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 |; however, if the child was conceived during a time of
AFDC receipt, only a twelve-week deferral period would be allowed;

» ill, incapacitated, or age 60 or over;

* ‘needed in the home due 10 the illness or incapacity of another housechold 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 penerally 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 1. The vast majority of
jurisdictions currently use age 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
the following six months.

2 (...continued)

and Ms. Smith worked |8 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 additionai amounts of aid.
' According to federal JOBS data, of the 54 jurisdictions (the 50 states, D.C.,; Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin
Islands), 41 currently set their age of exemption at age 3; (ive use age 2, and eight use age |.
4

In FY 91, 8.1% of aduit female AFDC recipients were under the age of 20.
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+ Individuals under the age of {6, or those who have reached age 16 but are still full-time
students are currently exempt; under the bill, custodial parents would not quahify for a
deferral on this basis.

+ The circumstances in which defersal would be aliowed for illness. incapacity or the
iliness or incapacity of another are narrower than current law. To receive this deferral,
the illness or incapacily would have to be confirmed by a licensed physician,
psychologist, or mental health profession from a list of such protessionals approved by
the state.

In addition to the spccified deferrat cawegories. the state could place up ¢ 5% (increasing to
10% afier FY 99) of the phased-in group’® in deferral status for other criteria determined by the
state. This is intended to be a general “good cause” provision to apply o such issues as severe
learning disabililies or emctional instability. 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 (he cap

was exceeded.®

Extensions: For those subject to time hrnits, an extension could be granted under limited
chrcumstances:

States would be reguired to grant extensions to:

» individuals who reached the time limit but who had been unable 1o complete their
education, training or other activities "by reason of the substantial failure of the State
agency o provide or arrange for the provision of child care or any other service agreed
upon mn the individual’s empioyability plan;”

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

» individuals in "structured learing programs"” until the sooner of the time the individual
completed the program or turned age 22.

' Technically, the number atlowad could not exceed 5% of the average monthly number of individuals in the
phased-in categaries and the average sumber of individuals registered in the WORK Program.

*  For exampie. if the federal government currently pays 30% of the cost of AFDC benefits, the federal share
would drop 1o 37.5% for the humber of persons by which the cap was exceeded.

T A "structured Jeaming program” is defined as one that begins at the secondary school level, cominues imo 2
post-secondary program, and is designed o iead to a degree of recognized skills cernificate, and would include a
program under the Schoolte-Work Opportusities Act,
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States would also be permitted to grant extensions:
+ for up 10 iwelve months to allow high school completion;

» for up to 24 months to complele 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-émployment 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 participate. However. slates would be required (o
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
participate 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 AFDC with 22 months uscd of her available 24. She does not
recetve assistance for the next year. If she then returns to AFDC, she would be ireated as
having used 19 months, and have S 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 vears. 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 (o allow access to
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postsecondary education. but the two-year 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 requirements® of current law and the duty to provide first consideration to
volunteers among tlarget group members would be eliminated.

* The purpose of a JOBS employability plan would be "to lay out 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 non-negligible 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
empioyability plan" before the close of the 24 month period.

* Being employed for at least 20 hours a week (or at stale 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 self-employment or enable individuals to establish a
mircroenterprise would be an optional state JOBS component.

» State plans would be required to describe steps the state would take 1o 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 maich

¥ Under current law, states face a penaity if they do not spend at least 55% of JOBS resources on members of

federally designated target groups.
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rate (FMAPY plus ten percentage points. This new rate would be called the enhanced FMAP
rate. Child eare, Transitional Child Care. and At-Risk Child Care costs would also be matched
st the new enhanced FMAP rate More details on funding levels and match rates are included
in the Appendix.

The JOBS panticipation rale caleulation would also be changed in significant ways. A state
would be rewarded if its participation rate excceded 55% and penalized if its rate fell below
45%. As with deferrals and extensions. the penalty would involve a2 23% reduction in federal
pariicipation in the cost of the number of cases by which the state fell below the required level.
Those eounting toward the panicipation rate would be participants in the phased-in group (but
not including deferred individuals participating as volunteers); employed individuals mestng
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
participant. Individuals not subjeet o the time limit would not help the state meet its
participation rate even though they were working or pardcipating in JOBS,

A State Duty te Create WORK Positions for These Who Reach the 24-Month Point

For those who reached the 24 month point. the state would have a duty 1o create a number of
WORK positions. The WORK Program has sometimes been described as if it would be
exclusively comprised of community service work slots, That may or may not twrn out o 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 down open-ended federal funding at the state’s Medicaid match
rate for the cost of wages for WORK participants. Second, the state weould be eligibie to draw
down its share of a federally capped amount at the enhanced FMAP rate for the other costs
incurred in developing WORK positions and generating employment opportunities for those in
the WORK Program. The amount of the WORK eapped entitlernent would inerease {rom 3200
million in FY 98 to $1.1 billion in FY 2000.

With the WORK funds, a state would be expected to locate and create temporary employment
positions. A state’s strategies and activities could include:
* wage subsidics or other incentives 1o for-profit, non-profit, and public employers to
employ participants;

» performance-based contracts with public or nonprofit or other private organizations to
place participants in unsubsidized employment;

»  payments 1© non-profit eé}ployers to assist in supervising participants employed by such
employers; :

* assistance to participants in establishing microenterprises and other self-employment
efforts;
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« paymenis o non-profit employers and public agencies to employ participants in
iemporary projects desigred (o 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 private sector
emplovers, 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 potential positions,
opportunities for placing WORK participants in unsubsidized jobs. methods for ensuring
compliance with nendisplacement and coordination requirements.

The bill includes a set of provisions intended to prevent digplacement of other workers when
states use WORK dollars, and a set of procedures for the filing of gnievances relating o
nondisplacement, wages, benefits and working conditions: grievants would be allowed to appeal
or submit grievances 1o binding arbitration. ‘

WORK would pay at least 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 1o an individual, it 15 helpful 0
digtinguish issues of how the individual would enter WORK the status of an individual while
in WORK; and the circumstances under which WORK participation could end.

Enteriog the WORK Program: Not later than 90 days before the time limit is reached, the
state would be required to schedule a meeting to evalnate progress under the employability
plan, determine whether an extension was 1o be allowed, and inform the individual about job
search requicements and how to register for WORK. Not later than 45 days before the close of
the Z4th 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 t0 3 WORK position.
During any waiting period, the state could require the individual o participate in job search or
other activities speeified by the state; the individual complying with such reqwremmis would
qualify for AFDC 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 2 "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 t¢ be calculated based on the amounts available
under the capped entitlement and the Secretary’s émmnmaiwn of the amounts necessary
to locate or create WORK postiiens; 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 i the
past three months, those participating in job search after a WORK position {for not mote
than three months), and whose being sanctioned. Under this structure. imposing a sanction
would help a state meet its standard as much as generating @ WORK position.

Individuals receiving AFDC and satisfying the minimum work siandard would not be
counted for purposes of the WORK participation standard.

The Administration estimates that in FY 2000, there would be an average of 354 000 WOHRK
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 registered 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 ste opted
for 30} would continue to qualify for AFDC and not be subject 10 WORK requirements.
However, those working below the minimum work standard would be subject 10 WORK
requircments and be required to accept a8 WORK position.  The state could not require total
hours of work in excess of 35 hours a week, and would be required to ensure that WORK
position assignments, to the maximum extent feasible, did not interfers with hourg of
unsubsidized emplovment if the individual was already working.

Status While in 2 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 raie paid to emplovees 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 samc level and 10 the same extent as other employees of the same employer
performing the same type of work and having similar employment tenure with such employer.’
The state could choose the number of WORK howrs between 15 and 35 hours 3 week,

WORK wages might or might not make the family ineligible for AFDC. The state would have
a duty to ensure that if the individual participated the full number of required hours, the family
would not have less income than if it were receiving AFDC with no other income.

This amount would be calculated with a disregard of 3120 for work-related expenses {(which is
the amount of the basic disregard for work-related expenses under the bill).

*  However, the employer would not be reguired o extend health benefits if she Sinte agency concluded that it

would impose an undue financial burden on either the empioyer or the stae,
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Example: State A pays AFDC of 3300 to a family of three with no other ineome.

» The state could meet WORK requirements by providing a job with wages paying 3420
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 statc 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 extent practicable” 1o 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-harmiess level is $420. the state would need to provide enough
hours for families. on average. to earn at least $315. However, it is not clear how the phrasc
"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 3120 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 gram
adjustment 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
lcave due Lo 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 promuigates a rule saying that sick Icave accrues at one day
per month.'® Suppose the employer has no sick leave policy. During Month 2 of a
WORK assignment, Ms, Smith is sick and misses two days of work. $he would be
ertitied to one paid sick day, and would not be paid for the ather sick day. However,
her AFDC would not be adjusted w0 reflect the reduced wages,

» WORK wages would not qualify for the Earped Income Tax Credit, would not be treated
as gross income for purposes of calculating federal taxes, and would not count as
gualifving wages for an employer to receive the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. Otherwise,
WORK wages would be treated as if they were wages from unsubsidized empioyment for
all purposes of federal law unless expressly provided otherwise by federal law.

» WORK funds could not be paid for contributions 1o a retirement plan.

*+ WORK employment would not count as employment for purposes of unemployment
insurance.

+ Individual WORK assignments could not exceed 12 months.

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

+ reassign the individual to deferral status;
« reasstgn the individual to JOBS;

«.assign the individual fo another WORK position if the individual could not find
2 unsubsidized employment because there were no available jobs that the individual had the
wnecessary skills to fill, or because the individual is incapable of working outside a
sheltered environment: or

» assign the individual 1o intensive job search supervised by a job developer; if the
individual failed without good cause to apply for appropriate openings, 10 cooperate

¥ HHS could promulpate 3 rule more or less generous than (his 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."

Penalties more severe than eurrent law

Under the bill, penaliics for program violaiions would bc substantially more severe than current
law; the procedural protections 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 without 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 10 comply ccascs.

The bill leaves in place this same set of penalties for failure to comply with JOBS
requirements.'? In addition, a stronger penalty would be put in place for refusal o 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 to qualify for Medicaid. Howcver, for purposes of any other federal or federally
assisled program, the family would be considered to be receiving the aid that would be payable

"' 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 State may require the individual o
engage in intensive job search, supervised by a job developer who may require the individuai 1o apply for
appropriate job openings to determine if the individual is making a good faith effort to find unsubsidized _
employment. An individual who fails without good cause 10 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 Part A
[AFDC) or an assignment under the Siate’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 it
finds appropriate.” '

"* The bill does amend the AFDC-UP penalties to provide that if a parent fails to participate, only that parent’s
share of the grant is removed.
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if the individual were not being sanetioned. This is intended (0 prevent an inerease in food
stamps, housing assistance. ete.. during a sanction period.

The bill adds one new circumstance under which an AFDC family could receive a grant
reduction: An individual (whether or not deferred from JOBS participation) could be required

to participate 1n substance abuse treatment available without charge and could be sanctioned for
failure to do s0.

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

+ Disputes around employability plan terms: The state would be required to have g
"review mechanism” for disputes around the conwent of the employabidity plan. The
process must at least provide for prompt involvement of another employee with
supervisory or greater responsibilities. I 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, 1o a more formal review or hearing, or (0 a combination of such
processes, The same procedures would apply to plan revisions. 1t appears that there
would be no duty 1o provide a {air hearing in case of dispates around employability plan
terms,

= [lsputes Around Participation: Current law reguires states to have a conciliation
process 10 resolve disputes around participaiion, and to allow a fair hearing for those
disputes not resolved through conciliation. The bill would allow states to choose between
using conciliation meeting standards established by HHS, or 1w use a procedure that
inchuded 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 sanciion unnecessary. If the dispute
was not resolved through the state’s precedure, a fair hearing right would sl be
available,

« Review after imposition of sanetion: The state agency would be required to conduct an
evaluation of the circumstances in any case in which a first sanction continued afler three
months, and in the casc of any other individual receiving a second or subseguent
sanction, anxd provide appropriaie counseling and other supporntive services to assist the
individual 1o address the cause of the failure or refusal.

Penalties After the Time Limit; The penalty for failing or refusing to accept a bona fide offer
of unsubsidized employment of at least 20 hours a week {or less under certain

circumnstances}” would be ineligibility for AFDC and WORK for the entire family for a six
month period.  Also, any individual who left unsubsidized employment of at least 20 hours a

B The bill indicates that the individual could be required 10 accept employment of tess than 20 hours if it met
the requirements of Section 482(d)}2). However, this appears to be an erroneous reference since Section 482¢d32)
does net congemn criteria for accepling empioyment.
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week (or up 1o 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 set of penalties for violating WORK requirements. Penalties
would apply if an individual. 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 search 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 fatlure, the family’s AFDC grant would be reduced to 30% of what the
family would have received while awaiting assignment to a WORK position for one
month; this sanction can be cured if the individual 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 determine whether the individual is appropriately registered for WORK
or should be deferred.
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Preliminary Observations

This section offers some preliminary ohservations on the structure and design of the "two years
and work" model. In summary:

The changes proposed by the Administration are profound. Whatever 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 tested. Very
fittle is known about whether states are capable of implementing the basic approach. or
about how it would work if implemented. Nationwide implementation  would take an
enormous gamble with the lives of millions of poor families.

“Given the nature of the changes, some form of phase-in would clearly be needed;

‘however, there are major concerns about the potential impact of beginning with the
youngest parents.

This bill does not assure access 1o twe vears of education and training. To the contrary,
for nuany, the impact of a two.year limit before WORK will be a curtailment of aceess 1o
education and traiming programs.

Whilc it is encouraging 1o see the bill recognize the need for "good cause” deferrals and
extensions, the specific approach is extremely troubling. It secems to invite arbitrariness
in program administration and demal of good cause/extensions in situations where they
would be justified.

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 reduce
the poverty of some families, but it will increase the poverty of others.

The denial of the Earned Income Tax Credit to WORK participants ensures that

Jparticipating familics will be left in poverty.

The Administration assumes that tougher penalties are needed to increase labor market
participation by AFDC families. Any welfare reform bill taking such an approach must
stnke a balance between the goal of promoting work and the goal of protecting the well-
being of children. The bill Ipses 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 o encourage states to sanction individuals
when there are disputes sbout program parucipation. Al 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 come down to 2 question of
"compared to what?" While it has serious deficiencies, there are also major respects in
which the Administration’s bill is superior to other "two vears and work” models pending
before Congress. There are many reasons to believe that uniform national
implementation of a "two vears and work™ mode! is unwise, and that some aliernative
welfare reform approaches would be preferable. However, if Congress determines o opt
for a "two vears and work”™ approach, it will be crucial to focus on the differences
between the pending plans.

« The changes proposed by the Administration are profound. Whatever one thinks of
the hill’s wisdom, it can hardly be ealled “tinkering."

In initial press accounts of the Administration’s bill, some commenters emphasized its gradual
phase-in and the limited numbers of persons affected in the first few vears. Others have tended
in see the plan as primarily an expansion of JOBS with a work component added.  As should
be evident, the bilt involves much more. It would not just expand JOBS; it would
fundamentally alter the focus of JOBS and the nature of AFDC. Moreover, if the
Administration’s projections are accurate, the WORK Program in the Year 2000 would involve
384,000 people. By way of comparison, in the current JOBS Program, in an average month in
FY 92, there were 2417 pcople working in jobs with subsidized wages; if one adds all those in
unpaid work experience positions, the 1otal in some forn of subsidized work activity was not
more than 27,549 in an average month.™

Since this document has focused exclusively on the "two years and WORK" model, 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 o the WORK
Program, it seems clear that the bill would generate a set of changes unlike any ever atlempied
i the welfare systern. Whatever one thinks of their wisdom, the changes can be hardly be
considered mere tinkering.

» The hill sceks nationwide implementation of an idea that has never been tested.
Yery little is known about whether states are capable of implementing the basic
approach, or ahout hew it would work if implemented. The bill 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 scveral years, it is
sometimes forgotten that no state has ever implemented one. There is literaily no experience
with anything remotely like the Administration’s proposed approach.

" H is impossible 1o tedl the precise number, because some states list participants in alternative work experience
programs as “ather." though i is clear that some i the "other” catcgory are not in work programs, in an average
month in FY 92, one can estimate from federal veporting that there were 17,888 persons in commurity work
grperience, 1934 peesons in on-the-job training, 483 i 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 not known what would likely happen if
the 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. chiid support, -and the EITC. only a
small number might reach the two year point. Certainly, all these features would reduce the

" number reaching 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 the 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 for Califernia’s GAIN Program (Third Year Findings)
Experimentals Controls -

Ever employed, years 1-3 57% 51%
Ever employed, year 3 40% 34%
Eamed at least $5000, Year 20% 16%
3
Earned at least $10,000, 12% 9%
Year 3

. Average Earnings of those $7977  $7487
employed, Year 3 Lo
Received AFDC, last quarter, 52.5% 55.5%
Year 3
Ever Employed, Years 1-3, 67% 53%
Riverside County '
Ever Employed, Year 3, 44.5% 35%
Riverside County
On AFDC, Last Quarter, 41% ' 46%
Year 3, Riverside County
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As these numbers demonstrate, an effective JOBS Program can raise employment and earnings
and reduce the need for AFDC. However, most of its participants are still quite poor and many
are still in need of AFDIC. Moreover. many of those who enter employment subsequendy lose
iobs, and thus have occasion w need AFDC again, There is simply no reason to believe that
only a small group will reach the two vear 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
escalate over ume. Could states create these jobs? Could they do 1t without displacing other
workers or driving down wages for other Jlow-wage workers? While 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 expencnce 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 set of significant ways, the
Administration’s design differs from traditional workfare, but there is no research base from
which to estimate its likely effects.

Finally, the Administration’s design envisions mueh greater penaltiecs for those who fail 1o
comply. Again, penalties of this magnitude have never been tested, One ean conjecture about
the likely impaets on families, but there is no experience with this approach.

It shon, the Administration’s approach might make for a valuabie demonstration project, but
nationwide implementation invelves an expensive and potentially dangerous gamble.

« Given the nature of the changes, some form of phase-in would clearly be needed;
however, there are major concerns about the potential impact of beginniag with the
youngest parents,

The bill’s phase-in strategy will be gontroversial for two very different reasons:

First, some opponents have criticized the gradual naure of the phase«in for 1aking toe long in
subjeeting families to the time-limits and work requirements. This criticism is not well-
founded. The phase-in approach was chosen partly because of fiscal constraints and partly
because of concemns about administrative capacity:

« In par, the Administration’s biil is less costly than some other bills because others with a
maore rapid phase-in rely on much deeper cuts in other low-income programs, and
particularly on much deeper cuts in assistance to legal immigrants,”

"' For example. the Administration’s financing involves $3.7 billion in reductions in assistance 1o legal

immigrants. The principal Republican altemative, H.R. 3500, proposes reductions in eligibility for 61 federal
’ {continued...}
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+  As compared with the principal Republican alternative, the Adminisiration’s bill provides
a higher rate of federal matching funds 1o states.” Many people believe that higher
federal match is essential 10 ensure that states will be able (o meet the new federal
requirements, but using 2 higher federal match rate means that the same number of
federal dollars do not generate as many state dollars For program operation.

+  The number of WORK slots in the Administration’s bill is also constrained because the
bill reflects the principle thart those who work ought 0 be paid wages and should not be
paid less than the minimum wage. In contrast, the principal Republican aliernative
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 recipients in Mississippi
would be required 1o work 35 hours a week to receive a $120 a month AFDC checek. i.e..
an effective wage rate of $.79 an hour). 1t is, of course, cheaper not to pay the minimum
wage,"'

*  An immediate phase-in involving the entire AFDC population would likely overwhelm
the ability of states to administer the program: there are currently S million families
receiving AFDC, and 1t 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 89. 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 {.contipued}
programs for legal immigrants, Preliminary Congressional Budger Office staft estimates concluded that the
reductions in four of those pragrens - §8), Medicaid, Food Seamps, and AFDC - would toral £21.3 billion alone.
iOnly $1 billion of this iotal would be in AFDC reductions: $17.5 billion would invoive reductions in 551 and
Medicaid.)

® For example, H.R, 3500 raises the JOBS/work match 1o the higher of 70% or the state’s Medicaid match ratc,
but anly after the state draws down all funds o the basic capped entitiement al &z old match rate. ‘Most states
have been unable to draw down available funds in the past - in FY $2, only about 60% of available funds were
drawn dowa. As a result, it is a2 best unclear whether states would be able 0 agoess the improved maich mte,

Further, H.R. 3500 makes oo change in the child care matching rate, sven though c¢hild care would involve the
majorhy of stue costs for the JOBSAwork componeots of the bill, Child care coste are estimated a5 §1.8 of the
$3.2 bellion o state costs for the first five yesrs under HLR. 3500, and $2.7 of the 34,2 billion in state costs in
Year 6, In addition, JOBS administeative costs wauld siill be matched ot 50.38 under HR. 3580, while the
Adminisiration’s bill would apply #s higher march rate w sl JOBS costs.
¥ while H.R. 3500 avoids the vost of paying wages, it doss incur additional child care costs by imposing a
uniform 3% hour-a-week obligation on sl affected families, In light of these higher child care costs, R is not y&t
ciear whether the costper-siot would be higher vader the Administration’s bill or uoder HR. 3500,
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A very different concern about the phase-in approach focuses on the wisdom of phasing in the
voungest 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 2 young
person entering the system. Mowever, it raises major policv 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 exempiion 1 age one
under current law although they have been frec to do so.

+ There is no evidence that states will be able o operate very successful employment
programs for the youngest AFDC recipiems. Recent research (the JTPA evaluation, the
JOBSTART evaluation, the New Chance Demonstration, the Teen Parent Demonstration)
has indicated that the evaluated programs may be successful in raising participation rates.
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, only a small group will reach the two-year limit. While there is reason o doubt
that this will be true for any group, the concern is particularly strong for young
recipients,

* The focus on youth has the effeet of shifting resources away from the JOBS Program for
adults, In contrast with youth evaluations, the evaluations of JOBS-type programs for
adults consistently have shown positive effects on raising employment and earnings
{though still not at levels remotely approaching the performance the Administration hopes
for here). Thus, there is a fear that the vouth focus will result in 2z shifting of resources
from programs of demonstrated effectiveness (¢ a2 major gamble on programs for vouth
where there ts no evidenee that states will be able to operate programs of comparable
gffectiveness,

» This bill does not assure access {o two yvears 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.

During the 1992 election, the President’s welfare campaign pledge included language promising
to "Empower people with the education, training, and child care they need for up to two years,
30 they can break the cycle of dependency”™® before imposing a community service work
requirement. While the bil does expand the JOBS Program. it falls far short of any
commitment o empower people with needed education and training. To the contrary, there is
reason to fear that the bill would result in a curtailment of access to education and training for
[HEGVS

¥ Clinton sad Gore, Patting People First (Times Books, 1592} st 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 individual’s services would depend on the content of her
employabilily plan. However, thc purpose of the plan would be "to lay out the fastest and most
effective way to help the participant find employment and become seif-sufficient.” Undecr this
language. an individual wanting to get training for a family-supporting job would have
difﬂc%[y justifving participation in training if she had the capacity to carn thc minimum

wagce.

Second, the bill appears to have been drafted to limit an individual's ability to challenge
decisions about the 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 state could satisfy its duty to demonstrate the
reasonableness of the plan by showing that the individual currently had the capacity to carn the
minimum wage. At the close of the two vear period. an individual could seek an extension by
showing that the state had failed to substantially provide the serviees in the emplovability plan.
but the claim that the plan itself had been deficient or inappropriaie would apparently not be a
basis for an extension.

Accordingly, if a state implementing the bill dectded to sharply narrow the circumstances under
which edueation or training were approved JOBS activities, individuals would have little 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 siate’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

likety be free to define i1 as eaming enough to make the family ineligible for AFDC; minimum wage jobs wouid
often meet this standard. Second, a state might conclude that the best route 10 eventual self-sufficiency was to
accept any available job. 1f a state adopted such a philosophy, an individual wanting access 1o an education
program would have little ability to assert that the law envisioned that she shouid have an opportunity to
participate in one.
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«  The restrictive nature of the bill's earn-back provision would mean that once an
individual had accumulaled 18 months of clock~time, the individual could never qualify
. for more than a six month education/training program unless an extension were granted.

Fourth, even if a state were wiliing to design onger-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 30% of AFDC
entrants exit within one year ard 70% within two years. Many of these families subsequently
return -~ it is estimated that 30% to 70% or more AFDC exiters return at a later point. The
overall effect is that many of those who will be affected by a 24 month limit will not have
received AFDC for 24 consecutive months -~ rather, they will accumulate 24 months over two
or three or more spells. Accordingly, a 24 month clock would likely mean that many recipients
would never get substantial access 1o education or training programs even if the state wished (o
provide such access, because the 24 months will get used up in multiple fragmented spelis.

One possibie way 10 address the multiple-spell issue would be to have a more flexibic eam-
back policy in which a parent who did not receive AFDC for a subsmmtial period of time could
recover additional clock-lime. Unfortunately, the bill's earn-back provision is quite narrow.
Onee an individual pasgses the eighteen-month point. she would never have access to more than
six months of services (unless an extension were granted}, no matier how much time passed
stnce she last received AFDC, or ne matter how her circumstances had changed since the last
speli of AFDC receipt.

{n light of the dynamics of AFDC receipt, it seems inevilable that the basic focus of
employability planning for many participants under the bill will shift from "what makes sense
for this person” o “how many months are left on the clock.” Many of those who return to
AFIIC have already had substantial experience in the low-wage labor market, and need access
o educational opportunities that can improve their alulity to permanently support a family. Yet
they will be faced with a system in which the critical determining question will be the number
of months of prior AFDC receipt.

While the bill does not formally restrict access to postsecondary education, such a restriction
seems virtually assured 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 individual wanting to begin a program would ever be able to know at
the outset whether she would be permitted 10 complete it. Third, in a system where ong only
has 24 months in a lifetime clock, it seems likely that individuals will be fearful o participate
in any activity that could risk exhausting assistance that might be needed later.

As suggested above, it 15 possible that WORK participation will do little to enhance
employability, particularly for those who already have substantial labor market experience. Yet
under this structure, rigid distinctions will be drawn as to when education access is allowed and
when it 18 restricted.  In some instances. individuals will be forced 10 terminate poientially
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 {orced to
terminate educalion and training programs in order to be on a2 WORK waiting list,

In summary, the bill has been drafied so that individuals do not have a right 10 {and have hitile
basis to make a claim for) access 1o 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 resirictive extension and carn-back rules will make it more

difficuit w do s0.

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

"situations where they would be justified,

=

On the one hand, one can commend the Adminisiration’s recognition of the need for good
cause deferrals and extensions: not every bill does this. At the same time, the proposed
structure seems likely to result in denials of pood cause and extensions in sitwations where they
are justified.

On both good cause deferrals and extensions, the bill allows states a capped percentage
{iitially, 3% for deferrals and 10% for extensions} and penalizes states that exceed that
percentage. The basic difficulty with a percentage approach is that states are likely 1o be
incapable of operationalizing it in a non-arbitrary way. For example, assume that a state has
the ability to track its deferral number and discovers six months into the fiscal vear that it s
averaging 7% on good cause deferrals. What should the state do? Stop pranting new good
causes? Revise criteria prospectively so that the criteria that justified good cause carlier in the
year do not justify it Iater in the vear? Revise criteria retroactively so that individuals who had
been found to have good cause no longer have it? There are obvious problems with each
alternative,

The problem for an agency worker is that be or she can attempt to fairly apply 2 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 starus? Should warkers seek to minimize good cause
findings, on the premise that other workers might not? Should the worker deny good cause
status 10 Ms. Jones 1oday because it was granted to Ms. Smith yesterday.

The concept of a 10% cap on cxiensions 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 may or 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
fater in the fiscal year? Would it mean that once a state reached or neared 11s cap, cases would
be denied regardiess of their merit? Would workers have 1o be fearful that by granting an
extension to Ms. Smith today, it would be more difficull 10 grant an extension {0 someone
tomorrow who might theoretically be more worthy?
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This structure would also create unreasonable dilemmas for participants. [t would mean that
individuals would often begin a program with no idea whether they would be allowed to finish
it. This would be a panticularly hard problem for those considering two-year postsecondary
programs, and those who return 10 AFDC afier time away with only a limited number of
months left 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
to wait until her 45 day review? If she has to wail, she is at a disadvantage against those in the
same program who entered AFDC in February or March.

[t 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 uniform and unvarying rule. [f Ms. Smith needs a two or three month
extension to complete a program. is there something gained by saying she must also take on a
pani-time job for the last few months when she is in the last siages 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 tmposing such rigid caps at this point in
program implementation.”

+ 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 wherc an individual who did not work would not get paid, so that the consequences
of non-performance 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 FICA requirements, entitlement 10 same benefits as similarly
situated workers) but not others {e.g., qualifying for the Earned Income Credit, qualifying for

It seems clear that the bill's use of good cause/extension caps is intended to prevent states from

inappropriately placing people in these categories in order 1o avoid the time limits and WORK requirements. But
there may be less drastic ways to address this eoncemn. 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 variarion should be
anticipated between states. Accordingly, in the early years, it ought to be sufficient to require states to report on
the numbers and bases when good cause and extensions are granted, and use federal reviews of those states with
exceptionally high "good cause” or extension numbers. A high number may be reason for review, but not for
assuming the state must be dotng something wrong.
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unemployment insuranccl, While jobs could pay more than minimum wage, the Administration
envisions that most of them would nol. ’

Overall, the WORK structure would reduce the poverty of some participams and increase the
poverty of others. Because there is no experience with the model, it is impossible to tell how
many will {all into each group. However, the overall effect would depend on the following
factors: )

* Would states use an earnings rule more genercus than that mandated by law?
under the bill, for AFDC generally, states would be required to disregard $120 of
carnings and allowed to disregard additional amounts determined by the state. However,
if a state opted 1o disregard amounts in excess of $120, the state would not need not
apply the higher disregard t¢ WORK parucipants. With the new flexibility on eamnings,
states may resume something Hke 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
sndividual in the WORK Program and the other costs of the new sysiem. there may be a
strong incentive to deny the optional disregard amount for WORK participants.”

» How many hours of WORK will be allowed/reqquired by the state? The bill envisions
that states conld choose to set a number of WORK. hours between 15 and 335; the state’s
basic duty would be 10 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 13 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 3367 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 will not wish to provide WORK slots for hours in
excess of those required by law or needed to make a family ineligible for AFDC.

¥ There are actually two separate problems in the bill's treatment of the eamings disregards. First, for AFDC

recipients generally, the bill requires 2 $120 disregard, but feaves (o state option whether 16 provide any additional
disregard amount. In conirast, under current law, an AFDC reciplent receives an eamings disregard of $120 and
173 of the remaindey for the first four months: then, 3 §138 disrsgard is sliowed for the nex: eight months.
Therefore, 8 18 possibie thay some statey would use the option under the bill 1o provide 3 basic eamings distegard
that is worse than that provided under surrent Jaw.

The second problem « that a state might make use of an improved camings disregard, but deny it o
panticipants in the WORK Program - will only arise if the state opted 10 make use of an improved eamings
disregard for ather AFDC famities,

Center for Law and Social Palicy 6. : 1616 P Street, NW #150
Juiy E2, 1994 Washington, DC 20034



«  Will $120 be enough (o meet work-related costs? In a workfare assignment in the
JOBS Program. a swie has 4 duty to pay the cost of transportation and necessary
suppartive services. In WORK, 2 $120 carnings disregard would be allowed instead.
This would need 1o cover the cost of FICA, other mandaiory deductions. transportation,
and all other work-retated expenses. If an individual's work expenses exceeded $120 a
month, and the state only allowed the $120 disregard. then participating in WORK would
lzave the family poorer than when it was just receiving an AFDC grant.

» How many families would be hurt - and how badly would they be hurt - by the pay-
for-performance structure? The basic WORK design envisions that an individual wilk
normally be paid only for hours worked. Even if one assumes that $120 roughly
approximates WORK expenses. then in many families, the parent wll need to attend all
scheduled hours of WORK in order to have enough income to reach the pnior AFDC
levei. 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 affecied
families. there 15 no margin for crror -~ any one of mulitiple things that can go wrong m a
month will leave the family with income below the basic AFDC benefit level.

How many parents will be unable 1o consisiently participate at the 100% level? Itis
worth keeping in mind that in the JOBS Program, the Bush Admipistration established a
rule providing that a state could count the individual’s scheduled hours of participation if
she actually attended 75% of scheduled hours,

In addition to these factors, there would also be 2 food stamp advantage for those participating
in WORK (because WORK earnings will be treated as earmed income for food stamps) and
families earning enough  no Jonger 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 participan
may be better off than under curremt law if she is able 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, if a state meets its minimum obligation, an individual who
cannot maintain perfect attendance or who has higher work expenses will be poorer than under
current law.

For anyone who believes that welfare reform 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 effect of reducing poverty, and may even resull in a net increase in
poverty for participating families.
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» The denial of the Earned Income Tax Credit to WORK participanis ensures that
participating familics will be left in poverty.

The WORK Program has been designed 1o be less auractive than ansubsidized minimum wage
work., The necessary consequence i that panticipating families will be lefi deep in poventy.

Administration planners concluded 1hat 1t was important to make WORK positions pay less
than unsubsidized employment, in order to maintain a strong mcentive to seck unsubsidized
jobs. To create this incentive, the decision was made o deny WORK participants eligibility for
the earmed income tax credit, Until now, the EITC has been viewed as the centerptece of the
Administration’s effort 10 reduce poveny for working families. However, under this design,
huandreds of thousands of poor working families will be dented access 1o the EITC.

Since there has never been 2 WORK Program, there is no evidence that denial of the EITC 15
needed to maintain an adequate incentive to look for unsubsidized jobs. Receiving minimum
wage and the lack of any potential advanecement while in a WORK slot are ikelv 10 be
motivaring factors. States will already be free 1o 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 intgnsive job scarch periods between work assignments.

The denial of the EITC is parucularly distressing when coupled with the state option to deny
all earnings disregards after the 3120 work-expense deduction. There are two principal ways in
whieh government can reduce the poverty of working poor families: through the Eamed Income
Tax Credit and through the AFDC earnings disregards. The bill would ¢reate a elass of
working poor families who are denied both of these crueial supports.

Making WORK assignments 50 unattractive wouid have an additional troubling effect. The
basic message in the WORK strueture would be: "I you can find an unsubsidized job at any
point, you should take it immediately.” For any WORK sponsor, this would mean that it
would always be risky to give a WORK participant any responsibility that could not be
complcted by the end of the day, [t would be irrational to invest any cffort in training or
substantial supervision of an individual whose goal was o be gone tomorrow. Thus, the harsh
treatment of WORK workers will both leave them poorer. and increase the likelihood that their
WORK assignments will offer little to improve their employability,

+ The Administrafion assumes that tougher penalties are needed to increase labor
market participation by AFDC families. Apy 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 children, In its penalty structure, the Administration’s
approach loses sigh of that balance, and proposes a penalty structure that could
increasc the risk of homelessness and family break-up among poer 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 1t 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 of 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 penaities. Penalties for failure
to accept employment or failure to adequately cooperate with a job developer will invelve 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 (o use it in circumstanees where a penalty
might be appropriate.

While the six month penaliies may be intended for their deterrence value, what will happen 1o
families when they are imposed? Suppose the penaity is imposed in Month 1. and Ms. Smith
is in danger of eviction in Month 2. What should the state do? Provide emergency assistance?
Allow the eviction to go forward to teach Ms. Smith a lesson?

There is no evidence that 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.,

* The Administration’s reward and penalty structure for states could lead to very
troubling affects. The approach creates a set of powerful incentives to encourage
states to sanction individuals when there are disputes ahout program participation.
At the same time, a penalty structure which depends on cutting federal match for
AFDC benefits eould encourage further 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
placernent. 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 placernents. Rather, the
rewards and penaities 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, at a lime when 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 penaliies. They have been strongly focused
on issues of pavment accuracy because they face federal penalties if they are not. They have
devoted extensive resgurces to meeting JOBS participation rates because they risk penalties if
they do not. Accardingly, in thinking about the likely behavioral effecis of the new sysiem, the
first question to ask is how states will be rowarded or penalized.

Under the bill, states will be rewarded for having a participation rate exceeding 55%. They can
be penalized for having a participation rate below 45%, for exceeding the cap on good cause
deferrals, for exceeding the cap on extensions. or for fathing 1o meet the WORK participation
standard. In each case, the penalty will involve a reduction in federal match for the cost of
basic AFDC benefits for the number of ¢ases by which the state fails ¢ meet the applicable
standard.”® Thus, the basic penalty is always 1o raise the cost of AFDC assistance in the
state. -

In establishing the JOBS and WORK participation standards. the bill contains a seemingly
technical but extremely important decision. Individuals will count toward the participation
standard either if they are participating or if they are in sanction status, In practice. this will
mean that the way 10 maximize a panticipation rae is (o maximize the number of sanctioned
individuals. When an individual fails 1o participate, the facts are often blurry or ambiguous,
Under this structure, if a state 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 i1s not suggesting that states will intentionally seek to sanction when there is no
basis for doing s0. Rather, in day-to-day welfare administration, there are many instances of
technical and not-so-technical program viclations, and states must decide how much effort w
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? If she claims
the bus didn’t comg, should the state believe her? If she asserts that she never got a aotice the
warker mailed, should she be allowed another chance? There are countless such exampies 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

¥ There are serious questions sbout the administrability of such a structure. Note that the penalty for

atizining 2 43% participation rate {i.e, falling short by 2%) wonld be twice a5 great as the penally for attaining a
44% rate {i.e.. failing short by 19%). One question s whether ¥ makes sense 10 have the magnitude of penaliies
escalate in this way; another question is whether states could ever report or the federal government could ever
verify data at a jevel of precision that could atlow one to reliably distinguish between 5 3% and 2 44% rate,

“ In what may be a technical error, the bill also contains a somewhat ambiguous provision which appears 1o state
that payments resuiting from exceeding the gouod cause or extension limits. or for fallure 1o meet JOBS or WORK
participation standards, would be considered erronecus payments for purposes of AFDC gquality control. This may
nol have intended, since the bilk separately establishes the penalties for failure to mect these cequirements.
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sanctions in such cases.™ 1In the proposed structure. the incentive to sanciion 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 g 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.% Adding in the cost of AFDC benefits, in the median state, imposing a six month
sanetion could be $5000 cheaper than providing assistance and a WORK siot for that peried.™

The bill 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 Family Support Act passed in 1988, HHS was required 10
submit performance standard recommendations 1o Congress by October 1993, No performance
standards have been submitted vet.

It is also very troubling that when a penalty is imposed on states, it will be in the form of
reduced federai match for basic AFDC benefits. Taken as a whole, the Administration’s bill
would improve the match for JOBS, 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 equally, Two groups of states would run the greatest risk of
being buri:

= The poorest states have the highest Medicaid match rates, 30 a2 25% reduction in match
rate has a higher proportional effect on them. For example, a 30-50 state would face a
drop to 37.5%, i.e., cach dotlar of AFDC assistance for affected cases would cost 8,125
more. Stated differently, for every four dollars the state 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 share would
ncrease from $.20 10 $.40. This would mean that for every dollar the state was
previously paying for affected cases, the state would now have 1o pay two.

R In the JOBS Program. when an individual does not participate, the state must label the case us either good

cause Or & sanction case. Individuals in good cause or sanction siatus do not count in cither the numerator or
derominator for purpeses of the JOBS panicipation rate. Henee, there is an inceative o gensrate perticipation, byt
if the individual does not participate, there is no advantage in labeling it a5 3 sanction insiead of 8 good cause
CASE,

2 The acival cost may difler from the work-for-wages medel, because the WORK model does not assume that
all positions will be 35 hour jobs, 56 there may be reduced child care costs. 11 is not clear whether administrative
costs would be expected o vary for other reasons.

*  The median benefit for a family of three with no income in the median state is $367, Adding $120 for the
work expense disregard, the AFDC cost for six months would be $2922,
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+  Among states with equal or roughly equal Medicaid maich rates, the penalties would be
imposed more severely on those which pay higher AFDC benefits. For example,
consider two states with 50% maich rates, one of which pays AFDC of 3600 and one of
which pays AFDC benefits of $300, For each case exceeding ihe cap. the penalty on the
higher benefit state {$73) is twice as much as the penalty on the Jower benefit state
{$37.50).

if a state faces a substantial penally in AFDIC cosis, the response may be 10 find ways to reduce
AFDC costs, 1.e.. reduce benefits even further. [t is one thing to come forward with a welfare
reform plan which does nothing to raise basic benefits; it is another to come forward with a
plan that may generate incentives to reduce basic assistance.

+ Ultimately, the welfare reform debate in Congress may come down to a question of
“"compared to what?" While the Administration’s bill has serious deficiencies, there
are also major respects in which it is superior to other "two vears and work"
models pending before Congress. There are many reasons to believe that uniform
national application of 8 "fwo years and work” model is unwise, but if Congress
determines o opt for such an approach, it will be crucial to focus on the differences
between the pending plans.

There are serious questions about the wisdom of the Adminisiration’s basic approach and about
many detatls of the approach. No state has ever implemented the "two yvears and work”™ model
" and there 18 considerable reason o question the capacity of states to do so. I 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 effect of increasing poverty. The decision to seek nationwide
implementation of an idea that has never been tested is 2 political judgment that cannot be
justified on policy grounds,

This 1s 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 bureaueracy,
without so drasticaily curtailing state flexibility, and without risking an unraveiing of the basic
safety net for poor families with children.

At the same time, it is also imponant to distinguish among the pending "two years and work’
bills. The welfare reform debate may come down 10 "compared to what?” If ong compares the
Work and Responsibility Act to other "two years and work”™ bills, it ig clear that the bill reflects
a great deal of serious thought about how 1o design a system which preserves the JOBS
structure, provides jobs so long as individuals meet program requirements, and refleets a
commitment 1o paving those who work at leasi the minimum wage. While the good eause and
extengion 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 doty o provide education in the JOBS Program. While the WORK
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Program leaves its participants in poverty, at least the bill provides for payment of the
minimum wage - 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 eligbility for those who are se poor
as to stil! qualify,

Some of the most troubling features of the Administration’s hill - e.g., the sanction structure,
the restrictive deferral and extension provisions, the denial of the EITC and poiential denial of
earnings disregard to WORK participants, the reward and penalty structure for states - could
conccivahly be modified during the legislative process. While other concerns would rematin,
such improvements could address some of the ways in which the bill seems most likely to harm
affected famulies.

In the months to come, there are two scparate discussions that need 10 ocCur: one involves the
wisdom of national impicmentation of the "two vears and work™ model as compared with other
approaches 1 welfare reform. The second involves comparing the pros and cons of the
slternative "two years and work" modcls, acknowledging the important differences, and
exploring how w address the most sentous deficiencies in the Administration’s bill. The details
between the approaches vary tremendously, and the debate is only beginning,
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Appendix: JOBS and Work anéing - The Details

The Administration’s bill would make a number of changes in the details of JOBS funding and
JOBS participation rate caleulations. 1t would also create a new WORK funding stream. along
with ponalties for Tailure to meet the WORK participation standard.

JOBS Funding: The bill would change the match rate formula and the amount of the capped
entitlernent available for JOBS spending. Under current law, state JOBS spending 1s matched
at one of three federal match rates under a complicated formula” under the bill. states would
have a single federal match rate. which gradually increases o the higher of the stare’s Medicaid
match rate ("FMAP") plus 16 percemage points, or 70%.% This would be called the

“enhanced FMAP”. (Expenditures for AFDC Child Care, Transitional Child Care, and Al-Risk
Child Care would alse be matched at the new enhanced FMAP)

To be.eligible for the enhanced FMAP (for JOBS, WORK, and child care). a statre would have
to meet “statewidencss” requirement and maintenance of effort requirements:

» To sauisfy statewideness requirements. the state would have to be either be operating its
program statewide, or have submitied an approvable plan amendment that provided for
implementing all statutory JOBS requirements and mesting statewideness regquirements
within two vears of initial implementation, For these purposes, a statewide program
would be one in which the time limit requirements were being applied to at least 50% of
custodial parents i the mandatory phase-in group {i.¢., young parenis} who were not
entitied to deferral status. Note that for these purposes, "statewide” is not based on
geographical coverage, but rather on the number phased-in.

+ To satisfy maintenance of effort requirernents, the state’s nonfederal share of expendi-
rres for JOBS, WORK, AFDC Child Care, Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Child
Care must be not {ess than 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 $1.3 billion i 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 biltion 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. lnder current law, states must meet a particular rate (15% in FY 94, 20% in FY

¥ Generally, 2 limired part of the state spending is matched at a 90+)0 rate; the remainder of the state’s program

costs are matched ai the higher of the state’s Medicaid maich rate or 60%; and costs for adminisiration,
transportation and other non-child care supportive services are mawhed at 5630,

*  For example, in FY 2000, a state with 2 Medicaid mach raie of 30% would have a JOBS match rate of 70%;
a state with a Mcdicaid match rate of 63%% would have a JCBS mach e of 75%.
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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 pariicipation 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 pot including deferred individuals who are participating as volunieers);
employed individuals meeting the state’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 state failed to meel
the required rate.

* A state exceeding 55% would receive additional federal funding without a required state
mateh; the amounts available for these bonus payments would come from the penalties
imposed on other states 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 determined 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 al the state’s Medicaid match rate.

* Other WORK expenditures would be matched at the "enhanced FMAP rate” used for
the JOBS Program.

The state’s share of the WORK éapped 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 Participation 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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avaifable under the capped entitiement and the Secretary’s determination of the amounts
necessary (0 locate or create WORK positions. {This appears to mean that the Secrewary
would determing the likely cost of creating a WORK position, divide the aliocation by
that amount. and the result would be the number of positions the state would be required
10 generate ).

»  Alternatively, the state would need to mect and B0% 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 8 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 1n the preceding three months).

Other Provisions: The amount of the overall capped entitiements for JOBS. WORK, and At-
Risk Child Care would be increased if the nation’s unemployment rate excecded a specified
level ™

A state eould shift up to 10% of its JOBS funding to WORK,, or vice versa,

A state could also apply to use up o 10% of 1ts JOBS and WORK funding to administer

programs of training and employment for non-custodial pareats. Such costs would be maiched
at the enhanced FMAP rate.

The Secretary would be required to make available unobligated JOBS and WORK funding to
those states which had obligated their full capped amounts; the excess funds would come
available at the state’s applicable JOBS/WORK match rate. A state eligible for these funds
could claim them at an enhanced match rate if the state’s unemployment mate exceeded a
specified level

Pemizié’é for exceeding limits on deferrals, time limits, JOBS participation standards, and
WORK participation standards would not be imposed in the first year for which the respecuve
requirements werg applicable.

P {f the average rate of total unemployment in the United States equaled or exeeeded 7% for the last two

quasters of the prior fiscal year, or the first two quarters of the current fiseal vear, then the capped amoums would
be raised by 2.5% pius an additional 25% for each 1% by which the average rate of otal unemployment for the
United States exceeded 7% for the two quarter period.

Nate, however, that exeeeding that Jevel would not result in an overalt reduction in the state's mawh mter &
would only affect the match rate for the funds drawn down in excess of the sate’s capped entitioment,

M
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JOBS and WORK Capped Entitlements
Under Work snd Responsibility Act
Year JOBS Capped WORK Expendi- Federal Match Rate
Amount {Not iutes (Other than
including child Wages and Child
care} Care}
FY 96 SE75 billion | ceeeveeeen - Higher of 65% or FMAP
pliss 5 percentage poinis
FY 97 $1.7 biliton B — Higher of 65% or FMAP
plus 3 percentage poinis
FY 58 51.8 billion 3200 milion Higher of 67% or FMAP
plus 7 percentage poinis
FY 99 $1.9 bithion $700 million Higher of 6%% or FMAP
plus 9 percentage points
FY 2004 51.9 bitlien 31.1 billion Higher of 70% or FMAP
phus 10 percemiage points
Fy Zodl 51.2 billien £1.3 bithon Higher of 70% or FMAP
plus 10 percontage noints
FY 2002 31.9 billion £i.4 hillion Higher of 70%% or FMAP
pius 10 prreentage points
FY 2003 $1.9 hillion $1.8 billion Higher of 70% or FMAP
pius 10 percentage pols
FY 2004 $1.9 billion $1.7 billien Higher of 70% or FMAP
pius 10 poecentage poims
FY 2005 $1.9 adjusted $1.7 sdjusted for Higher of 7% ot FMAP
for inflation inflation, multi- plus 1 prroeniage points
piied by "WORK
program fac-
tﬂruji
e

The WORK Program factor is intended 1o adjust for the size of the WORK Program over time, It is difficult
to interpret precisely how it would be caleulated; under the bill, the WORK Program factor is defined as the ratlo
of: a) the sum of the average monthly number of recipients in the phased-in group because bore afier 1971 and
WORK registrants {whe are not receiving aid) for months in the preceding fiscal vear, divided by the sum of the
average monthly number of all AFDC recipicnts and WORK regisirants {who wre not receiviag aid) for momhs in
the preceding year; 1o D) the quotient wish respect to the average monthly number for months in FY 2084,

1415 P Sirest, NW #{50
Wachingron, DC 28016
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CIASP

JODIE LEVIN-EPSTEIN

SENIOR STATE POLICY ANALYST

i

Tuly 20, 1994

Dear Colleague:

CLASP is hosting two "audio conferences” in August regarding welfare
reform. We will discuss the Matsui bill, H.R. 4767, on Friday, August 5 from
1:00pm - 2:00pm Eastern Standard Time (EST--the time in Washington, D.C.)
to provide some details about the what the bill contains and how it compares (o
the Clinton bill. A panel will discuss the teen parent provisions in the Clinton
bill on Thursday, August 11 from 4:00pm - 5:00pm EST. You are inviied 1o
join in.

The first conference, August 5, will discuss '"The Matswi 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 support
issues. Susan Sieinmeiz 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 wiil be ime allowed for "g&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 leen
parent pregnancy prevention provisions, and an analysis of the teen parent
requiremenits, case management, and youth phase-in. The three panelists will
inciude Jodie Levin-Epstein of CLASP, Chris Moore of Child Trends, and Mary
Bromel (invited) of Porttand Public Schools. The panelists will take questions
after presenting.

To "ask" a question just send in the attached form. We encourage you o
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 1o 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 panelisis can.

1616 P STREET, NW-SUITE 150

WasHINGTON, DC 20036
202 +328 + 5140

FAX: 328 - 5195

E oo



The total cost of your paricipation in the audio conference is 330, You will
not be charged anything else by the weiephone company since the $30 fee
provides you access to a toli-free number that you call for the

audio conference. I 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 lisien
in, can do 56. However, for each phone line that you plan 1o use, you need t0
send in $30. CLASP pays for the administrative costs of the call.

If you wouild like 1o participate i the andio 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, Auvgust 11,
You should call 1.800.841.3581 at least fificen minutes before the
conference is scheduled to begin, If you have not registered with CLASP
by that time, the phone company will not connect you to the audio-
conference.

Getting Your Questions Asked:

The registration form has space on which you can write questions that you
would like posed to the panel. Mail that form along with your registration.
During the presentation you can also fax questions o CLASP (202) 328-
5195, '

Hold on To This Letter:

Y ou will not receive a reminder abouot the audio-conference, so please
keep this information and the phone number handy {1-800-841-3581). If
you have any questions in advance, please call Monica Vaca on 202/328.
5140,

Enclosed please find 2 "comments” form for you to send back after the
audio conference. This will help us decide whether 0 go forward with more
audio conferences.

Si Iy,

Lavin—ﬁpskﬂ%.—r

nior State Policy Analyst



AUDIO CONFERENCE REGISTRATION and Q&A FORM

Organization:

Address:;

Tei:

Fax:

Enclosed you will ind my $30 payment for the audio conference made out to
CLASP,

This registration form and payment must be received at CLASP by Tuesday,
August 2, State agencies unable to cut checks in time may submit registration
form with notation indicating when the check should arrive, Please mail 1o CLASP;
atin: Monica Vaca/audio conference, CLASP, Suite 150, 1616 P Strect, NW,
Washington, DC 20036, or fax to 202/ 328-5195,

Some Questions for the Panel:

I.  About education and training, job creation, and benefits:

2. About child care provisions:

3. About child suppon:

4. About the political climate and other:



AUDIO CONFERENCE COMMENTS FORM

"The Matsui Welfare Bili: An Enviable Model.”
August §, 1994

Optional:

Name ;

Organization:

Address/State:

Tel:

COMMENTS:

1. 1 think you should/should not de more audic conferences on welfare reform:

2. 'What ] liked ab_ﬂul the audio conference:

3. What I did not like about the audio conference:

4. Twould like an sudio conference on the following wpic{s):

Please mail to CLASP: attn: Alexander Hadel, CLASP, Suiwe 150, 1616 P Street,
NW, Washinpgton, DC 20036




AUDIO CONFERENCE REGISTRATION and Q&A FORM

Thursday, August 11,

Name:

Organtzation:

Address;

Tel:

Fax:

Enclosed you will find my $30 payment for the audio conference made out to
CLASP,

This registration form and payment must be received at CLASP by Monday,
August 8 State agencies unable to cut checks in time may submit registration
form with notation indicating when the check should arrive. Please mail to CLASP;
attn; Monica Vaca/audio conference, CLASP, Suite 150, 1616 P Sucet, NW,
Washington, DC 20036, or [ax: 202/ 3128-5195,

Some Questions for.the Panel;

1. About pregnancy prevention demonstrations:

2. About the teen parent residency requirement and education requirernenis:

3. About case management and youth ghasc»izx}

4. Other



AUDIO CONFERENCE COMMENTS FORM

“The Administration's Welfare Bill: Teen Pregnancy Preveniion and Teen Parents.”
August 11, 1994

QOptiopal:

Name :

Organization:

Address/Sule;

Tel:

COMMENTS:

1. Tthink you shouid/should not do more audio conferences on wealfare miomn:

2. What I liked about the audio conference:

3, What I did not like about the audio conference:

4. 1would ke an avdio conference on the following topic(s):

Please mail to CLASP; attn: Alexander Hadel, CLASP, Suite 130, 1616 P Street,
NW, Washington, DC 20036
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Vice President . fé
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and General Caunse!

February 20, 1997

Mr. Bruce Reed

Assistant to the President for Domeslic Policy
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W,

213 0OId Exeeutive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20502

Dear Bruce:

Warm congratulations on your recent appointment as director of the President’s Domestie
Policy Council!

I look forward to meeting with you soon Lo share some thoughts on economic policy, and
what The Limited can do to support the President’s welfare-to-work initiative.

With best wishes for success in this important position.

Sincerely,
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WELFARE TQ WORK

What ix Kpawn With Certamn

. It is a 33 billion capped mandatory spending program, with funds available for three years us
follows: FY 1998, $750 nublion; FY 1999, §1 billion; FY 2000, $1.250 bilkion (1998 Budget).

= It is “performance-based” and inended to move | million people from wellare 10 work by 2600
through job placcment and job creation.

= The funds are requesied in the Department of Labor, which will administer the program,

What is Not Yei Determined
= Process Questions:
- Wil {he Administration will trensimit legisiation, legisiative specii'ic:zii(ms,Erizzci;}lcs‘;'

- by it a Ways and Means/Finance issue or 8 labor committee issuc’?

L
» Program Design [ssucs: L,ﬂ"',&""" ws. WS Good “
fvlw vt Gou "lPt‘k'
= |5 1si% » formula grant or competitive grant? {f competitive, s it a saturation model in
fower than 20 siies? H formala, on what basis?
- Who gre chigible grantecs - States, ¢ities, or counties, or all? eides, s i 180 or 160
{or some other numbers); what 13 the relationship hetween the cities/muayors and the
State?

- Who is an cligible “long-term welfare recipient™?

- What constitutes “success” for receiving the “bonus payment’™ Does plagement in a
pubhe job {not a workfure slot, but & municipal job) count as a successful placement?

- Muy this §3 billion be used for workfare and/or subsidized public scetor jobs?

- What is the application process und the Federal role in the plan approval process? Are
the Federal plan specifications loose o restrictive?

- What is the sanction for poor performance?
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To: Bruce Reed ol Elena Kagan

From: Lyn Hogan Diana Fortuna
Date: February 20, 19597
Re: Stenholm/Tanmer Wellare Reform Proposals

Sienholin/Tanner arc procesding on two separate welfare reform fracks: 1) a Blue Dog Coalition
budget proposal, and 2) non-coalition welfare reform legislation sponsored by Stenholm and
Tannper.

Blue Dog Budget

Sonie ime next week {week of 2/24) the Blue Dog group will release its budget which will
include a $3.6 billion set aside reserve fund for broadly defined welfare (o work activities. States
will receive these funds osdy if they teed extra money (0 meet the work requircments,

Stenholoy Tanner Ball

Shortly after the Blue Dogs release their budget. Sienholm and Tanner will introduce separate
free standing welfare reform legislation, The legislation will likely be three part: 13 the wellare
to work proposal you've scen, 2) food stamps for 18-50 year olds, and 3) a phase-out ol the
dependent eare tax eredit for higher income folks in favor of a refundable tax credit for those in
lower-income brackets, However, the welfare to work language would represent the crux of the
proposal.

Political Quileok

Stenholm and Tanner haven't shopped the welfare 10 work legislation around yel, but they have
had some gencral and positive conversations with Demoerats and Republicans including
Johnson, Marella, Castle, Ramstad, and Greenwoaod. They have also had positive preliminary
discussions with Govs, Carper and Bush, The Stenholm/Tanner strategy for bath the hudger and
the legislation is to foree govemors to both ask for this money and to drum up support for it

There are no viher mator welfure to work proposals in the House or Senute, Duschle’s oifice
{Gruce) has not designed speeific lepislation but is happy to weork with both the White MHouse and
Tanner/Stenholm and is waiting for direction from us.

Summary of Stenholm/Tanner Welfare to Work Propesal

. $3.6 hillion over five years for private secter-bused welfare 10 work programs (o be
admintsiered through a public-privaic parinership,

. Elghty pereent of the funds would be distnibuted lo states, 20 pereent in grants to ¢ities
and communities, '



States

A state may apply for Tunds if the state meets some general siale plan

requiremients; if total state spending on work programs in the prior fiscal year 2
. . . . e T v /o

exceeded state spending on JOBS programs in FY 1996 if a state certifies it needs

additional funds to meet the TANF work requiremenis; and i 4 state has met its

program performance gouls w the prior year or has a correetive netions planned.

Seventy percent of siate funds would be allecated based on the state percentage of
the national TANF and food stamp caseloads covered by work requirements,

States would receive $2,000 for cach projected job placement

A 20 percent state match would be required for the basie funds only (not 101 »-»-rE'OL
performaonce funds). '

Thirty poreent of the state funds would be paid based on performance mensures
inctuding the unomploynient rale in the area of placement, the length of time a
person has boen on assisiance, harriers 1o employment, and earnings of the person
nlaced. No siale match is required.

Funds may be used {or job placement vouchers; contracts with placement agengies
or public job placement programs; work supplementation in private sector johs;

job creation; microenterpise, and; support services for the first six months of
employment.

JThe Seeretary of HHS miay make grants to communities {or innovative welare to &,vw,s ;

work programs that move welfare recipients into private sector work, $230m
Grants up 10 $10,000,000 will be awarded on a comipetiive basis in a way that
will feverage private funds as well as state and local resources.

Preference will be given to organizations which reccive more than 50 pereeni of
their funding from the state government, local government or private sourees.

Twenty percent of the funds will go to citics with populations greater than
1,000,000; 23 percent {o citics with populations between 250,000 and 1,000,000,
and 28 pereent to cities with populations under 250,000, LS7 7
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U.S. Department of Labor Asslstant Secretary for
o Emplcyment and Training
Washingten, D.C, 20210

January 31, 1997

NOTE FOR: GENE SPERLING
UCE REED
MIKE SMITH
 KEN APFEL
JOSH GOTBAUM
ALICIA MUNNELL

FROM: TIM BARNICLE %Z

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
significantly in meeting the requirements of the welfare reform bill. (See attachment.)

The Kansas City Council mentioned by the President is a Private Industry Council
established under the Job Training Partnership Act. We have 640 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 initiated -- e.g., One-Stop,
School-to-Work, etc. -- and could do so again urider welfare reform.

-Council membership includes 9,000 plus business volunteers 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 recipients, other low
income adults and youth, and dislocated workers. They also play a significant oversight role
for localities engaged in building One-Stop Career Center and School-to-Work systems.

These employment councils have evolved since 1979, and many are outstanding. As
with any nationwide infrastructure, 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 strong, organized, and
experienced private sector role is critical to the success of the Welfare-to-Work challenge,
and 1 was particularly pleased to hear the President recognize these councils for the key role
in moving people from welfare o work.

Attachment

ce: Cynthia Merzler
Kitty Higgins

1\op r\w-pdcm\bl.d,g:ﬂs\:mp_umn cil
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January 28, 1997
PRESS CONFERENCE OF THE PRESIDENT
2238 P.M. EST

THE WHIYE HOUSE
Office of the Press Seoretary

For Irmediate Holoaws Fanuary 38, 1557

PR¥ESS CONFEIRENCE QF TME PRESIDENY
Eagt Room

2:30 P.¢. ESY

THE PRESIDENT: Good afterncon. Plesse be geatad,
Before T take your guestions, I would like to make a brief atstement
about the balanced budgat that I will send to Congress next wesk.

This budget szhows that we can meet twoe of our most
crucial national prioritiss at the same time. Iv proves we can
protect cur children from a future burdenh by reckless debt even as we
give thesm the educstional oppeortunitien thay need to mske the mest of
the 2lat cantury.

The budget finally moves us bhayond the false chalisas
that have hoid us back 2or too long and shows that we can cut our
debt and invest Iin our children. The budget will hkelp te renew our
public schoeols, It will expand Head Start, help rebuild crumbling
elassrooms. It will deuble funding €or public charter schosls,
giving parxents more ¢hoise in how they aducate their children. It
will increase funding for Goalis 2800 by 26 pergent. And it will help
cur studsnts to roachk high standaprds and mastar the basics of
reading, writing, math and acsignce.

It will alsc snable ug to connect our schools and our
libraries to the Inforpation Superbighway. The budyst more thas
dovbles our investment in technolopgy to hook our ¢hildres up to
cemputers and the Internast and it increases by one-third our
inwpstment in partnershipe with teachers and lndustries o devalop
guelity edurational programming and vechnology. In ehore, the budgat
will connact our children t¢ the best educational technology in the
world.

¥t will also open the doors of college education widar
than ever before. X'd lLike to take a minute now 2imply to outline

igoo.
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abogt the entire process?

PTHE PRESIDENT: Well, to answer your first question, I‘m

‘gaing to vake Hob Dole’s advice becauvse that’s & decision for the

Astpzrney General to make. And ro angwer your second question, yes,
hsalehy skepticiem is warrented. But Xeep in mind, 1 would say to
the akeptice, the vagt majerity -~ indeed, =& huga percantage, WAy,
way over $0 parcent -« I don’t know what it wonld ba «w tha wagt
majority of. the mohey that was raisad by both the Dem¢erats and the
Republicans was raised by -~ in » porfectly lowful faphion,
completaly conzistent with the requirements ¢f the law. The vast
majerity of the pecpla who gave monay Le both the Demccrats and the
fepublicens were people who believed pessionately in the course that
those two parties were pursuing and the candidates and whst they were
trying to do, and to their House committess and their Senate
committees.

The problem is that the margins creste great problems
because of the shear volume of money £hat is being raised today. As
1 said befozre, it's too much money, takes Ton much time to raise,
raives two many guestions. And the cynicism js well -- and the
axapticiem is well-founded. If it bspomes ¢ynicigm then it removes
the ipcentive on the part of the Congress to pass campalgn finance
refors becauss cynics Wwill say it won't make any differsnce anyway.

¥? you look &t the present sampaign faws, I think you
can pake & gompelling case. I have nor heard this point made, but I
beliove it to be true. I balieve when these reforms arose out &f the
Watergate thing beack in the mid 788, I think they worked pretry well
for several years. I believe they elsvated the reputation of
pelivies and I think the reforTms warked pretty well.

What happened is, no system in e warld changing like
Qurs can be waintained indefinitvely, becauses the economy changes and
particularly -- look &t how your work has changed. When you travel
with me, you ceryy these little computers around and you run these
pictures up on compuiers and you send them frem the plan¢ somewhire
alse. I maan, just think of all &he things that have changed. This
system has not bean fixed In over 20 years. During that 20 years,
there has been an ¢xplosien in ways of communicating with people, and
an exponenvial inwexease in the ¢ost of communicating, And » pystem
whigh I would argue €0 you really worked pretty well, after it was
pessed in '7¢ and going forward has bean overtaken by events.

So, ¢ynical, no; healthy akepticism, you bet. We should
always be skeptical. But we nasd to chonge the aystem. It H'got to

‘e e At's just. outdated.

0 My. Presidont, what spscific mechsnisms oo you plan

on working with the private goctor in tarms of creating more welfarxe
jwbe for peocple whe are on wolfare?

THE PRESIDENT: Priparily two. One, I will wffer o
specisal tax ingcentive -~ therse wap a story about it teday, I think in
The New York times «~ 3 gpecial ¢ax incentive. 7Tt will be a
$ompercent credit for up teo $10,000 & year in pay for pesple who are
clearly. provably hired from welfare and put ints new jobs,

Secondly, we have given the states «~ and thers was a
grory, T think, in the Post today talking sbout how a lot o€ the
gtatds are trying to push thias down to the community level -« that‘s
good, that's not bad, that’ s good, as long as vthey give che

i1
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communitvies the means they need.

The pecond thing i3 that avery comsunity should know
that the employers ‘in that community, if they hire poople from
welfsre to work, can get what used to be the welfare chack fox at
least & year to use ag an epployment snd txaining subsidy, Why? The
wolfare ro5ils have gone down $2.1 million in the last four years;
it’s the biggest drop in history. ¥ think a fair reading of it would
say about half of thip decline come from an improved a¢onomy, and
about half of it came from intencified efforts to move people from
welfara to work, Fow, I don’t have any scientific division, but
snyway, theye’s some divieion thers.

The rest of the people that ars on welfare now, Ly and
larga, sre people whoe will be more difficuel: to move from welfare to
swork amd stay there. $o I think we‘re going te have to give some
ingentives. But if it works and if gvary gommunity in the country
would get up an employment council and furs this intd 4 family and an
amplioymant program like Kansag City, &nd all employers have those two
incentives, ¥ think we’ll he able to mest the requipemernts of this
sweglfare veform bill in & way that will be good for the people on
woalfare and good for their kids. .

I':&t;h}' . ot

O ®r. Presideiit, the Chajrmaen «f the House Ways and
Means Commitbuees sver the waekend laid down some markers for what he
thinks would rreste chances for your budget to be alive an arrival on
the Hill., On welfare ane of the things he mentioned was increasod
apending for lagal inmigrants, and he paid he hoped you wouldn’t
insist on it. How do you deal with that in youzr budget, and will you
continue to inasist on it?

THE PRESIDENT: [Let me say, I like My, Arghay very much
snd we‘ve had A good relatjonship, and § apprecisate whaet he sald
about me meeting him halfway on Medicare. But there have been
repoyts in the last couple of days abour Republican governors with
high immigrant populations coming beck to thair Republican
congrassional leaders and saying, please reconsider this.

#y budget will contain funds and propoge changes
consistant with the promises I made when ¥ signed the welfare reforn
bill and when T campaigned te the American people on thie issue. I
believe that the bill iz counterproductive in the way it treats legal
immigrantn, whe threuch no fault of thelr own wind up in desperate
circuratanges and in other ways that I think are not good for
famllies and children. e .

Se I wilil propose pome chanhgens. And I hope that whan we
gat all through here -« again, I bope this will bs treated juzt like
the budget imsue -~ I would ask our friends on ths Republican side
snd the Democrats who care as paspionately about thie as I do to keop
our powder dyry. Let us make our case on the pmeritg., Let them hear
from the Republican governors of placas like Yexsas and New ¥York that
have these huge inmigrant populetions of good pecple that are mesking
great contributions to this ¢ountry, thet sre working like crazy snd
making this a better place, and listen to the practical impact of ths
law that’s now there on the imeigrant population. And I'm not sure
we& can’t get some changes. I'm very hopeful that we can, and I'm
going to give it my very best effort.

9 Mr. ¥President --

THE PRESIDENT: wWait & hinute, I'Yl take & Gouple of
mare. JSust A Minste.

iz

{ons



THE WHITE HQUSE

e w2
LI -

%vw' Horiin au dem wourkad wp k.., UPL
b \ &‘{;&{«féq S, BPC &s{%fﬁ B/N a “.Szm
| heeole S bBLD

Ot e s %,wg « D Lol & lax
adafla Yo hane “tte VP v adomd”
A e bs WA spe% e h
acb M\EMM LA (e

N hab 2

Y




LS AV

AR Lo ii FALA £UuiDJILVIRU ' - _ A LARRLL F LD VIBRELM S i 2R T

i

Welfare to Work Flexiblity Act ° ]
’ 1»2%9? Draft y '

Py m:zs& ’

Allow Stetes and losslities broader flexibility to ackieve regults in mlﬁmmg low-Ingome pt:}p!ﬂ into the
workforee, maintaining people in the workfores, and protecting the wali-being of their childpen 1o amsure T
their development into healthy and productlve adults, Flexibility would ke provided in a broad range of i

sducation, lsbor and himan sexvice progrums to ot red tzrpa and to sflow more officient and effective use
of funds,

Frinciptes:

»  Promiots bother use of existlng fzmilng and resources; now new funding end no reduction of funding
»  Link flexibility under this program to states schieving measurable resulty in three critical arsas:
ansitioning low.income peopls fo the wark foree, maintalning them in the work force, and pwpzlri.ug ’ .
their childrexs to participate fully in snckety as workers and citizens . T
»  This is not » block grant to sistes, Rather, existing categorical programs would remaln in pizse, bu:
states and localities would hsve the option of combining some of teir funds and requirenents
© between and among Programs in order to make government wmk better and cost less, .

-

‘. Programs Which States/Localitics Could !nduéa In their Flexibitiey Plan: - : )

The core eriteria are that flexibility plany could include federat grant programs that go to states that are:
{Sf.e Aftachment § for n listing of programs that might be included.} , h
have us their purposes getting low-income adults Into the paid workforee, mmmaming their
participation fn the workforce, and preparing their cﬁzldreﬁ to participate fuily in soc:cty #5 workers -t
and citizens.
«  administered by the Departments of Laber, Education, and Health a0d Humen Scrvlt:zs and funded |
through the Labor-HHS-Bducation Appropriation Subcertmittes,
» [nceds-based, Le., where income is 2 criteria?7] grant programs that eurrently go to States cither by

atocation fmula arby competmw appliation. Federal emitlement programs can not be mcfudm -
the f%exi’hzhty pian. . )

Seape:

s & Stue cho Thiviss dcmonsumion prcg;mzn that will ba jimized, at Ieast m!tl&?iy, 0 §ix Statc.s {3
urban, 3 rural--ule size criteria from Local Flex bili) thrm:gh competitive ﬂppﬁcaiiun finked to the
state’s welfars 1o work phen.

»  The General Accounting Office wili conduet 2 comprehensive evaluation, and, after five [three?,
fonz?] yoars, t!cmend wbcﬁm the Congress should eliminatc this Rexibility o expmi Ltoalt
gtates,

*. SubState: States would in torn provide fexibility o localities, but would have the option of providing -

flexibility suewide or targeting the fexibility w pemans of the States. States would dcsxm’he whick *
of these they chose and why as part of the com;mtmwz app]zcaxim process.

Fiexibiities Provi&ed ) ' : .
[An alternagive to the three picers hsted below I5 & sipler B&?lax, Lababi-”lex version to make similar o
flex suthority in pther arvas] »

» Funding Flexloility: Stmtes/localities could choose to t:mfcr up o 25 pereent of toal funds From
programs o the flexibility poot v any stiowable sctivity under any other program(s) within the
flexibility pool. -

»  Duplicative and Czanﬂu:ti:ig Requirzments chlb'hty Wa.wsz‘ autharity would be given to the

- Beererarics of Labor, Education snd HHS which they would then delegate 10 the selested
demonstration states. The delegated wolver authority would be for the purposes of eliminating
dapl;catmn and conflicting requirenents in the sroas of sligihility, planning, spplicsifons, reporting,
information sharing, administrative overhead (e.4., casewarkers for cach teparaie progmm). As with
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Ed-Flex and Work-Flex siates, ance g siats 5 selectsd as 8 welfare do work flex demonstrstion slus and
waiver autharity is delegated, the siate would not huve to come back ta the Departments of Labor,
Education or HHS fa: Turther approval but would mfmm the departments of the ﬂc.x”b:iitics they are
providisg.
Other Flexibillties to Make Covernment Work Better and Cost Lass: The Seeretsries of i.abar,

_ Education, and HHS would be given broad statutory and regulatory authority 1o approveststs requests
for additional walvers and Texibilitics that do net fall under the terms of the delepated waiver '
nuthority but are reisied to reforms to make government work betier and eost lexs,

Exemptions;

No waivers/flexibilities would be sHowed In the nreas of civil rights falr labor sz&ndards enviwnmmml
srd public heulth standards, worker safery, and use of education vouchers. [NOTE: Use first
Administration Hst from Loeat Empowerment and Flexibiliey Act, pius exclude educstion vouehers ). |

State Applics hom‘

~ To compete to be one of the six wekfare 10 work fiox states, @ state wmxid need o mbmlt a1 application

which: -

»  duscribes which of eligible programs would be part of the stute’s Rexibiliry pool

» includes a fexidlliy plan linked to the stie’s welfare 10 work plan, which deseribes new ese of funds.
and what other Sexibilities are required

»  describes how rosults are likely to be improved ender the ﬁzx,ibtiity plan wnszmd 10 cumnt
caleporival funding streams and roguirements

» lays out which results will b measured and fracked and hcm Aftachment 2 mcludz:s & partial im: of
resizits a siate might fouss on,

e dascribes what federa) waivers and f‘{cmbtlﬁy arz m::dcd 10 m:pie:ment ﬁcxiblhty plan to nchieve
butter resulis
« describes what szate and jocal walvers and ﬁcmblhty will be granted to achieve better results

v describes how the state will track, nudit, and fcpcxt to the federnl goverment use of funds and
» flexibilitics provided

+
4

Adminlstyative Application and Apprwai Procedures

+  An Interagency Team ied by the Domestic Policy Counel) or the Nations! Bcunmm Coum%} with

sepresentatives from DPC, NEC, the Office of the Vice President, the Office of Management and *
Budget, and the Departments of Labor, Edueation, snd Health and Human Services will guide the -
development of s federa) request for applicationg, the sefection of the demonstration sites, and
implementazion of this Act,
+  Delegation of waiver suthority for duplication and e;osrﬂicting requirement flexibitity: The selocted
states would be delegated waiver suthosity to reduce duplication and conflicting requirements in the
.. areas of eligibility, applications, reporting, information sharing, and aémmis!mi% sverhead, Smcs .
would report 10 federnl agencias on the use of this euthorizy,
Additional federa! agency wabver suthority: States would request atiémanu! widvery and Bexibilities
© that do pot fall into the arsas of defegated walver authority but which maite government work botter
and cost iess, Stxtes would submit these xquests o the affected feders] agencyfies). Indlvidual
sgencies would then approve or disspprove of these requests, The Interagency Team Jed by the Whits
_House wopld infervene when 1 waiver mqucsz affected more than one federal agenc cs and those
ugczxcics disagreed, .

Bvaivation and Repoﬁmg*
«  States would track 2nd mudit use of funds and Rlexibilities provided and report o the &dm}
government through cach and ail of the three affected fedeval agencies. :
»  Using the demonstration sites as learning labs, federal fpencies and the Congress will use information
© o fiexibilities provided to atyess and implement chiziges which make sense for ol states.

o
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e GAQ would evaivate the six dmrmmncns md recommend to Cangrm whethar or not to extend
thesa flexibilities netionwide. AL ye:ar five, Congress would midet Yegisiation to expand tlzcsc
ﬂexibilides nationwide, : . ' s

Lqislaziu Vuhk:ic :
- Atach to Labor-FHS-Bducaton .&ppmprlattm Bl (tmc slternative is 5 free sr.anémg il ﬁzzwgh
Govermment Operations)
o Strong Presidential and Vies Presidestial supparté’lcadmshp will bc needed o get buy-lo From
sgentles, OMB, congress, snd constifiends :
.. *  Need 1o work with Big 7 intergovernmental wrpanizations, espocinlly :tm Natmnai Govemcm
Association and the Nationsl Conference of Stats Legisiaturcs

« Need to work with those who appmed the Local Empowenment and ?icxibﬂny Act{c.g., OMB Watch,
the Nn’ﬁmai Educ&ﬁon Assoctation}
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Atischment 1

§

Potential Federal Programs States/Lacalities Céuld Choose 1o Include In thelr Flexibility Plans

_READY TO LEARN _ ’ T ’

HHS:

% A ¥k 3 8 & & & 8 % BB

‘Child Care snd Beveiapmeaz Block CGrant

State Dependent Care Development Orants

Child Daveiopment Assesiade Credeaiinl Sci::}?miﬂp
Maternal and Child Health Block Grant

Childhood Iminenizatien (irants

Healthy Spart

- Pediatrle Emergency b&:dzcai Services

" Childheod Lead Peisoning Pravention

Children's Mental Heaith

Education:

Even Start '
IDEA Infants and Preschoa)

Americs Reads?

YOUTH BEVELOPMENT
HHE:

e % o & & £ ¥

»

Labor:

Indepondeont Lmng

Youth Gang Substance Abuse
Runaway and Homeiess Youth Programs (basic centers, drug shuse preventzm, ransitisnal living)
National Youth Sporta

Adolescent Family Life

High Risk Youth

Violent Crime Control and faw Enfmammt Ast of 1994 ’I‘itlz 1 {Community Schoals Youth

Service and Supervision Orant Progmm}
Education:

Deug Free Schocls and Commnmues

Vistent Crime Convol and Law Bnforcoment Act of 1394 Title HI (Family and Commiinity Endeavor
Sc‘hoais Gram Program}

]

Tob Trainlng ?a:zzzers’mp Adt (Summer Yeﬁﬁz Empicymznt and Training ?mgmm Yeur-Round Yezz!}z
Program, Youth Fair Chanca and Job C&rps)

CHILDREN AND F&MLY SERVICES

HHS:

. &8 R & F 8 % 4 8 K & W

LIFELONG LEARNING AND EDUCATION

Socisl Services Bloek Gzaziz

Community Services Block Grant
Temporary Child Care and Crists Nurseries
Child Welfare Bervices

Adoption Opportuaities

- Abandoned Infans

Child Abuse State Grants e SR
Child Abuse Demonstrations ‘ ‘

- Child Abuse Previntion, Suhstance Abose : ‘ .-,
"Family Viclunee Programs : ) .

Family Preservation and Support Program ' . ' -
Family Sdpport/Rescvrve Centors - . o

*

+
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Labor

JTPA Fornula Grants to Siates (Title 1A for Adults, Title UI for Disloceted Workm'?}

ITPA Pederally Administered Programs (Migrant Parmworkers Program, Labor Market infomauou, 1

© NOICC/SOICC State Oecupation Tnformation Aid, American Semoans/Aslan Americans, Vaterans

4 8 % £ ¢ 5 ¥ »

employment, Rursl Concentrated Employment Program, Pilots and Demonstrations; Research,
Demonstration and Evatuation, Capacity Building)

Unemgstoymient Compensation?? {State Operations, State Inteprity Activitics, State Unmpinymen:
Insurance and Employment Service O;xexat‘iuns}

One-sion Carger Center Sranty) |

Employment Service (Allomment to States, ﬁa‘i:onai ﬁwwy»’f&rg:tcd Jobs Tax Credit)
Veteyans Ermployment and Training {Stute Admsmstratis:z, Federsl Adminigtration)
Community Service Bmployment for Older Americans (State Programe, Natlonal Contracts)
Trade Act Adjustment Assistance Trelning and Benefis

NAFTA Training snd Beneflis ?mgm

Skill Standards

Women ins apprenticeship

Homeless Job Training

Eduzation: v

Lid
-]
»

w

Migrant Education {High Schwe! Equivalency ngram College Ansigtance i’:ﬁgrmﬁ}

Vocational Education {Dura Systems NOCTSOICT;

Srudent Financial Assistance (Pell Grants)

Adult Education (State Frograms, Stake Literacy Resource C&:azers workpiace Literacy ?mmhms,
Literacy Training for Homeless Adulrs, Liteeacy Frogram for Prisoners)

Vocational Rehabilitution (Srate Grams, Client Assistance Granis to States, Training, Suppmeii
Emgployment State Grants) |

CGronis 2000 Educale America Act .
Fitle |; Helping Disadvantaged Childres Meet iiagh Standiards

. Titls H: Eisenhower Professionat Development Program

Title VI: janovative Education Program Strategies -

_ Education Infrestructure

Carl C. Porkings Yocational Bducation Act

Sechool to Work Gpportunities Act )

Charter Schools Y Ce '
Edycation, Research, Statistics, and Improvement _ , ;
Federal Gouls 2000 Adtivities - )
Technical Assistence for Improving Elefsentary and Secondary Education ngmms
Bilingoal and Iremigrant Education

inexpensive Book Distribution

Aru i Education’

- Law Related Education

s Christa McAaullifs Feliowships
» Foreign Langusge Assistsnce - g . )
«"  Title V; Programs io Promote Title ¥V - - ) .
HHS: ‘e ’ )
« IOB3J?? )
SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND MENTAL HEALTH;
FHS:
» «  Substance Abuse Pravention &z:d Treatment Black Grant .
¢ Community Prevention o
e Prevention Demonstration High T\‘J.‘ﬁi Youth . ’
«  Trestment linpeovemen Demmonstratlon: Crivical Populations  ~
L

Prevention l)cmczzst‘mim:}’regnmi. Post-Partim Women and their Infonis
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_ Projects for Assistance in "Transition from Homelesstess ﬁ’k?ﬂ) >

H

‘Trcazmcnt I)cmansu-uﬁm {Target Ctty Dcmensmﬁca. Cnmmai Jusncc; Women and Ch:i&mn a:mi

Comprehensive Cotmupunity Treatmens Programs)

" Restdential Treatment for Pregoant Women

Cagmeity ﬁxpamim Program )
Treatment Improvernent ﬂﬁmf}ﬁMBn& Campus Projrets
Mental Health Biock Grant

Demeonstestions: Community Suppm Program R ‘ N
Protection Advocuey: '
Demonstrations: Homeless Demonstrations - -

PUBLIC HEALTH AND PREVENTION | c ' ’ -

D N A Y B A A B B T L T L

. HHS:

#

Community Health Centers Grants '

Linking Cammnaﬁy»Baswé Primary Care. Substance Abuse, HIV AIDS, and Mentat H ralth "?rearmmz
Services )

Developmental Disabilities Projects of Natienal Significance -
HiV Demonstration Program for Children, Adolescents and Women

Family Planming-Service [}elmzy Emprovernent Ressarch Granmg
ALDS Activitics

Prevantive Health and Haalth Services Block Grant ;

-Occupationnt Safety and Health Research and Training

Assistance Pzﬁmm for Chranie Disease Prevention and Control

Projcet Granis and Cooperstive Agreements for Tubsreulosis Control ngmms ’
Community Partnership Demonstration Grants

Preventive Health Services/Sexually I’rnnsmmcd Digeass Control Grants

Cooperative Agresmenls for Btate Besed- Cnmzxﬁcﬁmsi\m Broast and Ccnfmai
Epldemic Serviens

infpetious Digense

Centers for Regearsh and Demonstration for Healih Promotion and Diseasc Preventlon
Injury Prevention and Contral Rescarch snd State Grants Proj ects

Minerity Community Health Coalition Demonsmtien

HIV Demonmteation, Rcscwch Public zmd Pzefc;sxcrnsi Edumian Projezts

Prevention Centers

Emergancy Praparedness

HIV AIDS Surveillance T :

Disabilitics Prevention * ’ )
Comprehensive School Programs 1o Prevent the sprmd of HW and Impamt Hezlth Prabi:m;
Community Health Promotion

Tobacco

Progtraie Cancer

Childhood Losd Pnisunizzg Prevention

HEALTH PROFESSION TRAINING . o R

% & = a2 £ 9

Health Cam:rs Opportunity Progrum
Area Health Edscation Centers

. Proprama of Exccilense in Health Professions Bducation for Mironzz::s “

Minotity Health g

Health Prefessions Smdent Losns, including S’rmm)r Care Loans/Lowns for Disadvantaged Smdmt.s .
Mincesty Scholarships

Niurse Practitionce/Nurse Midwife e
Exseptionnt Financial Need Seholarships

Nurse Education Special Projects
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Fublic Health/Preventive Medicine

Grants for Physician Assistent Tralning Program .
* Scholarships for Health Professions Stdeats from maadvantaged Backgrounds

Mental Health Clinlcal or Service Related Training Grants

Interdisciplinary Training for Health Care For Rurs! Aress '

Nursing Education Opportunities for Individual from I}iaadmtaged Backgrouués

Arcg Mealth Centers - Border Health

Hexith Professions Research und Data :
| Health Administration Traknecships and Special Projects ?wgrams

Demonstration Gnts to States for Community Scholarships
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Labor-force attachment - This indicazor focuses exclusively on the partcipation of an adolt in the {sbor
markst, without regard to whether Means-tested assistance was recleved concurrently

Educational Attainment - Completed schoollog i one indicator of job skills. -
- n - i
Low earnings - The sconomic condition of the ow-skill lwbor is key 1o the ability of young sdult men and

women to suppert fsmilies withott receiving means tefted sssistance, This ndicator wacky trends in fhe
carmings of jobs in tizt market :

* Aduit/ parent alcobol and substance abuse - Parental alcobol and substunte abuse ix # rigk factor for
dependense and for adult snd child well-being

The following are from the Natic;tzs& Tehieators report:

-

Secure Parental Labor Force M‘f:acamgni the peroent of childron with at least ene w&ld!mt parent
employed full time, full yeor

periodicity - Annual

t

Child Poverty - The pereent of chi?dnfn living in poverty, tad under 3{)% snd 150% of poverty line,

Other indicators may include Parenting Indicators which measure certin asprcis of the relationship

betrwenn parents and thelr children including <Alld abuse and neglect, child support, <hiid care and madz;zg
ERPOSUTE,

Social Beveiop'ment Indicators - - Teenagers are particalarly suseeptible to risk fartors sxsociated with
future weifare dependence end negative well-being. This group messures the risks to teens through
_ indicators such as the teen birth rate, garly sexual intercourse and teen aleohol and substance sbuse.

vy
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Welfare to Work Program

Section 481 State plan

(a) Contents of state plan. The stwate shall submit to the Secretary of HHS a plan which includes the
following: '

(1) Identifies a public.private partnership with an employment focus 1o administer welfare to work
program

(2) Describe activities for placing welfare recipients into private sestor employment

(3) Provide assurances that all resipients receiving assistance under the program have the option of

‘receiving a job placement voucher and will be informed abour their options for using 8 job placement

voucher,
{4) Deseribe how welfars 1o work fands will be coordinated with other programs
{3} Identify populations 1o be served by the program

{8) Identify conmunities or regions within the state thet will be served by the program and provide
agsurances that the state will larget lugh poverty areas

{7) Centification that the admimistering entity will comply with non-digplacement rules

(8) Certify that the administering agency will consult with local communities, counties, JTTPA Secvice
Delivery Areas, local employment agencies, etc. in administering the program.

(b) Federal role. The Secretary shall review state plans to determine whether it complies with this section,
All plans that contain the information required in subsection (a) shall ke approved.

Section 482 Granis for operation of welfare to work programs

{(a) Eligible states, A statc may apply for funds if;

{1) It has 2 state plan for welfare 1o work that meets requirement of Section 48)

{2) Totwl state spending on work programs in the prior fiscal year exceeded state spending on JOBS

programs in fiscal year in fiscal year 1996,

(by Contents of stare application. A state application must include:

100 P

(1) Certification that the state needs additional funds to meet participation rates for I‘ANF provide
employment for long-term TANF recipients, or food stamip beneficianies. g
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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) Centificarion that welfare to work funds will supplement, not supplant, state funds or funds from
other federal grants,

{4} The number of projected placements of recipients in private sector employment with the grant by
category

{¢) Payments to states

(1) 65% of the funds would be allocazed to states with plans submitted under Section 481 based on
the states percentage of the national caseload of TANF recipients and food stamp recipients covered
by work requirements, States that did not submit plans meciing the requirements of Section 481 ‘
would not be eligible for funds, with the fiinds allocated to these states redistributed among the
remaining states,

(2} Stares would receive $2000 for each projected placement up to the state allocation,

{3) States which had failed to meet the program performance goals for two or more years would not
receive any federal funds unless the stute has & cormective action plan approved by the Secretary or
provides the Scoretary with & reason for the failure,

{d) Performance grants.

zas

{1) In eddition to tha grants under subsection {¢), the Seereta!;? shall provide each statc with an
additional grant from the remaining 40% based on placements. The bonus payments will vary based
on the unemployment rate in the area of the placement, the length of time the individual had been on
assistance, barriers to employment, and the earnings of the individual placed. Bonus payrments would
be varied as follows:

{A) A basic $1000 bonus payment for each placement of a long-term (18+ month) TANF
recipient or individuals who have lost food stamp benefits because of the food stamp time
limit/work requirement

(B} An additonal 3500 bonus payment if the individual has one of a hst of barriers to
employment {Jack of high school education, lack of basic skills, exc}

{C) An additional 31000 bonus payment if the individual placed i in an area with
unemployment above 7%,

(D} An additional $500 bonus payment if the earniags of the individual in the mine menths
following placement exceed 130% of poverty.

2 g1:i% Las/e0/86



{E) An additional $1000 bonus for individualy placed in new businesses created in areas of high
unemployment / high poverty (1o be defined) by leveraging pubkic and private resources (f.e. tax
abatermnent, e1c.}

{2} If state clazms for performance bonuses exceeds the toral amount of funds avalable for
performance bonuses, the Secretary shall raake 2 pro rata reduction in the amount of each individual
performance banus. ;

{e) Appropriation,
{1} Provide a mgnéztm?y appropriation to (DOL or HHS) for this program of the following amounts:

[99G -« 3350 million
2000 ~ $1 billion
2001 -- 81.1 hillion
2002 - 51.25 billion

(Note: These amounts represent th.c work funding levels in Castle-Tannce, which were based on the
escalating participation rates, plus CBO baseling for food stamp employment and training pragrams. }

{2} The funds would be available untl] sxpended.

Section 483 Use of funds

(a) In geneeal The funds shall be used to assist TANF recipients and food stamp recipients in obtaining
and keeping private sector employment,

{b) Specific uses

(1) Job placement vouchers given directly 1o recipients that could be redeemed by job placement
companies that successfully place the recipient in a private sector job that is held for at least nine
months or by employers who employ the recipient for at least nine months.

{2} Contracts with placement companies or with public job placernent programs (1.c. Riverside}. The
contract must provide that the majority of funds would be paid after the individual had been placed in
unsubsidized private sector employment for nine months.

(3) Work supplementation in private sector jobs, with the subsidy period Hmited to six months,
{4} Microenterprises

{5) Supportive services {transportation, counseling, etc} during the first six months of enployment for
former TANF recipients who obtaimed private sector employment.
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{c) Job Placement Vouchers

(1) Availability All recipients would be chigible 1o receive & job placement voucher that could be
redeemed by job placement agencies or enyployers who place the individual in private sector

employment,

{2) Accreditation The admirustering entity would accredit placement agencies and employers that
were ehigible 16 redeem job placement vouchers. The entity would establish reasonable standards
{areas for standards?) for placement agencies and employers to be eligible, but could not establish
standards that had the egecz of limniting the choices available to recipients of job placement vouchers.

(3) Youcher rates. States would sef theic own voucher rates. If the state provides for placement
through contracts or othér means in addition to vouchers, the voucher rates must be camparabie to
the payments for placements through these other activities,

{(4) Redemption, The state would set the terms for redemption of vouchers, but no more than
25%%6{") of the voucher could be redeemed up front, and no more than 75% of the voucher may be
redeemed until the recipient has been employed for nine (six?) months.

{d) Prohihited uses.

(1) Funds couldn’t be used to satisfy matching requirements under other programs

{2} Funds couldn't be used to displace current workers

(3} Fuads couldn’t be used 1o create public service jobs, exeept for argas {reservation?, county?) with
unemployinent cxceeding (25%72, 50%7)

Seetion 485 Performance goals

The Secretary shall esiablish performance goals for states rcccmng assistance under 1his Part. The
performance goals shali includs:

FOO B

(1) Goals for the percentage of individuals receiving assistance to be placed in private sector
employment. The Secretary shall calculate the goal for cach state after raking into account the
unemployment and poverty rates in the state, the number of TANF recipieots in the state, the work
participation rate for the statc (after the pro rata reduction in the rates for the state) and the size of
the TANF grant 1o the state relative to the state’s caseload.

€23 Goals for retention rates for individuals placed in private sector employment.

{3} Goals for earnings of TANF or food stamp recipients placed in private sector erri%% oyment.

.23 8141 [6/C0720
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Section 436 Tnteraction with TANF

(2) Individuals who are receiving assistance under this section who lost eligibility for TANF because of -
earnings from ¢mployment shall be counted in TANF participation rates.

{1) Assistance under this section shall nol count toward TANF time limit
Sectlon 487 Administration

{8} Authorization of appropriations. Authosize such sums as may be necessary for granis 1o the
public/private partaership designated by the state for administrative costs, Each state’s share of
administrative funds shall be basad on the state’s share of total mandatory funds paid under Scction 483(za}:

(b) Use of administrative funds. Admgnistrative Rinds could be used to develop and implement a job
placement vousher program, administer contracts with

{£) Limitation on administrative funds Administrative expenditures shall not excesd 7% of total
spending by the lead organization

50019 & 9TLT i8s80/70
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WELFARE-TO-WORK JOBS INTTIATIVE

Purpose

o Provides assistance/incentives to cities, counties and States for placement and
retention of long-term welfare recipients in jobs that lead to self sufficiency and
reduce welfare dependency.

Funding Authorization and Distribution of Funds

o  WTW will be a capped mandatory spending program funded under the TANF block
grant as a separate program. '

¢ Three year authorization: $500 million in FY 1998; $750 million in.FY 1999; and
. $750 million in F'Y 2000, for a total authorization of $2 billion,

o 'Eighty-nine percent of the funds would ‘be distributed by formula each year to
eligible applicants — cities and countigs with the highest concentrations of
persons in poverty {as 2 proxy for long-term welfare recipients, since local
data on the latier does not exist) and to Stales for balance-of-State areas. Of
the amount disinbuted by formula, fwo-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:

1. Based entirely on simply the numbers of persons in poverty, such
that cities and states got funds in direct proportion 1o their poverty
population; or

Z. Based 30 percent on the numbers of persons in poverty and 50
percent on the numbers of persons living in areas of congentrated
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 1o be most affected by welfare limits enacted
under the welfare reform legislation.

- A 20 pcrcazzz: match is required for the hasic grant. ’?ANF funds can be used
for matching purposes.

- One peroenz of the funds would be reserved fcar Indian rescr‘va:ions,

e X_percent of the formula distributed funds would be w;zhfza%d for
performance payments for successful placements.
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e Ten percent of the funds for each of the three years would be reserved for a

Eligi

demonstration in 5-10 areas that utilizes a saturation approach to targe:
resources in high poverty areas:

1. 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 11.S,, such as Empowerment Zones and
Enterprise Communities, public housing projects, and rural sites in
Appalachia, the rurat South, and areas along the Mexican border.

4. The demonstration would include a formal evaluation examining
community-wide impacts of this saturation approach over a 3-year

periond.
i

The 100 cities and counties with the highest number of individuals in poverty would

receive formula grants, provided that at feast 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.

Governors would be responsible for administering Balance-of-State funds . They
conld choose 1o distribute funds to counties, rural Service Delivery Areas, or other

entities.,

Individual Eligibility

o

Individuals eligible 1o receive services are long-term welfare recipients who have been
“on welfare at least 18 months, and who have at least one of the following barriers to
employment: poor basie skills, lack high school diploma, public housing resident, or
resident in high poverty area. There would be a local option of adding another
barrier.

State and local areas 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, I’I‘P& and
the Wagner- Pesyser Act, as well as private sector resources.

@ Activities could include but not be limited w:
1. On-the-job wraining through private sector employers;
2. Contracts with private job placerment companiés or with State one-stop
employment services for privaie sector employment lasting nine months or
longer;
3. Job placement vouchers to recipients o be redcemed by job placement
companics or employers who retain recipients in private sector jobs for nine
months;
4. Job skills training directly related 10 employment;
5. Public sector job ¢reation on Indian reservations, labor surplus areas, and
ather areas approved by the Secretary of Labor as having insufficient numbers
of jobs for low-skilled workers;

6. Grants o non-profit organizations for job creation programs;

7. Skilf training and leadership development programs in public housing.
projects;

8. Microenterprises and entrepreneurial ventures; and
Q. Job retention services, including transportation assistance, crigis 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 considered work
activities under TANF for purposes of the TANF work participation requirements.

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 for performance grams
and in FY 2000, _Y_ million would be used for performance grants).

o "Successful placement” would be defined as employment during 3 consceutive
guarters with earnings totalling at least $7,725, which when combined with EITC,
would be sufficient to lift a family of 3 out of poverty (this equates 1 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). UT wage records would be used to verify placements,

o Anextra $1,000 would be paid for a plat:ﬁmém in a local arez with an unemployment
rate that is 150% of the national average.

lication 1. Plan

o  Inorder to receive a formula grant, the chief elected official of each local area {and
Governors on behalf of balance-of-State areas) must submit to and have approved by
the Secretary a 3-year plan for the use of funds.

0o Plan Development and Review -~ The chief elected offieial of the local area and the
iocal employer couneil under JTPA {or successor legisiation) would be responsible for
plan development. The local plan must be reviewed 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 equivalenty.

g . Plan Content

' ‘The plan is to describe the aclivities and strategies to be undertaken to
accomplish-the successtul placements of the target population.

e The plan is to describe how other resources and programs will be used 0
assist in achieving placement objectives, including resources from TANF, -
Food Stamps, JTPA, Wagner-Peyser, WOTC, and the private sector,

- In addition, the plan is to describe how stakeholders were brought together @
plan WTW activities and how their participation will help achicve the
placement objectives through use of in-kind resources, hiring commitments,
ctc, Stakcholders 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.

¢ Plan Approval -- The Secretary of Labor, in collaboration with the Secretary of HHS,
would be authorized o approve plans that the Secretaries determined would meet the
objectives of the Act.

Federal Responsibilities

0  The Secretary of Labor would be responsible for allocation of funds and oversight
under the Act. In addition, the Secretary would be responsibié 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
Lahor, in eollaboration with the Secretaries of HHS and HUD, would be responsible
for conducting the grant competition, overseeing, and evaluating the 3-10 sie
demonstration,

The evaluation of the demonstratiorn will examine community-wide impacts on the
employment rate, the poverty rate, crime, the teen birth rate, the welfare rate, and

child well-being indicators.

The Secretary of Labor would consult with the Secretary of HHS {o ensurc
coardimation with TANF.

The labor protection provisions of JTPA 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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Section 481 State plan

Welfare to¢ Waork Program
|

£

(a) Contents of state plan. The state shall submit to the Secretary of HHS a plan which includes the

following:

(1) Identifies a public-private partnership with an employment focus to administer welfare to work
program

(2) Describe activities for placing ‘wr:ifa:;: Tecipiems inte private sestor employment

{3} Provide assurances that all r&é;}ients receiving assistance under the program have the option of
receiving 4 fob placement vazzchcé and wall be informed about their options for using a job placement
voucher. !

|

{4) Desenibe how walfare (o work funds will be coordinated with other programs

.(5) Identify populations to be served by the program

l

(6} Idenufy communities or rcgioés within the state that will be served by the program and provide |

assurances that the state will target high poverty arcas
(7) Certification that the acinﬁnist?ting entity will comply with non-displacement rules

{(8) Certify that the administering é.genoy will consult with local communities, counties, JTPA Service
Delivery Areas, local empieymmti agencies, etc. in edministering the program,

(b) Federal role. The Secretary shall review suate plans to determine whether it comphies with this section,
All plans that contain the information rtLquircd in subsection () shall be approved.

Section 482 Grants for operation of welfare to work programy

{a) Eligible states, A state may apply for funds il

(1) It has & state plan for welfare to work that meets requirement of Section 481

{2) Total state spending on workiprograms in the prior fiscal year exceeded state spending on JOBS

programs in fiscal year in fiscal year 1996,

|

(b) Contents of state application. A siate spplication must include:

o6

{1} Certification that the state neefls additional funds to meet participation rates for TANF, provide
employment for long-term TANF recipients, or food stamp beneficiaries.
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{c) Payments to staves

{d) Performance grants. |

bAI Y]

{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 1o wi I;zrk fuads will supplement, not supplany, state funds or fisnds from
other federal grants. : :

{4) The number of projected placements of recipients in private sector employment with the grant by
category

{1} 60% of the funds wduld be aii%:cmd to states with plans submitted under Section 481 based on ‘
the stateg percentage of the :zatécmfat caseload of TANF recipients and food stamp recipients covered
by work requirermnents.  States thaf did sot subrnit plang meeting the requirements of Section 481
would not be eligible for funds, with the funds allocated to these states redistributed among the
remaining states. ! ‘ 2 '

(2) States would receive 32000 for each projected placement up to the state allocation.

(3) States which had failed to meet the program performance goals for two or more years would not
receive any tederal funds unless the state has a corrective action plan approved by the Secretary or
provides the Secretary with 2 reaspn for the failure.

{1} In addition to the grants undt:r: subsection (¢), the Segretary shall provide each state with an
additionnl geant from the mmainiz{g 40% based on placements. The bonus payments will vary based
on the unemployment rate in the s{rea of the placement, the length of time the indiadual had been on
assistance, barriers to cmp%oymen1. and the eamings of the individual placed. Bonus payments would
be varied as follows:

{A) A basic 31000 bonus payment for each placement of a long-term (184 month) TANF
recipient or individuals wk(}i have lost food stamp benefits because of the food stamp fims |
limitAvork requirement

(B) An additions! $500 bom;is payment if the individual has one of a list of barriers to
employment {fack of high schoo! education, lack of basic skills, etc.)

(C) An additional $1000 bopus payment if the individual placed s in an erea with
unemployment sbove 7%, |

(D) An additional $500 bonjzs payment if the eamings of the individual in the rine months
fullowing placement exceed! 130% of poverty.
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{E} An additional 31000 bopus for individuals placed in new businesses created in areas of high
unemploymenst / high poverty (1o be defined) by leveraging public and private resources (ie. tax
abutement, et¢.)

(23 ¥ state claims for pcrformuxmé bonuses exceeds the total amourr of funds available for
performance bonuses, the Secrc!a%'y shall make z pro rata reduction in the amount of each individual
performance bonus.

(e} Appropriation,
(1) Provide & mandatory appropriation to {DOL or HHS) for this program of the following amounts:

1999 . $35C mallion
2000 - $1 billion
2001 - 31,7 billion
2002 -- $1.25 billion

{Note: These amounts represent the work funding levels in Castie-Tanner, which were based on the
escalating participation rates, phas CBO baseling for food stamp employment and training programs.)

{2) The funds would be availabls until expended.

Section 483 Use of funds

{a} In general The funds shall be used o assist TANF recipients and food stamp recipients in obtaining
and keeping private sector amployment.

{b) Speczf‘ it uses

(1} Jcb péaccment vouchers gwcn d;mctfy te recipients that could be redeamed by job placement
companies that successfilﬂy place the recipient in a private sector job that is held for at jenst ning
months or by empioyers who employ the recipient for at least nine months.

(2) Contracts with placement companies or with public job placement programs (i.e. Riverside). The
contract must provide that the méi.}rizg of funds would be paid after the individual had been placed in
unsubsidized private sector employment for nine months.

(3) Work supplementation in private ssctor jobs, with the subsidy period limited to six months.

{4) Microenterprises

(5) Supportive services {transporfation, counseling, etc) during the first six months of employment for
former TANF recipients who obigined private sector employment,
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(c) Jab Placement Vouchers

(d) Prohibited uses.

Section 485 Performance goals

{1) Availability All recipients wolld be eligible 10 receive s job placement voucher that could be
redeemed by job placement agencies or employers who place the individual in private sector
smpioyment.

(2) Accreditation The adminisie tng entily would aceredit placement agencies and employers that
were eligible to redec job placement vouchers, The entity would cstablish reasonable standards
{areas for standards?) for placcmt%zt agencies and employers to be efigible, but could not establish

standards that had the effect of Zin'?iting the choices available to recipionts of job placement vouchers,
» ’ . t

(3} ¥Youcher rates. States would set their own voucher rates, If the state provides for placement

through contracts or other means in addition to vouchers, the voucher rates mugt be comparable 1o
the payments for placements through these other activities.

{4} Redemption, The state woleg set the terms for redemption of vouchers, but no more than
25%(7) of the voucher could be rédeemed up front, and no more than 758% ¢f the voucher may be
redeemed until the recipient has been employed for nine (5ix?) months.

i
;
(1) Funds couldn’t be used to satisfy matching requiremnents under other programs

2} Funds couldn’t be used to dis;'éace current workers

(3) Funds couldn’t be used 10 creltc public service jobs, except for areas {reservation?, county?) with
unemployment exceeding (25%?, ‘SO%?) | : _ : )

The Secretary shall establish performancs goals for states receiving assistance under this Part. The

pericrmance goals shall include:

Focih

(1) Goals for the percentage of individuals receiving assistance to be placed in private sector
employment. The Secretary shall'calculate the goal for each state afier taking into account the
unemployment and poverty rates ; the state, the aumber of TANF recipients in the state, the work
participation rate for the stare (after the pro rata reduction in the rates for the state) and the size of

the TANF grant to the state relative to the siate’s caselogd.

{2} Goals for retention rates for individuals placed in pnivate sector employment.

4

(3) Goals for eamings of TANF or food stamp recipients placed in pnvate sector employment.

& 6f-1t Le/1271n
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Section 43€ Interaction with TANF

(a) Individuals who are receiving assistance under this section who lost eligibility for TANF because of
earnings from empioyment shall be counted in TANF participation rates,

(b) Assistance under this section shall mot count toward TANF time fimit

Section 487 Adminisiration

{1) Avthorization of appropriations. | Authorize such sums a3 may be necessary for grams to the
public/private partnership designated by the state for admimistrative costs. Each state’s share of
sdministrative funds shall be based on the state’s share of fotal mandatory funds paid under Section 483(a).

(&) Use of administrative funds. Administrarive funds could be used to develup and iinplement a job
placement vouchet progeam, administef contracts with
i

{c} Limitation on administrative fimzds Administrative expenditures shall not exceed 7% of total
spending by the lead organization

§00 ) ' ' 8 Wi e/t
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Work First Block Grant

Welfare to Work Opportunities

Provide $3 billion over four years for welfare 1o work programs for recipienis of TANF and food
stamp recipiomts subject to work requirements. Funds becoms available in £99, increasing to reflect
increased TANF participation ratgs states must meet under the welfare block grant and would be
allocated based on  the pmpcm?n of TANF and food stamp recipients in the state,

Funds would be administered by : public-private entity which could operate a variety of programs for
to move welfare recipients into private sector employment, including job placement'vouchers, direct
contracts with job placément organizations, wage supplementation, temporary subsidized jobs,
programs similar to Riverside glﬁw am, microenterprises, eic.

States applying for funds would stare how many individuals it will attempr 10 place with the funds,
and reccive $2000 for each mzmdaé placement.

Secrctary of HHS will cstablish a p!acmc:zt target for states based on economic conditions in that
state and the amount of funds tha state received. A stare which fails to achieve its targeted placement
rate with funds in ansy year must ﬁle A corrective action plan or 1o be approved by the Secretary to
receive funds in the szzbscqucm year unfess the Secretary determines that there were extenuating
circumstances {i.¢. high unemployment, vig),

States would reduce additional biz}zms payments based on successful job placement. Larger bonuses
provided for placement of hard core welfare recipients and individuals wath bamriers to employment

Food Stamp Workfare Program

*

9003

Require states to operate a food p workfare program and offer a workfare slot 1o all sble-
bodied adults without children rcc;:ivmg food stamps. ‘ : ;

A State agency must develop an indmdzzaé Responsibility Plan for each participant that cstablishes
wark ar Job training requirementd to remain eligihle for benefits,

Allow state:s to terminate food stamp benefits for any individual who refuses to parucipate in & food
stamp workfare program or othe?wse violates the individuals Individusl Respeassziiiy Plan,

Provide $100 million 2 year in indreased funding to states for food stamp cmpioymm: and training
programs ,

States may apply for a waiver of these provisions if the cost of operating a food stamp work program
1§ miore than tedce the federal grant 1o the state for food stamp employment and training programs,
fndividuals would not lose benefits for failurs to participate in a workfare program if the statc has a
waiver from these provisions. 3

b.e TEAFE LE/18/T0
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Wetfare to Work, Continued
Work Opportunity Tax Credit

s Expand and permanently extend t!'le Work Opportunity Tax Credit 10 allow employers to claim a
50% credit on the first $10,000 of wages and fringe benefits for long»tcrm welfare recipients

+  Allow employers 1o claim the Wclfic Opportunity Tax Creda for hiring adults age 18-50 who are

receiving food stamps or who lost food stamp benefits becaﬁsg they did not satisfy food stamp work
reqmremem:s

Dependant Care Tax Credit
+  Maike the Dependent Care Tax Ciediz refundable for low income families with no tax liability.

«  Phase out the Dependent Care Tax Credit for couples with adjusted grass incomes between $100,000
and $12%,G00 a year,

16
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“Onu,zn\a\ﬂundrna Mothers Works in Exchange for Melfars Chvck(

% - ABY TENNIFER DX 0N

“fAusaciated Press Writers

KRAMINGTON (AP} - fmly one of svery hundead wosen on public
ascisvance works for her Ffunilyts welfare ohsek, soy studios
iliustrasing the stagpering task Prasident Clinton faces Fulfilling
0 propise Lo Aove welfare pothsre off the volls and ianto jobs.

Clinten has sait what low-incgae MAserigens deserve nelip with
eoucetion angd Bralning but after tug years of assistants  “you have
to ask peopie to tale a joby, ultinptely, either in the private
sector oy ID publiy servign.t?

A rocord 5 willion fasilien « alsost 81) £f 2how headed by a
cingle pavent - gollect & ghsck under Rig ta Fasiiios with
Degentient Chilgran, A least 3 willion sothers provenly have Deesn
on welfare for twe years ar sore,

A nangFul ‘npw work in ewchange for their checks, a6 teachers or
Head Start sides, hospital oandy-stripere, wmelfare aifias clerks or
in other ltw—eKill positions,

Right now, the JOBE - gr Job Upportunities ond Banic Ghkills
training progrop ~ vequiree statea ta put an ingreasing share of
thoir AFDC recipients itto sduttation, training or work proegresos.

Studieos by two Washingten roscarch Rroups, ans gonservative and
ome iiberal, say ssot JOBS participants are in sducation or
training.

Tha atuéi&s naay about 1 percent of the 4,543 sillien families on
AFDC im 18981 wurked in sxchange for Their cheCk.

Ratrert Rector, & welfars policy analyst for the somservative
Heritage Foundation, pegd thoe nusbaer of wasen jn johs or on-the~job
training at 22,088 to 20,388, Laned oN A recen® analymiy sf federal .
data. i

The jiberal LCenter for Law end HSacial) Pelicy estiratsd the
nueher at 17,0809 so 35,22Q in an average santh fn 1991, I¢% 1998
study was based an prelisinary 1991 fedsral recordgs and a survey of
the statas.

increasing The nuabar& is '‘&an snoreacus, daanting toask,'' said
Paul Offner, an side te 8en. Denlel Patwich Moyninan, DeN.Y,.,
shairean of the Senats Finanee Cosnitteo.

Cavid Elimoodf, assistant sscratary for plinning ang svaluation
&t the Daepartsont of MealiM and Yuean Hervices, wreste. in Deceabaw
that af Jeast 3 sililion wosen probabily have begn on welifare FOr tes
YEAT'S O Borse,

“If half of these are renuived $o work, the cost and mechanics
coula bs stapgaring,’'' he said, citing Offner's catizats of the

gost of croat;ng a public wervige job and day care at 3, 508 per
i1 % :
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In & racont interview, Ellweed sald tMe adesinistration's
sverhaul of the welfare systen wmould put linits on the tise a
fomily could collect bensfits without o mesbor working. WHS
Beoretary fonna B Bhalalse sald lass sesk that sothers of young
childron would nat necessarily be oxsept frow thees wark
roguirrasnta,

Faderal rocowds roleased Fridoy shom 488, 195 RFDL megipients
myre in She JODD progras in 1991, incluling 262,977 why
participated for at least 20 Mours & woei,.

Advecary groups for the noor say the states have esphasizod
sucation and Lraining under JOBB,

‘Given that a largr percentape of the AFDC rassload has soue
sorigus askil]l or gducational deficits, ix*s olesar that providing
praple with edugation and training prograns that isprove their
gaployanility will be 3 good long=tewm investsent,'? s$aisd Susan
Bdownmat, sonior lagislative asseciate Tur Ehe Center on Budpet
ang Policy Priovwities.

Steinmetz alno notes that state uquaro cassloads have risen
with the regession, whils jobs vanished,

Eponomnic .probleoss also have loft staktes with 2nly ohough
rAteNning sansy to uss about Lwowthirds of the $1 Hillion available
frow the Foaderal poverneent fov JOBS.

TitTs not possibie o fund an edumatisn, training and wory
progran for tvuryunn % wel Fare with the Curvent resaurcens. Poact of
what these nugbers ingicate (s that,'' salg Mark Greenderg, sonior
stal?f attorney wiih the Tanter Ypor Law ang Sonial Policy, a
research ang eslicy erpanizatisn ¢hat fopuses on fesues affecting
lomwwincose fasiliew,

Regsor said, ""Despibe ail the rhetsric designegd to apprase
publlic ssntivent, virtually sething has bson done'’ to put wmelifare
recipiernts to wori.

Clinton setiwateyd the costs oFf wmelTare reforw during his
canpatgn at s bBillion a vear,
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Welfare vs. work

wo women, bath singie parents, live in the Dis-
trict of Colurnbia in low-income housing. Ope
made $1,374 in November, After paying rent,

day care and so forth, she had $437 left over for food"

ytilities, clothing, emergencies and incidental expen-
ditures. The other made $2.999 in November After

paying rent, she had $2,928 le® over for food, wility
: . to work when v.*clfaw is more lcrative,

A Cato Institiste study last year by Stephen Moore, . |
Michael Tanner and David Harmman wuched on

bills, clothing and incidental expenses.
szswhichmmagnb -

If vou guessed the one that had more money, then
you guessed wrong, The sitnation speaks volumes
‘abxut the problem of welfare in this country and why

* it 5o difficult to end that problem: Why work when
it literally pays not to work? The Washingion Post
clearly laid out the dilemma in a front- -page story
Sunday ~- although that may natfzavebeen its pre-

cise intent.

© The newspaper based ifs story ont:he lives of two

women, Elizabeth Jones and LaVerne Peeler, both of

: mhappenmizvemafederaihmmmgmw

known a5 East Capitol Dwellings. Ms. Jones, 27 and
the muother of three, rides six buses and walks two
miles each day getting her three phildren 2o day care
mm&wm&mpnmstmrﬁm%&i
mgton, she found twat after getting her job, the share

of her subsidized rent quintupled. She lost more than

s&ammmmmsmmwmm
of nearly $400. Because govermment assistance is
. based on household income, Ms. Jones’ initiative and
industry was rewarded with reduced benefits.
"+ The polnt was not 1ost on Ms. Peeler. “Her public
housing remt skyrocketed,” she told The Post, "Her

,. public housing rent skyrocketed. She's losing Med- -
. icaid {benefits] for her kids, It's crazy”
o SoMaPeezeri;asn‘twmdmsummem?% ;

Thanks to the generosity of welfare programs, she
isable torent alarger apartment than Ms. Jones. She
has szzbstanually more taiwhnme “pay” than Ms.

Jones. Soshe imeﬁ:mgh left over, The Post reports,
for two phione lines, caller I, a VCR and cable tele-

, vision. She also has miore leisure time than Ms. -

Jones, the value of which is harder to quantify. Per-

haps not surprisingly, only 8% of East Capitel
' 477 uriits reported any income in

November. Itwould, as Ms. Peeler putsit, be“crazy” :

exacﬁy this trade-off between work and welfare.
“Despite the stereotypes,” they wrote, “there is no
evidence that people receiving welfare are lazy’
Indeed, surveys of recipients consistently show that
meyexymadwmwmmechomofwm
aver wark is often a rational dec;mon based on the
sconomic incentives presen
mmruwmmmxvaimeémifamben

efits substantially exceeds the amount a recipient
. eould earn in an entry-level job in virtually every

state. The nurnbers suggestthat recipientsof aid are
likely 1o choose wai{‘azeeverwcrk,ihwmcmng
their long-term dependence.” - -
Welfare recipients aren’t stupid. Ifynu pay:hem
not 1o work, many, even most, wor't. No doubt some
wottld argue that The Post story shows the need for
increased aid to the so-called working poor. But |
there doesr't seem to be much money lying sreund
the federal treasury, even if lawrnakers decided such

v ‘mmmmammmmesdumnw

subsidized idleness is not subsidized work; iths o
aliminate or perhaps phase out the original subsidy.
*Ary welfare reform p  write Cato’s ana-

lysts, “muscrecagnmthatmdmduaisawun]ﬂce}y
wmaove romwelfare 1o work as long as weifare pays
as well a5 or better than working. That sugpests that
the most promising welfare reforms are those that
snbswmany cuthackomttwleveiofbmﬁts” ’

“The Be)emg McDonnell Douglas deal

about the iﬁﬁg—&:’m prospects of a world

Fr some time now, analysts have been specu-
) market consisting of three major civilian airfine

| c " manufacturers, Consalidation, in the view of many,
. was inevitable. 1t appears to be taking place at last,

with Boeing Co’s proposed 513.3 billion acquisition
‘of McDontell Douglas Corp. The combined 1995
sales of the two, at $33.8 billion, would also be large
enough to establish the new entity asthe leading US.
asrospace company, Lockheed Martin (which does-
‘ gtmlwcrvﬁmnplanes)haé 1993 sales of $23 bik-
on.
ﬁsml,anauqmsimnonmxssca}ehasmseﬁ
anﬁmxszmmms McDonnell Douglas and Bosing
are the only US. producers of civilisn aircraft; that in
- cirself, in ormmrymumstam wxzuld seem 1 be

The wasbiitstmi@ﬁm’

ezwughtosewﬁ’a}.amhcll& EampuhatMcDemeﬁ )
Douglas’ share of that market has declined sharply,
down o around 10 percent and is on life support. The
malmmmmamBomng(SSp&mem}m Airbus,
the European consortium (35 percent). :
The most important question has little to do with
the civilian market, however. It’showweﬁt!wnew :
configuration will serve U.S. national security nesds.
Even though defense budgets have been declining,

we cannot allow ourselves to be canght short. The

Pentagon will review this deal to see if it comports

. with U8, defense needs. Chances are the Defense

Departunent will fird that the rew entity willbe com-
mercially stronger than the sum of ite parts, and that

mzeﬁwrmmlmkh&dmm%mwmm .
expmwmdscanbemez " '
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" Guerrillas Capture Japan's Ambassador in Peru,

Others (Buenos Aires) By Sebastian Rotelia and
" Sonni Efron () 1996, Los Amgeles Times .
BUENQS AIRES, Argentina Leflist guerrilias stonmed the
residence of the japmxmbassado, in Perv during s reception
Toesday night, taking hundreds of hostages including the ambassador,
‘Peru's foreign minister and several Z,a{zn American &mbmﬂdmrx axd
Peruvian fegislative leaders.
As many as 30 guerillas armed with sutomatic mpnns and
explosives remuined barricaded inside the residence in an vpscale

- coastal peighborhood of Lima late Tuesdsy night, survounded by
police und soldiers. In negotiations with Red Cross intermediaries and -

journalists, the members of the Tupac Amaru Revolutionary
Movement, or MRTA, threatened fo kill the bostages if Peruvian’
guthorities did not release scores of imprisoned guerillas.

But there were no reports of deaths ar injuries, and the guernilas
released a number of women hostages, including the sister and the
mother of President Alberto Fujimon, The nu.mbex of hostages was

. estimated beiween 500 and S04, bot there was fig of‘iczzl confirmation
ol those figures,

The hostages included the president of Peru’s Congress and the .
amsbassadors of Brazil, Cuba, Rolivia and Venezuela, acsording o
reports from the scene. There were unconfitmed reports that three
mid.ranking 1.5, diplomats were attcading (he réception, bui a US.

embassy spokesman said the 1.5, ambassador was not in aftendance.

The Japanese ambassador, Morihisa Acki, was permitted by his
captors to talk on the :.c’ipi}me with Japan's NHE News but was

. - . '
.

by poverty and recovering ﬁ'am years of war and politicsl mrmodl.

The MRTA is eonsidered a classic Letin American goerrilla
movement thet financés its operstions through kidneppings and
robberies. Expexts say it is & smsller and Jess brutal group than the |
culdike Maoists of Shining Path. Although the MRTA has & history of
spectacuiar operations aod a flair for Robin-Heod style propsgands, it

Bad kent a low profife since a viclent turbag clash 2 year sgo @ which |

security forees caphured terrorists who were allv:geély pi&ming to teke
over the Peravian Congrm
"The mzeizzgance services have been resting o 1§:u::1r laureﬁs, Zient
said. " Obviously the subversive movements still exist” -
‘Among the suspegts captured during the incident 4 year g0 were ao
American, Lori Berenson, whom s military sourt convicted oo
serrorism charges. Her case has become a cause celebre and her,

family bas asserted that she is innocent, demarzémg thet she bc: retried | -

.' in & civilian court. -
' ﬁmmhundredmfo&amusadhﬁi?f;gmrﬂhsm?mw,

prisons. A self-prociaimed leader of the guerrilias holed up imside the
embnssy, identified as Comrade Huerta, wld a Lima radio station by

phane thet the ebjef:,nve of the raid was !o win thewr m&m from *"the

dungeens of various prisons.”

forbidden by his caplors to speak Japanese. Speaking in Spanish, Aoki * -

said 800 guests were being held hostage inside his residence, bt said

the guerrilias had ordered him not to disclose the pumber of gunmcn. t

" There is no panic,” Aokl said. It is under sontrol, The guarillas
are calm. There are no deaths or injuries.”

" However, other Japanase eyewitnesses, in telephone i mzmm, smd. .
+ three people did dppear to have been injured in the initisl ettack,
-though it was not clear if they were hostages or guerrilias.

A Japansse evewitness outside the residenee said that 19 hostages
had been relensed, mostly clderly people and women. ' They appear 1o
he Japanese,” the man said. Other reports put the number of hustsges
released i 30, A Za;zanew Forclgn Minsstry spokesman seid tat
President Alberto Fojimori's mother was among those released. The
guemillas set off % loud explosion before chargmg into the reception

< shordy afier 8 pra., witnéeses said,

The Japanese Foreign bhinistry said its secret emergency telephone
. hodine was cut hy the guerrilias, implying zzwz the attack had been
" oarefully planned in advance.
Security iz generally Ught &t Japanese fac:htles nlbma becmme they
have been the target of at least four terrorist attacks since 1987,
However, because of Tuesday's party, security at the ambassador’s
residence had been relwdéed for the evening, Japan Television reported.
Hirovuki Kimoto, the thirdwranking diplomar 1 the Japanese “
embassy, was new the front gate of the residence when the bombs
wen! off, apparestly greeting guests arriving for a pariy 1o celebrate
the emperor's birthday, which is De. 23. While the guerrilias stormed
the residence, Kimoto hid in the guard shack and was able to cgll the

_ Foreign’ Misistry from his celluler phone,

Kirsoto said that ai sbout 830 p.m. Lins time, & number fzf
c:xpiasmns were heard, followed by sestained gunfire.

“While we were talking to him, we could hear gmxt‘zxe in the
background,” & Foreign Ministry apokesman said. He said hc
conidn’t stick his head out”

Japanese Chief Cabinet Secretary Seirokn szzvama said Japan had
appeaied to the govermment of Peru io protest the ambasesdor, -
The well-organized attack sturined Peris. Fujimor hes built animage

. of stability arcund his conquest of the MRTA and the farger Shining
- Pgth tereorist movemer, both of which have suffeved major defeats -~

afer years of fighting that ¢laimed 30,000 tives. Peru has experienced
& cosontnic stump of fate, stirvings of voter discontent with Fujumon
and tension between the president and e powerful militery.
**The circumstances are especially bad for Fujionor,” said Enrique .

; Zﬂen B political analyst and uwner of the respecied Caretas

magazine, i a telephone interview. " His strong suit was that he b}
pawdt} controlied the subversive movements. We have had an

" secnomic chill, confrontations with the militery. And now this”

Morcover, the target of the terrorist sirike was especially sensitive.
- Peruand Japan have developeé a close relationsiipeided by .

Fujimoni's Japanese heritage, and Japan recenly announced 4 300
Joillion loan package for infrastructure development in Peru. Japan is

Pery's second biggest trading pariner after the United States; its active -

Investment is key to Pery's efforts o revitalize an'sconomy wracked '
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