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Decembler 9, 1996

Note for: Kamiki Gibson
Lisa Lynch, Tim Barnicle
Olivia Golden, Ann Rosewater
Michael Barr
Paui Leonard

Bonnie O Neill 4 ﬁ
b

From: Barry White f/}
Subject: Welfare-To work initiative

Here at long last, 2 draft composite issucs and design paper for Welfare-to-Work. This is
based on my staff"s compilation of the work our group has done. The design discussion within the
August parameters of WTW is preceded by one “threshold” question that poses an alternative
design suggested by CEA, Also note that a reference has been added that would ask each
applicant to specify the extent to which it will use voucher strategies.

I would especially appreciate review by DOL of the labor protections Tab. -

Note that the 100/150 citiesbalance-of- states russ in the package are based on poverty in
. cities of 100,000 or more. We will shortly have a later run from the 1990 census ranking all citieg

by poverty and by age which we will send around separately.

I would appreciate any and all comments an all aspects of this document as soon a3 you
can provide them. The next step in the process will be a meeting among the agencies and the
White House. We will need a decision paper for principals very shortly thereafter.

Thanks for all your work in thig process, and for your patience the past few weeks.

v Ken Apfel, Gene Sperling, Bruce Reed, Paul Diménd, Lyn Hogan, Alicia Muonnel, Pauline |
Abernathy, OMB Stafl



December 10, 1996
WELFARE-TO-WORK JOBS PROGRAM DESIGN

The Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge Fund (WTW) is intended 1o provide incentives to
States and cities to place long-term welfare recipients in jobs that lead toward self-sufficiency and
redace welfare dependency. It maximizes the flexibility and innovation of States and cities
working in close cooperation with the private sector and the community by specifying measures of
success and rewarding achievement, and giving States/cities complete freedom 1o design the
services, The evidence of the ability of past Federally-designed job training and placement
programs (o achieve significant levels of success with this population 1s decidedly mixed, whether
under JTPA, Welfare-JORS, Food Stamps Employment and Training, or myriad other designs.
WTW would be accompanied by a substantially enriched tax credit to employers who hire the
target group. Although this proposed credit 1s much richer than the current credit, based on
previous tax credit take up rates, the credit alone will not be sufficient (o change the hiring
practices of employers, or the employment prospects of long-term welfare recipients. However,
the performance-hased incentives of WTW coupled with the credit and with TANE’s work focus
and new child care funds, should, when combined into State and local strategies that integrate
other resources, catalyze substantial new job creation to make lasting improvements in the lives of
long-term welfare recipients.

Presented below is a working cutline of how the Welfare-to-Work (WT'W) Jobs $3 hllion
spending program could be designed. It is based on the parameters set in the August
announcement of the initiative. While any aspect of the design can raise issues, the outline
highlights eight maior issues the WTW workgroup identified (a ninth, worker displacement, is
presumed solved by DOL’s proposed language, as indicated below):

City eligability for direct grants

Drefinition of eligible individuals

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

Mayoral control

Federal role in plan approval

Use of WTW funds for workfare and subsidized public sector jobs
Federal administration
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One new element has been added to the August design for the content requirements of the
state/city plan: A requirement that the applicant indicate how it would use voucher strategies to
permit some or all of the target population to participate in selection of service options and
providers, See Section K, “Use of funds”.



The discussion of the WTW design is preceded by a discussion of an alternative model to
the August parameters which has been suggested by CEAL

Alternative Design: Should all, or a significant portion, of the WTW $3 billion, or an
additional amount, be made available to test and evaluate a variely of very intensive
work-based welfare strategies in a small number of places?

An alternative approach wonld award on a competitive basis to perhaps 10 cities a
sizeable amount of money ($1-33 billion) for large-scale, rigorously-evaluated tests of different
approaches to work-based systems. Thiz will allow cities to experiment with more expensive,
intensive programs that will be required to move hard-to-place welfare recipients move jobs.

TANF gives States roughly $1 billien more each year for at least the next four years
for johs programs, benefits, and increased child care than would have been available under the
prior AFDC, JORBS, and child care structure. Most states are likely o use this additional
money {0 intraduce innovative programs that will assist welfare-recipients prepare for, and
obtain, eraployment; those that are sucoessful may be promoted elsewhere,

Yet, additional expenditures may be RECESSATY 1O assist those who have serious
difficulty in getting a job, If WT'W money is distributed to all states and to many cities, the
additional amount per entity to spend on hard-to-place welfare recipients will be modest. Such
an approach may enhance the likelihood of reaching an announced goal of 1 million successful
job placements. It will not, however, demonstrate on a large scale the efficacy of specific,
intensive strategies that may be necessary to help the hard-to-place find jobs,

The problem is that we have limited experience implemanting such strategies and the
available evidence suggests it will be difficult and costly. One state, Wisconsin, has designed
a radical, new substitute for welfare, called Wisconsin Works, that involves one vision of a
work-based support program, Other states are not moving in that direction, however, in part

‘because of insufficient funding. There is an urgent need to test and learn sbout different work-
based strategies: What do they cost? Can they be operated on a large scale? Can they be
structured as routes o unsubsidized work? If additional resources are to be spent on welfare
reform, it would be important to seize the opportunity and support innovative cities (possibly
paired with States) that want to develop different visions of work-based systems.

Each area would apply competitively to use these funds in concert with its TANF
funds. Models could include: reliance on private, non-profit, or public sector job creation,
work-for-benefils, or pay-for-performance.  Sites would be selected to represent a range of
tocal economies, but at least half would be in areas with above average unemployment. Part
of the funding would be set aside for a {formal evaluation of the program’s success.

This alternative responds to concerns that TANF alone, or with WTW, will not
advance our knowledge of how to implement work-based welfare successfully. Moving the
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hard-to-place into jobs will be 4 fough challenge and money needs to be spent on advancing
this knowledge base,

THE AUGUST DESIGN, ISSUES, AND OPTIONS

A) Budget structure
’ Budget structure. WTW will be a capped mandatory spending program.
. Fund availability. Funds will be available in the following amounts; FY 1998, $750

mithion; FY 1999 §1 billion, and FY 2000, $1.25 billion.

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

ailabil Aigation. Funds would be available for obligation in the year in whlch
i%:ey are ﬁzsz avaiiable and for two additional fiscal years. Funds would be available on a
fiscal year basis, as in TANF {va,, for example, on & July-June program year basis as in
JTPA), given the necessity for joint programming with TANF fuads,

gde £ funds. Funds for Fedsral administration and for evaluation would
be appropnated armually n the discretionary budget, The agencies suggest sbout $5
million per year to support 30 FTE, plus evaluation costs,

{B) Flow of funds; performance grants

; 2 grants. In ganm? each eligible applicant {see below) with an approved plan
: wauid be eiz gtbic to recerve amount equal to its percentage share of the eligible
population, applied to the $3 billton, or §1 billion annually for three years.

. Anpual formula grants. In general, for each of the fiscal years 1998 through 2000, each
eligible applicant with an approved plan would receive an amount equal to its percentage
share of the eligible population, applied to $750 million. Afer the FY 1998 grant,
subsequent grants would be conditioned upon demonstration of satisfactory progress
toward meeting the goals of the approved plan.

. Performance grants. The remaining funds (8250 million in 1998 and $500 million in each
of fiscal years 1959 and 2000} would be distributed to each grantee based on its actual
number of successful p}acementsfretemtans up to the maximum for which it planned.

. Performance payments. The total Federal payment per placement -- regardless of the
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actual cost of placement -- is calculated to be $3,000. The formula grant provides three-
fourths of the Federal share of each expected placement, or $2,250, up front, in order to
support WITW’s share of the grantee’s approved plan,

For each successful placement, the grantee then earns an additional $750performance
grant. Failure to place as many individuals as its approved plan calls for does not result in
State or city repayment of the grantee’s formula grant, but it would trigger the necessity
for corrective actions prior to receiving subsequent years’ formula grant, and, in extreme
cases, reallocation of funds to other areas.

. The actual cost per placement will be whatever the grantee chooses, and is
financed by a combination of WTW funds, State TANF block grant funds, State
job training funds, the private sector, and other funds in the plan. While WTW
funds need not be spent in any specific amount or proportion on any one
individual, the funds must be spent on activities intended to benefit the eligible
population (vs., for example, the welfare population generally, or those with
shorter durations on welfare).

Timing of payment of performance grants. Beginning on October 1, 1998, performance

grants will be awarded quarterly, based on grantee certification of successful placements
to the Secretary. Certifications will be subject to audit and grantees liable for recovery of
funds for improper certifications.

© Eligible applicants and share of funds

States. Each State, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and
the Territories is eligible for a WITW grant. Grant funds within these entities would

“automatically pass through, by formula, to cities which are eligible applicants. The State

administers the funds for parts of the State without cities that are eligible applicants.

Cities. Cities with the highest number of individuals in poverty also receive and administer
WTW grants. A city may, in its sole discretion, arrange for the State to administer funds
the city would otherwise receive,

Counties. [NOTE: this is the response to the August statement that “counties, as
appropriate” could be grantees. The term “appropriate” is defined locally] The State may
delegate administration of funds in areas for which a city is not otherwise an eligible
applicant, to a county {or a city) of its choosing. In States where counties will be
responsible for TANF administration, a State may find it appropriate to delegate its non-
city WTW funds and responsibilities to the counties. Cities within or abutting a county
with the necessary capability could arrange to have the county administer its WTW funds.

Service Delivery Areas (SDAS) as ¢ligible applicants. The Labor Department is exploring



an option in which the 630 JTPA SDAs, comprised of cities, counties, and other units of
local government, would constitute the eligible grantees. In this option, there would be no
State grantees.

DESIGN ISSUE #1; 100 or 150 cities

Ideally, WTW would distribute funds on the basis of the relative numbers of long-term

welfare recipients. There is no data base that does this, so the workgroup assumes WTW will use
the distribution of people in poverty. The attached tables (Tab A) use 1990 Census data, but
would need to be updated. They show the percentage and amount of funds which cities and
States-less-cities (“Balance of States”) would receive under the annual $750 million grant, and
from the total 33 billion.

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

Each table set shows the cities in descending order of numbers in poverty, followed by the

Balance of State amounts. The first set of tables is based on 150 cities qualifying; the second on
100 cities qualifying. Items for consideration:

Where are the poor? Whether at the 100 or the 150 city level, roughly one-third of the
poor are in the cities, two-thirds in the Balance of States (this would shift somewhat on
the data base that ranks cities without regard to population size.) The task of moving
‘welfare recipients into jobs is preponderantly a State task.

. Basis for deciding which cities should be eligible. There is no particular objective standard

that leaps out for where to draw the line on the table. On an annual basis, only 22 cities
would have to plan for more than 1,000 job placements per year. Only 46 cities would
need to plan for more than 2,000 jobs over the three year period.

There are 11 States with no cities that gualify. It is not uncommon in Federal programs to
recognize this situation by qualifying “the largest city in a state with no otherwise eligible
city.” .

The decision on how many cities to make eligible is a pure policy call. Given the

preponderance of the poor in small cities, suburbs and rural areas, whether there are 100 or 150
or some other number of cities will not materially influence the overall success of WTW, State
behavior will be the greatest determinant.



(D) WTW eligible individuals

The August outline names “long-term welfare recipients” who have been on the rolls for
“at least” 18 months. The caseload of adults receiving welfare for 18+ months numbers about 2.2
mittion annually. Because of normal churning of the welfare population, about half of these
individuals probably would get jobs without special State efforts. With only the 18+ months
factor, WTW is susceptible to charges of creaming and having no net impact. In addition, as the
1ables indicate, the number of jobs a ¢ity or State needs to find to qualify for the full performance
payment is not large. The combination of avoiding creaming and spending the $3 tillion for
people in the most need suggests the necessity for an additional individual targeting factor,

DESIGN ISSUE #2: Definition of eligible individuals

The workgroup identified two approaches to ensuring that the individuals for whom
WTW makes performance payments are those more likely (o need the extra effort that WTW
implies, one based on the Federal government specifving an additional criterion beyond duration
on welfare; the other requiring an additional criterion, but permitting each grantee to select the
factor from a statutory list, or based on its own justification.

{1) 18+ months on welfare and lacking a high school diploma/GED; about 900,000
eligibles;
(2) 18+ months on welfare and lacking basic skills -~ about 900,000 cligibles.
{3) 18+ months on welfare and lacking high school and basic skills - about 600,000
{4y 18+ months on welfare and living in high poverty areas — about 930,000 in areas of
20% poverty or greater, about 665 080 in 30% or greater poverty areas.

"(5) 18+ months on welfare and victior of domestic abuse, or other factor from a
Federal list,
{(6) 18+ an additional 6 months on welfare; about 1.9 million eligibles.

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

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



{E)} Hours worked/carnings standard for the performance payment

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

The workgroup questioned whether this goal was sufficiently ambitious: 1,000 hours at
the minirmum wage would qualify, but 1s not much of an achievement. Earnings for 1,000 hours at
next year's minimum wage (85.15/hour) would be 35,156, or $10,712 for a filll year’s work
(2,080 hours). The poverty level for the typical welfare family of three is $12,980 now and will
be higher in FY 1998, when WTW begins. This population is believed to churn in and out of
minimum wage jobs, though it is noted that there is no systematic information available at HHS
on the wage experiences of the target population,

Thus, if a WTW “success™ 18 a job at minimum wage, the typical welfare family’s full-time
earnings would be about 17% below poverty. This level would be a mignificant improvement in
earnings for many on welfare, but it should be achievable with relatively limited effort, such as
might be available ander TANF without WTW.

On the other hand, it is important not to have a measure of success so difficult to achieve
as to doom WTW's likelihood of success. The JTPA National Study found that even though
JTPA boosted welfare recipients” earnings by as much as 50 percent above control group member
earnings, the program did not reduce welfare and food stamyp dependency among {reatment group
members. The Study found that AFDC participants” average post-program [8-month garnings
were about $5,200; average hours worked over that 18-month periad -- 3 period double the
August outline’s 9-month standard for WTW — were 1,072,

Notwithstanding the evidence that this 1s a hard group to place in better paying jobs, it is
also important to keep in mind that TANF permits each State to exempt from time Hmits 20% of
its welfare population, which should mean that the very hardest 1o employ likely will not be in the
WTW population. Finally, 45 the illustrative tables at Tab A show, at least for the ¢ities, the
actual number of individuals that need to be placed to generate a performance grant in WTW is
fairty modest, again suggesting that a more ambitious success measure is feasible,

The workgroop also determined that there is no administrative record series that tracks
post-program hours worked. To do so would require 2 costly follow-up reporting system for
each grantee. Quarterly Unemployment Insurance (Ul wage record data is available in each
State and offers an objective way to document the earnings of individuals for whom performance
payments are claimed, Therefore, an earmings standard -- rather than an hours worked standard --
would be adopted for WTW.

E. #3; Definition of carnings suceess for performance payments,



The work group suggests a pohicy goal that can be argued as “economic self-sufficiency”
for long-term welfare recipients. It is exploring approaches linked rhetorically to the President’s
1993 EITC and minimum wage goals.

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

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

: e Poverty, excluding Food Stamp benefits from the calculstion
bccauga they are another form of dependency. This would require annual earnings of
about $10,300, or $5.15 per hour (the 1998 minimum wage) for a 2,000 hour job. Or,

Jplion Age 3% ; This optian uses the standard that takes a
famziy 3iwve zhe qua zﬁ.mg §§¥3§ for free lunch, or 130% of poverty. This formulation
would require annual earnings of sbout $14,600, or 87.30 per hour for a 2,000 hour job,

Analysis is needed to determine whether Option B places the success goal so far out of
reach as to be unrealistic, even in light of the 20% exemption and the modest job targets
generated by the funding structure, Some effort in this direction, however, 1s desirable to justify
the spending program and demonstrate that it s achieving something not otherwise likely to
acour,

(F} Jobs for which WTW performance payments can be made

The workgroup generally agreed that WTW performance payments should be made only
for jobs that are unsubsidized {except by WOTC) and that result in the requisite earnings level,
{See also the discussion below on Use of Funds for consideration of whether WTW funds should
support workfare or other forms of job subsidy, without regard 1o the basis on which performance
payments are made.)

It should be noted that some Administration rhetoric since August could fead some 10
believe that WTW performance payments are for subsidizing private sector jobs. While WTW
funds may certainly be used for this purpose (e.g., in the America Works approach), to make the
performance payment {or time spent in such jobs would be premature; there would be no basis for
determining if the individual had really achieved a degree of independence and earnings.
Permitting WTW performance paymeuts for jobs for which emplovers are claiming WOTC should
be the maximum degree of subsidization allowed.



Some in the workgroup and elsewhere have argued that especially in areas of local
recession, WTW should make performance payments for subsidized jobs. Given how few jobs are
needed to satisfy WTW requirements (see Tables at Tab A), this does not seem necessary. TANF
and other funds can and will support workfare and subsidized jobs in any case. WTW
performance payments should focus on an individual achieving employment status outside the
welfare system. '

The work group was, however, sharply divided over the question of paying performance
grants for unsubsidized jobs in the public sector. The August design stressed private sector jobs
but did not explicitly address whether performance payments could be made for regular,
unsubsidized jobs in Federal, State, or local government. As the attached table (Tab B) notes,
public jobs make up 15 to 25 percent of the job opportunities in most local labor markets, more in
a few places. On the other hand, public agencies are not eligible for the WOTC and most
employment growth is occurring in the private, not the public sector, so it is likely that most
WTW job placements will be in the private sector. Paying off for public jobs could also raise the
specter of the much-maligned CETA public service employment program,

DESIGN ISSUE #4: Performance payments for public jobs

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

. Option A: No payments for public jobs. A complete bar on performance payments for

such jobs. This may present difficulties in areas of high public employment.

’ Option B: Cap on pavments for public jobs. This could be an arbitrary cap, such as 10%,

or a limitation based on the presence of public jobs in the local labor market: if the local
“labor market has 15% of its total employment in the public sector, only 15% of the jobs
qualifying for performance payments could be in the public sector.

. QOption C: No limit on payments for public jobs. Complete State and city discretion.

It is difficult to crafi a credible argument that jobs in the public sector are somehow not
real or appropriate jobs for long-term welfare recipients. Allowing public job placements to count
does not necessarily weaken the private sector emphasis of the program, or somehow make it like
CETA, though this criticism will be made. The issue of whether WTW is more like CETA with
all is perceived faults, is more likely to arise with the use of WTW funds, as discussed below, not
the basis upon which performance payments are made. If there has to be some limitation, doing it
with reference to the share of public jobs in the area is defensible.

(G) Application process



. Process States and eligible cities submit g plan at the same time to the Secretary, at a
time and 11 the manner designated by the Secretary, for their share of the formula grant
funds, Initial applications would be for the full programs period (3 years of annual formula
grants, plus the additional time needed to meet the job retention goal) with annual
reporting, updates, and plan amendments. Plans would be modified by grantees as
necessary, in accord with procedures the Secretary determines.

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

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

{H} Plan content

rees. How the resources from State TANF, Child Care
and Developmem Block Grant JTPA, Work Opportunities Tax Credit (WOTC) and other
sources will be used to help achieve the jobs goal.

’ Stakeholder pagticipation. How the TANF administering entity, the private sector,
_community-based organizations, labor representatives, EZ/EC plans, CDFI grantees,

ITPA service delivery areas, educational institutions, the Employment Service, and other
job training and placement entities and economic development activities have been brought
together to plan the WTW activities, and how their participation will help achieve the jobs
goal through use of their financial or in-kind resources, hiring commitments, or in other
ways. :

. Labor protections. How the job placements generated by WTW funds will be covered by
the Fair Labor Standards Act and other Iabor protection laws, and will satisfy the
nondisplacement, nondiscrimination, and wages and working conditions provisions of
sections 142 through 144, and 167{a)(1) and {2) of the Job Training Partnership Act, as
amended, and the additional labor protections included in the Administration’s Work and
Responsibility Act (see language at Tab C).

Labor Department policy officials believe the language meets organized labor concerns.

. Organized labor would welcome a requirement that would extend the labor
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protections described abovs to any programs {especially TANF) that grantees use
in conjunction with WTW Jobs funds. However, such an extension could have the
unintended effects of discouraging the merging of WTW and TANF funds and
creating separate tracking of funds to avoid the additional labor protections.

Job placements. The number of projecied job placements consistent with the share of
funds, and how these placements will occcur in jobs that can be expected to continue after
the retention period has expired.

(I} The relationship of the city to the State

Mayors of the largest cities will receive WTW Jobs funds directly and “control” their

expenditure, At the same time, WTW funds must, to have a chance of being effective, be
deployed locally In a manner that is fully consistent with State TANF and child care plans and
spendmng. Under TANF, it is the State which is responsible for the welfare population, although
States may devolve significant control to lower levels of government -~ mainly counties. It is
therefore not possible to give mayors totally independent control over WT'W and still hope to
have a successful program. .

DESIGN ISSUE 45 Mayoral control

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

three options for local plan approval and funding arrangements.

»

Option A, Consubtation. Mayors must consult on thewr plans with Governors, but are not
required to Incorporate or report to the Secretary any comments received, or to secure
Governor approval. This mode! assures the Governor the opportunity for input, but the

"dégree to which his input is accepted is solely at the discretion of the mayor.

. Mayors must work with Governors to gain thetr approval

prwr 10 ;zian submlssien to the Secretary. Cities that could not secure Governor approval
of their plans would be ineligible for WTW Funds, Their formula allotment would be
realiocated among other eligible applicants in the State, including the Governor.  This
model maximizes the likelihood of close coordination between TANF and WTW, but at
the expense of mayoral independence.

) eguired craclion, A step-by-step process: {1) Mayors
woulii devei {‘};3 z?aelr piaxzs mth Govemoz‘s inn whatever manner the two players work out.
(2} The mayor’s plan would, “to the greatest extent feasible” reflect Governor views in
the plan. (3) If mayors cannot reach initial agreement with the Governor, they would be
required to attach the Governor’s comments to the application to the Secretary and to
explain the areas of disagreement to the Secretary. {4) The Secretary could return the
plan to the mayor to ask for additional explanation. (5) The Secretary could suggest
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aliernatives to the mayor and the Governor, to help obtain a mutually satisfactory plan.

(6} In the end, the mayor’s preferences control. This model maximizes the opportunity for
the mayor and Govemnor 1o work out their differences, but retains ultimate mayorat
control.

The workgroup believes the third option strikes an appropriate balance between local
controf and the imperative of congistency with Statewide TANF strategies.

{J) Federal plan approval

As with virtually all Federal grants to States and cities, there needs 1o be a Federaliy-
accepted plan upon which Federal funds flow to grantees. Federal programs offer ¢ range of
options for the degree to which the Government exercises control over the content of the
grantee’s plan as a condition for receipt of funds,

BESIGN ISSUE #6: The Federal role in WTW plan approval.

The workgroup identified two primary options for the Federal role, the TANF model and
the JTPA model.

Option A TANE modgl. Under TANF, the Federal role is himited to checking for completeness;
guidance and oversight are mimimal. - The burden of design adequacy rests with the State. Funds
are not conditioned on the quabity of the plan or s Iikelihood of success, as judged by the Federal
government,

" Qption B: JTPA model.  In JTPA and many other Federal programs, the Federal government
plays a more substantive role. With limited funds available to achieve the stated purpose, the
Federal government is presumed to have a stake in, and expertise in, determining what approaches
muost effectively satisfy the reguirements of the program statute. Under this approach, the
Sewretary would approve plan applications based on a “reasonable expectation of success.”

Because WTW Jobs rewards activities primarily financed under TANF, departing from the
“de mintmus” TANF role would be difficult to justify, even though the JTPA model 15 more the
Federal norm. Because the Secretary withholds 25 percent of WTW Jobs funds, the Federal
leverage to encourage good performuance is inhorent in the WTW design, without regard to the
plan approval process. Arguably, the carefully specified plan content requirements {above),
coupled with full payment only for the showing of performance, can gnsure accountability for
WTW Jobs funds without a more meticulous plan approval process. It is fikely, however, that
TANF-like approach will be criticized by some for failing to provide effeciive Federal oversight,

{K) Use of funds

States and localities are generally free to devise whatever program plan they choose,
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provided their plan makes ¢léar that the result will be successful placement in jobs qualifying for
the performance grant, up to the level determined in the formula aliocation. In addition, three
broad types of activities would be cited. They include:

{1} Proven models ¢ e qcement. WTW may replicate programs which
various i{}caizzms %mve useé Saccessﬁziiy ta place highly disadvantaged individuals.

abs i expands are, through creation of jobs for eligible individuals in
e’vcpanded mmmuruzybaaeé child care centers and other sources of affordable child care.

(3) 18 g mities. Creation of jobs
through environmental clean up, such as under Bmwnﬁelds programs and resulting
economic development; EZ/EC incentives for new job creation in high poverty areas; and
housing rehabilitation. Housing redevelopment programs, such as YouthBuild, also could
be part of local community plans for these activities.

Applicants would be asked to show how they have provided for the use of voucher
stratepies that permit some or all of the eligible population 10 select or participate i selection of
service options or service providers.

The most sensitive issue for use of funds is whether they may support workfare or other
forms of job subsidization in the public sector. This issue is the forum for determining whether
WTW is open to attack for beting CETA in another guise,

DESIGN ISSUE #7: Use of WTW funds for workfare and subsidized public sector johs.

The &ugust outline is clear that the purpose of the program is to help create job
opportunities in the private and non-profit sectors and that States and localities “would be granted
maximum flexibility to develop job creation sirategies -~ including, where appropriate, in the
public sector.” While the Janguage is ambiguous about using WTW funds specifically for
“workfare,” there was pgeneral (but not unanimous) agreement that WTW funds should not be
used for workfare. Ia contrast, if “workfare” jobs are something local areas behieve are warranted
Or necessary 1o prepare long-term welfare recipients for work, it might harm WTW’s chances of
success 1o bar its use for this purpose, even though TANF resources are already available for that

purpose.

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

{L} Accountability and evaluation

’ The basic design of WTW -- rewarding only success -- ensures grantee accountability. It
1 also essential that the Federal government, and the States and cm es, learn which WTW
strategies work best, in what situations.

* WTW will require periodic reports from each grantee on progress toward meeting the plan
goals, with analysis of successes and problems. In addition, the Secretary will establish an
on-going evaluation capability that will establish baseline data at the outset and permit an
assessment of whether the WTW strategy is working during its second and third years,
ard an overall assessment of its net impact on the long-term welfare population.

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

(M} Administering agency

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

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

HHS and DOL can each make # strong case fbor assuming admimsirative responsibility. As
administrator of TANF, HHS remains the principal source to the States on welfare policy.
Administrative ease and efficiency, extensive knowledge of the welfare population, and the
complex interactions between TANE and WTW's multiple sanctions and rewards, argue for a lead
role for HHS in WTW Jobs.

On the other hand, DOL has a proven track record of working for decades with low-

income adults; currently 35 percent of ITPA title [I-A participants are AFDC recipients, Like
WTW, JTPA stresses employment outcomes through a system of performance standards. JTPA
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also has strong ties to mayors, county commissioners, and local employers through its 600
business-led Private Industry Councils.

If DOL has the lead, States would deplore answenng to two federal bureaucracies -- DOL
for WTW and HHS for TANF -- as they administer their complementary, commingled welfare
funds. Mayors would likely gladly accept DOL as lead agency for the WTW funds since they
work with DOL on JTPA and have for many years.

It is possible to defer this issue past the Budget database lock in early January, by
including 1n the Budget an “allowance” of $750 million in FY 1998 and $3 billion for FY 1998-
2000 (plus administrative costs) that is not assigned to either agency. However, deferring this
issue means losing the ability for the administering agency to work actively with key
Congressional members to obtain the legislation and FY 1998 appropriation.

8(b) Interaction between HHS and Labor

Regardless of which agency has the lead, the programmatic interaction between TANF
and WTW requires a close working relationship between HHS and DOL. This relationship could
‘take various forms. Primary options are:

Onption A; Consultation. Under this option, the lead agency would, by statute, be required to
consult with the other agency on all aspects of WTW program administration, and its interaction

with TANF. At a minimum, consultation would occur on standards for WTW plan content,
review and approval of applications, progress reports, corrective action or funding reallocation,
and the design and conduct of the evaluation. This option would provide a formal participatory
role for the other agency, but ensure a clear line of responsibility to the lead agency.

Option B: Joint approval, Under this option, HHS and Labor would jointly administer WTW.
This option would adapt the model included in the Clinton Administration’s School-to-Work
(STW) Opportunities Act, in which the Secretaries of Education and Labor “jointly provide for,
and exercise final authority over, the administration of the Act™ and have final authority to jointly
issue whatever procedures, guidelines, and regulations the Secretaries consider necessary and
appropriate to administer and enforce the Act. To avoid some of the complexity of STW, funds
would be requested only in the lead Department, and the joint STW staffing pattern would not be
followed. While this option is more complex than the consultation model, it ensures the
administrative and policy strengths of both agencies will be brought to bear on WTW.
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POQVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS

{ Piacas of at lsast 100,000, 199¢ Census)
150 Cities and 50 States AP0 Chies and 50 States ||

e e o e e e e oot
Bhare of Allogation Share of Share of Alocation  Share of
Farsons in $1B Based on 38 18 Based on 238
Poverly {$in 000 Jobs $7H0.M {8 000} Jobis {%,in. 003 Jobs 7508  (5in D00 Jobs

City US, Tolal i 34,898,689 ' 30,692,487

Rank Cities 10,486,370 $993,358 334,119 2,489,188 $927,50% 108470
1 New Yok clly 1,384,984 343,691 14,584 $32,768  $131.073% 4360 345,128 15,042 £33,844 5135375 45 135
Z Los Angeles iy 643 808 $20.310 E877% 515,232 $60,924 20,319 VAR L 6,4%72 $15,732 862 998 0,878
3 Chicago city 582,288 $18.685 6,228 4014 E58.084 185685 $19.248 5,433 314,473 SAR7.8B83 189,288
4 Houslon cily 332 974 10504 3501 $7 878 $31.512 10,504 $10,848 3818 38,137 32,548 10,849
$ Detrolt chy 328487  $10,382 3,454 377N $31,088 14,362 $10,702 . 3587 58 026 $32.106 L0
& Philadelphia city 313,374 39,886 3,285 37,414 %28 657 4,886 $10,210 3,403 %7,658 230,630 10,210
? Sar Antonio city 207,181 6,536 218 54,804 $12.805 8,535 $8.750 2,250 %5062 420,249 6.750
8 Dalas cily 137,790 $5 808 1,870 $4. 206 §16.8726 5.64% 85,743 1,931 54,344 17,378 5793 .
9 Baltimors ity 156,284 34,830 1643 23,6498 $14,750 4,834 $5,682 1,697 53818 $15,278 5,092
1 New Orlesns cily 1520342 34786 1,599 $3.597 $14,388 4,796 54,954 1,651 $3,715% - $14,661% 4,454
11 Ban Diege cily 142,302 $4,492 1,497 $3.368 $13,475 4,492 %4839 1,548 $3.479 213,517 4,638
12 Clevsland cily 142,217 34,488 14085 $3,365 %$13,459 - 4 488 %4 834 1,545 %3475 13,801 4 634
13 Phosnix city 137,406 $4,3345 1,445 $3.251 513,004 4,335 54,477 1,492 $3.358 $13,431 4 477
14 Memphis ity 136,123 $4,264 1,434 $3.221 $12.88¢ 4,294 34,435 1,478 53,326 $13,308 4,435
15 Miwaukee cily 138583 34277 1,426 3208 $128M 4277 $4. 417 1,472 33,333 $13.,252 4417
14 £} Faso city 128,888 §4.066 1,355 $3.048 512,108 4,066 w4190 1400 33,149 $i2,568 4,169
17 Miami gily 100,594 33457 1,152 $2.593  $10.372 3457 53,571 1,190 $2.4570 ®15,712 3,571
18 Columbus city 105,494 - $3,328 1108 52,496 39,984 3,328 51,437 1,140 $2.578 $10311 3,437
19 Allanta cily 142,364 $3,228 1.076G $2,422 $4.688 3.228 $3,335 1,112 $2.50% $10,0035 2,335
28 Boston eity 102,092 33221 1074 $2.418 $9,662 3.221 33,346 1,108 $2,495 45,979 3,326
21 Uistrict of Columbia 0,278 $3.037 j, 012 32,278 $9.112 3,637 23,137 1,046 £2,353 8411 3,137
22 &1 touis cily 98 271 $3.008 1,002 -$2,254 39,016 3,060 53404 1,035 $2,328 58,312 3,404
23 San Francisco cily 80189 $2.840 047 32,130 $8,519 ‘2,840 $2.833 OB 32,200 $B,748 2,833
24 Indignapais cily (remainder} 85,831 $2,834 a45 £2.145 348,581 2,834 $2.927 876 32,185 $B,780 2.827
25 Cincinnall cily ¢ BE3IE 22,691 89y $2,6018 38,074 2581 %2780 427 32,085 38,239 2.780
25 Fresno ity 83,108 ;&3&822 aia $1.5G5 37,865 2827 $2,708 503 32,031 58,123 2,708
27 Buliglo city 81,604 $2.574 858 31,941 57,7123 2.574 32,6568 8846 51,994 $7,876 2,658
28 Austin cily 80,369  $2,B35 845 $1.501 7,806 2,535 $2,619 873 51,9684 ' $7,858 2618
2 Jarcksonvile city {remainder) 80018  H2524 841 $1.883 $7.5%3 24524 $2.607 a5g 51,855 57821, 2507
30 Tucson oity 79,287 §2,501 834 £1,878 $7,504 2501 2,583 B&Y 51,837 37,750 2,583
3% Denver cily 78,515 32477 825 $1,858 $7.431 2ATT $2.558 853 $1.919 $7.874 2588
32 Fort Worlh city R 567 32,385 795 $1.785 57,154 2,385 32,483 B21 L1.847 $7,382 2,463
33 Pitlsburgh  city . 5,472 2,371 790 $1.779 $7.114 2,371 52,449 816 %1.837 87,348 2,449
34 San  Jose «cily 71676 %2281 754 31,886 36,783 2.261 . 52335 Fig $1,75¢4 $7.006 2,335
3§ Newark cily 70,762 32230 743 31.B73 $65,691 2230 $2,304 768 $1,728 5,80 2,304
35 Long Beach coity 659,694 $2,199 733 $1,649 $5,556 2189 $2,271 787 34700 $4 812 2,271
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES ANLD RANKS
{ Places of gl leas! 100,000; 1880 Census)

37
38
38
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

48
49
50
81
52
53
64
5]
56
57
&8
58
&8¢
81
82
83

65
68
g7
68
&8
70
Ia
72
73
74

Oklaboma CGily oily
Oakiand iy
Minpneopolis  ofly
Kansas {lly city
Bimingham  cily
Nashville-Oavidson (remaindr}
Toledo city
Sacramento ity
Portlandg ¢ily

Seattle  cily
Louisville ity
Balon Rouge oty
Tuisa vy
Adbuguergque  cily
Tampa city
Rochester eily
Santa Ana ity
Corpus Christi  city
Shrovepott ity

Dayton ¢ty
Laredo  Cily
Akion ity
Si Payl iy
Siockion ity
Notfolk ¢ily
Jackson cily
Mobile city

Jersey Cily city
Chariolte ¢ity

Fling Gty
Cmaha ity
Richemond  gity
Wachila ity

Hartford cily

San Bemarding city
Lubbock oily
Syratuse city
Providence city

Pargons in
Povaorly
55,006
68,781
65,856
65,381
£4 872
82,497
62,426
6a,232
G2.068
61,681
549 144
54 508
53,758
52,903
53 857
52,237
51,835
503,525
48,715
46,480
A5, 126
44 844
44,115
43,8990
43,5944
43,218
42,838
42,538
42,312
42,218
44,357
4A£1 103
KEMCF
35,387
aB 174
34,583
34,407
34120

..150 Cities and 50 States. |

Share of
518
{$ i OO0}
$2.180
$2.170
. %2088
2,063
52,037
$1,972

$1,969 -

31,963
$1.958
$1,048
$1.885
$1.725
51688
%1.568¢
$1.658
$1,648
$1.635
31,0094
$1,5652
31,460
$1,424
$1.465
$1,382
$1.388
3,388
$1,363
$1,351
$1.342
$1,335
1,332
$1.305
$1.265
$1.177
1,148
$1,1414
$1,081
$1,085
$1,076

Jobes
v
2%
B&Y
688
6749
657
B56
654
553
£48
§22
575
BE5
LT
553
549
546
54
H48
ABY
Ly
A68
4034
403
442
454
450
A47
445
#$44
435
437
342
383
380
364
w2
3159

- Annual

Alloeation
Based on
STEOM

%1835
$1.627
31,851
21,547
1,628
%9,479
£1,477
51,472
31,468
$1,458
$1.388
$1,293
$1,272
$1.252
$1.243
$1,236
51,226
31195
FE G4
1108
$1.066
$1.054
51,044
31041
$1.040
$1,022
$1.014
$1.006
§1,001

#9549

478

3845

3883

%861

5850

$618

5814

5807

Shae of
38
{5 in H40)
S6.53%
36,504
$8,204
56,158
56,11
55,915
$5,908
55,8940
$5.873
$5.837
35 547
$5,174
%5008
55 007
54,974
$4,944
4,908
$4.782
4,658
54,3498
$4,271
34218
24,175
14163
4,159
4,090
34 054
54 026
54,004
$3,805
£3.914
3,795
£3,532
£3,445
£3,423
53,274
53,256
$3.228

Jubs
2,180
2,470
2068
2,063

- 2037

1,972
1,969
1,863
1,958
1,848
1.866
1,725
1,596
1,869
1658
1,648
1635
1,594
1,553
1,406
1,424
1,405
1,382
1,388
1,386
1,363
1,351
1,342
1,335
1,332
1,305
1,265
1,477
1,148
1,441
1,091
1,085
1,076

Share of
B
{3.0 000}
52,281
52,241
2,138
£2,130
$2.104
32,036
$2.03%4
$2.0628
$2.002
$2.010
$1.827
31,781
1,752
31,724
51712
1,702
1,884
$1.640
11,603
31,514
31,470
$1.451
$1,437
$1,433
$1.432
$1,408
$1,396
$1,388
$1,378
$1,378
$1,347
$1,307
$1.216
$1.188
51,179
$1.14%
1,121
$1.112

Jubs
756
747
71
710
701
679
78
66
H74
#8710
£42
5u4
584
B7S
571
567
563
n4%
534
6505
444
484
479
478
477
459
4465
462
AG0
459
448
436
405
3495
3493
376
314
371

Annual
Aflocation
Based on
$750 M
1,588
31681
%1602
51,588
1,578
51,527
$1,025
$1,521
51,518
$1.507
$1,445
31,336
51,394
$1,293
$1,204
1,278
$1.267
31,235
$1,283
31,130
$1,103
$1.088
31,078
$1.075
51,074
$1.056
$1,047
$1,038
$1.034
31,032
81,041
$8B0
3912
5889
3884
$845
5844
B34

100 Citigs and 50 States

Shate of
e
{5 in 000}
5 754
8,723
$6,408
£6,301
88312
26,109
202
35083
$6.066
26,009
55,7819
%5344
$5,25%
5171
$5,137
£5.106
$5,067

$4,838 -

$4.810
34 54l
$4 411
54,354
54,312
$4,300
54,295
$4,224
$4,187
$4,158
24,138
54,137
B4, 042
$3.8920
&3.640
53,558
$3.536
53,351
$3,363
$3,335

H

¥
»
”Q

Jobs
2,254
2,241
2,136
2,130
2,104
2,036
2,834
2,028
z2.822
2810
1,827
1,781
1.752
1,724
1,712
1,702
1,68%
1646
1,583
1,514
1470
1,451
1,437
1,433
1,432
1,408
1,396
1,385
1,378
1,376
1,347 -
1,307
1216
1,186
1,478
1,127
1,121
1,112
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{ Places of at [east 100,000, 1990 Census)

78
76
77
78
79
B
81
82
a3
84
8%
86
87
£8

80
91
92
a3
&4
8
86
a7
o8
99
100
191
162
123
104
10%
108
107
148
108
1102
1
112

Gary ity
Higleah cily
Monmtgomery  cily
Knoxwvilfe city

Columbus gity {remainder}

St Patershurg city
Springlield  oity
Lexingion.-Fayette
Colorado Springs cily
Hongiglu CDP
Spokane ity
Savannah Gy

East Los Angeles COP

Grand Hapids oily
Las Vegas <oty
fadison cily
Tacorna  city
Angheim cily
Mesa eity
Challanooga city
Kansas Cly cily
Riverside  cily
Amarillo  city
Bakersfield  cily
Paterson city
Galt Lake City city
Tallahassee  city
Ghendale city
New Haven cily
Liglie Rock cily
Macon ity

Fort Lauderdale cily
Lansing city
Worcesier iy
Des Muoines  cily
Cirlgndo city
Pomona ity
Heaumont cily

Persons in

Poverly
33,964
33,830
32,078
32,189
31.8i1
31475
30,241
30,168
29,973
29873
29,883
28,854
29,355
29,133
29,084
28,640
28,632
27,933
27,007
26,803
26,433
26,380
26,068
25,782
25677
25,851
25,518
25 484
26,481
25,183
25178
24,743
24,513
24,208
24,437
23767
23,648

- 23,484

150 Cilies and W0 States

Share of
318
{$.in D00}
$1.071
$1.06G7
51054
C 31,015
$1,004
Ho03
$954
5950
5048
$842
3842
$942
3826
918
917
SO0
$403
. pEm
$A84
3816
5834
5829
5822
3513
. 810
H8GS
5805
804
. 8804
H7495
#7504
$782
%773
%764
3761
791
$74G
741

Johs
357
356
345
338
335
33
318
SHF
315
34
3i4
34
304
308
368
a0
BIEE|
294
285
A2
218
g
274
271
270
270
268
04
258
265
265
261
258
255
254
250
248
247

Aruusal
Adlocation
Based on
$T50M

5804
3800
3776
3762
8753
§745
8715
$712
$T0%
§707
$70¥
$706
3685
36089
3688
3678
$BV7
$661
1041
$534
$625
L TSV
$617
$610
3608
$607
£804
603
$603
3586
4506
$587
$586
3572
$671

G0 .

3560
$556

Share of
3B
{3 i 000}
$3.214
£3.202
£3,102
33,648
$a0
52,978
52,862
£2.84G
$2.837
$z2.827
$2.848
52,825
$2.778
$2.754
$2,752
§2.710
S2, 740
22044
£2.5G3
$2.5637
32,002
%2487
$2.4686

24407

32,430
2438
32,415
32412
32,411
$2.384
32,383
83,348
$2.320
$2,293
$2,284
32,252
$2.238
$2,223

Jobs
1,671
1,067
1,034
1,015

. 1,004

993
054
g4
345
942
942
9432
926
218
#17
803
903
851
854
8406
834
829
B22
813
B10
803
BOS
go4
804
785
784
782
113
764
781
754
7ag
741

Share of
%18
{5.in 000}
51,107
$1,902
$1.068
$1,049
31,036
£1.025
$585
5981
3877

3973

8973
$473
3556
5548
$844
3533
$933
3910
1883
5873
861
3658
sR4AL
$B40
$837
3836

100 Cities and 80 Slates

Jobs
269
67
356
350
345
a4z
328
327
326
324
34
324
318
316
318
314
Y ¥
303
04
a1
267
285
283
780
29
278

Anntal
Allocation
Based on

3750 M

830
a7
S804
¥4 v
ST77
5769
£739
%736
5732
730
730
$730
$717
711
§711
ST
700
5682
3662
36565
8646
B4z
$837
3830
8527
$827

Share of
338

(3,50 000}
53,3240
53,307
3,204
13,145
$3,109
43,076
32,855
32,943
£2.938
$2.920
P2,918

%2,9i8 -

$2,869
52,845
32,843
£2,758
$2.788
$2,730
52,640
32,620
$2.564
32,569
2,847
$2,520
$2,510
52,507

.”‘_‘_.

Jobs
1,407
1,102
1,068
1,049
1038
$.02%

o8BS
481
G77
973
973
973
G54
G48
548
933
933
310
B3
#73
i
856
849
840
837
8356
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATED ANEL RANKS
{ Places of at leas! 100,000, 1890 Census}

113
114
s
16
17
118
148
12¢
i21
122
123
124
125
128
127
128
128
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
44
145
148
147
148
149
150

Bridgepost city

£ Monte  city
Springlield  cily
Newpor! News ity
Raleigh City
Virginia Beach city
Asinglon  ¢ily
Modesto city
Winsion-Salem city

Lingoin city
Peoris  cily
Yonkers cily
Greenshors ity
Erig ity

Fort Wayne cily
{hurbsam ity
Pasadena ity
Tempe cily

Eugene cily
focklord oy

Hunisville cHy

Porlsmouth  city
Oraario cily
Evansville ity
Inglewosd  cily
Oxnard gity
Elizaherh cily
Giendale  oily
Pagsadena ciby
Salinas ity
Aurora city

living city
Anchorage  cily
Reno cily

South Bend ity
Gardan Grove city
Topeka cily
Garland ity

Persons in
Poverly
23,463
3,446
23,283
23,164
22,942
22,307
21272
20,930
20,713
23821
20,518
203,435
20,214
20,182
19,531
19,163
18,043
18,603
18.17G
18.127
18,083
17,820
17,853
17,812
17,8086
17 6O
17 A5
18,756
16,724
16,652
15,288
16,204
15,614
15 08%
14,854
14,652
14,292
14,062

Shate of
38
{% in 000}
$740
$740
$733
37
$724
$704
$671
$660
. 3653
$647
347
$645
$638
%637
$616
5605
601
Ss87
BH73
5572
$571
3865
$563
562
582
$555
$551
$529
%528
3525
8514
$511
$453
478
$46¢
$452
“E451
$444

Jobs
247
247
244
244
241
235
¥t
230
218
215
21i6
235
243
212
208G
202
200
196
191
191
180
188
188
187
187
185
184
176
178
175
171
170
T4
15
168
154
158
48

Annual
Alocalion
Based on

$750 M

55565
FEh5
2549
3548
B8543
$548
5503
$4495
$480
480
$485H
$484
5478
%478
3462
$453
5451
440
$430
$428
fA24
$424
3422
3421
421
$447
3413
$384
$396
3304
%385
2383
3359
5357
$351
347
$338
£333

_ ... 180 Cities and 50 Stales

Share of
538

{3 in OO}
32,220
52219
$2,188
$2,183
$2.171

2411

$2.013
Ft.001
%1,860
51.842
51,842
$1,834
£1,913
#1911
$1,848
£4.814
31,802
1,761
1,700
21,716
1,712
$1.696
51,650
51,685
51,0685
1,656
81,652
%1,58G
$1.583
$1.576
31,041
51,534
1,478
51,428
51,406
$1,387
31,353
1,331

Jobs
748
740
TA3
731
724
704
871
G880
653
647
G647
645
38
537
615
808
601
587
573
Y ¥4
571
£85
553
862
562

565

a51
329
&28
525
514
511
493
476
464
482
431
444

Bharg of
B
(% in 000}

Jobs

WO Citiesand 50 Btates
ST annual
Abocation  Shase of
Hased on 538
Jobs $760M (S0 008
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS

( Places of at leas! 100,004, 1990 Census} ’
10 Citiesand50States . \0@Citiesand 8Y Stales

o Annual Annual
Share of Allocation  Share of Shae of Alincation  Share of
Persons in 518 Based on 38 38 . Based on 338
Povatly $inoo  Jobs B7S0M 13 in 000) Jobs < {8in,0UG} Jobs 57504 (5. 0GH) Jabs
Stale )
Rank

Slales/Balance of Slsles {BOS) 21,203,249 $2,006842 668,881 $2,072,490 680,830

1 Calilornia BOS 1,957,413  $61.749 20,683 346,312 $185,246 §1,749 $83. 718 21,258 $47.823%  $191,325 53775
2 Texas BOS 1,748,875 $h5195 1B3bB8 $41,387 3165586 55,195 387,007 18,002 $42.755 §171.020 §7.007
3 Florda BOS 1,222 606  $34,568 12858 $28.626 115705 34568 $39.834 13,278 523,876  $918.504 39,834
4 Peansylvania BOS B74,881 $27.589 260 $20,700 82,7098 27.50% $28,545 o.4502 521,379 $85,51% 28,505
5 Do BOS BaY. 288 $26,476 5826 $19.857 79 A2 248,478 $27.,345 8115 $20.508 382,035 27,345
6 Michipan BOS THeNaT 24 1¥7 0 B058 F18,133 $¥2.530 24177 $24,970 8223 $18.728  $74.811 24,970
T Louisiana 805 - TY4,076  $22.432  RaATY 516 824 367,295 22432 33168 7723 $17.376 368,503 *1,168
8 Georgia BOS 704,514  $22,225% 7408 Si6.868 306,674 22,225 zoo a54 7,851 $17,218 $68,862 #2954
% North Carofing BOS 704 514 322225 7,408 $16,688 $66 674 22225 32,4954 7,851 $17.215 568 8062 22,954
10 New York BOS 703,636 E22.187 7 S 516,547 366,590 22,197 S22 425 7,642 £17.194 368,775 22,925
11 Hinols BOS 677,878 $21.388 71248 216,041 H64,163 21388 322,088 7,363 $18.567 §685,268 22,059
12 Hentucky BOS 42 875 318,863 § 231 314,020 B56 080 18,653 $19,307 6,426 514,480 $57,82% 19,507
13 Mississippi BOS GRY B3 $18,543 6,181 $13.907 $553 830 8543 $19,1%2 8,284 514,384 357,455 19,152
14 Alzbama BCOS 555,333 H17.8H4 5,945 %13,376 553,502 17,834 518,418 § 144} £13.814 55,258 18419
15 South Carclina State {no cities) 547,793 $16,33%4 5445 F12.251 $49,003 16,334 FIBB70 5623 12853 $50.611 $5,870
16 Tennosses BOS 407,328 $15,373 5,124 511,530 G 12 15,373 15,878 4,243 $11.,908 47,643 15,678
{7 Missouri 808 479,20¢ 315,117 R ALY $41,338 LI 15,117 %1583 0,204 511,71} $4G,0839 15,633
18 Viginia D05 480,337 314,200 4735 510,605 $42.6189 14,208 $14.673 4,891 $11.004 $44.018 4,573
19 New Jersey BOS _ 416,783 $13,148 4383 9,861 $39 444 13,148 $14,578 4526 §30,184 340,738 13,079
20 Indiana BOS 415452  §13,108 4368 8,829 339,318 13,108 $13,536 4512 Fi 152 $40 5GE 13,538
21 Adkansas BOS 411,896 $12,884 4,33 59,745 338,981 12,994 313,420 4473 $10,055 $40,260 13,420
22 Washinglon BOS 397,747 $12.648 4,183 $a.411 $37 5843 12,548 $12.858 438 59,720 334,878 $2.8959
23 Okiahoma BOS aeB,080 $12,208 4,068 $8,158 $36 634 12,208 $T7 B0 4203 $9.458 %37 826 128608
24 Massachuselis BGS B2, 778 B11,444 388 35,583 $34,333 11,444 $11.820 3,848 $8.86% £35,459 114,820
25 West Virginia State {no cilies) 345,083 510,888 302 8,165 $312.659 10,086 11,244 3,748 85,433 $33,731 11,744
26 Wisconsin BOS 344,322 $10.862 3821 %8,147 $32.586 10,882 95,218 3739 E8.414 $33.655 11,418
27 Minnesola BOS 325,860 $10,273 3,424 $7.705  $30.8¥0 1,273 540810 3,537 57,658 $31,881 10,610
28 Agizona 803 285223 33,968 2988 £65.748 526,583 8,998 %9283 3,098 45,870 $27.878 9293
29 lowa BGS ZH3.283  %8,838 2979 $8.702 $26.808 8,936 $9,230 3077 $6,922 $27.68Y & 330
30 Cragon BOS 264 §33 8,348 2,783 35,7261 $25.044 8,348 $8,622 2574 $6 467 £25, 866 8622
3t New Mexico BOS 253,031 37,982 Z.B5Y 35,8487 £23,948 7.8982 $8.744 2748 56,183 224,732 8,244
32 Colorado BOS 2650438  &7.900 2833 35825 $23,701 7,800 $RI60 2,720 5,120 $24,479 8,180
33 Mawviand BOS 209,012 %1234 2,408 55418 521673 7,224 37,461 2,487 5,596 $22,384 7.461
34 Kansas 8GS 196,577 3620 2,067 £4.6581 18,604 6,701 36,405 2,135 4,804 319,214 6,405

35 Utah BOS 165,764  $5,281 1,754 $3.946  BiB 782 5,251 36,433 1611 34,875 16,300 5433
H

-

' y
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e gialalwikyrsorid wia
POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS
{ Piaces of af leas! 140,000, 1980 Census)

150 Citigs a0 50 Slates ..  i00Ciesand50S@tes .
o Annual T Annual
Share of Allocation  Sharg of Share of Allocation  Share of
Persons in $1 8 Based on 336 $18 Basaed on $3 8
" Povorly ($.in G0OY  Jobs YR & (30 DGO Jobs {$ in 00 Sobis SIE0M (S0 00D Jobs

35 Conneclivyt BOS 134,006 4,164 1,288 53,1723 £12,493 4 164 $4.301 1.434 33,228 $12,903 4,304
37 idaho State {no cities) 136,588 $4.120 $.373 $3.080 £12,369 4,120 §4,255 1,418 £3.191 312,784 4284
a8 Maine Slate (no vitles) 128,468 $4,003 1,35% 3,03 12,168 4,053 $4,185 1,395 ¥3.139 12,357 4,188
39 Mantana Stale {no cities) 124,853 $3.838  1.33 32,854 91,848 KRk 34,088 1,358 33,0581 B12.204 4,068
40 Nebraska BOS 108,738 $3,430 1,143 2,573 10,291 . 3430 $3.543 1,181 32,657 50,6828 5543
41 South Dakota State ino Cities) 106,305 33,354 1,118 $4.018 $10,061 3,354 33,464 1,15% 52,598 $40.391 . 3484
42 Morth Dakola Slate {no ities) B8, 276 $2.785 928 $2,089 8,354 2,785 32,878 959 52,157 58628 2,878
43 Nevada 808 75,491 $2.384 704 $1.786 57,144 2,381 $2.460 420 81,845 $7.37% 2,460
44 Neow Hampshise State (ne cities) ‘84,104 2,180 27 $1.838 36,540 2,180 34,251 758 $1,68% 6,754 2,451
4% Rhode Island BOS 58,554 31,847 518 $1,388 35,541 1,847 $1,808 636 1,431 $5.723 1,808
48 Hawai BOS 58,535 31,847 G186 $1,385 5,540 {1,847 $1,847 636 $1.430 35,721 1.807
47 Dolaware Stale {no cities) 58,223 $9.,774 541 $1.330 35,321 1,174 $1,832 511 §1,374 85,495 1,832
48 Vernont State {no cities) 53,388 $1,684 £61 41,263 55051 1,584 31,739 BBO $1,304 35,216 1,739
45 Wyoming State {ng ilies) 52453 $1.B55 8R2 9,241 54,964 1,555 31,708 510 51,282 $5.127 1,709
50 MAlaska BOS 32,292 $31.010 3443 %764 $3,058 1,048 $1,052 514 Li89 $3,158 1,082
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Government Share of Total Employnient in Selected Mctropolitan Arcas, 1993

“Total
Emplovment
(housands)
New York City 33181
New York PMSA 38156
Los Angeles 3762.7
Chicago . 39082
Houston . 17636
Detrot 2002.2
Philtadelphia 676.4
Philadelphia PMSA 21789
5an Antonic » 6207
Dallas 1600.4
Baltimore 4072
Ealtimore PMSA 11306
New Orieans 5891
San Diego 9749
Cleveland 11048
Phoenix o 1216.1
Memphis 531.6
Milwakee 8024
El Paso 2348
Miami ’ 5317
Columbus 784 4
Atlanta 18249
Boston 1811.1
Washington 643.3
Waghington PMSA 24086
St Lows 12460
San Francisico 9i4.1
Indianapolis 7942
Cincinnasi , . BD42
Fresna ' : 264.9
Buflalo © 3391
Austin 516.7
Jacksonville 480.8
Tucson 301.4
Denver 282.1
Fort Worth 653.5
Pittsburg 14529
San Jose 828.0
Newark 938.7
Long Beach
Cklahoma City 474.5
Qakland 895.6
Minneapolis/St. Paul 15429
Kansas City £63.0
Birmingham 442.0

Governmen Government
Employmen: Share
(thousands) (psrcent]
5413 16,3
624.6 164
5338 14,3
4849 124
2433 13.7
2256 11.3
128.% 19.0
384 14.0
1297 20.%
191.6 12.6
g1.1 324
209.8 18.6
103.2 17.2
1847 189
1417 12.8
1613 133
6.2 14.9
8£9.3 ill
483 21.0
To133) 143
1327 17.9
2488 137
2167 12.0
2343 385
5112 254
15307 121
1232 13.7
115.4 119
101.8 12.6
62.9 23.7
8§74 i6.2
1287 24.9
653 134
659 218
138.4 4.2
872 13.3
126 117
848 i3
L3¢ 154
(included in Los Angeles)
101.0 213
176.8 190
32158 14.0
129.4 150
£8.2 154

L



Nashvilie
Toledo
Sacramenio
Partland .
Seattle
Louisville
Haton Rouge
Tulsa
Alburquerque
Tampa
Rochester
Sania Ana
Corpus Crigti
Shreveport
Davton
Laredo
AXron

St Paul
Srockion
Norfolk
Jackson
Mabile
Brownsvilie
Jevsey Chty
Charlotte
Flint

Omaha
Richmond
Wichita
Hariford

San Bermadine
Lubbock
Syracuse
Providenes
(rary

Hialeah
Montgomery
Knoxvilie
Columbus

St. Petersburg
Camden
Springfield
Lexingion-Fav
Colorado Springs

Totat
Employment

6289
A58
209.7

92.4
3378
711.3
1885
3728
502.2
2361
585.7
776.0
107.4
3323
49532
232.5

150.3
312.2

784.4

450.1
2422
252.8
1973

(ncluded in

Government
Employment
{thousands)
8.2

45.9

163,46

1089

172.4

853

374

41,3

[ RS e
R I v S

. . h
Lo LN ) R |

not available
30.8
31.8
727
13.1
461

not avallable
i

Fd T et 2 1o 00 Ld e

T# 0  een Er e £03 B
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not availabie

o
(TR ¥ . N R I R Y
poL o
3ol ha o
=]

;{.&}S}\{J#m
o ek Ly D

ek

ks

L

Government
Share
{nercent)
12.8

14.9

28.1
13.0

14.6

10.5
213
11.8

188

13,1

14.8

L¥ .
i\.)

ek Jud b et Bo¥
Lo tad G
[F T v s & SN ]

{included in Minnzapolis)

t3



{onolulu
spokane
savannah
Zast Los Angeles
Srand Rapids
ias Vegas
Madison
[acoma
Anaheim
Waco
McAllen
Youngstown
Mesa
Chattanooga
Kansas City

U.s. Tota_l

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

Total
Employment
(thousands)
408.4
178.4
126.9

5153
547.1
255.9
217.1

92.3

123.4.

242.2

215.6

116,607

Government Government
Employment Share
t ands {percent}
89.5 21.9
29.7 16.6
20.9 16.5
(included in Los Angeles)
51.5 10.0
58.5 10.7
68.6 26.8
46.6 21.5
not available
14.9 16.1
33.6 27.2
30.1 12.4
(included in Pheonix)
35.0 16.2
(included in Kansas City)
19,279 16.5

Lo
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Welfare-to-Work Jobs Initiative
Draft Labor Protection Provisions Langunage

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

[NOTE: These provisions relate primarily 1o workfare or subsidized jobs activity as might be
Junded with WI'W, rather than 1o the jobs for which WTH performunce payments would be
made, Provisions for jobs into which people are placed need to be more clearly set out
separately. They may include, for example, the provisions on nondiscrimination, Fair Labor
Standards Aet, health and safety coverage, end nondisplacement as in subsections {a){(3} and

(a)(6) below.]

“See. _ .{a) Inassi éning participanis in the program under this part 10 any program activity, or
in assigning individuals Ix*fs:gig‘{cmd with the program under part __ 10 2 position of employment,
the State agency shall assure that -
“(1) each assigniment takes into account the capacity, health and safety, family
responsibiltties, and place of residence of the participant; '
*{2) no participant will be required, without his or her consent, to travel an
nﬁ;ééﬁérzabie distance from his or her home or remain away from such home overnight;
#(3} for the purpose of applying the prohibitions against discrimination on the
basis of 2ge under the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, on;m basis of handicap under
section 504 of the Rehabilitation Aclt, on the basis of sex under title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972, or on the basis of race, color, or national origin under title VI of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, programs and activities funded or otherwise financially
assisted in whele or in part under this Act are considered to be programs and activities
receiving Federal assistance;
(4} no individual shall be exaéaéeé from participation in, denied the benefits of,
subjected to discrimination under, or denied employment i the administration of or in
c{;nnecticn with any such program because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin,

‘age, disability, or politicat affiliation or belief;



*(5) no such assignment will --

“(A) resuit in the displacement of any currently employed worker by any
participant (iiiciuding partizal displacement such as a reduction in the hours of
nonovertime work, wages, or employment benefits;

{B) impair existing contracts for services, or existing collective bargaining
agreements, uniess the employer and the Iabor organization concur in writing with respect
to any elements of the proposed activities with affect such agreement, or either such party
fails to respond (o written notification requesting is concurrence within 30 days of
receipt thereof.

“CY result in the employment of the participant or filling of a position

when
' “(1} any other individual is on layoff from the same or any
" substantiatly cquivalent job; or
{ii} the employer has terminated the employment of any regular

emplovee or otherwise reduced its workforce with the intention of filling
the vacancy 30 created by hiring a participant whas% wages are subsidized
under this At

(DN be created In a promotional line that will infringe in any way upon

T the promoticnal opportunities of currently employed individuals;

“{E} result in filling a vacancy for a position in a State or Jocal government
agency for which State or local funds have been budgeted, unless such agency has
been unable to fill such vacancy with a qualified applicant through such agency’s

. regular employee selection procedure during a period of not less than 60 days;
“(6) no participant shall be ass:lgned to a position with a private nonprofit entity to
carry out activities that are the same or substantially equivalent to activities that have
been regularly carried out by a State or local government agency in the same local ares,
unless such placement meets the nondisplacement requirements of paragraph (5}
“(7) Conditions of employment and training shall be appropriate and reasonable in

light of such factors as the type of work, geographical region, and proficiency of the

participant;



“{8} Heaith and safety standards esiablished under State and Federal law,
atherwise applicable to working conditions of employees, shall be equally applicable to
working conditions of participants. With respect to any participant in a program
conducted under this Act who 15 engaged in activities which are not covered by health
and safety standards under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, the Secretary
shall prescribe, by regulation, such standards as may be necessary o protect the health

and safety of such participants;

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

“{A} Each administrative entity, contractor, and grantee under this Act shall
establish and maintain a grievance procedure for grievances or complaints about its
programs and activities from participants, subgrantees, subcontractors, and other
interested persons. Hearings on any grievance shall be conducted ;vitésirz 30 daysof filing
of a grievance and decisions shall be made not later than 60 days alter the filing of &
grievance. Except for complaints alleging fraud or criminal activity, complaints shall be
made within one year of the alieged occurrence;

“{B) Each recipient of financial assistance under this Act which is an employer of
p:)micipants under this Act shall continue 10 operate or establish and maintain a grievance
procedure relating 1o the terms and conditions of employment;

“(2) Deadlines. ~ '

“{A} Upon exhaustion of a recipient’s grigvance procedure without decision, or

where the Secretary has a reason 1o believe that the recipient is failing to comply with the

( requirernents of this Actor the tcﬁns of the grantee's plan, the Secretary ‘shal‘l investigate
the allegation or belief and determine within 120 days after receiving the complaint
whether such allegation or complaint is true;

“(B) If a person alleges 2 violation of section ____and such person exhausts the
recipient’s grievance procedure or the 60-day tite period described in subsection (9) has
elapsed without a decision, either party to such procedure may submit the grievance 1o

the Secretary. The Secretary shall investigate the allegations contained in the grievance |



and make a determination as to whether a violation of section __has ocourred;

H{O) H the results of the investigation conducted pursuant to paragraph (ii)
indicate that & modification or reversal of the decision issued pursuant to the recipient’s-
grievance proécdurc is warranted, or the 60-day time period described in subsection (§ has
elapsed without a decision, the Secretary may modify or reverse the decision, or issue a
decision if no decision has been issued, ag the case may be, after an opportunity fora
hearing in accordance with the procedures under section ;

(D) H the Secretary determines that the decision issued pursuant o the
recipient’s grievance procedure is appropriate, the determination shall become the final

dectsion of the Secretary.

“(33 Alternative grievance resolution, «-

“(A) A person alleging a violation of section ___ may, as an altemative to the
procedures described in this section, subunit the grievance involving such violation o a
binding grievance procedure if a collective bargaining agreement covering the parties 1o
the grievance so provides.

“{B} The remedies avatlable under paragraph () shall be limitgd to the remedies
avaiiable under sections (Y and )

“(4) Remedies. -

“(A) In general, -~ Except as provided in paragraph (i1}, remedies available to
grievants under this section for violations of section ____ shall be Eimited to -

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

"(i1} prohibition of placement of a participant, for an appropriate period of
time, in 2 program under this Act with an employer that has violated section
as determined under subsection { Jor { }; and

{111} appropriate equitable relief (other than back pay).

“{(B) In addition to the remedies available under paragraph (A), remedies available
under this sac;tion for violations of subsection (}, () and { } may include --

“(1) reinstatement of the grievant o the position held by such grievam

prior te displacement;



*{11} payment of lost wages and benefits; and

“(iil} reestablishment of other relevant terms, conditions, and privileges of

employment.

“(c) In assigning participants in the program under thig part to any program activity, the
State agency shall, in addition to the assurances required under subsection (), assure that -~
“(1) the canditions of participation are reasonable, taking into account in cach
case the experience and proficiency of the participant and the child care and other
supportive services needs of the participant; and
“{2) each assignment 13 based on availsble resources, the participant’s

circumstances, and iocal employment opportunities,

“{d) In assigzliing individuals registered with the State’s WORK program under part { } to
a position of employment, the State agency shall assure that --

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

o *{2) under all activities financed under this Act --
| (A} a trainee shall receive no pavinents for training activities in which the
trainee fails to participate without good cause;
»{B) individuals in on-the-job training shall be compensated by the
. employer at the same rates, including pericdie increases, as similarly situated
employees ¢r trainees and in accordance with applicable law, but in no event less
than the higher of the rate specified in section (8¥a}(1) of the Fair Labor

Standards Act of 1438 or the applicable State or local minimum wage law;

“{Cy individuals employed in activities authorized under this Act shall be
paid wages which shall not be less than the highest of (A) the minimum wage
under section 6(a}{1} of the Fair Labar Standards Act of 1838, (B} the minimum

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



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

employer.

“{e) References in paragraphs (B) and © 1o section 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938 (29 US.C. 206{a){1}} ~

“(1} shall be deemed {0 be references to section 60 of that Agt for individuals in

the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico;

(2} shall be deemed to be references to section 6(a)(3) of that Act for individuals
in the Amertcan Samoans; and
{3} shall not be applicable for individuals in other {ferntorial jurisdictions in

which section & of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 does not apply.

“(f) Allowances, sarnings and paymients to individuals participating in programs under
this Act shall not be considered as income for the purposes of defermining eligibility for and the
amount of income transfer and in-kind aid furmshed vnder any Federal or federally assisted

program based on need, other than is provided under the Social Security Act.

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

none of sac%z funds will be used 10 assist, promote, or deter union organizing.

‘() The provisions of this section apply to any work-related programs and aciivities
under this part, ‘



SECRETARY OF LABOR

WASHINGTON
‘ March 16, 1998
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT ‘
AND VICE PRESIDENT :
FROM: : ALEXIS M. HERMAN, SECRETARY OF LABOR a
SUBJECT: NATIONAL WELFARE-TO-WORK TOUR
£, OVERVIEW cee s

Pursuant 0 your request last Fall, [ sef out on a national grassroots four to examine how
communities and individuals are taking on the welfare-to-work challenge. As you have often
said, the enactment of welfare reform legislation was not the end of the process, it was the
beginning.  visited a cross-section of the country to see new beginnings at the state and local
fevel and to tajk with those directly impacted about how policy reforms are translating in the
lives of real people,

In total, | traveled to ten cities--siarting with you at the Cessna Plant in Wichita and ending at a
not-custodial fathers’ program in Los Angeles last month. In between, T met with emiployees at
the Department of Labor making the welfare-to-work transition; visited a pioneering small
business in Cleveland; sow Inbor-management teamwork to train and find jobs for welfare
reeipienis in Las Vegas; spoke with religious, civic and community lenders in Milwaukeg;
witnessed the solid transitional approach of the Delaware program; was inspired by a Harlem
initiative that prepares individuals for the culture of work: listened to how Native Americans
have been uffectied by policy changes in Phoenix; and observed the importance of a coordinated
one-stop workforee development center in Tampa.

As | begun this tour, | took with me three principal goals:

i To identify the key challenges that will ensure long-term success of welfare
reform, .

2. To put a human face on this effort and engage in a candid dialogue about the real
world impact of policy changes.

3, To gange how the Department of Labor’s work dnd resources can hest be utilized

to advance reform,

Nevertheless, our firsteyear success must be colored by the realization that the most difficult
work 18 ahead because the hardest to serve remain. We recognize that this population faces
multiple barriers and the solutions are not self-evident or eastly organized. There will be
ditferent responses in difforent states and we must stand ready to respond 1o the next phase,

Fl

WORKRG TO IMPROVE THE LIVES OF AMERICA'S WORKPG FAMILIES

i .



This memorandum is a summary of what | heard and found. Appendix A provides a detailed
report of each stop on my tour. The status of the Department of Labor’s grant process can be

found in Appendix B.

L ON THE RIGHT TRACK

Welfare reform is firmly taking root across America. The strong economy, common sense
reforms from Washington, and innovations at the local level have all combined to improve
peoples lives. In community after community, | met'with people who have moved from the rolls
of welfare 1o the role of responsible worker, proud parent, and tnvolved citizen.

I cannot help but recall Lillie Harden of Arkansas who joined you at the welfare reform bill
signing ceremony in August 1996, As I traveled the nation, I can report that I saw Lillic Hardens
all over this country--people who are proud that their families are proud of them--individuals

who are truly on a new road.

QOur nation is also on 2 new road. This is pioneering work, As we continue, our task is to share
best practices and to monitor and focus on the defining issues that will largely determine whether

welfare reform succeeds for the long haul.

Throughout my tour, three questions consistently emerged that cut (e the heart of meeting this
challenge. First, how can we reinforce the welfare reform success that has been made? Second,
how do we remove the barriers to not just getting, but keeping a job? Third, whatcan we do to
help families over the long-term secure a foothold on the ladder of opporfunity to reach seif-
sufficiency?

1 believe if we answer each of these with action, the guestion of whether welfare reform succeeds
will answer itself.

A, Reinforcing Success

The first key to reinforcing success is removing the stigma of welfare. Welfare recipients
want to work, They want to provide for their families, They want to be role models for

their kids.

Early in my tour, | began using the term *‘new worker” because it became apparent that
these individuals felt strongly that they were being shigmatized, unable to let go of their
past and chart a new course. New workers do not want to be treated as ex-welfare
recipients but as fellow workers entitled to the same dignity and respect as any other.



We are integrating that view into every aspect of the Department’s program and public
education efforts, Most significantly, this includes steps to ensure that new workers
receive the rights, benefits and protections of workers, including a fair wage, equal
opportunity on the job and every other labor safeguard that is theirs by right and by law

But just as impartant as enforcing the letter of the law is reaffirming its spirit. And in
that, the answer Jies not in new programs or even new money, but new attitudes and a
new mindset. The Department of Labor has issued a short fact book entitled “4bowt
Welfare” to assist in this effort.

The second key to reinforcing success is showeasing businesses that have reached out to
welfare recipients. The Welfare-to-Work Partnership led by Eli Segal is making
tremendous inrcads. We can do more to help both large and small employers understand
that welfare recipients are a pool of talent waiting to be tapped. The focus must be on
private sector jobs. That is the core of our economy and the key 10 moving welfare
recipients into the economic mainstrean.

We still have work to do in making sure businesses are aware of the tax advantages
inherent in hiring new workers. For example, during an employer roundtable in Los
Angeles, I asked how many had heard of the Welfare-to-Work Tax Credit or the Work
Opportunity Tax Credit. No one at the table, not even the largest em;}loyar&««ARCO or
Pacific Bell--had heard of these tax credits.

Similarly, few new workers know about the Eamned Income Tax Credit. A number of
non-profit organizations have begun a public education campaign. So has the Welfare-to-
Work Partnership. Nevertheless, we need o pool our efforts and think roore broadly in

termns of oufreach,

R Removing Barriers

For a welfare recipient, there are many real obstacles on the path to success.
Transportation, ¢hild care, and affordable housing were highlighted in every stop in my
tour as significant barriers to not just getting bul keeping a job. Today, for example, two
out of three new jobs are in the suburhs, but three out of four welfare recipients live in
central cities or rural areas,

Pending legislative proposals and White House initiatives will make a significant
contribution in addressing these challenges and complementing the Department of
Labor's welfare-to-work efforts. The proposed 3100 million a year welfare to work
transportation plan that is part of ISTEA is designed to assist states and localities in
developing flexible modes of transportation--and bridging the gap between people and
jobs, Also, the Administration’s 8283 million proposal for new housing vouchers would
help welfare recipients move closer 1o a new job, reduce a long commute and secure a



miore stable environment,

But there was ancther barrier that many new workers mentioned to me that may not be as
familiar as the resi~and that is the administrative hurdles that fur too many new workers

must encounter.

Individuals, for example, may have to take time off to go to one office 1o let their
caseworker know they have a job. Ther another day in the month, take time off to pick
up 4 transportation voucher. Still another day in the month and another office to collect a
child care stipend. I have said that is like having to go to the Department of Motor
Vehicles three times a month to register your car. Removing bamiers on the path to
success does not always mean spending money, sometimes it just means using common

SLNse.

We also recognize that the barriers to success are the highest for the bardest to serve. As
you know, the Department of Labor’s $3 billion grant program is designed specifically to
focus on the needs of this population. This initiative is just underway, but we are
reaching out to states and local communities and seeking out innovative and creative
ideas. To date, we have sent more than $180 million in formula grants to ten states. A

full status report is included in Appendix B.

C. Reaching Self-Sufficiency

The ultimate goal of welfare-to-work is for individuals to provide for themselves and
their family, It is not just about getting a job or even keeping a job, but it is about’
launching a carcer. The Work First concept is the foundation of welfare-to-work, But ]
was froubled to hear accounts in Wisconsin, for example, that teen-age mothers were

forced to quit high school to pursue a job.

Work must be the priority. But education and training are essential 1o helping families
move not just off the rolls, but up the career ladder. That is the measure of success, not
dead end jobs, but work that leads to sclf-sufficiency. As we develop policies and
strategies to encourage life-long leaming and skills development, we need to pay special
attention to the impact these policies will have on the hardest to serve populations.

Also reaching self-sufficiency and helping 3 welfare recipient become whole takes the
whole family. That means we need to focus on fathers,

Clearly, fathers need to be a part of their children’s upbringing, both emotionally and
financially. We know that kids have the best chance to succeed when both parents are
involved and responsible. The Administration’s pelicy on child support enforcement is
paying real dividends. But, of course, one needs a job 1o pay child support.
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In that regard, there is more we can do to help raise the earning potential of fathers so
they can pay their share. 1saw a creative approach at the Los Angeles Parents’ Fair Share
tnitiative which provides fathers with training for higher incomes and family counseling
to help them reengage in their children’s lives. This aspect of welfare reform has not
received much attention, but I believe it deserves closer focus.

At the Department, [ am dirccling my staff to review existing programs to see how we are
serving the non-custodial population. | have had preliminary conversations with the Ford
Foundation on how best the Department can pariner in its Fragile Families Initiative. 1
also intend to contact Governors Ridge and Carper o explore what role the Department
¢an play in the Governors' National Fatherhood Initiative,

IIL  Possible Next Steps
Where do we go from here? [ have four suggestions for possible next steps,

First, we need to enhance coordination and communication between federal agencies. We at the
Department of Labor have been working closely with the Domestic Policy Council which has
been instramental in providing information, guidance and input. In addition, [ have already met
with Administrator Alvarez to lay out plans on how to forge 3 more coordinated relationship.
Qur staffs are working on a Memorandum of Understanding which we plan to announce in the
spring. Iknow that there is a regular DPC staif-level all-agency meeting to track progress on
welfare-to-work. [ would suggest a quarterly Cabinet-level welfare-te-work meeting that would
provide a mechanism for officials to come together and discuss cross-cutting efforts.

Second, 1 will encourage my Cabinet colleagues o travel the country as | did o investigate and
tigten first hand how their programs are affecting new workers. I would ¢ncourage state and
local leaders to do the same. In fact, after my day in Wilmington, Delaware, Governor Carpar

commitied to doing just that,

Third, fabor, community-based and faith-based organizations are doing great work, but they
should be challenged to do more. We must also leverage resources of the Vice-President's
Coalition to Sustain Success to expand our network of community-based organizations,

And finally, I know that when you were Governor, you helped convene a meeting of our nation’s
governors and welfare recipients. 1 belteve the tirne is ripe 1o do that once again, but on a Jarger

seale.

I would recommend that the Adminmsiration convene an "Qpportunity Summit” which would
bring together relevant Cabinet Members with governors, local elected officials, practitioners
with different ideas, labor and community-based organizations, as well as welfare recipients with
different experiences to share solutions and focus on the challenges of making welfare reform a
success for the long term. The Summit would explore how we can work together on improving
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access 1o post employment or work experience training, expanding child care and transportation
services, extending transition assistance, and tackling the issues related to non-custodial parents.

Again, I want to thank you for providing me the opportunity to assess the status of welfare
reform efforts around the nation. This is an ongoing process that will take time and hard work.
We've made tremendous progress, but the challenge 1s to constantly reinforce the successes,
promote hest practices, and fix what is broken.

In the end, it will take leadership, partnership and creative ideas. We must continue to take our
thinking from “inside the Beltway” to “outside the box.”" We have to remember that enduring

success for a welfare recipient is not measured just by leaving the rolls or even getiing a job,

Real suecess for a welfare recipient is measured with the same yardstick used by anyone else.

Put simply, it means having a good career with secure benefits and rising incomes throughout
their life and it means having their children look to them with pride. New workers do not want to

settle for anything less. Neither should we.



Appendix A




Appendix A
WELFARE-TO-WORK SITE VISITS

i. WICHITA, KANSAS
November 17, 1697

The Cessna Aircralt Company established a new state.of-the-art facility to train welfare
recipients for skilled production jobs at Cessna. The new 20,000 square foot facility allows
{essna, a unionized plant, to double its welfare-to-work program and provide on-site child care
for the children of its trainees. Cessna is one of the founding members of the national Welfare-
to-Work Partership, the American business community's effort to help move peopls on public
assistance into jobs in the private scetor,

'+ ]

The new factlity was built by the city of Wichita using loan guarantees from the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development, and is part of a new Cessna tampus that includes temporary
housing for trainees and a new sub-assembly plant, :

Cessna's model program provides individualized training in sheet metal assembly, a salary with
heaith benefiis and child care, and a guaranteed job upon completion of the program. About 200
graduates of the program are now working at Cessna, at an average wage of 312 an hour, Cessna
also sponsors a smaller, clerical skills training program, also housed at the new facility, which
places graduates at companies throughout the city.

Lessons Learned:

The program highlights the successful partnerships that can be forged between business and
governwent. The extent of services provided by both the employer and the government enhance
their ability to ensure the success of the program. The leaders of Cessna recognized that it was
good business for them {o frain and to hire welfare recipients.

(essna provides the training. The company has alse hired counselors to assist the new
employees in adjusting to the work environment. Cessna designed and implemented the traming
prograw and provides jobs for the graduates. In partnership with Cessna, the Kansas Department
of Social and Rehabilitation Services screens applicants for the program, pays for ¢hild care and
in some cases the social worker is closely involved with the client. In addition, state and federal
funding pays 50 percent of the trainees’ wages and the Kansas State Department of Commerce
pays the instructors’ salaries, In the end, new workers receive the salaties, benefits, and support
services that lead them to sustainable self-sufficiency.
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2. WASHINGTON, B.C.
November 18, 1957
Decernber 9, 1897
Jaouwary 29, 1998

To date, the U.S. I)cpaﬁmem af Labar has hired 54 welfare recipients and committed to hiring
another seventy. On November 18, 1 sat down with a group of new hires at the Department to
hear their concerns. The individuals with whom [ spoke possess a strong work ethic and are

committed to their own sucoess.

Lessons Learned: |

. There was recognition from the group that once they get on their feet with a first job, the path to
greater financial security is to enroll in training courses.

=

The DOL roundtable with new workers was the first one on my tour, but what 1 heard there was
echoed throughout my “new worker” roundtables. That is, they want to work, they want to be
given the opportunity to succeed, but they don't always want o be singled out as the "former
welfare recipient.” They want to be treated like everyone clse and accorded the same respect that
other workers are given. For ug, that means ensuring that new workers are at least being paid the
minimum wage, afforded all of the other FLSA protections, as well as other Iabor protections and
benefits including the right to organize, that workers are entitled to receive under our nation’s
laws. Often, we had people that did not want to come forward o tell their stortes for fear that
their employer would find out they are former recipients. One woman said to me: "I'm very
grateful, but there's a problem ... we know where we are coming from ... we know we were on
welfare, but we don't want to be reminded of it all of the time.”

The DOL roundtable was the first event where I heard individual problems regarding the lack of
transttion assistance. In some cases, when a person gets a job, their benefit check may stop
immediately which means they have liftle or no money to secure them through the period of
benefit cutoff and the first pay check. On many occasions this means to going without the
necessitics, such as paying the rent or utilities, buying food, or taking a sick child to the doctors.
Throughout my tour [ heard this issue, along with the lack of affordable child care and the lack of
transportation, as the greatest barriers to attaining financial selfsufficiency.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN

On December 9, 1997, 1 addressed the National Council of Negro Women where [ spoke of the
importance of striking a deal for responsibility, job opportunitics, and job retention.
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Implicit in this deal is that new workers must commit 1o learning new work habits and new skiils,
show up every day, work hard, and take personal responsibility for their lives and their familtes,

Employers must provide good jobs at fair wages and on-the-job training for the new workers,
Providing a first job 1s crucial, but new workers should have oppottunities for learing new
skills, and mobility up the career ladder just like other workers.

The broader community must support the new workers in their quest for a better life by providing
support and retention services needed to get and keep good jobs, such as quality, affordable child
care and transporiation to and from the job.

I used those three tenets .., personal responsibility, job Opﬁonunizies, and job retention services ...
as benchmarks for measuring successiul welfare-to-work interventions as [ traveled to local
communities around the country.

When partners in local communities were able to strike this deal, and fashion collaborative,
integrated approaches, we found the barriers to employment fell by the wayside and economic
self-sufficiency was obtainable for hard-to-employ welfare recipients.

On January 29, 1998, I met with the Jobs, Education and Workforee Committee at the U5,
Conference of Mavor's Winter Legislative Conference in Washington, D.C,, and had the
opportunity to discuss welfare-to-work partnership strategies with our pation's mayors. They and
. their local workforce development councils will decide how to best use the new welfare-to-work
grants in coordination with other welfare to work efforts already underway in their communities.
Further developing and strengthening our partnership with the nation's local elected officials is a
critical element in ensuring the successful implementation of our welfare-to-work eiferts, and the

mayors are sharing their experiences with us every step of the way,

3. CLEVELAND, OHIO
November 28, 1997

CLEVELAND WORKS

Cleveland Works enrolls economically disadvantaged people in pre-employment job readiness
clagses and then links job-ready emplovees with local companies. A nonprofit employment
program, 1t offers more than 30 kife skill and professional develgpment courses, ranging from
how to set an alarm clock ¢ resume wriling, word processing and other job skills. Cleveland
Works sends employers only applicants who have at {east a high school education or GED
equivalent; have been fully trained in job-readiness skills, including workplace behavior and
issues of authority; have passed a company entrance exam; have undergone a background check;
have been drug tested; and have some technical skills training.

~
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Along with County Commissiener Jane Campbell, I toured the ColorMatrix Corporation, a
downtown Cleveland firm that produces liquids used to color plastics. To date, ColorMatrix hag
hired 12 welfare recipients through the Cleveland Works program. Most ef its job applicants
have little or no experience working in a manufacturing plant, Many of their employees come
with iegal problems, histories of substance abuse or other issues that inhibit their capacity to be
reliable employees, ColorMatrix looks to Cleveland Works for qualified applicants and has a 91
per cent retention rate with Cleveland Works referred applicants, which is much higher than the

company's overall rate,

Lessons Learned:

The partnership between Cleveland Works and small businesses ltke ColorMatrix demeonstrates
the kind of community-based organization and small business partnership we want 1o encourage.
As described above, Cleveland Works prepares the individuals for a work environment and then
it is able to fink their client to valuable employment opportunities. ColorMatrix understands that
its practices are good business. In a recent Los Angeles Times article, the President of
ColorMatrix declared that if given the choice between hiring a Cleveland Works participant or an
applicant off the street, he would choose the Cleveland Works person because he knows that he

will be getting a quality worker,

Once hired, ColorMatrix does its part in helping employees stay on the jeb and mave up the
career ladder. New employees earn $6.00 o $7.00 an hour plus benefits, including health
insurance, a 401(k) plan, merit bonuses and tuition reimbursements. Emplovees receive 200
hours of on-the-job tratning for the three full-time entry-level categories: clerical, general labor
and packaging. ColorMatrix has also implemented several programs to address the challenge of
cultural conflicts in the workplace, This includes Shared Values, a training workshop and a
fifteen-week motivational program, during which employees interact with senior management
and begin to develop a sense of ownership of the company. The company zlso retains a private
referral service which provides support services, counseling on financial and domestic issues and
other resources at no charge to employees.

While in Cleveland, ] addressed the Urban League of Greater Cleveland's Equal Opportunity Day
Luncheon to taik about ways 1o ensure that all Americans prosper in today's economy. Programs
such as the Urban League's Rising Tide Initiative, which gives training and job leads to
unemployed fathers 18 vears of age and older, are examples of the types of programs that can
improve economic opportunities for all people. The success of the welfare-to-work program will
depend upon organizations like the Urban League and other community-based organizations who
can help implement collaborative and integrated strategies to link new workers with job
oppormnities. Their practical, day-to-day support is cnfical to overcome the barriers facing so
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many of the people still on the welfare rolls.

4. LAS VEGAS, NEVADA
November 20, 1997

At the Culinary Union Traimng Center {CUTC), | was accompanied by Governor Miller,
Senators Bryan and Reid as well as the Mayor Laverty Jones of Las Vegas. The CUTC is a joint
union-management partnership, established as part of the collective bargaining agreement
between the hotels and unions in Las Vegas, provides training in the skill areas needed for
employment in various housekeeping and restaurant jobs in the hotel industry, The program
provides pre-employment training for people seeking employment in the hotel industry as well as
advanced training for persons currently employed but wishing to advance within the hotel

industry,

The main training center is located in a hotel in downtown Las Vegas, within easy acgess of
public transportation, which is an important criterion since getting to and from work can often be
an employment barrier for many new workers. A second training site, used for guest room
simulation for the housckeeping training classes, s in a City of Las Vegas Housing Authority

apartment complex.

The Center recruits its workers from local, state and private agencies, such as the state welfare
agency, unemployment office, housing authority, and local Schooi-to-Work programs.

The Culinary Union Training Center (CUTC) training prograz}*i illustrates the imporiant role that
labor unions play in helping to move individuals from welfare to work, Morgaver, the
partnership that the labor unions have built with employers in the Las Vegas area is a key fo the
CUTC program's success. With such employer participation, the training institute is able to link
trainees 1o real jobs. The training center places 70 per cent of its graduates,

The training program is so highly regarded that one of the hotels has committed to hiring 10
percent of its 8,000 workforce from the welfare rolls, Otber hotel owners attend CUTC

graduations to find new employees.

The emphasis that CUTC places en life skills adds to their success. 1 had the opportunity (o ses
irainges busy at work performing vartous work tasks in the kitchen and food preparation area,
They were fearning the life skills needed for success in the warld of work: a strong work ethic,
the importance of regular attendance and punctuality, the need to follow a supervisor's
instructions and maintaining personal hygiene. In anticipation of an increased number of welfare
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recipients, they are adding an extended life skills class to the standard curricufum as a separate
class, which is a prerequisite to taking a jobs training class. Also impressive, was the CUTC's
foresight of placing its facility in downtown Las Vegas so that it 18 casily accessible from all
areas of Las Vegas by publie transportation, Further, the CUTC also provides free training to
incumbent workers who want to enhance and improve their skills so that new workers can move
up a carcer ladder and into self-sufficiency.

5. NEW YORK, NEW YORK
December 4, 1997

STRIVE .
STRIVE (Support and Training Results in Yaluable Employment) (s a no-nossense training

program that prepares the jobless for the culture of work. STRIVE focuses on the hardest to
serve populations, 1t has locations in East and West Harlem, serving predominantly African
American and Hispanic communities. STRIVE's "tough love" process of helping people find
employment and attain self-sufficiency was 1dentified by the U8, Government Accounting
Office as a successful employment and training strategy.

The program trigs to equip people with the tools to succeed by ensuring they are exposed to the
rules of work. STRIVE has proven itself by establishing relationships with major New York
employers, including Gulf & Western, Viacom, Mt. Sinal Medical Center, Disney, Bank of New
York, Smith Barney, as well as Bear Steams. It also hias a strong commitment to post-placement
support and career development and advancement of its graduates, Follow-up services include
frequent phone contacts, individual counseling sessions, evening and weekend activities, alumni
forums, upgrade and replacement services and occasional home visits. s job retention rate after
two years of employment is 77 to 80 percent.

STRIVE, which has been hughlighted by CBS's 60 Minutes program, is primarily privately
funded, but recenity received a $1.8 million federal Department of Labor grant, It just received a
Ford Foundation grant, Access Support and Advancement Partnership (ASAP), to assist
employed STRIVE graduates to advance in the labor market.

Community-based organizations such as STRIVE play an instrumental role in making welfare-
to-work a success. STRIVE's "tough love” or mental boot camp” approach gives a more
experiential and realistic view of work. STRIVE's pre-program orientation requires participants
to actively demonstrate their commitment to both training and employment and clearly defines
expectations such as daily, on time attendance, appropriate dress for the business world,
displaying a good aititude, and completing all homework assignments,
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While visiting STRIVE, Congressman Charles Rangel and | held a welfare-to-work roundtable
- where [ heard from new workers and employers. Temence, a former student and someone [ will
he mentoring, talked about how STRIVE changed his attitude and how that change has been
instrumental in helping him get a job. Gary Browne, a private technology business owner who
has hired many STRIVE graduates, said that "we can teach the hardware but if we have 1o work
with the attitude we have a problem.™

While in N’ew York I spoke to students from the Center for the Study of the Presidency at

_ Fordham University. [ stressed the imporiance of not just moving people from welfare to work,
but actually keeping them working, achieving and contributing {0 society. As a nation, we must
propel our efforts to move people off of welfare rolls and onto payrells with respect for new
workers and their future career potential. While highlighting the need for welfare regipisnts to
take responsibility for themselves and their famifies, it is equally important for the rest of us to
not stereotype people. The challenges ahead are great, but if ali sectors of the community work
together, every family can have the opportunity to make 3 fair claim on our nation’s prosperity.

8. MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN
December 12 « 13, 1997

"ff‘zé M. 0 R E (Maxlmzzmg Oppcr{umuas ina Reszmcmnrtg Eceaomy} project of Milwaukee's
Martin Luther King Economic Development Corporation, is a collaborative, community based
effort that uses a market oriented approach to job training and placement, M.O.R.E. provides
community-based education and employment-specific training as part of a supported path to
employment for men and women in the health care sector. The M.O.R.E. project 1s implemented
Iocally in collaboration with Covenant Health Care System, Inc., and its five member hospitals in

southeastern Wisconsin.

M.O.R.E. works with residents of Milwaukee's Harambee community by offering individualized
assessment, education, self-csteem building, job training, and ongoing support and case
management services. Pariicipants are then matched with available jobs in health care,

The M.O.R.E. Project receives support from the Ford Foundation, the Milwaukee
Foundation and the City of Milwaukee Comnuunity Development Block Grant Program,
Technical assistance is provided by the National Economic Development Law Center,
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ROUNDTABLES
1 had a series of roundtable discussions with new workers, representatives from faith-based
organizations, Milwaukee service providers and community-based organizations, as well 88 a

meeting with area labor officials. .

While visiting the MLOR.E Project, I spoke to 12 new workers, along with Representatives
Barrett and Kleczka, The new workers indicated that there is a luck of transporiation assistance,
acvess to affordable, safe child care, as well ag 2 lack of a suppon network and access to
information on available secvices. The participants also spoke of the need for better training and

education opportunities.

[ also had the opportunity to meet with a broad cross-section of Milwaukee's faith-based
communmty to discuss welfare-to-work strategies they found to be successful in their community,
as well as efforts that did not produce desired results. The interfaith group described various
activities such as food and housing programs and community support networks.

I heard system-improvement suggestions from service delivery participants in a separate
discussion attended by the Milwaukee County Private Industry Council, W-Z program
contractors, and a vanety of community-based organizations who are gngaged in welfarg-to-work
efforts tn Milwaukee. Some of the issues that surfaced during the meeting included those related
to heslth and safety problems of provisional child care; the dire need for front loaded skills
training before job placement; and the lack of access to transportation. In response to that issue,
it was indicated that Milwaukee has a job-ride and Bridges to Work program and the Private
Industry Council is developing a transportation clearinghouse.

During my meeting with labor representatives, we discussed their concerns related o the lack of
state consultation with them on welfare reform. They mndicated that they were pleased by your
commitment on the issues of displacement and worker protections. However, they were
concerned about worker protections being ¢xtended to community service jobs. They have
started their own welfare-to-work program o recruit wornen into pre-apprenticeship programs
including sofl skills and transportation.

Lessons Leavned:

At the community level, community-based orgamzations, faith-based groups, and labor unions
are working together to improve the transition for Milwaukee's welfare recipients. 1did notice
the nieed for the development of expansive and integrated partnerships. [ found that there is little
problem it moving most welfare recipients inte a job or work experience. However, most of
those with whom I spoke were worried by the lack of follow-ou (raining opportunities and poor
{ransition assistance to help transitioning workers move to self-sufficiency,
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While visiting Milwaukee, 1 provided the keynote address to the National Black Caucus of State
Legislators to highlight their role in implementing welfare-to-work efforts in their respective
states. I emphasized how welfare-to-work efforts are not being run out of distant bureaucracies
in Washington but that these initiatives will be administered and operated in the states and in
local communtities across the country,

Gavernors, state legislatures, mayors and county officials, along with local workforce
development councils, will decide how best to use the additional resources to move people from
welfare rolls to payroils. Creative collaborations and integration of services between the welfare
system, workforce development, business, labor, faith-based organizations, and other members
of the nonprofit and community-based sectors must pool available resources and strategies to
overcome the many bammers faced by hard to employ, long-term welfare recipients,

It will take the entire commaunity, in its broadest sense, to meet the challenges presented by those
who remain on the welfare tolls those with little or no work history, poor reading and math skills,
lack of transportation to and from work, no access to quality, affordable child care, or those who
may be fighting substance abuse, or struggling with physical or mental health conditions.

7. DOVER, DELAWARE
January 7, 1998

Governor Carper, Senator Biden, Representative Castle and Mayor James Sills joined me fora
tour of the West End Neighborhood House offers a broad array of services to help welfare
recipients and other economically disadvantaged families in the Wilmington community reach
geonomic self-sufficiency. The West End Neighborhood House runs an Employment and
Training Center with GED, job readiness and life skills courses, and has a computer center with
25 personal computers that are in use 12 < 15 hours a day. There is an on-site pre-natal clinic,
four Head Start classrooms for approximately 72 three to four year olds, befors and after scheol
programs for school-aged children, food closets, as well as homeless and other housing related
assistance. West End Neighborhood House works collaboratively with a number of cther
organizations, government, and the business community,

L.essons Learned:

Govemnor Carper's implementation of Delaware's welfare reform plan “A Better Chance” (ABC)
is an example of how other state leaders should respond to this challenge. In order to ensure the
participation of employers, Governor Carper designated an Employer's Committee to lead ABC.
The Governor personally recruited each member of the commitiee and was actively involved in
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each step. The Employers’ Caunc;l has developed a parmershlp with state agencies where they
meet with cabinet heads and key policy makers,

In order to facilitate 2 smooth transition, the Employers® Council wants to facus on fixing both
arban and rural transportation preblems; o institute 2 "buddy system” to help new workers so
that they can acclimate to hife ou the shop floor; and to provide an expectations list, that will
highlight ail questions a new worker might not know 1o ask and anywer in an orientation.

Although the State of Delaware is generous with transitional benefits compared with other states,
it appears not to be enough. During a roundiable discussion with new workers where [ was
accompanied by Gov. Carper, | heard the new workers' concern about their trangitional assistance
being eliminated too early and the tough choices that result when benefits are reduced or
gliminated. Most thought that six months should be time enough to receive a pay raise and (o
pay old bills. As a result of roundtable discussion, Governor Carper will hold a series of his own
roundtables throughout the state to determing what other problems his administration needs to

address.

8. PHOENIX, ARIZONA
Japuary 13, 1998

While i was in P!wemx fmr the Raoe inm atlvc i spent time with twelve tribal leaders from the
State of Arizona to discuss their concerns related to welfare reform and other issues. The tribal
leaders talked about inadequate federal funding and the lack of an economic base on reservations,
Due to the underdevelopment of on-reservation tribal seonnmies, tribes are confronted with
major barriers when it comes to placing TANF recipienis mio jobs. They spoke of the need to
link job training programs to welfare-to-work resources to create jobs. The leaders also
requested additional job training azzd welfare-to-work funds to decrease the welfare dependency

of Native Americans.

Further, the leaders believe that the jobs required 1o help give welfare to work a reasonable
chance of succeeding simply do not exist on Indian reservations. The extreme economic
conditions coupled with the acute lack of infrastructure and transportation services exacerbate the
problems Native Americans face i getting and keeping a job. Most reservations in Arizonas are
located in geographically isolated areas. On-reservation rouds are primarily unpaved and poorly
maintatned. Due to the remote locations of many of the reservations, adequate public
transportation does not exist and few Native Americans own their own autemobiles to get them

to jobs off the reservations.
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Appendix A
Lessons Learned:

The Labor Department has set up a permanent Native American Employment and Training
Council with the intent to expand opportunity and access to goad jobs. The Councit also helped

in the planning of the welfare-to-wark program.

Because of the continued Iack of economic development on teservations, most Native Americans
tribes continue to have an alarmingly hgh rate of poverty, Some mbal members do leave the
reservations after having the opportunity to enrell in a tribal employment and training program.
This opportunity, however, leads to a "brain drain™ on the reservations. The newly trained
individual has to leave the resezvatzon for a job and those who are left behind are not afforded

stmilar opportunities.

9. TAMPA, FLORIDA
January 29, 1998

TAMPA ONE-STOP JOB CAREER CENTER

Tampa's One-Stop Job Career Center offers customers job service, vocational education, weliare,
vocatienal rehabilitation and Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) services under one roof. The
One-Stop Center serves welfare recipients and other economically disadvantaged Florida
residents, as well as dislocated workers, unemployment insurance ¢laimants and applicants,

transitional military personnel and the general population,

At the One-Stop Career Center, customers receive employability assessments, career
assessments, occupational testing, information on training, labor market information, job
development, job placement, Unemployment Insurance claims processing, on-the-job training
placements, employment counseling, and career exploration.

Refemral services include secupational skills training; job search assistance; literacy; basic skills
training; English as second language classes; GED preparation and testing; work experience;
self-esteem; self-help services for employers; and self-help services for individuals,

‘The Work and Gain Economic Self-Sufficiency Act (WAGES), Florida's welfare reform initiative,
requires welfare recipients to receive job search and job placement assistance up front. I people do
not get a job after two weeks, they are then required to participate in the Job Club, where they are
exposed to learning how to write resumes and interview for jobs, If they still have not found
employment, they are referred to a service provider for intensive services during the last two weeks

of a six-week effort.
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Appendix A

The Tampa One-Stop Job Career Center, like other Department of Labor supported One Stops
throughout the country, is a model service center where clients can receive a plethora of services
unider one roof. The co-location of services and partnership among various agencies can

* eliminate needless bureaucratic barrisrs that welfare recipients often face.

16. LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
February 13, 1998

¥

EALEN Ly FALR SOARL

L.A. District Attorney, Gil Gareetti, along with County Commissioners Goria Molina and
Yvonne Braithwaite Burke accompanied me as | visited L.A. County’s Parents' Fair Share {PFS)
site. PFS is an initistive for unemploved noncustodial parents (usually fathers) of children
receiving public assistance. The project has three central goals: to increase the employment and
earnings of noncustodial parenis who are unemployed and unable to adequately support their
children; to reduce poverty among children receiving public assistance by encouraging and
requiring their noncustodial parents to pay child support; and to assist noncustodial parents in
providing other forms of support to their children when appropriate.

In most cases, noncustodial parents are referred to PES during count hearings or appointments
scheduled by the child support enforcement agencies in response to parents' failure to make
court-ordered chilid support payments for children receiving welfare. Non-custodial parents who
cite unemployment as the reason for nonpayment are ordered 1o attend PFS activities. PFS
programs are built around four core components: employment and training, enhanced chiid
support enforcement, peer support, and mediation. PFS sites have considerable flexibility in
implementing these components and may add additional services where appropriate. It is notable
that of the seven PFS sites nationwide, L.A's program is the only one working actively with the
ITPA system for employment and training related services,

The PFS program is a partnership of Federal and state agencies, private foundations, and

. community-based organizations. Partners include the California Department of Social Services;
the L.A. District Attorney's Office; the ULS, Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services
and Agriculture; the L.A. City, L.A. County, and South Bay Service Delivery Areas; and
community-based organizations such as El Proyecto del Barmio and Chicano Action Services.
The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) coordinates and evaluates the

program.
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Appendix B
STATUS OF WELFARE-TO-WORK GRANT PROGRAM

The ultimate goal of the Administration's 53 billion welfare-to-work program is to help the
hardest-to-employ move from dependency to self-sufficiency. We know that entering the labor
market is only the first step. There are three principles that we are following in implementing
this program, We are working toward ensuring lasting employment i real jobs, We are
targeting the hardest-to-employ. Finally, we are doing business differently by making the "work
first™ philosophy 2 hallmark to the program.

Since August we have been busy implementing the program. We have deployed several
mechanisms o achieve our gosis. Regulations governing the formula grants to states and
localities have been promulgated. As you know, $2.2 billion will be allocated by formula grant
to the states over two years based on their population of poor people and adult recipients of

TANF. We have been receiving state plans since January and will be accepting plans up fo June
30. To date, we have received 16 plans, 10 of which I have approved. In total, $180 million has
gone to [llinois, Michigan, South Carelina, Massachusetts, Nevada, Nebraska, Louisiana,

Hawaii, Kansas and Minnesota.

There is $711.5 million availahie for the competitive grants in FY 1998 and FY 1995, We
will have bwo competitions in FY 1998 and two to three rounds of competition in FY 1999, The
closing date for our first round of competition for competitive grants was March 10. We have
received a substantial number of applications. The Department will award grants tofaling $184
miliion. I will be announcing the grantees in late April or early May.

To be successful, projects must emphastze innovative, collaborative and sustainable
strategies designed to atfain quality employment, eamnings and other successful outcomes.
Community partnerships will be a vital component of successful proposals. To encourage
community partnerships, five bonus points will be given o those proposals that are coordination

with their EZ or EC.

The funding will underwrite such sctivities and services as short-term public- and private-
sector wage subsidies; on-the-job training; job readiness preparation, jobs placement and post-
employment services; community service and work experience; and job retention or support
services, including child care and transportation assistance.

The Department plans to distribute approximately 70 percent of the funds to projects in
cities with high concentrations of poverty and 30 percent of the funds will be targeted to rural

Jreas.
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“I redlly do believe that it's something that we can use as a model,"
’ U.S, Secretary of Labor Alexis Horman

+

8y Molly McMillin
The Wichila Eepfe

Af:er compieling a four of welferefo-work programs

in 18 U5, clties during the past several monihy — in-
W cluding a November visid b Cessna Alreraft Cos
2t Sireet training faclity &n Wichita - e nalion's op

fabior officlal said Tuesday that chakienges stili lie ahead for .

welfare reform 1o be truly elfective.

During her visits io the various programs, US. Secrelary
of Labor Alexis Herman said she saw o mix of m
problems s hope.

Herman made her remarks in a conference ¢afl with re-
perters on Tuesday. Separately, she addressed the pationat
Pregs Club in Washington.

"8ha sald she piang {o pul topether 2 report on the toplo of
weilaredowark programs and make her r&cummendaﬁezss
{0 Presileat Clinfon soon,

Hermrae sald that, of the 1) programs she vzszieﬁ, Cess-
na's iraining facility was unique,

+

Dave Wilaes We oy

President ﬁiil Clinton, &mg with Agricufture Secretary Dan Glickman and Labor Secreliry Alexis
Herman, toured the Cessna 215t sm Facility in November and walchad local trainees o work,

Cabmet member says welfare
reform will be hard, but
Cessna’s
welfare-to-work training
program is a national model,

The fact that “yw're imalning {welfare recipients) for all
Xiwds of Jobs -~ production jobs with an average wage ol
$12 an hour 5 something, quite frankly, that | have asl seen
in otlser programs a8 1 traved sround the country.” she said

Cesspa’s welfaredo-work program gained e ooliond
spotiight when President Clinton spoke o fhe dedication
cevemontes for the expaaded facility In Ocisher, In addition
{5 Clinton and Herman, other digafiaries included Agricd
{ure Secretary Don Glickman

“I yenlly do beileve that if's something that we can e as

. & model,” Herman said.

Durdng the last 13 montds welfare caoseloads lLiave
dropped by 30 percent, Herman sald. Alse during thal time
more than 2.4 miilion people have gone off the welfve mils

Rul after visiting ine different programs and talking &

- welfare recipients, 1¥'s clear that some challenges remain

Herman saki
# The stipma of wellare fwust be removed.

Sce CESSNA, Puge 154
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From Page 144

In latking to former wellare recipi-
ents, Herman zald she found thal the
stigran of wellire Josls Jong afler the
receiplent has mowed lo the werk
force,

& Barviers stifl exist iy kesplng
warkers on the job,

Many people nesd help goiling 1o
work and finding quality ohdid care,
she sald

The Cinton Adnsiaisiralion hos pro-
posed spending $106 million on devel
oping  traasportotion allernatives,
such as van ssrvices, Hermon sald

R Employers must acknowledge
that wellure reform is not chagity w
{'s “enlighiened economic selfin-
ferest,®  Herman  sald, Business
jeaders must reallze that { is good
bustaess to help workers move from
dend-end Jobs 1o Iieiong carcers, she
sakd.

“1 really do think we have {o have
8 mindsef change,” she said.

¥ The hardest work still Mes ahead,

+ Herman said Those who are the
+ hardest to move into the work force

remain on wellare rolls - people
with limited math and reading skills,
poor work histeries or those who are
struggling ta avercoms addictions.

B Another challenge wifl be to help
fathers Incrense their eaming polen-

- Uial 50 they con pay child support and

betler support thelr children.
Hermnor suid the Depariment of

Labor bas earmarked $608 milfion

over a twoyear period in chollenge
grants for stales o come vp with Inl-
tiallves In this aren.

. Holly McMillln wiitos abocf business,
Qnmbcm &m&a
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¥ Presldent Clinton, alang whils Seepstury of il e _
Agrfculture Pan Clickuan, Serrefary of E
Labor Akests Herman and albers, toured FEEDBACK

tha feafning faciliiy, stopplay te apesk .
with trainzes' Amy Pugh.eg far bl sl N N
Mindy Farroq next to the prosident, Pick = saction

{ave Wiilioms photc} Go thers

Sharing the spotlight

Censan trajuees and graduates sit with the prealdent, shake his hand, win his
praise.

iy Sarsh Lundsy
Fhe Wichite Eople

Joddoe Dosdiny srad Tonys Oden shoastd the sywotlight with President Clinton on Mondey
sfiermbon,

Sitting en itier ide of the prosident of the Cossna facdlity dedication, the singls mothers «

beath of e graduates of the waining program - had s chence o chat with Chnlon and
insroduce him 1o their kids,

11z seemy like s people’s person, 20 (neadly and eiring,‘ Oden said aller Hiz dedication
cOrEmony,

Oulen's Doyear-ohl son, Bryce Madtin, the oldest of theee ehildren, descabed Clinton a3 "gentie
and mactligent.” :

Cir bedualf of the progee’s 252 participants, Odon and Pradley prosented Clinton with a
model Cessna Chistion X planc that Odes 1019 “ropresents the haed work done af this faility”

More thae 200 of she progrees alumai, sifting in Mumisum bicachera to Clinlon's right,
crupicd in clapping, scresming and shouling whers Oden snd Dradley siepped to the podium.

"1 think it's obviaus to enybody here today that the most papular speakers wers Tonya and
Jodee" Clinton sid laler during his speech, Beadley, who wore & purple dress suit and »

braad, beatning semite, tokd the president and audizace of her siruggle fo raise four children
while working as £ part-lime waitress,

"Hwasnt eagy o gof o wdiere Dam today,” wid Beadley, who works o the tsining Huility,
"The irsining ciasses wore hard, but i was importent 99 me”

Bradley ts sar of the most popular gradusics, curensd ttmnces oy, During the fve-dny woek
wecks at the facility, she bubbles with enthusiason while doing Yier job — ordering parts for e
shect mieial workers # both Cesena's 215t Steoet Troining Facility snd ds sub-assernbly phent,

Sitting sexd o Chinton on stege Monday, Bradley chatted wilh him apd from time 1o time
turned 1o groile 804 trainees and gradustes,

Clinlon Iater told the sudienes: “While Tonya and Jodee ar¢ remurkable people _and | migh
wld, wuch goud speahess tul ilicy naght conider pablic office  fhey arc vut slone.

Dusing his short visit, Clinfon gol # glimpze of nuny peogoam participants, esch of whon lnd
s gnique stoy fo el

htzfz:{w‘x‘féehiwzgtmawncwﬂ&aﬁwmmﬁai%yfwiciiiwtﬂincei {ERTn - 13488
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Some, such 31 Angehs Hobberd, wese single mothers with three children to wsppen, Hubbard
sairf she zaltied her welfmrs casewarker repesteilfy bast vesr 25%ing 10 ke past in Ceasan'y
program,

*f can'l believe Pm sitting here,” Hubbard whispered during Clinton's speech.

Alter the dedication coremony, Clinlon took sbut 18 minuies lo shake heads, sutagraph
progeams sid poss for piclures with feeinces and gradusies,

Wil Murrell, s shoni metat program gradusie, pushed hiy wry ta the sage after Clinton's
sperch and siuck out bis hand, demvanding fise president’s aiention,

*1 Brsity gof Gy shake hands with Ihe president,” Morscl iold Clinton ns their hands chaped. ‘

Murrelf, who gradusied from the program faur years sge, budids wings {or Ceswer planey. He
said he was looking forwend to going bome snd 1elling hix fous kids abost the hendshinks.

List Hofmes, who gredusicd fom ihe fourth Cossas tesining clasy, siso had & chanee 1o shake
Clinlon’s hand,

*He's an excelient apeaker,” she asid sficrward, "bul more then thet, he's an excelient person.”

Holmes, like meny of e viher gradusies, said the peeaident’s speech *hit homne® and he
seerned very woderstanding sbeut the rials of being weilsre-dependent,

Clinton has told the audience be understoad Mt thers wers mittions in Ammct whe wanbed
to wirk, but dida’t uve the skilla,

$io sadd the Ceasna program had been "an old-fashioned viclory lor Ameacan dignity” by
putting the willing to work,

*Chur Amerivan dreamn in stifl dlive sad welb, i€ we wfl piteh i 10 do our pant,* Clintes ol e
sudicnce, and many of the graduaies snd teinges nodded in sgresment,

After delivering his speech and saying hello individusily to dozeny of sudience mombery,
Clinton stepped behing the Blue cutaing and chatied with hiv stalf,

A fow minuizs beder, & il niembes siepsed ool lo sak treinee Sherry Lesher (o meet the
president

Seveeal o het fricnds watched Lesher, 0 3 f-year.old mather of five, step behind the curtains,

And then Bve nunutes later, she gopped oul “You goys, et wa inerediblel” she said while
hugging snoibes rainee,

-

She mid she asked for an autagraph wed took tHuee pictures, and ™ s3id thank you for taking
the time ot 10 recopaite se”

In the evening, she relsted the expesienee to her elose-kah fxma!y o their white hoase on
South Waeo,

Six olbser sclceied frainces atso had » chisnce 1o chud one-on-one with the president xbout their
fives and shechietsl wark whea hie visited tie shop before hia apecch,

Amy Pugh, 22, was one of the six.

b

"We wers tlking sbout child care,” 3sid Pugh, who hay a 2 1/3-yesr-old daughier. Pugh
began her sheet metd irsining in Octaber,

F
*Fve gof fota of ideas for hins,* said Pugh, addling st she tatkod with Clivtes sbout 4 1/2
minuies. *1 befiove e lisleny 10 what's gouig on liere,” she said,

Clinton didn't devete the majorily of his sttention to the dozens of politicians and corporsic

feaders in the crowd, Nor did he focus oo fhe situalion in lrq, He spent mast of his lime w:t?n
the Cessna irninees snd gredusies,

hip:fwww, wichitseagle cominewsonaleommunily/wichita/trainee | 15 him PR
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And lisst B the tane o the day,

Eaglicr, Russ Moyer, chiel sxccuiive of Cessis Alrormfl Co,, hed o3 the wudience: "The
gembuaics of 218t Streed aee the real heroes in this periacrship.*

Sareh Lunduy writes about busloess. She oan be reached st 268-6434 or »f
Yundsedwichitnenple com.

Business | Celangars | Edliorlal | Exttayf Egaigres | Helof Home Pean | Local nevws | Movles | Qbliuardes | Sparts! Xachnology

hitpifwww, wichilsesgle ronvaowalocaVommmunityfvichilaficainee | 118 Bt LUTRAT
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PLAIN CRALEN REPONTEN,

Although -unemployment is at.
its lowest rate in two generations - {1
_ and the economy has churned out

. 13 million -new jobs since 1992,
some Americans still- have not -
prospamd from the healthy econ. .

«said  Secretary of Labor'.

Alesns M. Herman,
Herman reminded the
ment, buginess and civic leaders

.who atrended the Urban League
;)w

"of Greater Cleveland’s Egual
portunity

not continue te be a muntry of
haves and bave-nots, -
“1 must basten o point oust t?xat

not everyone is b&nefitmg from
gaid Hefman,’

Ahis progperity,”
the first black womnian o hesd the
Labor Deportment. The nation's
. poor ang uaedacated citizens are”
nat equal participants in thig
Prosperous econnmy, she said,
Programs such as the Urban:
Lengusa's Rising ’I':e:ia Enitiative
which gives thaining and job
leads to unemployed fmhar& 8
and older - are examples of the

types of programs that can ime

Prove SConenis ogmufzfims for
aii gngle, she sai
& must make sure this new

ECORDMY iaﬁs sesryone up,” Her. -

pign said. "As we seek in reform

the nation's welfare system, we

hiave 1o do ail that is in our power
to maks sure [the poor and unem.--
plaved], tos,-will beaefit, Work iz |
. 88 much a source of dzgm{y as it
s & source of income’
. Hermanw's visit, fo. Cleveland
was the first stop on 2 nationwide
tour of citiey where there are inj.
tiatives 1o help people make the
transition from the wellsre roils .
to the work force. President Clin.’
ton asked Herman (o examine in-
noavative sud effective programs,
“f could have selected any city
in the U.S. o Degin the tour. This -~
- is 8 ¢ity about sew beginnings™
said Herman,

After the iéach&m Keman;

visited Colormairiz Ctsw y

Chester Ave,, 10 talk to warxars.‘,

who, were once welfsre recipi
ents. The company, which makes

eoloring - materialy for plastics; |

began working with the Cleve-

* lanid Works job training program

in 1987, Cleveland Works moves

peaple from welfare to work, "'.{;v

IR

%

overn. '

Day Luncheon yester. |
day that the Unitest Seates miusy -

Havemots stlll str

- oyt mm xmnmmmm?mmm
"%’gf must maka Sure this new ‘economy ifts everyone up,” says

. Secretary of Labor Alexis M, Herman, Herman was in Cleveland -
< yesterday to attend the Urban League of Greater Cie?siané‘s Equsl

Oppmnity Z}ay Luncheon.

- ¥

Kemm 3&252 ﬁ&ia?mamx is
semi:zg #5 a national model I the
welfare1o-work initintive,

retary of Labor last April. One of

har m%zm' matke ag - seoretary

_game 3 faw months after her con-

firmation, when she helped nego-

tiate a.zattlement hetween the
striking Teamgers union and the
JUnited Parcel Service. -
. Herman said she learned snm_
im riant lessons from the strike,
“The strike demongtraied how
Jnuch we are connected 1o ane an-

“gther in ia?a and small ways™ |
ir: an interview after:

™ Herman sai
the loncheon, “So many sectors
were impacted by the strike, It
atso showed how the coilective
r%aimng process reafly does
when you commit m work-

itzg ot issues.” | .

. The - Equal Opportunity Day
iwz{:hem also is a chance for the
“Hrban League (o vecognize com-

-panies, and individuals for their
commitment to “equal employ-
ment &ppcnumtzes st year, the
league’s Corporate Award was
ot presented becanse the or a~
nization said no company met t
wriveria, « .

4, This year's rcciptent is TRW
The. because of its efforts to in-
~chude minarities on'its hoard, in

“Herman was confirmed ns See-™

- top leadership and thoughout its'
work force. TRW Ing. chairman
and chief executive Joseph T.
Gorman accepted the award.

The Urban League pnesented
the Whitney M. Young Humani-
farian: Award  to - Clevelander |
-Chester J. Gray, the frst direcior
of the US. Equal Employment
. Oppartunity Commission and for-
:mer deputy executive director of
the Ohio Civil Rights Commis-,_'

, Slon.
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e The , - fromuwelfare
o . f | to work called
- DeALER successful

' f’-"fff?‘z By SABIINA FATON

X FEATH DEALTE ALY

WASHINGTON - Proprams o
fing jobs for wallsrs recipienta
are taking nff across ths country,
(15, Labor Secrstary Alsxis M.
Herman seid yasinrday afier ¥is-
iting Cleveland as prrt of & na«
tionwide asyessment of welfare-
to-work programs. _

“in Clevelund, you have great
communiry partnsrships berween
employers and non.grofil groups,
& growing ecoaomy cresting jobs,
and 8 small-business consordum
thar is dedicated to crasting snlry
lzvel jobs” said Herman, who
said she would visit more cities
and repatt har findings io Presh
dent Clintan,

Hermarn, who sise visited Las
Vegas, New York and Wichia,
Kan, said she was particularly
impreascd by her Nov, 21 meeting
with Tanya Phililps of Cleveland,
who i3 anralied in 3 machine ool
skills pragram st the Center for
Employment Training,

“Sha wakes up svery morning
and praciices iob interview skills
in the bathroom miror,” said-
Hermsan, -

Herman gald publie mispercep-

. Uses about welfars mcipienty,
ke the idea thar they don't really
want jobs, “arc really coming
hopne to me on this four.”

*The people I'm ralking to,
thair hoarts and hande litzrally
ache for the dlgnity of work,”
Herman wsid,

In the next two yesrs, Hee-
man's sgency will administer 13
bitliva in Weifares fo Work granty
crested by a 1994 bipartisan web
fare reform law intended o chan
nel at fgast hal! of alf weifare

. familica intn jobs by 2002
L : “The emphasis is on gerdop
: ] and keeping 8 job,'” Herman snid,
“iee not st ensy task, bug it's a
guablie task’ made pasier because
gf the curreh! stiong economy.

Herman said Jub vaining, edn-

gation sd pistement elforts by
; non-profil groups such as Cleve-
: land Works ars key, brosuse 47
percent of weifare recipients are
high school dropouts, and 46 par- |
cent have never hald fobs. Gther
neaded sUpport servicas inciuda
' child care and tzanaporiation as-
sistance.

Wellare case loads across the

. nntion hove dropped ahout 24
. pereent  since 1994, and  de-
erensed by mare than 30 pergent

in Obio, Herman said,
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Las Vegas, Novada
February 22, 1998

‘Labor secretary praises
Las Vegas efforts

Alexis Herman voices her support for
training programs offersd by casinos and the
Culinary.

By.Joho G. Edvearde
Review-Jounsl

The pation's welfare-to-work program is
working in Las Vegas and around the country,
according to Secretary of Labor Alexis Herman,

In a speach to the National Press Club last week,
she cited the Culinary Union Tralning Center in Las

Vegas, as well as programs in other cities she visited

in a recent tour.

The center, a joint project of gaming companies
and the union, provides training in housckenping
and culinary skills 2t no charge. -

it provides both pre-employment and advanced
training so workers can keep climbing the lndder,”

Henmnan said, "It's 8 common sense idea that's
" making a real difference in people’s lives.”

The Las Vegas casine industry is providing
quality career paths for workers, Herman said.

The biggest hurdle for welfare recipients seeking
jobs in Las Vegas, she said, is finding child care.

"1t is particularly an issue for the hotel industry
where people work around the clock,” she said.

Maurk Solomon, executive director of the
Culinary center, agreed with her assessment.

*There ars some day-care centers that operate 24
bours daily bt not very many,” Solomon said.

Transportation also poscs a problem although
Citizens Arsa Transit provides good bus service, he
added. *The way Las Vegas i laid out there are
times you really have 1o have your own vehicle.”

The wslfare-to-work program, howeaver, is
succeeding in Nevada and nationally, Herman said.

She said 2.4 million welfare recipients have
gotien off the dole since the program began 13
months ago. In Nevada, the former Aid 1o Families
with Dependent Children program cut the number
on its rolls to 28,384 in November from 42,703 in
March 1998, according to the U.S. Labor
Department, :

Part of the progress results from tougher
standards for receiving benefits under the program

fleview-Journal

now calied the Temporary Assistanice to Neady
Families, said Dearme Amaden, a spokeswornan for
the federal agency in San Francisco.

*People realize that they were not going to be on
welfare,” Amaden explained, Also, "with the job
market and the economy better, it's giving people
opportunities.” \

Rarhier this month, the state was awarded 33.4
million in federal funding to help welfare reciprents.
find and keep jobs, Nevada was one of the first five
states to receive prant money through the program,

The federal govemment has 58t aside $300
miilion to help the hardest to employ, such as those
with drug or alcohol abuse prablems, poor
employment records and women in abusive family
sifuations. Another $200 million is badgeted for
next fiscal year.

Local communities will make competitive
applications for grants under the program.
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Welfare
program
~ praised

[ Labor Secretary Alexis
Herman hears good news
in Las Vegas: A plan to aid
the unemployed is working.

By John G, Edwands
_ Ravisw-Joumnat

Lens McDonald, » former welfare
recipient, sent a messops to Preaident
Clistan on Seturday; The aalion's
welfara-to.work program is working.

. She and o dozen others like hor told
their ntories 1o Labor Secretory Alexia
Herman during & meeting al the Culis
. ary Undon Training Center in dawn
. town Lax Vegns. .
And Herman promised & tall Clin-
tor what she learne fors $hom aboat

. the weifprado-work program Congresa
- adepted in 199G,

The law provides financial suppert
for families teyving to got off weifsrm
thegugh programe such a8 the one of-
forod at the CuTifary center, 707 E,
Fremont St Busineasen ¢ns obtsin fed-
erel inceme iax credits as high a4
$8.508 per year for ench welfaen work-
er they him,

Tha president wants to know how
weil the program s gaoing, Herman
gadd, “What are workars saying rbout
their needs and their concerns as they
. move from welfare to work?

McDoneld, o 40-year-old mother of
“wight, asid she woaoout of work shout
five yenrs. Sho ropentedly was deniad
emplayment until akis obtained traine
ing through the Calinery training cen-
. Ler. Then sha landed 2 job ea o houss.
keeper at tho Maxin,

"Then, you have it made,” remarked
8en, Harry Heid, B-Nov,

“T v Jon't never hove it mide,” Me

Donald tald him. "1 taks each day as it
tomen, 1 just put the Lord Girsl, ite a

. tegt avery day. I thank Guod for being
. in this brslnlag 1 :

Cthers am;:l' l;er mzhx;siaam about

» getting off walfore,

~rhia ba the happiest Pve ever beon,”

i, 8334 Donnalse Gasser, 3, n trainiag
% center wtudent. She has plana “far get-

ting my foot in the door” and slarling 2
cargor making cakes.

*This is veslly good nows,” said Sern,
Richard Bryan, D-Nev.,, who slsa st

. with the studunta, .

Hertan, who has held the labor
pest for aix monthe, said she waa im:
preased with tha way labor anions ond
¢aming operntore are working tegether

%6 help welfars recipients get job.

 Trustees of the Colinary program in-
‘elude axecutives from the Maoxim, Exv
calibur, Haiiy's, Now York-New York

-

and Beliegic, the luxury resert Miroge

Ronotfs Inc, ia huilding o the Sirip.
Haltagio will hire sn many as 800 of
ita 8 000-person ataff from wellars
rolis, snid Arthur Nathan, vice prosis
dent of humnn regonvees for the coning

and choirman of the Culinary center
hoard. )

_ Harrah's sent represontatives o a
graduntisn ceremony for the ivalning

‘tenter lsat week, said Murk Selomon,
centar sxscutive director.

The tfa.inin‘f center places 70 per-
cent of e groduntes in jeba, he said,

... "That's what we need, training
linked te vegd joba,” Herman said,

. The labor secrstary ucknow!.
edged that wellars-to-wnrk gar.
ticipasite somelimes have diffiend.
4y finding transportation and day
gare for their childran,

The federal government will
send Nevada $3.5 million in Jon-
wuary o help fund child eare and
training needs for welfure recips-
ants, Herman said, . N
© 8he said Brmer wellory reeiph
enty lss need support orgmniza.
tions, 58 well ax undecstanding
bosaes, to help them meke tye
:btansilim to the werk force,

=~} encourage my supsevisord to

ave Fome patience, &5 po that
extrsi mile,” so0id Lindn Butlors,
Hirector of perasnne far the Mar.
im and 8 ¢enter inatan,

. She and sther human resoures

executives said formier welfare

recipients can become loyn!, boag-

ferm warkers,

* "People who come through tlis
rogram and similar programa

" hava lower Taillure rotes, because

they . made g commitment,”
Maothan anid,

L
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Herman announces
$1.2 million grant in
fact-finding mission

By J. ZAMGBA BROWNE
AmNews Staff

Lalor Sacratary Alexis .M.
Hermean brought good tidings in
the formnfa $1.2 million (ederal
grant to STRIVE's East Harlem
Employment Service lne. dusr-
Ing a recont fact-finding mission
on bahalf of the Whita Hause. -

The Labor Secretary told ce-
porters that she came specifi-
cally to explore STRIVE's two-
step process of helping people
{find employment and attain self-
sufficiency. The program has
beel in existence since 1984,

STRIVE {Support and Trains
ing Resultsin Valuable Employ-.
ment) i3 primarily a privately
funded job-training and place-
ment initiative that has been
trolning and placirg inner-city
residents in private-sectar Jobs
since ita inception. The program
operates on the follawing prin-
ciples: Positive communlcation
from the staff that effectively
engendars participants' growth
and the ebility to work; intarac-
tion from tha stafT and ruanage-
ment that encourages partic-
pants’fesdback; on'environment
of integrity in which sexual ha-
raaament, abusg or discrimina-
tlon in any form is not tolerated;
quality service that ln profas.

sionaily conducted and partici-
pant-ceniered; and a supportive
environmant that aasista par-
ticipants in meeting their goals
and objectives.

The'lederal grant ta STRIVE

“marke tha first time this project

has been selected to receive gov.
ernment mongy. The funda are
{u bis used aver a three-year pe-
ried to further enhance its of-
forle, eapeclally among dislo-
cated workers, Herman said.
Befors her snnouncement,
Secretary Herman gave some
words of inspiration to a group
of residents who recently com-

pleted six - weeks of training at

tHe center. “You represent the
future of this nation,” she said.

The Labor Secretary said that
one of her responaibilities lo to
makesure that“avery Amaerican
who wants to work gets a job."
She praisad the asger students
for taking the nacessary steps to
put themselves on the road to
sall-sufficiency.

“All you need i3 a mind and
everything cleo is poasible,” she
sdded. Secretary Herman cited
her own mother ag a classic ex-
ample of someone who had the
detarinination to complate high
school. “Sherealized thosedreama
shortly after giving birth ta ma.
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WELCOME MAT— 1.8, Labor Secretary Alsxis
Charloe Rangs! {3rd, 1} snd mambers af the stad at STRIVE smployment traloing canter, They
are {11} Todd Kally, Ulapia Mitler, Sorenza Hardson, and Sharan HiL

i

Herman {¢) la wslcomed to Harlem by Rep.

100 Kinges phtins

Mo matter what anyone says

to discaursze you, jusk keep your’

eyes on the prize,” the Secretary
insisted. "There may be bwmps
ar shataclex along the way, but
just keep your head up high bs-
cause for svary obstacia thersian
learning sxperienta,” she added.

TheSecratary, however, urged
that the young graduales, once
they sre successiul inepening up

the doorts succeas forthamealves,
should net forgat to reach back
#nd bring sthers whe »re leas
fortunate slong with them.
Herman asid that job pros.
pects forinner<ily young posple
look pramistng for the 2iet zon-
tury. She stressed that they will
have to prepare thamaeives ad-
squately to compeate, egpecisliy

in the global sconomy.

— -

Tha Sacrctary swans alao in the
city to deliver an address en the
atrategios to move mare Atneric
cans from wellars (o work. Ghe
will make similar vislte to 30
other cities scross Lhe natjon in
order to examine what works
snd doean’t work in local wal
fara-tg-work initintives. She wiil
report her findings to President
{linton ia January,

@o03sa0:
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U.S. official cites
W-2 ‘glitches’
Inadecuate child care and
iranapaﬁazioa pmblcms are
=afitches™ in Wisconsin'y new
welfare system, said Labor Sec-
relary Alexis Herman, who was
in Milwankee this wesk on a na- :
Hoawide welfars-torwork four. JiM GEHRESTAR PHOTOGAAPHEA
“Hatering the workd of work 1.5, Labor Sexretary Alexis
cian be scary business i youw've Herman greets people Friday at
e the &%ziwaukee Entarprise Center.

never had to do it before,” said ™.
Herman, who met with Wl re.:
Eo ents as well as community, -
. r and refigious groups ’:
Thzzrsd.\y and Friday. ’
Herman gald she sees many
successes with Wisconsin
Waorks, or W-2, which regquires
welfare recipients le wor

“1t’s imparlant to h;:}pf
peaple on the path to selt-suifi-
ciency,” she said. “There is no
pass[ibrt to digaity like a pay-
chee

Herman will submit findings
from her 60-day iour to Presic
dent Clinton in Pebruary,
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U.S. official hears

welfare complaints
Del. program doesn’t live up to billing

By ROBERT LONO
biabh reporiag

U8, Secretary of Labor Alexis
M, Herman came to Delaware
Wedneaday 1o vee & modal welfare
reformn program in action, but
found a program siil| etruggling to
fill the pany. .

“"Pm hoere to loarn from
Delawore's succenses nnd brin
this information back to the presn
dent,” Horman said during o tour
of West End Neigliborhood House,
which in helping move poor peaplo
from wolfors to work.

After maoting with o doran cur-
reak and {ormer wallure racipients,
Heraan found Qv state sorugpling
with some of the same fransitional
probloms as other etaton that are
trying to move peaple from wellare

_ taiobs

*The coneept and design oy be
good, But it some cnaes the implas
moniation ix not” Herrenn said, !
think that is gomething we are
going to heve (o work more on.”

Henmnan iz conducting a nation-
wide tour 1o examine how local
azad $iate povecnments nre holping
wel{are recipionis get jobs,

President Slinten lnunched the
tour in Qclober to see how $3 bl
jign in federa! wollare-to.work
grania ars gucceeding, Delawaro i
receiving §2.8 millien in weifare-
to-wnth grants this yeaz,

Delaware has programs to sd.
dresa wolfara-to-work concarus,
from job traiuing to child cors o
henith eare, but wellare recipionta
tald Herman they were not ¢nouph,

Son HERMAN — B

Tho Hews SunsGIHGES WAL
LS. Sacrolary of Labor Alexin ¥, Horman satks Wegdnosday 1o Gov. Carper
{righ) and Wimningion Mayor Jemas H, Sills 3z {second jrom tighl} In
Carpor's oliica, Sha visliad Deinware 1o leam abopg 1e wellare program,
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Herman: Delaware welfare
program needs more work

FRAGK PAGE B

Tonié Smith, a Myear.oid
mather of three from Wilmingtos,
hns done just what the suate
wanted hor is do, but ahe told ey
minge the system is ponalizing her.

“From the time I've ataried
work, I've had sothing bt trouble
with the syslam.” Smith said,

Afier itending programe in A
Baitor Cbgngeﬁ ;hc dsl.gz.e’c welif’m

pram, HSmith ianded o part-time
?g'g as 1 bank teller, ﬁlm?mtiﬁzd
o state of bBer omployment, bul
her monthly 3357 weifare check
kept coming. Six months later,
Senith is working full time, saraing
$7.60 en howr, and now the state
wonis Lior to ropay six months in
checks that she wae not eniitlod to
hawve received,

I don's beva that kind of
money. | den't peed walfare any-
nsare, but | giso don't need Lo Lo
haanied,” Smith asid, “The state
haz to do a better job in the tranil
tion fyom welfare fo work ™

Renwe Chamber, 30, of Wilming.
ton, must find work or lose her
benefits. but ohe is not hopelul
anyune will hirs ber,

Chamber, who hays 18 children,
feas been on wellure for nine years,
She cannot Gnd work becausc she

cannot read, she told Herman.

*I would love to be sbie to be
Eke thoae praple wha put on their
soeakecs and their backpacka and
g0 16 work avery day” Chamber
anid. "l don't frel the program is
heloing me”

terman told the troup nol to
give up on their atruggle.

“Compared to & Jot of ¢ilizs Uve
been to, you have s legt up because
you have » ot of options with
thinga like child care and heolth
care, she paid, "1¢'e not golng ta be
ousy, but it's posaible.”

. Gow Carper 1old the welfure vo-
cipients that he heard thoir mes-
sage. “Whnt you're telling mo” he
aaad, Mg there is mors todo”

Altey Horman's sossion with the
wallare racipieats, Carpoy seked
atate Ditvision of Socis) Seeviee Dis
racior Blaine Archanpelo to reson.
vena the group and otherz like it (o
bottoy ideatily and readlve existing
prolsdema,

Delaware wus ene of the first
ptaies to launch wetfase reform in
in October 1995, The package in-
vludes {uk resdiness, parenting
and child-care programa. Waifare
revipisnte murt find work in two
yeara oy accep! siale-opensorcd
jobe to mainisin banefsis. After

four vears, weifare paymonts ure
wut off,

As of Novamber, 54 porcent of
the 1055 aduils enrolled in the
propram have found work, A re.
cent 18-month svudy concludad
thiat the program wae working, but
was stil] siruggliag o roach long
term welfore recimenia,

MHathen 11ill, president ¢of
{enonwood Trusk Co. in Now Cas.
tle, told Herman that Delawore
smployars increasingly are discov.
ering ihe henelits of Jaring walfore
tet:i%cnw.

“What we have exporienced is
that welfars recipients are staving
111 julas, thoy are loyal and aroscue
of aur best employees” anid Hiil,
who besds & conlition of businesa
landers working with the stats io
snoourage anplovers to hire wel.
{ayo vavipienta,

Ugrmoan wsrned the business
leaders that there a s8] much to
b done to make sure wellare re-
form guceneds,

"¥ou have ladd o gond faunda.
ton” Horman said, “Bot no one
knows exscily where all this wilt
end up”

Harmon ia expected to report
her [indings ts Clinton ia Febru
ary.
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weel might moke a difference in
how state social service agencies
across the nation deal wich welfare
reform, [t most certainly will have
an impact in Delgware, beenuge
what she ysid embarrassed Gov,
Curper in front of V.S, Secretary of
Laber Aloxis Herman und he or-
ared 1t fixed,

Woods is an unemployad nurse’s
side from Claymons. She was one
of 2 dozen or to welfare reripionts
gitting in a back-to-work closs at
Wilmington's West End Neighbor.
hood Canter when Sseretary Her.
man visited inst week, trailing
stat], press and a governor proud of
his nationally praised weifare re.
fores program. Wilmington s the
sevanth ¢ity Herman has visited
on orders from President Clinton,
5 check on the swaws of training
programs sasociated with welfars
reform.

The women seemed uneasy as
Herman 4 in. se she sat down
and started chatting with them.
The wamen wore being raught how
ta fili out ob applications and Hor.
man pickad up on the copments of
ane who naid she drended filling
out applieationz and then being
mms disdainfully if she an-
swerad all the questicns honestly.

“f've been hesring this every-
where "vo baen.” Herman eaid.
“The put-downs. The stigma.
Where do you face this the worse™

There was & moment’s silencn
‘I’§wn§Woads, wl:g}o had been si:lting

ietly aeroys the room, piped up:
ngw)i Serviess”

“Social Services?” aaid Her.

man.
“The worst you got is from the
puople-ar the Social Harvices de-
partmant, They Teat vou like yuy
are ignorunt 6v iilitorate or somes
thing. They don't know the naw
programs and they meke you suffer
for their mistakes.”

B21S 868 1148

Norman Lockman

Labor secretary
gets earful about
inept services

She may oot reslize it, but somes-
thing Theress Wondy said last

0IPA PHILA

Naot up to spoad

There was another shore pause.
Then the dam burst, For the rest of
that seasion and in 1wo athers,
Herman and o rasher shashed gov-
ernor got an =arful about the
shertcomings of some social ser
vices profoasionals who are al-
legedly making it havder, not cas-
ier. to get off weifare.

The Wilmington vigit was
meant o showease Deloware's ad-
vaneed weifare reform program
eniled A Beotter Chanee The
women meeting Herman wers
nand-picked.

But when Gov. Carper ex-
ﬁlmned bow a transiticnal period

ae been bullt in te allow welfure
recipienty to got their first joba
without "effthe<liff” disruption
of henefits, thore was 8 chorus of
“No. no. that i not what is happeo-
ing.

The iitg:éy was horreadous. Sev-
eral claimed that when they begun
wark. their case workera staried
miscaleulating their benefita Two
woemsn claimed thay continued to
receive full wolfare eheeks by mis-
takae and then wore sccuzed of wal-
fare fraud when they cashed them,
which has preveoted them from
getting ioga. Some talked of
abruptly losing child care aubai-
dies and food stamps,

In o meeting later with employ-
gra, Nathan Hill, president of
Greenwaod Trust, the bosd that is

suep [Hacover erodit cards, told

how hie had hired & welfare vowips

ent and found she wea extraordi-
nurtly salented. In a couple of
months, whe was promoted to 3 job
thac paid abour $20.000. Within
duys. she cume tearfully t6 parson-
nal to requost 2 demaotion, anying
she counld not sfford to make that
much money hecsuse she lost tae
many child care benefits too
quickly, Groanwowd Trust tried to
compensate by redyuging her hours,
zut 3t didn't work, The woman re-
wrped to full welfere,

As welfars reform Ricks in
acyowy the country, socinl ssrvice
agencies will need to zevamp their
strasegies to avoid such bureau-
cratic traps. Reformy may look

ood on ?39&:, but if they are

g img emented poordy. a8 they
apparently are in Delaware, they
nwy nadvertently engnare recipi-
enss ina vpirnd of fatlure,

When Secretary Herman ra-
pores bask to Prevident Clinton in
February, [ bet he heurs ahout
Tharess Woods of Claymont and
the pitfalls of state social service

e WASHEINGTON

sgencics — nat amployers — cop-

ing pworly with “anding weifare as
wa know

FHorman Lom:;in 8 assvoiste
aditarigt page adidr,

an News
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“Sanctions trips

‘'women getting
off welfare  :

Several weeks ago, during a

+ visit to Wilmington by US. Secre-

.

tary of Labor Alexis Herman, it
came to light that there are nys.
temic problcms in Delawarc': A
Better Chance welfnre reform. =
The problem, several women
who are participants claimed, is
that too many workers for the state
Divieion of Socinl Services don't
know how to make the program
work for them, inatend of mpainst
them. Gov. Carper listened, stung,
while Secratary Herman quietly
suggested, “You have some work o
da here” He immediately ordered
n follow.up meeting with the same
women. T
Social Services division dirge.
tor Elaine Archangelo reconvened
the women Tuenday. She tried.to
axplain that this is o completely
new ball game. The goal now, she
eaid, is job placement, not job
training. OK, said the recipicnys,
Jrut tell your peoplo to got their act
together, because they don't sesm
to know how to meet the new [Iloalr.
without causing more probloms
than they are solving. "
Dalaware’s walfare reform has
rules that puniab recipients who
do not measure up. Theac sane-
tions ara necessary to make sure
recipienta understand DSS means
business, However, bureoucratic
clumainess i rampant, and in
some cases sanctions conflict with
tho mission of emoothing recipi-
enta’ transition to the workplch.
For example: A welfare recipi-
ent who joins A DBetter Chance
signa n contrnet plodging to do cer-
tain thinga, like [inishing parent-
ing classes within six months, in
order to kecp cash supplementsa
coming. If the recipicat doean’t
keep up with classes, ahe is pun.
ished by escalating deductions
from her monthly supplement, .,

Many of these rocipients ul-
roady have messy personsl lives.
1SS can make them even messier,
Once sanctioned, the rocipicnt be-
comes a kind of marked peroon
and begins losing access to other
services, .

One recipient moved from
Wilmington to Claymont. She
atorted parenting classes in Wilm.
ington, but dropped out during the
move, Sho was wransferred to a dif-
ferent service center with a new
set of aocial workars, Thoes gocial
workers noled that ahe miesed ap-
Eointmenta with Department of

abor joh-help contractors and
stoppod attending parenting
claseos in Wilmington. She is sapc.
tioned, first for one, then the other.

Caught In the middle

The recipiont said she coulde’t
make the parenting clasn without
leaving her child unattended.
Mennwhile, because gho is sanc.
tioned, she lost access to child care
help so sho can attend job-help
clagses in Wilmington, Unable to
got child carc but under prossire
todind work and losing benefita,
ahe broke up her {amily ET sending
a child to live temporarily with a
relative, and took a job with o tem-
porary agency in order to get back
into compliance with Sucinl Ser-
vices ruley,

Sourne 2.4-ap Ag

This ian’t "tough love™ an Gov.
Corper envisianed it; it’s dumb bu.
reaucracy. The woman hae a job,
gort of. but it'v a job more gujted to
satiafy tho rulea of the Division of
Social Services than her needs. -

In another case, the Division of
Social Services calgulatod
monthly income baged on a tempo.
rary agency's letter atating that a
rocipient had beon hirad to be
available for work full days, five
days 8 weok sl o certain hourly
rate. DSS cut her supplement-aa
though ahe warked full time, evitn

though a8 a temp she worked phart
time.
“Soma thinge they seem to kéop -
back, juat to sco you fall —to kaap
you from getting chend” arid one
woman at the sepsion, to which
Archangelo murmured, "I'm awere
that you were sanctioned in crror.”!
Archangelo aaid she has a plan‘1o
B the problam — atarting in June.
The danger to welfare reform in

; Delawaro ia not stlbborn recipi-
ents, although aome do seem to be

angry and confused, but an agency

v thatis bccqming u bad welfare cop.

* hiding behind rigid regulations in-

atead of providing services nbldto
halp these women bridge the scary
Bop between welfare dependency
aml work, s
DSS has a big jub to do. It imt
Coing to accomplish it unless it
clenns up its act, )

oy -
» Narman Lockihan is assoclate

* edltor of the adiiorial page,
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Labor secretary visits
programs in Tampa

TAMPA ~ 115, Labor Sneistaty
Alpnle Hennan wil vislt Tampa
today to gather intirmistion on
walara-10-wirk Progams.

By JEAN GAUSE
of Th Tempn Talbuns

115, Labar Secrefary Alcxis
Herman said tavestigations of her
vonduct and that of President Clis-
tam and gihar Cabinet members
wouddn't disteset bet feom a
scheduled trip
i Tampi lo-

lenge is 1@ stay
focused,” Her
man said
Thursdsy. *H
goea with the

dags.”

Hermuao,
under invetls
gition by the fuslice Depanimant
over tkegitions of inllucnce-ped-
dling in office. is scheduled 1o
speak todey with Tamps warkers
aboys wellare-to-work programs.

Legialation passod by Cangross
in 1598 suthonzed the Labor De-
partmant to provide granis tokal:
g $3 billioy in the next two
years {or states and locs) comeny
nlties to help wellare recipients
get jobs,

Plorida alresdy has » wellare-
to-wark progean catied WAGES,
which requires ot peagle who
reseive §id to find & job within a

LT A, FOE £3 1T 00

certain time period. The program
sisty provides incentives cuch 3¢
1ax ¢redits for employers who hire
people off the welfare enlls,

Hovember's figures showed
the state wellare reform progfam
kedped o reduce the sumber of
Floridisns on wellare by 40 jar-
cent, saving the state $70 maition.
Ta Billsberough County, the wel-
fars papulation of abowt 15,000
shrank 27 percent,

Low unemployment rates in
Florids and nationally will continue
o encourege employers 12 loak 8l
wellste zocipienty 2u » source of
Iabar, Hesman predicied.

"Businesses gre much more
willing to work with [welfars rz.
gipicols] now,” she said.

However, the lack of public
trenapariation and child care sr¢
¥ignificant Darriera to holping peo-
ple g8t back to wark, shs said.

So far, mutional wellare rolis
have dropped by 2.2 mitllon in the
laxt year, Pot the first tima sings
31971, thare wore fower than 10
mifilan individuats i the United
Statex relying on wellare checks,
the federel governmant said sar- .
of thix moath,

Heriman will be ot the Tampa
QOne-Stop Job Carecer Leanter, 9215
N Flarids Ave.. at 10 a.m. todsy.
Juey Qruse covais scunamis deveiap.
aenl lekind and can b reeched i
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Alexis W, Herman puts headphones back on David Hernandez 3&9: shie barrowed them to fisten to the computer
prograry he ig using to learn to speak English. Harman visited the Intensive Learning Canter at the former Florilond Mat

on Friday. Behind them on the leftis Doug Jamerson, Florida’s secretary of labor.

Labor secretary visits
to learn what works

- B On a trip to Tampa, Alexis
M. Herman hearsfrom
former welfare recipients who
describe their on-the-job
successes and frustrations.

By TERESA BURNEY
Times Statt Weityr

TAMPA ww Secretary of Laber Alexis
M, Herman came to town Froday ona
missien for the president: Find out
what's working and what ot in the
natien's offorts to move poople off wel
fare and into worl.

Herman went straight 1o the ‘source
for answers: former welfare recipients
whe are now working. They were 10
women who didn't mince words,

They told Herman that with their
frew jobs they had fousd selfconfidence
and a sense of pride about shaking free
from the government dole, Some even
wanted her to tell the president “thanks”
for their new fves.

But 2t fhwe game fime, &zeg said they
are worried they will not be able to keep
their new jobs.

Finding child care at the right tine
in the right place Is difficult for many of
ther, and transportation is an almost
constant problem, they said.

Herman wasn't surprised by the
women's stories. She had beard the
samgc tales from former welfare recigh
enis it seven olher cities she has visited
o hor factfinding mission, She s4i has
wo more steps before she makes a

report {o President Clinlon,

In general, wellare reform is
working, Herman said, Pegople are
leaving the welfare rofls at a rate
fagier than expected; znd many of
them are finding jobs.

“Mow what we have got lodois
put equal emphasis on kecping
the jobs,” Hermun said,

Herman olfered no solutions (o
the child care or transportation
orabiems; she only fistenad o the
workers and gromised 1o take
thelr messages o the president
Fram that ievel, potential sohu-
tions could come, she said.
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The timing for reform has
been good, with the unemploy-
ment rate at its lowest level in 24

" years, inflation at a 32-year low
and the economy churning out
new jobs at a fast pace, Herman
said,

In Florida, the number of wel-
fare recipients has decreased by
40 percent in liltle more than a
year, said Phyllis Busansky, exec-
utive director of Florida’s Work
and Gain Economic Self-Sufficien-
cy, or WAGES, the state's welfare
reform program.

The program, which began
QOct. 1, 1996, gives welfare recipi-
ents four years of public assis-
tance, such as some child-care
subsidies or medical insurance,
.but they must find work within
two years.

Herman is charged with the
job-training portion of welfare re-
form. It is a big part of her agenda
as labor secretary.

But since she was confirmed to
her position in late April, she has
had plenty of potential distractions
from her agenda. Herman was
hailed for being a successful medi-
ator in the UPS strike in August.
Now she is being investigated for
charges that she sold her influ-
ence while working as a White
House aide in Clinton's first term.

She has denied the allegations
and on Friday shrugged them off,
saying they did not distract her
from the job at hand. “That goes
with the territory,” she said.

Herman toured Tampa's One
Stop Job Career Center in the
former Floriland Mall. There, job-
seekers can get training, help in
finding work and even child-care
assistance.

During the visit she quizzed
job-seekers about their hunts, ad-
mired babies and offered wards of
encouragement.

“Don't say you hape so. You
will graduate,” she told 18-year-old
Maria Mcfarlane, who was waiting
at the center with her infant son,

" Joshua McNabb.

At the Job Club, where the
out-of-work learn to get and keep
jobs, she told job-seekers she un-,
derstands how hard it is {for them.
Her own mother was a single
. mother who struggled to go back
to school and fulfill her dream of
becoming a teacher.

1/3:/9)’

“I know first-hand, from watch-
ing her overcome the barriers that
she had . . . that there really is ne
substitute for believing in your-
self,” she said.

Finding a job builds seif-confi-
dence, several of the former wel-
fare recipients told Herman dur-
ing a round-table discussion.

“It helped me find 2 lot of ,
abilities and talents I didn't know I
had,” said Eleana Velasquez, who
now works in telephone sales for
$8 an hour, “I have been praying -
for 13 years to get off of welfare.”

But the women said it is still
difficult for them.

In addition to child-care prob-
lems, they talked about broken
cars they couldn't afford to fix,
two-hour bus rides, complicated
arrangements with friends and rel-
atives for rides, and, sometimes,-
long walks to work.

Several also said they wished
the Florida program allowed for
them to get more education, rath-
er than rushing them right into
jobs.

One woman said she was
scheduled to start a new job Mon-
day, but her employer had given
her 90 days to get up to speed on
the office computer system. A
brush-up course would help, she
said, but she didn't have the $45a
basic course would cost.

—

Alexis M. Harman

AGE: 50

BACKGROUND: Graduated in 1969 from
Xavier University in New Orleans;
worked in Labor Department during
Carter admiristration; formed
partnership that advised businesses on
marketing and minority-hiring issues;
worked as White Housa Office of Public
Liaison director and assistant to the
president 1993-1997,

PRESENT JOB: Replaced Robert Reich as
Labor Secretary in April after a
four-month confirmation battle,
CONTROVERSY: Targeted by Justice
Department investigation into
allegations that she sold her influence
while director of the White House
Office of Public Liaison during Clinton's
first term.

MAJOR ACCOMPLISHMENT I PRESENT
J0B; Helped mediate intense four-day
talks between UPS and the Teamsters
last August that ended their costly
stalernate.
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"States welfare hopuses will teward worke

~By LAURA MECKLER=

“pzsociated Press Wribterw

€ WASHINGTON (AP} _ Competing for 51 billien in borus monsy, states will be
Judgad by how many welfsare regipients find and keep jobw owver the next five
vears.

i The formula, belny zant to startas this week, gives no welghr to states
thay see caseloads diep but can't prove that the people ave finding work. The
guidelines resolve a leng-standing question ocver how the federal goveznment
Wil judge sucosss As stabes implement their own walfare programs.

1 "What we reslly wantad to focus on was work, That's what ... the new
welfare law Ls about,” Michael Xhsrfen, spokesman for the Capartment #f Health
angd Human 3ervices, said Tuezdsy,

9 President ClinZon will focus on vhe changing pele of welfaie Casewsriers
in moving people inte iebs when he addresszes the Mational Lovernors’
Assoclaticn, meeting here next weex, Xharfern said,

1 That was alse a theme of Labor Secretary +Alexis+ +tHermant' s comrents
Tuesday at the Navjional Prese Ciub.

| YBuccess ia-net just aboul getting a job. Sucgess also invelves Keeping a
job, ™ she said,

% While Clinton and the gevernors love to hrag abeut daclining cazeloads _
they've diapped 3] percent aince their peak in 18%4  aiv’ 3 leas cleasr where
thase formey reciplients are landing or if they ars moving out af povarty.

¥ The highwperformance beonuses offer $200 million a year for five yssrs Lo
the 10 states that have the mest succass in four areas. Fach ayea iz judged
individually, %0 up to 40 states could theoratically get a rhare of the bonus
money. .

4 dtaves «ill be judged on:

¢ Job entry: the number of welfare recipients «ho get jobs that year
whether they remained on the rolls or not. Many welfare recipients wozk but
make sg little money that they still gualify for assistance.

g JSuccess in the werk force: 3 combination of the sumber of reciplents who
kept a2 iob from one quarter to the next, and the incoresse in rhelr incomes,
ki _Tmprovemant: how much states improved over Lhe pravious yesr in each of

the sbove categsriss.

4 The largesh porticon of the money, $80 million per vear or 40 pezc=nt, will
be given to winhers in the job sntry categery. Winners in the success in thsa
wark force category will share $30 million, or 2% percent ¢f the toial.

| Srates showing most improvement in the job antry categery will zhare 540
million, and those improving most in the sugrcess in the wory forge categozv
will share $30 millien,

4  The amount of money each of the winning 10 starves gets will dﬂptnd on the
gize of thelyr rugular block grant.
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A9 17 Fab 1.3, Labors Herman aays reforms need more time

Pater Srakol ‘
gzis:mcswﬁ, };’ab 17 (Rauters) - A year and & halt alle a sweeping wolfare reform iaw was enacled,

Labor Sacretary Alexis Ha“’?f’ said on Tuesday the task of bringing welfare recipiants into the warkforce
ore work and more tims. . , .
uﬁié;kemmrmg;g 2 10-£lty lour o examine the lsswe, Herman said prograss matle su far In reduc;ng s0s.”
waltare roils fas been slowsd by sovaral factors, including the difficulty of empioying the "toughest cases,
3}3‘?‘;& g&ainiy not here today o declare succass,” Hormen £aid In 8 spesuh el lhq National Pracs Club.

- thirsk that we're guite o ways from doclaring success,” sha said, “Ahai | do baliave we have is s clear
indication that ws are moving in the right diraction.” ’ ‘

Herman roted that welfare cassloads ava fallgn more than 30 percent since Prasident Biit Ctintan took
office in January 1983. In tha 13 months after he slgned the controversial walfare reform measure in
Augusi 1996, 2.4 million peopla have left weltare miia, she sald.

Although Clinton had campalgned in 1892 on a pladge ta "end welfare as we know It." he veloed an
earliat wolfare reform bill pessed by ths Republican-centrolled Congross that ha sald was 100 harsh. Some
of his fetiow Democrats fait the final faw was still tos harsh ana arlticized him for signing &.

The law culs federal aponding on weitare by %55 billion over six years, imposes a five-year iifetims fimit
on recoiving bunefits and requiras recipients 1 bagin working withins iwo years after receiving bonefite,

Calling the law "one of our nation's biggest social policy changes In the lest 50 years,” Haaman said ghe
would prasent the president with recommendations for dealing with six “core challeniges” that she
discovered In her fraveals, :

To end “the stigma of weltare,” she 2814 recipisnts who move Indo jobs must de protectad by faderal labor
laws, including the current §5.18 fedaral hourly minimum wage, which Clinton has prapoased ralsing by $1
over tha naxt two yoars. .

" vory oplimistic that wa will fjet tha cooparation and the support of Congress 10 pass the minimum
wage {increass),” she said when askad for har assgssmernt of ihe proposal’s chances,

To kasp formear welfare recipients warking, Herman said 1oans'and other assistance must be provided for
sbstacios like child cars and transportation, espaecially sinoe many now jobs are in the suburbg while
walfare reclpients are in the citiss,

Clting empioyears who heve pionaered {raining programs for former weltare récipionts, she sald ampioyers
must realize that it is in their interest to take steps to cultivate and relain the new workers,

For long-tenm racipients with limited siliis, poor work histories and In some cases subslance abuse
problems, sha cited an innovativa program, STRIVE. In New York City's Harlem section that focyses on
basic lifs skills and whose graduates have an 50 percent jub retention rats.

Marman also called for tougher child support enforcamant to forse absentoa fathers o get involved with
their families and the selection of the best welfare-to-work moasures that have been developad by
indlvidual states.

ENDS
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<A7>HD:Herman touts trade policy successes

<Al0>SH:Labor secretary says deparbment working on ways te help workers
whose Joba have been gent overseas

<Als>By JEFF HARDY Washington Bureau

WASHINGTON U.8. trade-expansion policies have cost some American
joba, butb the initiatives also helped fuel the strong U.$., economy,
Labor Secretary Alexis Herman said Tuesday.

Speaking at a ~“Newsmakers'' luncheon at the National Press
Club, the Mobile native said one of the Clinton administration‘'s
more successful job-generating strategies has been to expand
U.8. trade in the world market.

At the same time that new*'markets created U.S8. jobe, thaagh;
gome other U.§5. jobs were lost as employers decided Lo transfer
their manufacturing to other nations, she said.

"“He have to make sure thiabt as we pursue these strategies we pay
particular attention to thosge industries, to these areas, to those
workers who in fact have been disproportionately and negatively
impacted, '’ she said. ""We can't run away from thai reality.!'®

Ma. Herman was asked how she could justify trade expansion when
17.8. labor unions largely copposed the strategy in the wake of the
North American Free Trade Agreement.

The agreement among the United States, Canada and Mexico was
designed in the early 19208 to take advantage ¢f a population totaling
390 million, a gross domestic product of $8.6 trillion and trade
among the countries of more than $2%0 billion.

But the agreement while generating thousands of U.8. jobs has
cost the United States at leash 150,000 jobs, according to some
egtimates. Now, some unions and organizations are actively fighting
to stop the expansion of NAFTA and other new trade agreements.

The Labor Department ig working on ways to lesaen the effects
of any losses, such as f£inding out more quickly where plants are
closing . so it can assist workers, Also, in his State of the Union.
Address, President Clinton talked of a plan to beef up the federal
program to help displaced workers, Ma, Heyman sald.

On another issue, she said that workers. in the new world markets
need the assurance of basic rights and protections., "It iz not
enough to assume that when you open up markets, when you create additiona

trade oppertunities and you're creating jobs that, somehow magically,
everyone lg going to benefii, ' she gaid.

PHOTO Herman
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% Welfare Bonuses, 0466 States welfare bonuses will reward work

ampeting for $1 biltion in bonus mieney, states will be judged by how many welfare recipionts
find and keep jobs over the next five years,
The formula, being sent 1o statey this week, gives no weight o states that see caseloads drop but can't prove that the
peopie are finding work. The guidelines resalve 2 long-standing question over how the federal governmant will judge

sucgess as states implement their own welfare programs.

“What we really wanited to focus on was work. That's what |, the new welfare law is about,” Michael Kharfen,
spokesman for the Departiment of Health and Human Services, said Tuesday,

Presidens Clinton will focas on the changing role of welfare caseworkers in moviag people ime jobs when he addresses
the National Governars' Association, meling here next week, Kharfen gaid,

That was zlso a theme of Labor Seerstary Aleais Herman's comments Tyuesday at the National Press Chub,
TBuccess is not just shost getting a job. Success also invalves keeping a job,” she said,

White Clinton and the governors love io brag ahout declining caseloads they've dropped 31 percent since thelr pouk in
1994

it's less clear where these former recipiants are landing or if they are moviﬁg gut of paverty,

The high-perfsrmance bonuses offer $200 million a year for five years to the 19 states that have the most suceess in four
areas, Each grea is judged individually, so up o 48 sintes could thesretically got a share of the bonus money.

Srates wit be judged on “

Job entry: the number of welfare recipients who pot jobs that year, whether they remained on the volls or not. Many
weltare recipients work but make so litthe mongy that they still qualify for assistance,

Success in the work force: a combination of the nember of recipients who kept 3 job from one quarter to the next, and
ke ingrease in their incomes,

improvement: how much states improved over the previous year in each of the above categories,

The largest portion of the money, $80 million per year or 40 perceat, will be given to winners in the job enwry category.
Winners in the success i the work forcs category will share $50 million, or 25 percent of the otal.

$mtes showing most improvement fa the job entry category will share $48 mithion, and those improving most in the
suceess in the work torce category will shase 538 miflion.

The gmount of money sach of the winniag (U states gets will depend on the size of their regular blosk grant.
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HIGHLIGHTS,, .

Herman Issues ‘Cafl to Action’ to Ensure Success of Welfare Reform
Labur Secretary Herman challenges business, labor, governmeot and reli-
glows leaders to do more to help weifare mothers find and keep jobs and calls

for more aitention and opportunities for fathers,

Herman says her 10-city tour of welfare-to-work programs that she just come
pleted bas shown her that some states and localities are doing belter than ath-
ers. When she presents her findings o the president, she will identily sis cors
chalienges that emerged fram her tour and will offer recommendations io
meel them, she says. The challonges include combating the stereatype that

wellare recipients are nol good workers. A-3

&"gi{am

Henman Issues ‘Call to Action’ at All Levels
To Ensure Long-Term Success of Reform

ienged business, iabor, government and religious

leaders to do more {o help wellare moathers {ind
and keep jobs and called for more attention to and op-
portunities for fathers.

Herman said her 10-city tour of welfare-to-work pro-
grams that she just compleled has shown her that some
states and localities are doing better than others.
“There are no quick fixes here. No siiver bullet . |, Bus
there are successful ideas and initiatives out there and
ail of us can learn from them, ™ ghe said in 3 Juncheon
sddress,

Herman sald that when she preseats her flsddings o
the president, she will idenlify six core challenges that
emerged from her tour and wiil offer recommendations
e meet them,

L abor Secrelary Alexis M. Herman Feb. 17 chal

Stop the Labels. The first step, she said, is W stop In-
beling and stereotyping welfare raciplents as varatinhin
workers, “They desarve the dignity, respect, and title of
‘workers' U and the rights_benefits, and protections that
go with that title, she said. This inciudes, the secretary
said, a fair wage, equal opportunity, a safe aad heallby
workplace, and “every other labor safegeard that is
theirs by tight and by law.” -

She refterated that transporiation and chiid core are
iey componerts that can wreak havoc with recipienis’
afinrts to keep jobs once they find them, which she
called the second chatlenge. An afterdiours child care
program is one solutien that she saw in Delawarg, she
said. Another is a short-term, no-interest loas program
that a Milwaukee organization pravides recipients 1o
help meet “emergency needs,” rangiog from ¢ar repairs
o maney (o buy uniforms, she said.



The third challenge, she said, is {for empioyers to ac-
knowletdge that providing recipienis with menioneg,
training, heslth care and pensions will pay off by pro-
viding companies with skilled and invelved workforces,
Cessna Aireralt Co. in Wichita, Kan,, bas about 200
graduates of a program the company established to
train weifare recipients for produciion jobs thal pay an
average wage of $12 an hour, )

While welfare case loads are dropping, Herman said,
“the real challenga” lies ahead an the lopg-term retipk
ents with the most barriers 1o employment are those
who remain on the rolls. She said the Laboer Depart-

ment's $3 billion welfare-to-work grant program is
aimed at helping thess “hardest to serve” individuals.
An initistive she highlighted as 8 “no-ponsense pro-
gram that prepares individuals for the culture of wark™
is the Suppoit and Training Results in Valuable Em-
ployment, or STRIVE program in Harlem.

Involve the Fathers, The filth challenge is to focus on
fathers, the secretary said. While the administration is
heefing up child support enlorcenent, these fathers
reed a job to pay child support, she said. The Labor De-
partment will make it 4 priority, she said, io look for
model programs to help fathers,

She pointed to the Parents Fair Share program in
Los Angeles as one initintive that provides fathers with
training and counsseling, “This is an aspect of wellare
reform that hasn't received much attention,” she said,
one that she calied "fundamental’ to the success of wel-
fare reform.

The final challenge, she said, is 2 “osll 1o action at ov-
ery level.” She urged labor unions o bulld en programs
such s the joint jabor-management Culinary Trainiog
Center in Las Vegas. That program, invelving the Culi-
nary Workers Lnion, provides pre-employment and
training in a center that is located within cosy access (o
public transpertaton.

She also encouraged businesses lo consider jeining
the Welfare-to-Work Partnership headed by EN Segal

and said faith-based groups and other labor-market in- -

termediaries have “an enormous role to play.'” In her
address at the Wational Press Club, Herman also chal-
lenged the media “to shed light and shatter myths”
ahout welfare recipients as workers,

Hermar advised states and localities to look at their
own programs te make sure they do not create "unin-
tentional barriers.” Someone may have 1o o to one of.
fice to let ¥ caseworker know about # job offer and then
have to take Hme off o go 1o snothar office to pick up n
tranuportation voucher and vet sncther office tv gel 2
child care stipend. “That's Hks having (o go to the De.

pariment of Motor Vehicles three tmes s month o reg-
wter your ¢ar,” she said,

Seme 2.4 million people have left the welfare rolis
since Clinton signed the controversisd welfare measure
into law pearly 18 months ags. Hermun said the coame
Iey is “muite a ways from declaring success,” bawaver,
she added the countiy is “muving in the vght direc-
tieans,™

Henman Qutlines Six Challonges.

abor Secretary Alexis M. Herman sald her
L three-month welare-to-work tour showed
her that the following chalenges must be

met ta make weifare.fo-woerk g lagiing success:

® endt 1he stigma of wellare by recognizing
thess poople as they are, “new workers,” not
former wellare reciplents;

= ynderstand thul success §s not just about
geiting a joby, but keeping one and focus more
on child care and transportation;

®acknowledge that weifare veform is good
business {or employers and good for the
eLonomy; .

¥ recoghize that while case loads have
dropped that those with the most barriers to
grtiployment remain on the rolls:

mfocus on fathers by beefing up child sup-
pott enforcement and giving dads counseling
and training; snd

® recognize that governments, business, Ia-
bor, and the press all have o role lo play.

BNA 21888
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. found the human
‘face behind wel-

‘Cessna helps nation
meet reform goals

By Alexis M. Herman
Special to The Wichita Eagle

The welfare reform law passed by
Congress and signed by President
Clitton I8 months ago is something
completely new. It is clearly the na-
tion's biggest so-

family. That isn't charily for workers;
it's eniightened selldnterest for em-
ployers. Cessna clearly understands
this; the indeplh training it provides
for new workers represenls an in-

vestment in the company's future.
B Recognize that Lhe hardest work
remains  be-

cial policy
change in the
last 50 years.
Last fall, 1
wernl to 10 cities,
and in each I

fare reform.

1 vislted the
Cessna Alrcraft
Company in Wi-
chita with Presl-
dent Clinton.
Cessna has es-
tablished a state-
of-the-art facility
to train wellare

cause the
hardest to serve
remain. As wel-
fare caseloads
go down, the
real challenge
Is coming inlo
sharp  relief.
Many long-term
recipients re-
main on the
rolls.

A Focus on
fathers. The ob-
jective of wel-
fare reform is
to help parents
raise their in-

File ph

;ﬁgj}ﬂce{};f] 10‘;’5{ Cessna's 21st Street Training con i 1oy
About 200 gradu.  Facility is a model for th kids.  Usually
ates of the pro- nation. ' that parent is
gram are now ihe mother,

working for Cessna and eaming an
average wage of $12 an hour.

I'm ready lo report to the president
on why the Cessna program works
and others do not 1t is the story of the
people 1 call our “new workers” who
are making the exciling (but never
easy) trip from wellare to work.

In order to make reform a success,
this country must face six core chal-
lenges:

@ End the stigma of wellare,
People need dignlty In order to suc-
ceed. All of us must treat our new
workers with the respect they de.
serve, We must demand that they re-
ceive the rights, benefits and protec-
tions of workers. That includes a fair
wage, equal opportunity on the job
and a safe and healthy workplace.
We also need to raise the minimum
wage to improve the living standards
of millions of working families,

® Understand (hat success is not
just about gelting a job, but keeping a
job. The Cessna program reflects this
concern by linking workers to social
services and even providing coun-
selors to help new employees adjust

to the workplace. Child care is vital.,

. 8o, too, are transportalion strategies.

® Employers must acknowledge
that welfare reform Is good business.
Getting a new worker into a first job
is important, but we must also be con-
cermed about' the second and third
jobs that pay enough to support a

and, usually, she is alone. Fathers also
have a responsibility to support their
children. But you need a job to pay
child support, so one of the ways to
help kids is to Increase the eaming
potential of fathers so they can meet
their obligalions.

B Action &t every level. Successiul
welfaredo-work lakes work. And it
takes us all. No one has all the an-
swers, but there's a lot we can learn
from each other, The Cessna pro-
gram brings togelher private em-
ployers, federal and state funding,
and social services. If America repii-
cates that kind of partnership thou-
sands of times over, we can over-
come the challenges we face.

If it was easy, we would have done
it years ago. But especially now, in
our booming economy, it should be
possible for émployers to provide
jobs, skills development, a living wage
and supportive services to new
workers. Churches, synagogues and
mosques can help those trying to help
themselves.

As a nation, we have a long way lo
g0 lo move thousands from wellare lo
work and to a lifetime of .economic
security and selfsufficiency. We must
assure that every family has the op-
portunity to make a fair claim on our
natlon’s prosperity,

Alexis M. Herman is the U.S. Secretary
of Labor.
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This proposal is a key part of the Adminiskration tes strategy for
making welfare refors work. The demonstratlan sites will provide
opportunities to solve the hardest problems of welfare reform, to
learn what works for whom, and to identif gshowcase, and
diggsenminate success. The demonstration mqnay would be made
availakle coppetitively to states and communities that are
willing to put up their own matching resources and to carry out a
. rigorous evaluation. This proposal envisions demonstrations in
three priority areas: moving families from welfare to work;
reducing teen pregnancy; and promoting 9aranta1 anpon51bzlity
and the involvement of fathers.

Cost: $600 million over five years: | $550 million for
services and $50 willion for evaluation.

This px;&rzty area would demonstrate sclugzaas to the toughest
problemns enceuntered by states and communities in moving families
from welfare to work:

* Provide post-employment services, to &a@p fanilies from
dropping out of the labor force after the first job and help
them keep on track for increased earnings and self-
sufficiency.

* Encourage sustained employment in multi-problem families, by
linking community~based family suppor® services with
employment services and jobs.

* Provide drug screeninyg, treatment, and welfare-to-work
services that succeed in promoting employment for families
withh a history of substance abuse.

* Promote work and aelfwsurflclency whﬂla ensuring safety for
' women who have experienced domestic violence.
* Support the transition to self-sufficiency and prevent
; .welfare receipt among young people leaving the foster care
syaten.
* Encourage sustained employment apong &;s&bled persons and

families of children with dlsabizitias.

Reducd

This priority area would focus on strateglles to reduce pregnancy
and birthrates among young people:

* Expand model after-school programs for aterisk teens that
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have demonstrated success at preventing teen pregnancy.

* Provide Second Chance Homes and otheJ focused services for
teens who have already had one child, to help teen parents
avoid second pregnancies, put their llves back on track,
complete their education, and ensure the wellbeing of" the
child.

| v

EA #3. ing Parental Responsibility and the
volveme of Fathers.

This priority area would fecus on innovatiLe strategies for
ensuring that both parents take respon51b1&1ty for supporting
their children: |
i
* Promote work and enployment-related services for non-
custodial parents, in order to ensurel that they are able to
carry out their financial responsibilities to their
children.

"% . Increase paternity establishment by linking to child care
and other community-based organizatiens that serve low
income parents.
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Preliminary Welfare Reform Legislative Options
for the FY 1998 Budget: Summary of Base Package

New Qld
Baseline Baseline
Eive Year  Five Year

{In billions of §)
Base Package:

Food Stamps

A. 18 to 50's: Moderate the time limit of 3 months in 36 by legislatively proposing to
limit food stamps to 6 months in |12 for childless adults who refuse to work
Individuals could not be removed from the program if they could not find work or if
the State did not provide a workfare or training slot. States would be encouraged,
although not be required, to serve these individuals. i 2.4 2.0

B. Remove the shelter deduction cap in FY2002, allow the basic benefit

to reindex beginning in FY2002 and increase the vehicle asset limit. 07 09
subtotal Food Stamps 3.1 2.9
; Swo, om0 $SE
&Dﬁm&ﬂm fr ~s
A, Exempt the disabled from 5SI and Medicaid bans. oo, o Pebind
{Costs are higher than earlier estimates because many elderly would reapply 1.7 83
and would be expected to qualify for 51 on the basis of disability.)
B. Exempt children from S51 and Medicaid bans. 04 04
C. Extend the 55| and Medicaid exemption for Refugees and Asylees from 5
to 7 years from date of entry in order to give sufficient time to naturalize. 0.6 0.6
subtotal Immigrants 12.7 9.3
Welf Wark Iritiati
{Non-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform} [3.0] [3.0]
Other Issues
Small technical corrections to the welfare legisfation that could have cost implications. 0.2 02

Total 16.0 12.4

Options to Revise Base Package:
Option |. Eliminate the immigrant bans for the disabled currently receiving SS| and Medicaid.
Require sponsor-to-alien deeming for all new applications, including current elderly
recipients subject to the ban who reapply on the basis of disability. 2.7 N/A

Option 2. Delay the SSI, Food Stamps and Medicaid bans for two years -~ only
for current recipients, All new applicants, and everyone after twe years, would be
subject to the policy in option | (sponsor-to-alien deeming for Medicaid and +0.6 N/A,
SSlI).

(208196 1:00 PM



. Qther Preliminary Welfare Reform Options
that Could be Added to Base Package

Fead Stomps
A, 18-30's Provide Staces with additional resources 1o serve approximately another
100,000 persons per year with job search.
B. 18-50"s Change the current time limit 1o 6 menths in 12, Individuals would fose
Faod Stamps even if they are willing to work,

Benefits to Imaigrans
A In lieu of an exemption for the disabled sutlined in the base package, dalay
implementation of the 551, Food Stamps and Medicaid bans for 2 yeaes »
altowing lmmigrants tme 1o naturalize.
B. Repesl the Medizaid ban for the siderly and aliow aff siderly losing 55w ratain
Medizaid {in addizion to disabled exemption in the base package. Combinaton
of administrative and legislative costs.) .
C. Repeal the Foud Stamp ban for households with children; require deeming
unti! citizenship.

Other

A. Make che Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) refundable in 1998,

B. Naw incentives/pdions for model TANF programs, substance abuse testing and
wreatment, and/or welfare to work performance bonuses.

C. Prevent the new 38! benefits delay from delaying access o Medicaid,
D. Offer 2 year Transitional Medicaid to alt States and extend sunset.

Elve Year
(in billions)

+0.5

+1.3

+2.3

+3.4

+i0
10 ¢
+2.0

1218194 1:18 PM



Preliminary Welfare Reform Legislative Options
for the FY 1998 Budget: Summary of Base Package

Base Package:

Food Stamps

A 18 te 50 Moderate the tme limit of 3 months in 36 by legislatively proposing to
it food stamps to 6 months i 12 for childless adults who refuse (o work

Individuals could not be removed from the program # they could notfind work or i

the State did not provide a workfare or training slot. $tases would be encouraged,
although not be required, to serve these individuals.

B Remove the shelter deduction cap in FY2002, allow the basic benefit
w2 reindex beginaing in FY2002 and increase the vehicle asses limit.
subtotat Food $tamps

{Costs are higher than earlier estimates becouse mony efderly woold reapply
and would be expected o qualify for SSI o the basis of disability.)
B. Exgmpt children from S5 and Medicaid bans,
C. Extend the S81 and Medicaid exemption for Refugess and Asylees from 5
to 7 years from date of entry in order (o give sufficient time to naturalize.
subtotal Immigrants

Lther dssues

Senall technical corrections ta the welfare legistation that ¢ould have cost implications.

Total

New
Baseline Baseline
Five Year  Five Year
{in billfons of §)
24 2.0
VA
3.1 r R
ity 83
0.4 0.4
0.6 28
§2.7 .3
22 2.2
16.0 12.4

12120196 8.36 AM
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Chiid Care Options
{Doftars in Billicns}

FY98.02
FYgs Fysg FY00 FYQ1 FY02  Total

1. Make tha Child & Dopendent Cars Tax Credit {DCTC) refundabla.
By 2002, this benefils over 2 miliion low-wage tax filers who have iftle or no tax fiabifity,

0.1 1.4 1.1 1.3 1.4 4.8

2. Incroase child cars funding for working families.
This benefits 560,000 ehitdren in £Y 2002 in familiss earning up 1o 85% of State median income,

g.2 0.4 0.5 1.0 1.8 3.5

3. incroase after-achoo! child care funding for latch-key children in working poor familing,
This benefits 1 million schogl-age children in FY 2002,

0.2 0.3 0.% 18 2.0 4.0



CHILD CARE OPTIONS

These options help low-income waorking families get child care assistance without going through
the welfare line. While the new welfare reform bill added essential new child care funds, it also
tightened the competition for these resources between welfare families struggling to enter the
workforce and low-income working families struggling to stay off welfare. These options outline
differcnt ways to target additional child care funds to working poor families.

1. Make the Child & D‘cpendent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) Refundable

«  Proposal. Because the DCTC is non-refundable, only people who have tax liabilities can
benefit from it, excluding many low-wage working families. Making the credit refundable
would reach many of the working families who currently receive no child care assistance.
Assuming interactions with the proposed $500 child credit, this proposal would cost 4.9
billion over FY98-02 and $1.4 billion in FY02.

= Impact. By 2002, refundability would expand the credit to over 2 million tax filers, with an
average benefit of $500-$600 per tax filer, Most of these filers have income below $30,000,

«  Treasury notes that administration of the credit may be difficult. Low-incorne families need |
funds for child care in “real time,” but most will not be able 1o obtain the credit until they
file a tax return at the end of the year. Moreover, the IRS cannot verify child care
expenditures prior to the payment of the credit, which could cause compliance problems.
HHS believes that administration of the credit’s refundability should not be a problem.

2. Increase Child Care Funds to Reach Half A Million Meore Children in Working Families

Broposal. The Child Care & Development Block Grant is a direct subsidy program (with
discretionary and mandatory funding streams} for low-income working famtlies earing up
to 85% of State median income. This proposal would cost $3.5 billion over FYs 98-42 and
$1.5 billion in FY0Z. These dollars would be mandatory and matched with State funds,

]

«  Impact. This option targets a larger individual subsidy to a smaller number of low-income
working families. The families of 500,000 children in FY02 would receive an average
Federal payment of $2,700 per year toward their child care expenses. This would provide
critical support to working families who would stherwise be unable to remain off welfare.

3. Increase Child Care Funds for 1 Million More Lateh-Key Children in Working Families

*  Proposal. This would support services for more children than Option 2, since school age
care is part<time and maximizes use of school facilities. This proposal would cost $4.0
billion over FY's 98-02 and 32.0 biliien in FY02, Like Option 2, State match is assumed.,

«  Impact. This targets a smaller individual subsidy to a larger number of working families,
The families of approximately 1 million school-age children in FY02 would receive an
average Federal payment of $1,800 per year toward child care expenses. This strategy
would help more families move from part-time work, protect children from being left home
alone after school while their parents work, and complement the President's America Reads
Imtiative.



New Food Stamp Work Requirement Proposal

Tough Six Month Time Limit with Strict Sanctions. All non-disabled, childless adults betm:czz
the ages of 18-30 will be limited to 6 months benefits in any 12 month period unless he or she:
- works 20 or more hours per week, or
- participates in a 20 hour or more per week work program, or
- participates in a workfare program, or
- participates at least 20 hours a week in a training program (as long as job search is no
more than 50% of the program, or
- accepts an offer of employment

Persons wheo fail to comply with the work requirements will face a “one strike and you're out”
sanction policy, They would lose eligibility for the longer of the six months or the State’s
relevant sanction, This penalty is significantly more strict than the underlying Food Stamp
employment and training program which has a three tiered sanction systems of 1 month, 3 months
and 6 months with State option to make them longer., No ene will become ineligible unless they
are offered a work opportunity and refuse it or fail to comply with its requirements, '

Work and Responsibility - Additional Funds to Create More Work Slots. This proposal adds up
to $60 million per year in new federal monies to the FY 1998 $80 million in Federal and $160 in
Federal/State funds. These new funds will be dedicated to creating work opportunities for those
participants subject to the time limit. Preliminary estimates indicate this new $270 million will
create an additional 400,000 work slots over the five year period. By creating new work slots,
the time limit has real consequences. Almost all individuals subject to the time limit who are
unable to find employment would be offered a work slot and forced to make the choice of living
up 1o the responsibilities of accepting food assistance or becoming ineligible for the program.

Expand the Wage Supplementation Option to Include all 18-50%s. Concerns have been raised
about whether the new statuie allows States to implement the “Missouri waiver” ~ wage
supplementation -~ in Food Stamps. Wage supplementation allows States to contribute the cash
vaiue of 3 public assistance household’s food stamp benefits to an employer in order to subsidize

the hmng and empii}ymcnt {}f a8 hc‘asehold member uwmmm&huimm

chold | CeRivis ) stanee * o1 G/ 'I'his propasal wau}d expand
the State optmn te aii 18-50's since many of the group do not receive general or public
assistance. This option would give States greater flexibility to create a wider variety of
employment opportunities for the group of food stamp recipients,

Preliminary Estimate
{ba and cutlays in millions of §)

40 50.. 60 60 60 270
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The Honorable Bill Clinzon

Pregident

United Ztates of America

1RaN Bennaylvania Ave. ‘

Waashington, U.C. 20508 i
|

Dezr Mr, Preaidents:

T would like to commend you for your continucd }amdarohip in
ensuring that the recentiy anacted welfare retorm pill succeeds in
moving wellare seclipleats o work, !

. AR yOu have 33id on several coccasions, paseays &f the welfare reform

bill was just the beginning, not the end, of weliare zefoxm. I was
pleased Lo iearn of your proposal o include a welfare to work
prugren for recipients of Temporsry Asaistance far Neady Pamilies in
your budgst. 1 serongly encourage you £o continug your offorts in

waking the goal of veplacing welfare with work ? roality.

Threughout the debate on welfare yeform, my higheat priority was
arnanring thatr wnrk ramiiramanta for welfare recipients be realistic
and workalile, HWe shwould reguise greater rcaponbibilitg'ﬁor
individuale who ave able to work without harming individuals vha are
willing =0 Work but are net able o chbraln employment. As youu bave
said on numereus occacione, now thatl we have demanded recponaibilicy
ot weirare recipients, we have an ¢obligatiorn to provide them an
cpportunity Lo work, I onocoursgs you Lo extendl thio principle to
rhe Food stamp recipients who fate time limite &n benetits and work
reguirvements that are much more siringent than the provisions.of the
TaNF hlndk grant. : |

T welfars reform bill signed intn law containad a pravisioa that
Lezmlaules food stanps [or swome tecipieata 1€ Chey camnot find jobs.
Thie provigion, which was offersd at the last minute before the
Houge of Kepresentacives pasged the welfare refoym bill, was poorly.
chought out and will have severe conscquences for poople who are
trying hard to find work withoukb success. Ae ! maid curing the
debate when this provision was debaved in the House of

. Raprenanrarives, Pif they have bern 1aid aff from cheir job in a

segdud vl recession, if they went on food ptampl, searched high and
inw for werk and found nothing afoer rhras menrhe, v ia fough luck
Cur Lhwesw, *

Those atfected by chis provielen are very poor %nd ganeraily do uul
gqualify for federal oz other skale asgistance programe. However,
they may face substantial hurdles in finding jobs in the privace
sector. Added to this problem im the fact thatl the everwhelming
majority of statss, including my state of Tewasl do not have a
worklare proyram for Zood stainy cecipleuis. Under the new welfaxe
law. many food stamp recipienre who want to work will Jnes rheir

2
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fuod scamps because they cannot find Jobs or obFaln a workfare
asgsignmant. The welfare law deeo provide otatcs with the option of
requesting that this provision be waived in areas of high
uncmployment. In fact, Governer Dush has requested that 45 counties
in Texas be expmpt from thia pravisinn hecange nf h;gh unemployment .
However, Lhe abllily of sldles Lo requedsl walvery s very narrow and
is not flexible encugh to take into account local employment
vondiclons,

I belleve that there should be a strong work reguirement in che foed
stamp program. The welfare provisicng that I helped auther in bath
the Coalition pudget and the bipartisan Castle-lanner welrare bil!l
included provisions requiring food stamp rccipiEnta to work and
provided funding ro make sure that workfare slaoks nr similar work
activities ware available for food stamp recipipats vuvered Ly Lhe
wnrk requirements. Those who found a3 job or acrepted their workfare
agdigmnent would be allowed to conctinue receiving food stamps.

Those who failed to comply with the work :equirbment would loge
their food stamp. However, no one who was wllllng LO WOrK Qr
participate ln a2 workfare program would be danFd foad otampa if
there were no workfare glots available.

I urge you to propose legislation in your‘budget to change the
arbitrary food stamp ban in the current law into a meaningful and
tough work raquirement as harh you and T prapasked during the last
Congreas. Fallure Lu addresy this provimion will resulc in large
numbers of poor Americans who genuinely want to|work leoaing thair
gogd stamps and facing hunger and hardship because they can‘t find
eba .

Again, thank you for your leaderohip en thin erirical issuec. I loeok
forward to continuing to work with you on this %nd other issues.

Sincerely’bours,

Qi

Charles W.| Scenholm
Mcmber of Congrcaa
CHWS:esl
ce: Viee Prepident Core
Leon kanettca
Frank Raince
Lan Glickman
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TOQ:  Ken Apfel

FR:  Marian Wright Edelman
RE: Welfare "Fix-up™ Package
DA:  December 12, 1996

ClEren’s Prienie fupd

Mymﬁm&rmﬁymﬂmmnmofﬂwmmﬁmmai‘mhmm:ﬂwm
Cyn&msm&nmem)wdmmsthc&dmmsmmspmfm“ﬁm 10 the welfarc
legislation. &tthatmm%memysmmdmméngﬂdbewpﬂxfmm&pnm
earyections being considered by the Administration..We m;z:epzed this mmezznd‘m in
FESPOnSE, az:éwantedtashzzc:tmthyou

I should emphasize our mﬁausmaboutﬁwammmtﬂw Administation is considering
investing in the package. A trme “fix-up™ package would coat %cmudcmbty more than $13

+  billion to undo the barms to iminigrants, children amiﬁmilm, and siagle adwlts.
According to CBO, for staies to be able 1 mea&mwwwclfmwmi:pamcxpmn requiretnents
alone they would need an addidonal $12 hillion. Additional investments are critically important
10 ensure that children 26d families are not harmed. Moreover, npither any 881 disabled children
nor legal tmmigrau Medicaid costs should be offset against the ?5 i3 biffion. CBO knew that
Congress had given the President flexibilisy as to 851 disebled cént&'eu, and tha slates had tbe
option o continue 1o provide Medicaid when they cosied out ﬁwe bill.

Among the “fixes™ currently under mnsldasatm the following lxre top priorites:

: amidies, Low income families with x:hzidmz are devastatedd by the
Fooé S:amp wts mada §v welfare wlomm, A “fix-up” bx!rl should restore the excess
shelter cost deduction for families with children, asit mewusiy authorized and as #t
now exists for senior citizens. It should also restore the c:aimlm of Food Stzmp
benefits based on 103 peroent of the Thrifty Food Plan, wdﬁ:i} adjustment of Food
Stamp benefits based on the Cogsumer Price Index. 7 sfm Juy 31 staiement, the
President specifically noted tha repeal of i'}m excess s}:efm' “mrovivion i a mistake, and !
will work 1o correct iL” A

.+ . Sopporting Work, Tnvesting $3.4 billion over three years in job creation/placement is a
step in the right direction. However, inlight of CBO's estimate of a more than $12
billion work shortfail, & higher funding level should be authorized. Yo enable welfare
pareris io earn q family-yupporting wage, the édmmfr}:ﬁm skeneld also give states the.
oprion of counting education/training as o work ac:mzy towards the required work
participation rate. . ;

. Inmigrants. We agrec about the importance of resioring legal rmmigrants' eligibility for
federal safety net programs such as SSI and Food Stamps. The package should ¢liminate
the state option o deny them Madicaid, child care, and TANF and. at state option, aflow
the use of Medicaid funds for prematal ears for fllegal uTmts

. ' . . 15 & Srvent, Ny
. Washingion, 13020001
Tolopheme 207 828 8787
Fax 202 662 3510

|
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An Administration package should also include the following “kes,” which are consistet with
concems voiced by the President and which will belp keep children safe and families together:

Prote Stazwnimemg!amhmﬁshomthmﬁvc
ymzhmﬁ:ibcm‘woﬁqu ers after the expiration of the Tme limit to
meet the needs of children. In the case of states that choose Bme limits of less than five
ymouxofalwmmfmamymom&fmﬁmmkmywm
mushnworcashmmmmcm»fchﬂdmshmﬁd&mde& Morcover, when
wmmmmm@mmmﬁmmmwmﬂggwm
timit apply: the time limit “glock” should not uckmmmlthsmwmch a parenit is working
Zéwmhomwmzsmvmgmkm

peping in Familieg mmmmsml:kmmﬁdxmlma
mwonmmgmmmwwﬁmﬁwm Henit when the child
would otherwise be at risk of requiring substinmne care. %&&mhvmgwn& relatives ke
elderly or disabled mndpummaymachthzﬁwvmhmxm&om any prospect that
the grandparent can go to work and support the child. Cu&m@,o‘ﬁ'm&oﬂwcﬁ;i&m
non-parent relative may mean that the child must be removed from e refative’s
household and placed in far more costly foster care. This' modest change would help keep
fmﬁw&MWWMWM9mmd¢mgmh&ﬁmMmMwa

nsurine Famities Have Acress fo Essential Suuport Serviees Under the new law, #t
appews&mtmenmcﬁckbewwack(mdmmmmh&m}asmxsa
family begins to receive a TANF- ﬁmd:dmecwwmzf&m service is in idnd, rather
than cash assistance. This means that the time Jimit and ulwrk requirements apply ©
family preservation and cmergency services stmhashamclmms aid fended tirough
'ZAN?»&WW&:WW@K&MWmmm,andadxsmccnuvefor
fangilies to sccept them mﬁmkmméwkmqmmahoﬂdbehmMmmh
sgsistance funded through TANF,

i

i Fﬁadhwsﬁaﬁdwmmﬁmw@mfmﬁmm&m
mde:ragellwhocannotcomplymththe mkmmtsmﬁmycamgﬁ
peeded child care, Ihcmrcmmpmtmtson!ychﬁdmmmdgrageszx. Both the House
arud the Senate voted to protect children up to age 11, mmprommmiﬁw:o
age six in conference. mMéWsmlfmspmmmﬁsstbatthcbul “guaranteed”
cﬁﬁ&mwzﬁammm&emcfﬂmndﬁ!dmawmm«omwmk (e.e., "We

- pazsed the welfare refornd law, Mwekengummocd&wthcmmdchﬂdmfw
working women and chﬂézm,mthazmmgvamhzgab&eymaimmm
of their kids.” Speech 8/26/96. Sec also speeches 3/29/98, 9/4/96, 9/6/96, 9/15/96,

) - 9/24/96). Protecting mlﬁgcchﬂdzmmmmtwﬁh&: Presidential intent o

guarantee child care for children whose parents are askedi to po to work.

rs



Mayors

TY: suffer conseqgs for its failure
We're committed to make WR work & give you tools to

Three chalicnges

1. States: replace WR system with a work system
~— wage subsidics & other tools to promote work
— tech assistance, keep us posted

2. Balance budget in way that strengthens our ability to make WR work
13} FS & immigs ——esp. kids
N i bz;;azizsazz support
-~ This is not about changing the Wcifam bill

2} Incentives (o bhusiness 10 provide work for hardest to employ
—— Details of POTUS plan: $3b to states and cities
-= Difficult Q's:
-~ how to coordinate wistates
-~ How 10 entice business

3. Enlisting the private sector
—— your budgets are tight, so are ours
-~ new opportunity for bold cxperimentation
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1520 RYE SYREDT, NONTHWESY
WASHINGTON, DG, 2000
TEIRPHONE (207) 23-73%
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November 27, 1996

b 18 e W Bruce Raed
”%&m Duputy Assistant to the President
vﬁﬁ for Domustic Policy
TR Tho White House
NORAN B ICE Oid Executive Office Building ~ Room 216
gk . Washingten, D.C. 20500
T
;ﬁf&gjﬁ Dear Bruce:
I We appresiated the time you and Paul Dismond spent with us last week
WAL discussing the jobx initistive and other aspects of welfarc reform. Wo look
e T -+ forward to working with you firther in the development of the jobs propussl ss we
LN A all want it to be one that will work in cities and really axeve welfare reciptents into
ORI joba.
T < ,
ome. As | meytianed to you, our Task Force on Wolfare Reform huglzmentation
%&m . will be wecting in Washington on December 11, We are pleased to iavite yout to
sdvisors Bourd: triel Ui mavors on the Admimistration’s welfars roform implonentation effors.
g ocstpnoee . We axk that you inchide both effores to implement the legislstion pagsed s
R b/l swismur and pisns for corrective legislation and the jobs initintive. The session will
M P e tuke plsce 1o the offices of the Conference of Mayors, 1620 Eye Street, NW. We
A, plan to Bave speakers in 10 briefus botween 10:30 AM and 12:30 PM. and would
e like to schedule your presentation during that thnc period.
ey
B Laura DeKoven Waximan of the Confertnce stall will be I touch with
T B e ¢ Iz touch your

oy - office thortly to provide any farther information you uight need and, Thape, to
IR RN AR sonfirm your participatios in the session,

e IR Sicerely,

e | Yoty
:&m - Norman B. Rice

DONAD | FESAURLX. | Mayor of Seattie

g fce Chaiz, Task Force on Welfare

S IR Reform Implementation

¢
Y
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Fask Force on Welfare
December 11, 1996
Agenda

Itfﬂfm

Cult to Order and Opening Statement

Nouna Rive, Mayor of Scattle, Chalr

Briefings un Welfare Reform Law
Vegislutive Proposals

sod its Implementation snd

Ron Hasking, 81aff Divector, Subcommittee on Human Resources,
Commitice v Ways aud Meang, U5, House of Representatives

Raymond Schicppach, Exeautive Dir
Association .
Druce Reed, Assistant tu the Prug

or, Nariona] Governors’

t for Policy Planning

Robert Greenstein, Eavuutive I)m‘tisr thcz on Budger and

Policy Proritics
{.uncheon

Press Briefing

Exzmples of City Efforts (v loplement Welfare Reform

Develepwent ol » Conference of M
Implcmcentation Agcuda

* lederal Legishative Changes

buyors 1997 Welfare Reform

Corrective snd Restorative A,mm:siazwia

Jobs Pragram
Tax Incentives

Implisations for Other Federal Programs {Job Trainiug,

Housing, e1¢.}
Axcountability

* City Monitoring of Welfare Reform Implomentation and National

Reponting of the Results
* Other Areas
Next Mteps

Adjourn

20245658572 27 8
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Task Force on Welfare Reform
- December 11, 199

Expected Pargicipanats

Morm Rice, Mayor of Seatile, Chair

Sharon Sayles Beliou, Mayur of Minnespolis, Vice Chair

Nancy Graham, Mayor of West Paluy Buach, Vice Chair

Marc Morial Mayor of New Orheuny, Vice Chair

Wellmgron T Webb, Mayor of Daaver, Viee Chair

Ann Azani, Mayer of Fort Colling

Charles Box, Mayor of Rockford

Cardell Cooper, Mayer of East Orange

James Garacr, Mayor of Hempstead

Patrick Heary Hays, Mayor of Nusth Little Rock

Boott Keng, Mayor of Gary

M. Busan Savage, Mayor of Tulse

Paul Soglin, Mayer of Madison

Bruce Todd, Mayor of Austin

). Thomas Cochren, Excoutive Diregtor, The U.S. Conference of Mayors

Ron Haskios, Saff Dirccror, Subcommittes on 1k Resources, Couniiten va
Ways and Menns, .5, Housc of Representatives |

Raymond Schoppuch, Excoutive Dircctor, National Gwcmms Association

Rruce Reed, Assistaat to the Progdent for Pobicy ng

Robert Greenstein, Excoutive Dircetor, Ceater on \zd‘get and Policy Prioritics

Pzul Dismond, Special Assistant to the Dresident for Lconeriv Policy

CIiff Johneon, Senior Fellow, Center on Budgot md Policy Priorilies

Elaive Harris Spearman, Director of Human S‘azwzms Saint Lonis

Banie]l M. Stoxe, Diractor of Sacial Services, Vzrgma Beach

Juanita Wade, Diractor of Human Servioes, Boston
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Child & Dependent Care Tax Credit - Options for Ex;m:ﬁ

Estimated Coats (1997-2002):
Treasury Estimate: £4.2 hillion
JCT Estimate: $£2.1 billion

This proposal would have 3 main components:

(1) Increase ihe income levels between which the credit rr:r!e phases down. The credit rate |
would phase down from 30% at $17,000 to 20% at $45,000 (compared to $10,000 and
$28,000 under current law},

() Increase creditable child care expenzes for all eligible children. The credit rate would
be applied 10 up to $2,500 in child care costs for one child and to £5,000 for two or
more children (compared to $2,400 and $4,800). This would increase the maximum
credit for one child to $750 (from $720) and for two children to $1,500 (from $1,440).

(3} Increase creditable child care expenses substantially further for children ages 0-5.
This would recognize the higher costs of child care for younger children. The credit rate
would be applied to up to $4,000 in child care costs for one child and to 38,000 for two
or more children {compared to $2,400 and $4,800) below age 6. This would increase
the maximum credit for one child to $1,200 and for two children 10 52,400,

Those who would berefit most from this expansion are single parents with young children,
Taken together, the first two components would account for $2.1 billion of total costs (the
majority of which would be due to ingreasing the credit rate phase-down income levels rather
than increasing creditable expesses). Increasing creditable expenses substantially further for
young children would cost $1.5 billion.

Estimated Costs (1997-2002}:
Treasury Estimate: $3.7 billion
JCT Estimate: n/a

August 15, 1996
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Background on the Child & Dependent Care Tax Credit

The Child & Dependent Care Tax Credit is an ificoms tax credit for taxpayers who incur
employment-related expenses for child care or other dependent care,

»

Eligibility, The credit is available to single parents who work and to two-parent families
in which both parents work. Families in which one parent is either a full-time student or
physically incapable of caring for him- or herself are also eligible. Dependents must be
urider age 13 or incapable of caring for themselves in order to qualify for the credit.

Credit amount. The maximum allowable credit for families with one child in care ranges

from $720 for families whose income does not exceed $10,000 1o $480 for those whose

income is above $28,000. The maximum credit for families with two or more children in

‘care ranges from $1,440 to $960. The credit may not exceed the eamings of the lesser~

carning spouse in a two-parent family. There Is no income ceiling or further reduction in
credit for familics that earn more than $28,000. The credit is determined as follows:

- The tax law limits creditable expenses 1o $2,400 for one child and $4,S{}§} for two
or more children. In two-parent families, creditable expenses may not exceed the
earned income of the lesser-earning spouse.

o The actual credit is an income-based, shiding-scale percentage of incurred
creditable expenses. The percentage is set at 30 percent for families with income
at or below $10,000 and drops one percentage point for each $2,000 increase in
earnings until earnings reach $28,000. The percentage is set at 20 percent for
incomes at or above $28,000," {The maximum allowable credit for a family
camning $28,000 with one child in care is therefore 0.2*52,400, or $480.)

Claiming, The credit is a non-refundable tax expenditure claimed by taxpayers on their
annusa! tax return, Taxpayers first compute their Federal income tax liability and then
subtract their dependent care credit (o arrive at a final liability amount. Because it is non-
refundable, the dependent care credit may not exceed a taxpayer’s Fedeml tax liability.

- Since low-income families whose eamed income falls below $10,000 have little

or no tax lisbility, they are relatively unable to benefit from the credit. In
" addition, other low-income earners who earn slightly more than $10,000 are not

able to claim the maximum credit because the maximum credit amount is greater
than their tax liability. (They can ¢laim a portion less than the maximum credit
amount.) Table 1 shows the claimable credit for returns with maximum allowable
expenses in 1993, As illustrated, the maximum credit amount for a single
dependent cannot be claimed until a family earns approximately $18,000 and for
two or more dependents until a family eamns approximately $22,000 (depending
on whether the tax retumn is filed jointly or as a head of household},

Panticipation, From 1976 to 1993, the number of families who claimed the child and
dependent care credit increased from 2.7 to 6.1 million, the aggregate amount of credits
claimed increased from $0.5 billion 1o §2.6 hillion, and the average amount of credit



claimed per family increased from $206 to $420.

- IRS data from 1992 show that 13 percent of the benefit from the credit accrues 1o
families with AGI of less than $20,000; about 48 percent to families with AGlH
between $20,000 and $50,000; and about 38 percent to families with AGI above
£50,000. Less than one percent of head of household returns with AG! less than
£10,000 were projected to claim the dependent care credit in 1993 (primarily
because they do not have positive tax liabilities, and they may not be using cash
child care arrangements), compared to over 79 percent for head of household
returns with AGI between 310,000 and $30,000.

Table 1. Claimable Credit Tor Maximum Allowable Expenses, 1993*
Joint Return Henad of Haouschold
Agdjasiad Gross

incame { Dependents 2 Dependents 1 Dependents 2 Dependents

A At A — ——
510,008 . ] 0 g ]
$14,000 578 $22%
318,000
$22,000
§26,000 e e T |2 B
$28,000+ 145013 60k (5%: 1

*Shaded areas represent the maximum claimable gredit for an incomse level, Non-shaded areny
amouns fess than the maximum claimable credit.
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December §, 1996
Wote for; Ken Apfel, Gene Siezzing, Bruce Reed, Lyn Hogan, Alicia Munnell

From: Barry White

Subiect: Welfare to Wo rké;mmu&wﬁ . §

Attached are reviscd opening pages for the Welfare o Work paper you asked me to
circulate 1o the agencies, 1'd like your reaction to these pages before circulating. They attempt to
capture both the voucher and the large scale demo approaches discussed at Thursday’s meeting. I
want to be sure I've characierized them sppropriately.

I'll be in meetings out of my office from $:45 possibly through § pm, <o please send me
your comments via fax {(3-7732) or e-mail. Once incorporated, 1'll messenger around the full
package 1o the agencies, probably Tuesday morning.

Thanks.

o: Matlack, Walsh, Fontenot, Farkas



HR

ID: DEC 08796  22:%58 No.005 P.03

December 9, 1996
WELFARE-TO-WORK JORBS PROGRAM DESIGN

The Welfare-1o-Work Jobs Challenge Fund (WTW) is intended to provide incentives to
Siates and cities to place long-torm welfare recipients in jobs that lead toward self-sufficiency and
reduce welfare dependency, It maximizes the flexibifity and innovation of States and cities
working in close cooperation with the private sector and the comsmunity by specifying measures of
sucress and rewarding achicvement, and giving States/citics complete freedom to design the
services. The evidence of the ability of pasi Federally-designcd job training and placement
programs (o achieve significant levels of success with 1his population is decidedly mixed, whether
under JTPA, Welfare-JOBS, Food Stwnps Employment and Training, or myriad other designs.
WTW would be accompanicd by 2 substantially enriched tax credit to employers who hire the
target group, Although this proposed credit is much richer than the current credit, based on
previous fax credit take up rates, the credit alone will not be suflicient to change the hiring
practices of employers, or the employment prospects of Jong-term welfare recipients, However,
the performance-based incentives of WTW coupled with the credit and with TANF's work focus
and new child care funds, should, when combined into State and local strategies that iazegratc
other resources, cazalyze substantial new job creation to make lasting i improvements in the lives of
long-1erm wellare recipionts.

Presented below is & working outline of how the Welfare-to-Work {WTW) Jobs 33 billion
spending program could bu designed, It is based on the parameters sot in the August
anmouncemcnd Of the initiative, While any aspect of the design cau raise issues, the oulline
highhights eight major issues the WTW workgroup identified {g ninth, worker displacement, is
presumed solved by DOL’s proposed language, as indicated below):

City cligibility for direct granis

Definition of eligible individuals

Definition of earings success for performance payments
Pecformance payments fur public sector jobs

Mayorat control

Federal role in plan approval

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

22 A B B

The discussion of the WTW design is preceded by two threshold questions that have been
raiscd about the August parameters.

THRESHOLD ISSUES
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L Deoes a stronger link to personsl responsibility through vouchers offer a viable
alternative design that could also mitigate the Mayor/{Fovernor issue?

Notwithstanding WTW’s novel performance accountability feature, the August design
may be criticized as essentially just anpther grant to States and cities, like JTPA and Welfare-
JORS, with as little hope for maior net impact, The Administration’s GI Bili for America’s
Workers adult program design is centered on offering adults in need of training a voucher and
good training market lnformation so they could maks iformed training provider choices withoot
going through traditional bureaucracies, While the WTW August design supports 2 much broader
array of services, and certainly would permit sny State or locality 10 use voucher-based strategies,
finding & way 10 build in 2 more visible voucher aspect to the overall design could extend the GI
Bill model 1o WTW, and perhaps make the proposal more sttractive to many in Congress. A
voucher-based proposal could suppont the role of Mayors as program implementers but eliminate
the need to make themn independent grantees, as envisioned in August.

A voucher-based strategy in the WTW context could take different forms. One form,

- which would also help tie WTW more closely to TANF, would begin with the recopnition that the

WTW target group, long-ierm welfare recipients, soust in the first instance be tdentified to the
WTW agent by the TANF office. The State would be the grantee. The TANF office would
identify the WTW eligibles and, peshaps after devising an employability plan with each one, issue
each 8 voucher worth $3,000, {Alternatively, the voucher could be worth $2,230 with balanice
generated by successful performance, asin the August WITW),

The voucher would be convernble 1o services, subsidies to private or public employers, or
whatever, perhaps by taking it to the JTPAPIC under the Mayor’s direction. This would
eliminate the need for a separate WTW grant to the mayor while retaining his control over the
services,

The individual would be entitled 1o services, but to $3,000 worth of service. Asin WTW,
the among spent per persor would be whatever the TANFATPA offices determined would most
likely work. But the agpregate valuc of vouchers in & given Statefarea would define the limit of
the Federal expenditure.

Qption A Requize youcher-based hnplementation strategies. The insertion of the voucher device

need not limit the flexibility of the WTW grantee to use whatever strategies seem most successful
for various parts of the population. The option enhances the necessary close linkage between
TANE and WTW administering agencies. It docs add a step in the administrative process and
some complexity. The aspect of personal responsibility would fit with the theme of PRWOA and

.with the President’s support for vouchers.

Qﬁmﬁ_ﬂwgmghmmgmamﬂ pOssib
it but do notmandate. One or more models for vmc?zz:rs cou%d he ﬁpccrf cd as ava:iabic, and

promoted as most in line with the theme of the PRWOA, A small bonus fund would be set aside
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to be allocated 1o States o« cities (for service to additional eligibles) that implement vouches-
based strategies.

Optian C: Complete Jogal discretion. Voucher strategies would be highlighted in the rhetoric

surrounding WTW, and would be included in the statute as in Option B (but without the bonus).
This Option would not, as # praciical matter, be materially different from the {lexibility in
administrative design in the Augus! parareiers.

Among considerations for this glternative are:

Wil a voucher strategy for thiz population be sufficiently appealing to a broad spectrum n
the Hill that its use enhances the likelthood of enactment? Vouchers in the GI Bill
garnered some considerable support among Republicans, especially in the House, though
primarily for adults and imostly for dislosated workers in need of wraining only.

It is likely that some critics will be dubious of the effectiveness of the voucher approach
for a hard-to-employ welfare population. The House job traiming bill, however, did apply
vouchers (o all adults, which in JTEA includes a sizeable number of welfare recipients.

Ths design {others are surcly possible) attempts to retain strong mayaral control over
services, but does Jose the role of mayor as grantee. Is this acceptable?

The President is strongly supportive of voucher approaches.

H. Should all or a significant portion of the WTW §3 billien, or an additional equivalent
amount, be made available to test in 2 small number of places a variety of very infensive
work-based welfare strategies?

As indicated in the tables at Tab A, if WTW money is distributed to all States and to many
citicg, the amowt per entity will be relatively modest, While this may enhance the fikelihood of
reaching the announced goal of 1 millicn successful placements, 11 also means that even with close
links to TANF, the program will not demanstrate on a large scale the efficacy of specific
strategies for the target population,  Despite decades of many programs serving welfare
recipients, there is only 4 mixed body of knowledge about what works best for which types of
people in which situations. Furniher, should there be repional economic downturns that limit the
availability of regular private sccior jobs for wellare recipients hitting time limits, the work-based
premise of TANF and time himits may [ail ualess there are good models for States aud cities to
implement that keep this population cngaged in work-related activity rather than welfare
dependency.

TAMNF ig, in effect, a natural experiment in alternative approaches to work-based welfare,
Comparing mid-session projections 1o spending under PRWOA, the new law gives States roughly
$1 billion more each year for at least the next four years for jobs programs, benefits, and increased
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child care than would have been available under the prior AFDC, JOBS, and child care structure.
While current press focus is on States where benefit levels are being reduced, most States should
take the work focus of TANF seriously and to try to get people ready for and placed in jobs.
However, no State is likely 10 have enough money to do controlled experiments on a large scale
with alternative approaches.

This alternative would take a sizeable amount (or all) of the $3 billion for WTW and
redefine WTW to be a large scale test, in perhaps 10 cities or States, of different approaches to
work-based systems. Each area would apply competitively to use these funds (in concert with its
TANF funds).in support of one model for its entire welfare caseload. Models could include:

. vouchers, reliance on private or public or ron-profit job creation; work-for-benefits; pay-for-
performance; varying work schedules; varying forms of supported work. Sites would be selected
10 represent a range of local economies, but at least half would be urban and rural arcas with
above average unemployment. Rigorous evaluation would be required.

This alternative responds to concerns that TANF alone, or with WTW, will not advance
the state of knowlcdge of how to do work-based welfare successfully, and that the WTW moncy
would be better spent on advancing this knowledge base. 1t is obviously far less inclusive in its
distribution of funds among States and cities. However, this option adopts the demonstration
mode for new welfare, which is o standard mede for the Federal government, and may seem less a
contradiction to the State-based TANF design than WTW now appears; on that basis, it may be
more enactable than the current WTW design,

A sub-option might add $100 million (or more) for such controlled experiments, using the
new Federal money as an incentive for which States/cilies would compete, committing their
TANF and base WTW funds 0 the project.

w3

THM SSUES, AND OPTIONS

A) Budget structure

. B_ud_gg[_s_[mgum WTW will Taa capped mandatory spending program,

. Fund avajlability. Funds will be avaiaple in the following amounts; FY 1998, $750
million; FY 1999, $1 billion; and FY 208Q. $1.25 billion.

For the purposcs of making performance paymdgs during FY 1998, the Secretary may
draw funds from the amount for FY 1959. For thd\grpose of making performance
payments during FY 1999, the Secretary may draw furMg from the amount for FY 2000.

. Avuilability for obligation. Funds would be available for obligatheg in the year in which
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Draft .
Tentstive Legislative Proposals Te Promote Adoption,
November 7, 19%6

Background: The Adoption Assistance and Child Weifare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96.272) was
enacted primarily because children were stuck in the limbo of fuster care, Many children
were not belng returned safely to thelr families nor wore they being placed with permanent
families through adoption, Despile the considerable accomplistunents of P.L. 86-372,
problems still exist. What follows is 8 set of policy proposals thal would promote adoplion.
These proposals have either been recommended to the Committes during hearings or have
been piven to Comminee mambers or siafl by various individuals and organizations interested

in adoption,

I, When “reasonable efferts” berome unrensonable; when reunification i impossibie,
This provision would define in statute the conditions under which efforts 10 reunify ehildren
with their family should not be pursued. The legisiative language would state that only in the
following circumstanccs can the states not pwrsue “reasonable efferts”. The clroumistonees
include when & child bas been

abandoned;

tormured;

severcly physically abused;

-« sexually ponetrated by 4 parent;
sibling has been murdered by a parent;
parental rights 1o siblings have beea terminated,

States can speeify additional circumstances where "reasonable efforts” to reunite the child with
the family nced not be pursued, but these additional circumstances must be approved by the

Secretary,

2. FPeders] law must make child safety paramount,

Clanify that the “reasonable offorts” requirement for placement in foster care includes
consideration of the health, safety, snd well-being of the child, (This provision has been
introduced in the Seaate by Sen. DeWine, R-OH.)

1. Provide moro timely protections for children in foster care.

Amend section 427 of the Social Security Act which provides safeguurds for ¢hildeen in foster
care. Since 1980, Stawes have not been eligible for their Federal 1V-B funds unlesy these
sufeguurds bave been bnplemented. The safeguards inchede a case review system to assure
that precedura! safeguards are being followed and a dispositional hearing to assure placement
in a setting that is the feast restrictive. The amendment would change the thning of the
review and dispositional hearing so that it would be based on thwe age of the child:

~-for children under | oyear of age, the current 6 moenh court o7 admindsumive
review would be changed o monthly with the dispositional headng moved



o+ 7

from 18 months to 3 months, with a follow-up every 1 months;
-for children 1 to 3 years of age, the court or administrative
review would be changad to every 3 months with the dispositional hearing
at 6 months, with a follow-up every 5 months;
-for children above age 3, the cour review would be every six months with
the dispositional hearing at 18 months, with fellow-up every & months.

4, Expedite adoption for abundoned babies.

The purpose of this provisien, which has been introduced as Tegislution by Harrds Fawell (R-
[LL). is to prevent abandoned habies from experiencing prodonged foster care. Sfates would
be required to plave the baby in a preadoptive home within 30 days afler the State gots
custody; within 90 days, the preadoptive parents would have the right (o petition the court for
an expedited hearing to oblain termination of parental rights and o become the adepiive
parents. These provisions apply only to children who are 18 months of age or less.

5. Eliminate State statutory or regulstory waiting perdod for fermination of parental
rights.

Require slates lo review their state laws and to climinale any stetutory or regulaiory waiting
period for the nitiation of terminstion of paremtal rights proceedings.

6. Give foster parents the standing to go into cour{ sod bring fo the court’s attention
circumstances in which court revicws or dispositional hearings have been delayed or in
which a ehange in circumstance has oocurred,

Require state courls {0 grast foster parents & hearing regarding the child in their care in the
following two circumstances: if there has been a substantial defuy in setting the count review
or dispositional hearing, or if there has been a significant change in circumstance,

7. Require states to begin termination of parenial rights after 18 months in foster care.
Require state statutes {0 mandate the initiation: of adoption procecdings of a child under the
age of 10 who has spent 18 of the last 24 months in state foster cars, noless the count
determines that adoption is not in the best interest of the child, (Rhode Jgland has s similar
law 1n place.)

8. Require reasonable efforts be made to find adopibve homes,

Require that reasonable efforts be made to establish legal permanency or adouption, where
appropriate (currently, states are only required to make reasonuble efforts to reunify and not
to find adoptive homes),

9. Tie child safety standards to Title 1V-E state plan reguirements,

Specific child safely standards would be applied to Title IV-E siate plan requirements These.
include: forensic pediatric examination for physically and sexually abused children, regular
pediatric care for foster children; a criminal and abuse background screening of foster and
relative caretakery, N


http:Elimin.te

10. Require a State Directory of Serviees

States would be required, st least gvery 2 years, to compile 8 directory of chilid welfare
scrvice programs available in the State. The list would be arranged grogrephically and made
aveilable 1o the Secretary, judges, jwdicial administrators and all Suale agencios involved in

child protection, foster care and adoption cases.

Other Initistives

Request a8 GAQ mvestigation o {1} study how the states are using funds for the new
capped entitlement under title IV-B Jor a broad range of family preservation services, Include
in this stady an exandnation of the impact of these services en achieving permanenocy for
children; and, {2) stidy the impact of the set-aside grants to State courts for assessmients and
inprovenients of judicial child welfare proceedings.



EXECUT I VE QPP IOE G r T H E PRESIDENT
03~Dec~1996 07:52pn

PO {Bee Below}

FROM Paulineg M, Abernathy

National Boonomic Council

SUBJECT: Adoption event elected official outreach meeting

We have tentatively scheduled a meeting for this Thursday Dec. § at 5:15 pm to
discuss outreach o the Hill and Governors to gain bipartisan support for the
adoption directive currently planned to be announced by the President on Friday
Dac. 13, Ideally, there would be bipartisan representation at the sevent itself
which will be hers in DC or at tha White House.

HHS legislative and intergovernmental affairs will also be attending.

. Attached is & draft copy of the directive which has not yet been shared ocutside
the Administration.

The meeting location is TBA.

Please let me know if this time 18 a problem.

Distribution:

TO: Janet Murguia

TG Tracey K. Thornton
T0: &nmn M, Cattalini
TG: Stacey L. Rubin
T0: Bruce N. Reed

TG: John P. Hart

TM: Emily Bromberg

TO: Lyndell Hogan

C0r  Hicholass B. XKirkhorn
0C: Katharine M. Button
CC:  Cathy R. Mays

C: Lester D. Cash



DRAFT 12/3 -
December xx, 1986

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
THE SECRETARY OF LABOR
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
THE DIRECTOR QF THE OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

SUBJECT Btaps to Increase Adoptions and Other Permanent
Placements for Walting Children in the Foster Care
Sygtem

Ags we enter this Holiday Season and reflect on the importance of
family in our own lives, let us remember the tens of thousands of
our nation'sg children who live without permanent homes and caring
families.

Today., there are over 450,000 children in America in our nation's
fogster care gystem. More than half have been in foster care for
two years or more., While the great majority of these children
will return home, for asbout one in five, returning home is not an
cption, and they will need another home, one that is caring and
safe. These children walt far too long -- typically over three
years, but for many children much longer -~ to be placed in
permanent homes. Eaoh year, state child welfare agencies secure
homes for less than one~third of the children whose goal isg
adoption or another permanent placement. I know we ¢an 40
better,

I am committed to giving walting children what every c¢hild in
Amarica deserves -~ loving parents and a healthy, stable home.

I belisve we should woxk toward a goal of at least doubling the
nunber of waiting children who are adopted or permanently placed
from the public foster care system by the year 2002, Of the over
458,000 children in the nation's foster care system,
approximately 20,000 were adopted last year and approximately
7,000 were permanently placed in legal guardianships. While the
nunpber of adoptions each year has been constant £or many years, I
believe that by working with states to identify barriers to
permanent placement, setting numerical targets, rewarding
successful perforsmance and raising public awareness, we can meet
the goal of at least 54,000 children adopted or permanently
placed from the public foster care system in the year 2002.

Today, therefore, I direct the Secretaries of Health and Human
Services, Treasury, Labor and Commerce and the Director of the
Cffice of Personnel Management to take the following actions:



1) Within sixty days, the Secretary ©f Health and Human
Services, in congsultation with state and civic leaders, will
report to me on actlons €0 be teken to double the number of
children in foster care who are adopted or permanently placed out
of the public foster care system by the year 2002. This report
should include, but should not necessarily be limited to,
recommendations Iln the following areas:

{a} FPlang to work with states on setting and reaching state
gpecific numerical targets, through technical
asgsistance, initiatives to involve community lsaders,
parents, the business and faith communities, and ‘
naticnal resource centers to make information on best
practices available 1o states. The details of the
technical assistance program should be included in my
budget submigsion to Congress this coming February:

{b} Proposalg to provide financial per child incentives to
gstates for increases in the number of adoptions from
the public welfare system. Options considered should
have 1ittle to no net costs, as increasas in the nunber
of adoptions fyom the public gystem will reduce foster
care costs, thereby offsetting much if not all of the
incentive payments. The detalls of thig program should
ba included in my budget submission to Congress this
coming February:

(c) A strategy to engure continued aggressive
implementation of the Multi-ethnic Placement Act;

{d) Plang to compile and publish an annual state-by-state
report on success in meeting the numerical targets; and

(&) A strategy to recognize successful states.

FA Within sixty days, the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, in consultation with state and civic leaders, wili
report to me on recommended changes to federal law and
regulations and other asctions needed to move children more
rapidly from fosteyr are to permanent homes. The goal for all
children in our nation's foster care system is permanency in a
safe and stable home, whether it be returning hope, adoption,
legal guardiansghip or another permanent placement. The law
should be strengthened to emphasize the importance of planning
for permanency 88 300n ag & child enters the foster care gystem,
Barxriers that needlessly keep children in foster care should be
removed. The Secretary’s reéport should include, but should nov
necessarily be limited to, recommendations in the following
aress s



{a} Plans t¢ provide states with funding to identify
barriers to permanency and to develop targeted .
strategles t0 achieve permanent homes for children who
have been in fogter care & particularly long time. The
details of this program should be included in my budget
submlasion to Congress this coming February:

(b) Proposals to ghorten the period of time betwesn &
child's placement in foster care and hisg or her initial
hearing at which a permanency determination is made;

{c) A strategy to clarify that the purpose of
"digpositional hearings® is to plan for parmanency,
and, as appropriate, to consider referrals for family
rediation, termination of parental rights, adoption,
legal guardianship or other permanent placements;

{d} & strategy to clarify the reascnable efforts
regquirement as it relates to permanency and safety:

{e} Plans to ensure that states give appropriate welght to
permanency pianning by establishing standards for
securing permanency through adoption or guardianship,
once a decision has been made that the ¢hild cannot bhe
returned home: and

.{ff Flans to examine alternative pearmanency arrangements
such ag guardianship, when adoption is not possible.

3. Lagt month, I signed a proclamation designating November as
National Adoption Month -~ a time 10 incresse awareness about the
teng of thousands of children waiting for families and to
encourage all Aunericans to consider the rewards and
responsibilities of adoption., However, adoption must be a
national concern throughout the year, Therefore, I direct:

{a} 7The Secretary of Health and Human Services to develop
and lead a public awareness effort, including use of
public service announcements, print materials and the
Internet;

{b} The Secretaripes of Health and Human Services and the
Treasury in consultation with state, civic and private
sector leaders to develop and digseminate information
about the new adoption tax credits and other adoption
benafits:

{¢c) The Secretaries of Labor and Commerce in consultation
with state and civic leaders to identify and recognize
companies in the private sector with model policies to
encourage and ease adoptlon among employees: and

(d) The Director of the Office of Personnel Management to
direct all federal agencies to provide information and
support to federal employees who are prospective
adoptive parents. '

e



Preliminary List of Welfare Reform
Options for Consideration in the FY 1998 Budget

{ in biflions of dollars. Options are not addaive.)

Five Year
LEGISLATIVE OPTIONS
Eood Stambs
A, Repropose the Administration’s work requirement legislation, 2.0
B. Rerwve the Shelrer Deduction Cap i FY 1998 ) 20
L. Remova the Shelter Daducton Cap in FY2608. 1.3
D. Reindex the Standard Deduction In FY19%8 34
E. lndex the Standard Deduction s FYZ002, 0.1
Benefits 10 Immigrants
A, Exempt the disabled from 531, Food Stamp. and Medicaid bans. 83
B. Exempt children from 38/, Food Stamp, and Medicaid bans, 23
{Earkier this year it was estimated that CBQ would scare options ASB ot approximately

38 bilion, This estimate reflects Admnistration technical assumptions ond baseling.)
{., Repesl Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid ro 3l eldarly and disalded, 261038
{3, Provide Medicaid to al elderly and disabled who lose 551 {"hucker”}. -2
£. Repeal the Food Stamp ban for alf fegal immigrants;

require deerving until citizenship axcept for the disabled, . 35
. Exempe chitdren from S5E ban, 0.2
G, Delay implementation af the §81 and Faod Stamp bans for 2 years - allowing immigranis

time to naturzlize. . 4.5
H. Delay implementazion of the 851, Food Stamps, and Medigaid bans for | year, 23
ﬁc, ?mvzde more fuad;ng darmg sronomic downgerns by adiing a national

ungmployment trigger 10 the contagency fund. ‘ 0.0
B. Ensure basic protections are inzorporaved into State TANF programs. o
Medicaid
A, Propose [egishation to retain Medicaid eligibilizy for all children now on 851, 83
B. Legislation to offer national 2 year Transitional Medicaid and extend sunsst G,
Chi ahan credit (DCTC) (Rough, off the shelf estimates)
A ?‘23% the credit r&fmdabia 34
B. Expand DCYC 1o give 3 larger credit with more benefi for working families. 3
€. BExpand and make refundable {ASR), 7 o0 8?
Welfare 1o Work (beyond $3 bitlion policy already proposed}
Expand $3 billion Welfare 1o Work initiative andfor challenge grants andfor addidonal paY

performance bonuses,

N on Pros
Mew incentives/pilots for model programs and substance abuse testing and

LrEALTIENL, .o

V/6/968:57 AM



Preliminary List of Welfare Reform
QOptions for Consideration in the FY 1998 Budget

{ in billions of dollars. Opdions are not addisive )

ADMINISTRATIVE OPTIONS

A, Administratively Emi¢ the impact of new eligibilicy eriteria for children by assuming
3 swandard that removes 45,900 kids from the rolls.

B. Administratively mit the impact of new eligibility criteria for children by assuming
a standard that removes 100,000 kids from the roffs,

C. Administratively limit ¢he Impact of new eligibitity criteria for children by assuming
a standard that removes 145008 kids from the rolis.

Fi4iL

OPTIONS WITHOUT COST AGAINST WELFARE REFORM ALLOWANCE

A, Provide more funding during sconomic downturns by adding a national
unsmployment trigger 1o the contingency fund,
8. Ensurs basic protectons arg incorparazed inte State TANF programs,

{Non-add, costs offset outside of Weilfare Reform)

&4
39

FA

0.0
af

[3.0]

116136857 AM



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 Budget

Option I: Propose Changes Consistent with Core Commitments

Food Stomps ~
A, Administratively reduce the humber of individuals subject to the time fimic
exempting those areas defined as lsbor surplus arsas {decision made).
8. Repropose the Administraton’s work requirement lagistation,
. Index the standard deduction and vehicle asses limit in FY 2002
. Remove the shelrer duduction cap in FY 2801
Food Stamps subiotal

& Repaal Medzmd bans and provide Medicaid to eideriy and disabled. Welfare
Refarm policy of deeming spensor’s income would continue iy Medicaid.
Cast estitrate is tentative and could increase by abour $1 billion. )
B. Exempt childres from 581 ban and households with children from Food Stamps
ban,
L. Delay implementasion of the 551 ban for 2 years - aliowing immigrants time to
naturalize,
fromigrants subtotal

Trensitionol Madicaid
Administrative option to allow 26 Suartes to continue wakvers for
with waivers for Transitiona! Medicaid (decision made).

Other fesues

Smali technical correstions o welfare bill that could bave cost imphications,
TOTAL COST OF OPTION 1:

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance

1&. Aémzmstrwvaly firrt the impacs of new eligibility for children,
B. Propose legishation 1o retain Medicaid ofigibility for all children now on 386

Provlcfe more fundmg durmg pronamic dowsturns by adding 2 natioral unamgploy-
ment wigger 1o the condngency fund and ensure basiz pretecdons in program,

Welfore to Wark tritiat

{Non-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform)

FY2e02

Five. Year

{in billions of $}

ol
04
02

il

48

49.04

2.4

65t 13
0.9

L

[0.0]

07
20
D2

38

2%

24

8.9

0.2

12.8

20t 64
0.4

HEL

[20]

{2i6196 8:56 AM



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 Budget

Option 2: Propose Changes to Reward Work

feod Stomps
A, Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject to the time limit
sxempting those areas defined a5 labor surplus areas {decision made).
B. Repropose the Administrasion’s wark reguirement legistation,
.. Index the standard deduction and vahicle asset imit and remave the shelter
cap in 2002,
Food Stamgps subtotal

Banefits 0 Inymiproots |
A, Repeal Mesdicaid bans and provide Maedicaid to l elderly and disabled.  Woaelfare
Reform policy of deeming sponsar's income would continue in Medicaid,
{Lost estmate iy tentative, Cost estimate could increase o $3.5 billion,
B. Exerrpt children from S8 ban,
€. Delay implemenmtion of the 351, Food Stamp bans for 1 year -
aflowing immigrants time to naturalize,
Imrnigrants subtotal

Transitiong! Medicaid

Adminisirative option to sliow 26 States to comtinue waivers for
with waivers for Transitional Medicaid {decision made}.

Lhid ond Dependent Care Tax Credit (B2CTC
Make the credis rehmdable in [998,

New incentivesipilos for meéfai programs, mbsmnm abuse testing and
treatment, and/or welfare o work performance banuses.

Lrher lsguns

Small technical corrections o welfare bill thag could have cost implications.
TOTAL COST OF OPTION 2:

Options without cost against Walfare Reform Allowance

A Adm:mszmizveiy limit tha impact of new eligihility for children,
B. Progoss logishation to retain Madicaid ehgibility for all children now an S3L

W;de more fundmg dz,zrmg economic downturns by adding a national unemploy-
ment trigger o the contingency fund and ensure basic protections in program,

Welfare te Werk Initiotive

{(Non-add, costs offser cuside of Welfare Reform)

Y2002 Fiem Year
(in billions of §)

0.l
04

1.1

08

Ry

0.8

204

0.8

a.a

003
2.8

05wild

8.4

0.0

[0.9]

07
2.0

3.3

is
82

5.2

6.2

34

07

13.0

2hec 64
8.4

a0

(3¢

1248196 8:56 AM



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 Budget

EY2002 Eive Year
{in Dillicsns of 3}
Option 3: Propose Changes that Moderate Overall Impact of Welfare Bill

Food Stambs ‘ .
A, Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject o the gme limit

exempring those areas defined 25 [abor surplus areas (decision rrade), 0.4 07
8, Bapropose the Adminisradon's work requirement legislation. 0.4 PA4
L, index the sundard deduction and vehicle asset limit and remove the shelter

eap in 2002, 06 (%)

Food Stamps subtotal i1 3.3

Benefits 1o Immigrants

A, Repea! Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid 1o all elderly and disabled, Waelfare
Refarm policy of deeming sponsor's inceme weold continue in Medicaid,

Cost estimate s tentative.  Cost estimate could increase to $2.6 billion. g8 24

B, Exempt children from S35/ ban, 60 43
€. Delay nplementation of the 881, Food Stamp bans for | year -

allowing Immigrangs dme o naturalize. (1] p

franigrants subtotal 0.8 5.2

kdmmrstmnve aptlon 1o allow 26 States to continue waivers for ‘
with waivers for Transicional Medivaid {(decision made}, 064 8.2

Supplemental Security Income

A, Administratively limit the impact of new eligibilicy to childeen with madiziple

ghysical impairments. 45 10
8. Propose legislation to regain Medicsid eligibilisy for all children now on 556 [ 04
{. Tighten rules that deem parent’s income to children for purposes of
determining level of children's banefic, Q2 0.2
$81 subtobal 0.4 1.7
Lhild and, Debends ax Lopdit IRLTE
Make the credit refundahla i 20{}(} 08 18
Remunstrotion. Projects_andioc Ferfacmonss Birnises
New incentives/pilots far model programs, substance abuse teseing and
wreatment, and/or welfare 1o work performance bonuses, 05 08
Liher fssues
Srepil vechrical corrections to welfare bill that could have cost implications. 0.04 02
TOTAL COST OF OPTION 3: 3.4 13.0

Options with out cost xgamst Welfare Reform Allowance

vanda more fundmg durmg economic dewrauras by adding 2 mconal unamploy-

ment trigger to the contingency fund and ensure basic pretections in program, 0.0 0.0
Waifare to Work Initigtive
{Pdon-add, costs offset outside of YWelfare Reform) 6. (383

1 2/6/96 8:58 AM



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

December 5, 1996
MEMORANDUM FOR ERSKINE BOWLES

FROM: - Bruce Reed
S Gene Sperling

SUBIECT: ' Yesterday’s Budget Meeting on Welfare Reform

We met with Leon and key Cabinet and White House officials on Wednesday afternoon to
narrow the options to present to the President on changes in welfare reform. Approximately $16.
billion over 5 years is available for welfare reform -- $3.4 billion for the welfare-to-work plan the
President announced at the convention, and $13 billion to moderate the impact of the welfare bill
and take additional steps to make welfare reform work. (313 billion was the difference between
the savings we called for in our balanced budget proposal, and the amount of savings in the bill
the President signed. The $13 billion number has therefore been seen tnternally and externally as
the number that we could add-back and still be consistent with our balanced budget plan. The
additional $3.4 billion for the welfare-to-work initiative was paid for with additional financing
measures that were announced on the convention week.)

The central budget issue for the President will be how to divide up that $13 billion. In
signing the bill, the President promised to soften immigrant and food stamp cuts, but never
specified a dollar amount. While most people at the meeting recognized that some good might
happen from such a bill, much of what we propose will be about what we want our message to
be -- and to whom. Advocacy groups expect the full $13 billion or more to go into “fixing" the
welfare bill, and will point to Presidential statements to suggest we have made certain
commitments. Republicans in Congress say (and many Democrats concede) that most of those
changes won’t happen, and Republicans will say that we are trying to weaken welfare reform.

The menu of possible changes includes $0.1 - $3.4 billion for food stamps; $2.9 -11.3
billion for immigrants; and $0.3 - 6.6 billion for child care tax credits and other measures to
promote work. (A related $2.0 - 6.4 billion change on disabled children can be done
administratively, and if done a little later, could possibly not have to be paid for within the $13
billion.) One idea that gained significant attention at the meeting was delaying the immigrant
cuts for 1 - 2 years. Members of Congress would not have to say that they were reversing cuts -
- only that it was giving legal immigrants a fair chance to achieve citizenship before any benefits
were climinated. This idea also has the benefit of having no costs in the year 2002.

The group agreed to develop three options for the President, each with a slightly different
empbhasis: 1) a "cuts” package that focuses primarily on restoring food stamp and immigrant
cuts; 2) a "work" package that meets a basic commitment on food stamps and immigrants, but
puts more emphasis on new measures to promote work; and 3) a "kids" package that also meets
the basic commitment on food stamps and immigrants, but goes further to protect children. We
arc working with Ken Apfel, at OMB to develop these options that reflect the group’s general
consensus.



