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December 9, 1996 

• 
Note for: Kamiki Gibs·on 

Lisa Lynch, Tim Barnicle 

Olivia Golden, Ann Rosewater 

Michael Barr 
 . , 
Paul Leonard 

Bonnie O'Neill r' f < 
From: Barry White (1 t:VJ'4 
Subject: Welfare-To work initiative 

Here at long last, a draft composite issues anq 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 v-trW 1S 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 ofthe labor protections Tab. " 

Note that the 1 00/150 citieslbalance~of~states runs in the package are based on poverty in 
cities of 100,000 or more. We will shortly have a later run from the J990 census ranking ail cities 
by poverty and by age which we will send around separately, 

I would appreciate any and all comments on all aspects of this document as soon as 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 deci?ion paper for principals very shortly thereafter. 

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

Ken Apfel, Gene Sperling, Bruce Reed, Paul Dimond, Lyn Hogan, Alicia ~unnel, Pauline. 
Abernathy, OMS Staff 



December 10, 1996 

WELFARE-TO-WORK JOBS PROGRAM DESIGN 

The Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge Fund (WTW) is intended to provide incentives to 
States and cities to place long-term welfare recipients in jobs that lead toWard self-sufficiency and 
reduce welfare dependency. It maximizes the flexibility and innovation of States and cities 
working in close cooperation with the private sector and the community by specif)ting measures of 
success and rewarding achievement, and giving States/cities complete freedom to design the 
services. The evidence of the ability of past FederaUy-designed job training and placement 
programs to achieve significant levels of success with this population is decidedly mixed, whether 
under ITPA, Welfare-JOBS. 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 is much richer than the current credit, based on 
previous tax credit take up rates. the credit alone will not be sufficient to ·change the hiring 
practices of employers, or the employment prospects oflong.term welfare recipients. However, 
the perforrnance~based incentives ofWrW coupled with the credit and with T ANF's work foc.us 
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 
longMtem welfare recipients. 

Presented below is a working outline ofhow the Welfare-ta-Work (WTW) Jobs $3 billion 
spending program could be designed. It is based on the parameters set tn the August 
armouncement of the initiative. While any aspect of the design can raise issues~ the outline 
highlights eight major issues the WTW workgroup identified (a ninth, worker displacement, is 
presumed solved by DOL's proposed language, as indicated below); 

L City eligibility for direct grants 
2. Definition ofeligible individuals 
3. Definition ofearnings success for performance payments 
4. Performance payments for public sector jobs 
5. Mayoral control 
6. Federal role in plan approval 
7. Use ofWTW funds for.workfare and subsidized public sector jobs 
8. Federal administration 

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 Lise voucher strategies to 
permit some or all of the target population to participate in selection of service options and 
providers. See Section K, "Use offunds". 
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The discussion o'fthe WTW design is preceded by a discussion of a" alternative model to • 
the August parameters which has been suggested by CEA. 

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

An alternative approach. would award on a competitive basis to perhaps 10 cities a 
sizeable amount of money ($1-$3 billion) for large-scale. rigorously-evaluated tests of different 
approaches to work~based systems. This wiJI allow cities to experiment with more expensive. 
intensive programs that win be required to move hard-to-place welfare recipients move jobs. 

TANF gives Slates roughly $1 billion more each year for at least the next four years 
for jobs programs, benefits, and increased child care than would have been available under the 
prior AFDC, JOBS. and child care structure. Most states are likely to use this additional 
money to introduce innovative programs that will assist welfare-recipients prepare for, and 
obtain. employment; those that are successful may be promoted elsewhere. 

Yet, additional expenditures may be necessary 10 assist those who have serious 
difficulty in getting a job, If wrw money is distributed to all states and to many cities, the 
additional amount per entity to spend on hard-to-pl.ce welfare recipients will be modest. Such 
an approach may enhance the likelihood of reaching an announced goal ·of 1 rniUion 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 implementing 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 "Vorks, 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 about different work
based strategies: What do they cost? Can they be operated on a large scale? Can they be 
structured as routes to unsuhsidized 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 c~tion, 
work-for-benefits, or pay~for-performance, Sites would be selected to represent a range of 
local economies, but at least half would be in areas with above average unemployment. Pan 
of the funding would be set aside for a formal evaluation of the program's success. 

This alternative responds to concerns that T Al\;'F alone. or with wrw, 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 a lough challenge and money needs to be spent on advancing 
this knowledge base. 

TilE AUGUST DESIGN, ISSUES, Al'ID OPTIOl'lS 

A) Budget structure 

• 	 Budget structure. WTW wiU be a capped mandatory spending program. 

• 	 Fund availability, Funds will be available in the following amounts: FY 1998, $750 
million; FY 1999, $1 billion, and FY 2000, $1.25 billion. 

For the purposes of making perfonnance payments 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 Secrelary may draw fimds from the amount for FY 2000. 

• 	 Availability for ob1igatjoo. Funds would be available for obligation in the year in which 
they are first available, and for two additional fiscal years, Funds would be available on a 
fiscal year basis, as in TAN"F (Vii., for example. on a July-June program year basis as in 
JTPA), given the ne<:essity for joinl programming with TANF funds. 

• 	 Federal admjnistration funds. Funds for Federal administration and for evaluation would 
be appropriated a(UlUaJly in the discretionary budget. The agencies suggest about $5 
million per year to support 50 FrE, plus evaluation costs. 

is) F1~w. of (unds; performance grants 

• 	 Tot.1 fonnul. grants. In general, each eligible applicant (see below) with an approved plan 
would be eligible to receive amount equal to its percentage share of the eligible 
population, applied to the $3 billion, or $1 billion annually for three years. 

.. 	 Annual 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 ofthe eligible population, applied to $750 million. After Ihe FY 1998 grant, 
subsequent grants would be conditioned upon demonstration of satisfactory progress 
toward meeting the goals of the approved plan. 

• 	 PerfQanance grants. The remaining funds ($250 million in 1998 and $500 million in each 
of fiscal years 1999 and 2000) would be distributed to each grantee based on it, actual 
number of successful placements/retentions, up to the maximum for which it planned, 

• 	 Perfonnance payments. The tota1 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 WTW's share of the grantee's approved plan. 

For each successful placement, the grantee then earns an additional $750'perfonnance 
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 foanula grant, but it would trigger the necessity 
for corrective actions prior to receiving subsequent years' fonnula 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 ofWTW funds, State T ANF 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 anyone 
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 o(payment ofperfoanance 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 

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

. automatically pass through, by fonnula, to cities which are eligible applicants. The State 
administers the funds for parts of the State without cities that are eligible applicants. 

• 	 Ci1ies. 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. 

• 	 Coynties. [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 offunds 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 T ANF 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 DeliveQ' Areas (SDAs) as eligible applicants. The Labor Department is exploring 
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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 oflong-tenn 
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 $3 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 S1. 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] 1 States with no cities that QualitY. 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 ofWTW; State 
behavior will be the greatest detenninant. 
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(D) WT\V eligible indi"iduals 

The August outline names "'tong-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 
million annually. Because ofnormal churning of the welfare population, about half of these 
individuals probabJy would get jobs without special State efforts. With only the 18+ months 
factof. WTW is susceptible to charges of creaming and having no net impact In addition. as the 
tables indicate, the number ofjobs a city Of State needs to find to qualifY for the fuIl perl'orrnance 
payment is not large. The combination of avoiding creaming and spending the $3 billion for 
people in the most need suggests the ne<:essity for an additional individual targeting factor. 

DESIGN ISSUE #2: Definition.r eligible individuals 

The workgroup identified two approaches to ensuring that the individuals for whom 
WT\V makes performance payments are those more likely to need the cKtra effort that WTW 
implies, one based on the Federal government specifYing 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. 

Option A: Specify in law an additional factor such as· 

(I) 18~ months on welfare and lacking a higb scboo1 diplomaiGED: about 900,000 
eligibles; 
(2) 18+ months on welfare and lacking basic skills •• about 900.000 eligibles. 
(3) 18+ months on welfare and lacking high school JIllJI basic skills .. about 600,000. 
(4) 18+ months on welfare and living in higb poverty nre.,·· about 950,000 in .reas of 

20% poverty or greater~ about 665,000 in 30% or greater poverty areas . 
.,(5) 18+ months on welfare and victim of domestic. abuse, or other factor from a 
Feder"IIi,t. 
(6) 18+ an additional 6 months on welfare; about 1.9 million eligibles. 

Option B: Let States and cities choose the additional factor 

Fonnula grants could on1y be used for. and payments from the 25% withheld funds could 
be awarded only for, individuals the State or city document are long-rerm recipients and 
from one ofthe groups above (including any other factor the State or city proposes and 
justifies in its plan). 

Option A more closely resembles the current lTP A structure (although JTP A does include 
in its targeting menu a "local choice" option); cities and States are familiar with this approach. 
Option B is more consistent with the overall State flexibility principle ofWTW and puts the onus 
of selecting the targeting factor more on the State or city, where it belongs, 
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(E) Hours worked/earnings standard for tbe 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 achievabte. 

The workgroup questioned whether this goal was sufficiently ambitious: 1.000 hours at 
the minimum wage would qualify, but is not much afan achievement. Earnings for 1.000 hours at 
next year's minimum wage ($5, IS/hour) would be $5,150, or $10,712 for a full year'. work 
(2,080 hours), The poverty level for the typical welfare family afthree 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 FIRS 
on the wage experiences of the target population. 

Thus, ifa WTW "success" is a job at minimum wage, the typical welfare family's full~time 
earnings would be about 17% below poverty" This level would be a significant improvement in 
earnings for many on welfare, but it should be achievable \\>ith relatively limited effort, such as 
might be available under TM'F without WTW, 

On the ot~er 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 
ITPA boosted welfare recipients' eanting:; by as much as 50 percent above control group member 
earnings, the program did not reduce welfare and food stamp dependency among treatment group 
members. The Study found that AFDe participants· average post-program 18~month earnings 
were about $5,200; average hours worked over that 18-month period M~ a period double the 
Augus! ~utline's 9-month standard for WTW - were 1,072. 

Notwithstanding the evidence that this is 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 limits 20% of 
its welfare popUlation, which should mean that the very hardest to employ likely will not be in the 
WTW populatio,n" finally, as the illustrative tables at Tab A show, at least for the cjt~es; the 
actual number of individuals that need to be placed to generate a perfonnance grant in WTW is 
fairiy modest. again suggesting that a more ambitious success measure is feasible. 

The workgroup also detennined that there is no administrative record series that tracks 
post-program hours worked. To do so would require a costly follow-up reporting system for 
each grantee. Quarterly Unemployment Insurance (UI) wage record data is available in each 
State and offers an objective way to document the earnings ofindividuals for whom perfonnance 
payments are claimed, Therefore, an earnings standard -- rather than an hours worked standard -
would be adopted for WTW. 

DESIGN ISSUE #3; Definition of earnings success ror perfonnanee payments, 
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The work group suggests a poiicy 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 (EITCl and minimum wage policy 
goal was for levels tbat, when combined with Food Stamps. provided income sufficient for a 
female-headed family of three (the typical long-term welfare family) to escape poverty. At the 
1996 poverty threshold for afumily oflhree ofSI2,980, the "Minimum Wage + EITC + Food 
Stamps:> Poverty" standard requires omy 30 hours of work per week, or about 1,500 hours 
annually, for actual eamings of$1,725. 

WTW could define its "self-sufficiency" earnings goal as -

• 	 Option A: Wages + EIle > £pvelly, excluding Food Stamp benefits from the calculation 
because they are another form of dependency. This would require annual earnings of 
about $10,300, or $5.15 per hour (the 199& minimum wage) for a 2,000 hour job. Or, 

• 	 Option B: Wages + EITe > 130% Poverty, This option uses the standard that takes a 
family above the qualifYing level for free lunch, or 130% of poverty. This formulation 
would require annual earnings of about $14,600, or $7.30 per hour for' a 2,000 hour job. 

Analysis is needed to detennine 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, is desirable to justifY 
the spending program and demonstrate that it is athie\;ng something not otherwise likely to 
occur. 

(F) Jobs for which WTW perfonnance payments can be made 

The workgroup generaUy agreed th.t WTW performance payments should be made only 
for jobs th.t are unsubsidized (except by WOTC) and that result in the requisite eamings level. 
(See also the discussion below on Use ofFunds for consideration of whether WTW funds should 
support workfare or other forms ofjob subsidy, without regard to the basis on which perfonnance 
payments are made.) 

It should be noted that some Administration rhetoric since August could lead some to 
believe that WTW perfonnance payments are for subsidizing private sector jobs. \\'hUe WTW 
funds may certalnly be used for this purpose (e.g., in the America Works approach), to make the 
performance payment for time spent In such jobs would be premature: there would be no basis for 
determining if the individual had really achieved a degree ofinrlependence a.nd earnings. 
Permitting WTW performance payments for jobs for which employers are claiming WOTC should 
be the maximum degree of subsidization allowed. 
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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 
peiformance 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, 50 it is likely that most 
WTW job placements will be in the private sector. Paying oiffor public jobs could also raise the 
specter of the much-maligned CETA public service employment program. 

DESIGN ISSUE #4: Performance payments ror 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 payments 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 
qualitying for performance payments could be in the public sector. 

• 	 Option C- No limit on payments for public jobs. Complete State and city discretion. 

It is difficult to craft a credible argument that jobs in the public sector are somehow not 
real or appropriate jobs for long-tenn 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 wrw is more like CETA with 
all is perceived faults, is more likely to arise with the use ofWTW funds, as discussed below, not 
the basis upon which perfonnance payments are made. If there has to be some limitation, doing it 
with reference to the share ofpublic jobs in the area is defensible. 

(G) Application process 
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• 	 Process States and eligible cities submit a pian at the same time to the Secretary. at a • 
time and in the manner designated by the Secretary. for their share of the formula grant 
funds. 	 Initial applications would be for the full program period (3 years ofannoal 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. 

• 	 Satisfactory 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. at 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 conUTIent prior 10 
admission to the Secretary. The final submission will indicate what public comments were 
received. and how they are reflected in the plan. 

(il) Plan conlenl 

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

" 	 Stakeholder Ilarticlpatjon. How the TANF administering entity, the private sector, 
conunuruty.based organizations. labor representatives, EZIEC plans, CDFI grantees, 
JTPA 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 wiil 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 VvTW funds will be covered by 
the Fair Labor Standards Act and other labor protection laws, and will satisfy the 
nondisplacement, nondiscrimination, and wages and working conditions provisions of 
sections 142 through 144, and 167(a)(I) and (2) oflhe 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 laoor would welcome a requirement that would extend the labor 
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protections described above to any programs (especially T ANF) that grantees use 
in conjunction with wrw Jobs funds. However. such an extension could have the 
unintended effects of discouraging the merging of WTW and T ANF funds and 
creating separate tracking of funds to avoid the additional labor protections. 

• 	 Job placements. The number ofprojected job placements consistent with the share of 
funds, and how these placements will occur 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 T AJ.'W and child care plans and 
spending. Under TANF, it is the State which is responsible for the welfare population) although 
States may devolve significant control to lower levels ofgovernment ~~ mainly counties. It is 
therefore not possible to give mayors totally independent control over wrw and still hope to 
have a successful program. 

DESIGN ISSUE #5: Mayoral eonlrol 

To balance mayoral control \vith necessary State coordination. the workgroup considered 
three options for local pJan approval and fU!1ding arrangements. 

, 	 Option A: Consultatjon, Mayors must consult on their plans with Governors. but are not 
required to incorporate or report to the Secretary any comments received, or to secure 
Governor approvaL This model assures the Govemor the opportunity for input, but th'e 

'degree to which his input is accepted is solely at the discretion of the mayor. 

• 	 Qption B' Joint !e:sROnsjbili~. Mayors must work with Govemors to gain their approval 
prior to plan submission to the Secretary. Cities that could not secure Governor approval 
ofJheir plans would be ineligible for WTW Funds. Their formula allotment would be 
reallocated among other eligible applicants in the State) including the Governor. This 
model ~ax.imizes the likelihood of close coordination between T A.W and WTW. but at 
the expense ofmayoral independence. 

• 	 Q;21ion C" Required mayor/goyernQf interaction, A step~by~step process: (1) Mayors 
would develop their plans with Governors in 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) Ifmayors cannot reach initial agreement with the Governor, they would be 
required to attach the Governor's comments to the application to the Secretary and 10 
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 

II 




alternatives 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 Governor to work Qut their differences, but retains ultimate mayoral 
control, 

The workgroup believes the third option strikes an appropriate balance between local 
control and the imperative of consistency with Statewide T Al\""F strategies. 

(J) Federal plan approval 

As with virtually aU Federal grants to States and cities, there needs to be a Federally
accepted plan upon which Federal funds flow to grantees. Federal programs offer a range of 
options 'for the degree to which the Government exercises control over the content ofthe 
grantee's plan as a condition for receipt of funds. 

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

The workgroup identified two primary options for the Federal role t the T ANF model and 
the JTPA model. 

Qptjon A lANE model. Under TANF. the Federal role is limited to checking for completeness; 
guidance and oversight are minimaL· The burden of design adequacy rests with the State" Funds 
are not conditioned on the quality of the plan or its likelihood of success, ~s judged by the Federal 
government 

Option B: JTPA model. In JTPA and many other Federal programs. the Fe4eral 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 
most effectively satisfy the requiremems of the program statute. Under this approach, the 
Secretary would approve plan applications based on a "reasonable expectation of success." 

Because WTW Jobs rewards activities primarily financed under TANF, departing from the 
.Ide minirnus" TANF role would be difficult to justifY. even though the JTPA model is more the 
Federal norm. BeGause the SeGretary withholds 25 percent ofWTW Jobs funds, the Federal 
leverage to encourage good performance is inherent in the WTW design, without regard to the 
plan approval process. Arguably, the carefully specified plan content requirements (above), 
coupled with fulJ payment only for the showing ofperfonnance, can ensure accountability for 
WlW Jobs funds without a more meticulous plan approval process. It is likely, however. that a 
TANF-like approach will be criticized by some for failing to provide effective Federal oversight. 

(K) Use of fund, 

States and localities are generally free to devise whatever program plan they choose. 
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provided their phm makes clear that the result will be successful placement in jobs qualifYing for 
the performance grant, up to the level determined in the lbrmula allocation. In addition, three 
broad types ofactivities would be cited. They include: 

(i) Proven models of job creation and placement. WTW may replicate programs which 
various localities have used successfully to place high1y disadvantaged individuals. 

(2) Job. in expanded cbild can:, through creation ofjobs for eligible individuals in 
expanded community-based child care centers and other sources ofaffordabie child care. 

(3) Jobs created through cleaning up and rebuilding communities. Creation ofjobs ' 
through environmental clean up, such as under Brownfields programs. and resulting 
economic development; EZIEC incentives for new job creation in high poverty areas~ and 
housing rehabilitation. I-lousing redevelopment programs, such as YouthBuild. also could 
be part of local community plans for these activities. 

Applicants would be ask.ed to show how they have provided for the use of voucher 
strategies that perynit some or all of the eligible population to select or participate in selection of 
service options or service providers. 

The most sensitive issue for use offunrls is whether they may support workfare or other 
fonns ofjob subsidization in the public sector. This issue is the forum for determining whether 
WTW is open to attack for being CET A in another guise. 

DESIGN rSSUE #7: Use of\VTW funds for workfare and subsidized public sector jobs_ 

The August 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 strategies ~~ including, where appropriate~ in the 
public sector." While the language is ambiguous about using \VTW funds specifically for 
"workfare," there was general (but not unanimous) agreement that VvlW funds should not be 
used for workfare. In contrast, if"workfare" jobs are something local areas believe are warranted 
or necessary to prepare long·term welfare recipients for work, it might harm \\'TW's'chances of 
success to bar its use for this purpose, even though TANF resources are already available for that 
purpose, 

• Qption A: Prohibjt use of\VTW funds for workfare or subsidized public jobs. 

• Opt jon B: Complete local discretion. 

The issue here is not whether workfare or public jobs subsidization are valuable 
employability development tools, but rather whether WTW nmds should be available for that 
purpose in addition to T ANF and other funds. The key for WTW is the perfonnance 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 pennits the use of its funds for such 
purpose. 

(l) Accountability and evaluation 

• 	 The basic design ofWTW -- rewarding only success -- ensures grantee accountability. It 
is also essential that the Federal government, and the States and cities, learn which wrw 
strategies work best, in what situations. 

• 	 WTW will require periodic reports from each grantee on progress toward meeting the plan 
goals, with analysis ofsuccesses and problems. In addition, the Secretary win establish an 
on-going evaluation capability that will establish baseline data at the outset and pennit an 
assessment ofwhether the WTW strategy is working during its second and third years, 
and an overall assessment orits net impact on the long~tenn welfare population, 

• 	 The authorization for appropriation~ for wrw ends after the third year, in order to make 
clear that the decision on whether to seek additional appropriations beyond the initial $3 
billion should tum on whether this program design has proved successful, 

(.1\1) Administering agency 

The WTW workgroup did not address the issue ofwhich Federal agency should be the 
lead administering entity for VV'TW Jobs. This issue was deferred in August, The discussion 
below is divided into two 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 administration 

8(a) Should HilS or Labor administer WTW? 

OMS offers the foHowing summary of this issue, 

HHS and DOL can each make a strong case for assuming administrative responsibility" As 
administrator ofTANF, 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 TANF and WTW"s multiple sanctions and rewards, argue for a lead 
role for HHS in wrw Jobs. 

On the other hand, DOL has a proven track record ofworking for decades with low
income adults; currently 35 percent of JTPA title Il~A participants are AFDe recipients, Like 
WTW, ITPA stresses employment outcomes through a system ofperformance standards. JTPA 
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also has strong ties to mayors, cOUl~ty commissioners, and local employers through its 600 
business-led Private Industry Councils. 

• Option A' DOL lead. 

• Oplion B' HHS lead. 

If DOL has the lead, States would deplore answering to two federal bureaucracies -- DOL 
for WTW and HHS for T ANF -- 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 JTP A and have for many years. 

It is possible to defer this issue past the Budget database lock in early January, by 
including in 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 T ANF 
and WTW requires a close working relationship between HHS and DOL. This relationship could 

·take various forms. Primary options are: 

Option A' Consultation. Under this option, the lead agency would, by statute, be required to 
consult with the other agency on all aspects ofWTW program administration, and its interaction 
with T ANF. 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 fonnal participatory 
role for the other agency,.but ensure a clear line of responsibility to the lead agency_ 

Option B: loint approvaJ. 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 ofSTW, 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 ofboth agencies will be brought to bear on WTW. 
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 
( Places of at least 100.000; 1990 Census) 

100 Cilles and 50 Slates 150 CWes and 50 Slates _._-".- .. _. --.-- -An-nu.al---·~-- _.--_ ... ---.•• __ • w. .,. --_ .. f..nnlla-,-- --,.-- -- .-
Allocation Share of

Share of Allocation Share of Share 01 
Based on S3 B 

Persons in $1 B Oased on S3 B $1 B 

r:ov,erty (SjnJmO) Jobs SISO.M ($,lD,OOO) Jobs ($.i".000) J.obs S'50..M (S';n,OOO) Jobs 

30,692,487City U,S. TotaL, ... " ..... ,,,,,,,,, ....... ,,,. 31.699,G69 
 309,1.70331.119 9,489,188 5927,509 
~aok CJlics 10,496,370 $993.358 

15.042 $33.844 5135.375 45,125
14,564 $32,768 $131,0"13 43.691 $45,1251 New York city 1.364.994 $43.691 

6.992 $15,732 562,928 20.970$60.929 20.310 520.9762 Los Angeles city 643,809 $20,310 6.770 $15,232 
$57,893 19.298$14.014 556,054 ,18,685 $19,298 6,433 $14,473

3 Chicago dty S92,~98~ $18,685 6.228 
532.546 10.849 

4 Houston city 332,974 S10.504 3,501 $7,878 $31,512 10.504 $10.849 3.616 $8.137 

3,454 S7,771 $31.086 10,3G2 $10,702 . 3.587 58,026 $32,106 10,702
5 Detrolt city 328,487 $10.362 

S7,658 $30.630 10,210
3,295 $7,414 $29,657 9,886 510,210 3,4036 Philadelphia elty 313.374 59.886 

2,250 $5,062 $20,249 6.750 
., San' Antonio city 207,161 $6,535 2,178 $4,901 $19.605 6,535 $6,750 

$4,344 $17.378 5.79355,793 1,931
8 Dallas city 177,790 55,609 1,870 $4,206 $16,826 5,609 

$15,276 5,092$5.092 1,697 $3.819
9 Baltimore city 15G,284 54,930 1,643 53,698 514,790 4.930 

1,651 53.715 $14,661 4,954 
10 New Orleans city 152,042 $4,795 1,599 53,597 $14.389 4,7% 54.954 

4,492 $4,639 1,546 $3,479 $13,917 4,639 
11 San Diego city 142,382 $4,492 1.497 $3.3G9 $13,475 

4,486 $4,634 1,545 53,475 513,901 4.63' 
1:2 Cleveland city 142,217 $4,486 1,495 $3,365 $13,459 

4,4771.492 53,358 $13.431$4,335 1,445 $3,2G 1 $13,004 4,335 $4,477
13 Phoenix city 137,406 

1,476 53.326 513.305 4,435$12,882 4.294 $4,43514 Momphis city 136,123 .$4.294 1,431 53,221 
513.252 4,417$12,831 4,277 $4,417 1.472 $3,313

15 Milwaukee city 135,583 $4,277 1,426 $3,208 
1,400 53,140 512.596 4,Hi9$12.193 4.066 $4,19916 EI Paso city 12B,886 $4,066 1,355 $3,049 

$10,'712 3,571
109.594 $:},4'.5"/ 1.1!:i2 $7.,593 $10,:\72 3,451 $3,571 1.190 $2.673

17 MiamI city $2,576 $10,311 3,437
1,109 $7.,49G :!is,tlM 3.328 $3,437 1.14G

18 Columbus dty 105,494 $3,320 
$2.501 510,035 3.3353,229 $3,335 1,1121,07G 52.422 $9,63819 Atlanta city 132,364 $3,229 
12,495 59,979 3,326

1,074 $2,415 $9.662 3.221 $3.326 1.109
20 Boston cily 102.092 $3,221 

52,353 59,411 3,137
1,012 52,278 $9,112 3,037 53.131 1.046

21 Dis!ricl of Columbia %,273 53,037 

22 SL Louis city S5,271 53,005 1.002 ·52,254 $9,Q16 3,005 53. HJ4 1,035 52,328 59.312 3,104 
2,933

941 52,130 58,519 ' 2,840 $2.933 973 52.200 58,799
23 San Francisco city 90,019 $2.840 

916 $2. i95 58,780 2,927 
.24 Indianapolis cUy (remainder) 89,831 $2,834 945 $2,125 $3.501 2,834 52,927 

$2,780 927 $2,085 58,339 2,730 
25 Cincinnati city 85,319 $2.691 097 $2,019 $8,074 2,691 

52,100 903 52,031 $8,123 2,708 
26 Fresno city 83,108 $2.,622 0/4 $1,965 $7,865 2,622 

52,659 886 51,994 $'1.916 2,659 
27 Buffalo city 61.601 $2.574 858 $1,931 $7,723 2.574 

51,964 ' $7,856 2,619
80,369 $2,535 845 $1,901 $7.606 2,535 $2,619 873

28 Austln en), 2,6072,524 $2.6Q7 869 $1,955 57,621
29 Jacksonville city {remainder} 80,016 $2.524 841 S1,693 $7.573 

2,583
city 79,281 $2,501 834 $1.676 $7,504 2.501 52,583 861 51,937 $1,750

30 Tucson 853 51,919 $7,67-4 2,558$7,431 2,4"(7 $2,558
31 Denver city 76.515 $2,477 826 $1,658 

$7,389 7.,463$1,789 $7,154 2,385 $2,463 821 $1,847
32 Fort Worth city 75,597 $2,365 7"' 67,348 2,449$1.779 57,114 2,371 $2,449 816 61,837
33 PiUsburgh city 75,172 $2,371 790 

$7,006 2,335 
34 San Jose c!ly 71,676 $2.261 754 $1,696 $6.763 2,2G1 $2.335 778 $1,751 

$1.673 $6,691 2,230 52.304 768 $1,728 56,911 2,304 
35 Newark city 70,702 $2,230 743 

757 $1.703 56,812 2,271
733 $1,649 56,596 2.199 52.27136 Long Beach city 69,694 $2,199 

r,, 
-


http:309,1.70
http:An-nu.al


hie: g:wat.,\WKWsort4.wk4 
POVERTY LEVELS, RArES AND RANKS 
-{ Places or at least 100,000; 1990 Census} 

100 Cili~~_~_np.. ~o. ~,~~Ie:> 
Annual 

Slime of AI!ocation Share of 

$10 Based on $30 
(S,in.OOO) 

52,25'1 
Jobs 

750 
S7,50.M 

$1,688 
(Sin,OOO) 

$6,754 

$2,241 747 S1,681 $6,723 
$2,136 712 $1,602 56,408 
52,130 710 $1,598 $6,391 
$2,104 701 51,576 56,312 
$2,036 679 51,527 56,109 
$2,034 678 $1,525 56,102 
52,028 676 51,521 S6,083 
52,022 674 51,516 56,066 
$2,010 670 51.507 ,6,029 
31,927 642 $1,445 35,781 
$1,781 594 51,336 55,344 
$1,752 584 $1,314 $5,255 
$1,724 575 $1,293 $5,171 
$1,712 571 $1,284 $5,137 
$1,702 567 $1,270 55,106 
51,689 563 51,267 55,067 
$1,645 549 $1,235 $4,039 
51,603 534 $1.203 54,810 

$1,514 505 $1,13G $4,543 
$1,470 490 $1,103 $4,.111 
$1,451 464 51,088 $4,354 
$1,437 479 $1,078 $4,312 
$1,433 476 51,075 $4,300 
$1,432 477 51,074 54,295 
$1,408 469 $1,056 54,224 
$1,396 465 $1,047 $4,187 
$1,38G 452 $1,039 $4,15S 

$1,379 460 $1,034 $4,136 

51,376 459 51,032 $4,127 

51,347 449 51,011 54,042 
$1,307 436 $950 53,920 
51,216 405 5912 S3,646 
51,186 395 5889 33,558 
$1,1'19 393 $884 $3,536 
$1,127 376 S845 S3,381 
$1,121 374 $841 S3,363 
$1,112 371 $834 53,335 

.:• 

37 Oklahoma CUy dty 
35 Oakland city 
39 Minneapolis cily 
40 Kansas City city 
41 Birmingham city 
42 Nashville-Davidson (remaindr) 
43 Toledo city 
44 Sacramento dty 
45 Portland c1ly 
46 Seallle city 
41 louisville city 
4B Baton Rouge city 
49 Tulsa city 
50 Albuquerque eily 
51 Tampa city 
52 Rochester cily 
53 Santa Ana city 
54 Corptls Cllristi city 
55 Shrolloport eily 
56 Dayloll cUy 
5'1 laredo city 
58 AkiOn city 
59 S1. Paul city 
60 Stockton city 
61 NOtfolk city 
62 Jackson city 
63 Mobile cily 
64 Jersey Cily city 
65 Charlotte cily 
06 Flinl city 
67 Omaha city 
66 Richmond city 
69 Wchila city 
70 Hartford cily 
71 San Bernardino city 
72 lubbock city 
73 Syracuse city 
74 Providence city 

Persons in 
Poverly 

69,000 
66.781 
65,556 
65,381 
64,S7/: 
62,497 
62,426 
62,232 
62,056 
61,681 
59,144 
54,669 
53,768 
52,903 
52.557 
52,237 
51,835 
50,57.5 
-I9,:J.1D 
46,480 
4:;,12G 
44,544 
44,115 
43,990 
43,944 
43,216 
42,838 
42,539 
42,312 
42,218 
41,357 
40,103 
37,321 
36,397 
36,174 
34,593 
34,402 
34,120 

Share of 
$1 B 

{$ in DOG} 
$2,180 
$2, 17U 

. $2,068 
$2,003 
92,037 
$1,972 
$1,969 ' 
$1,963 
$1,958 
$1.946 
51,866 
$1,725 
",696 
$1,669 
$1.658 
$1,646 
$1,635 
$1,594 
$1.553 
$1AGG 
$1,424 
51,405 
91,392 
$1,380 
$1,386 
$1,363 
$1,351 
$1',342 
$1,335 
$1,332 
$1,305 
$1,265 
",177 
$1,148 
$1,141 
$1,091 
$1,065 
$1,076 

150 Cities and 50 Slates 
-Annuar-' 

Allocation 
Based on 
5750 M 

$1,635 
$1,627 
$1,551 
$1,547 
$1,528 
$"1,479 
$1,477 
$1,472 
$1,468 
51,459 
$l,399 
$1,293 
$1,272 
$1,252 
$1,243 
$1,236 
51,226 
$1,195 
$1,1G4 
$1,100 
51.000 
$1,054 
$1;0<14 
51,041 
$1.040 
51,022 
$1.014 
$1,006 
$1,001 

$999 
$978 
$949 
$683 
S861 
$856 
$818 
$814 
5807 

. 


Jobs 
727 
723 
669 
6S8 
679 
657 
656 
654 
653 
649 
622 
575 
565 
556 
553 
549 
545 
531 
5Hl 
489 
475 
4GB 
464 
403 
402 
454 
450 
447 
445 
444 
435 
422 
392 
383 
380 
364 
362 
359 

.... 

Share of 
$3 !3 

($;nOOO) 
$G,539 
$6,509 
S6,2D4 
Sf}, H38 
$6.111 
$5.915 
$5,908 
$5,890 
$5.873 
55,837 
55,597 
$5,114 
$5,089 
$5,007 
$4.974 
$4,944 
$4,900 
$4,782 
$4.650 
$4,399 
54,271 
$4,216 
$4,rl5 
54,103 
$4,159 
$4,090 
$4,054 
$4,026 
$4,004 
53,995 
$3,914 
$3,195 
53,532 
$3,445 
$3,423 
$3,274 
$3,256 
$3,229 

Jobs 
~, tBO 
2,170 
2,068 
2,063 
2,037 
1.972 
1,90.0 
1,963 
1,958 
1,946 
1,866 
1,725 
1,696 
1,669 
1,658 
1,648 
1,635 
1,594 
1.5::13 
lAG{; 
\,424 
1,405 
1,392 
1,388 
1,38G 
1,363 
1,351 
1,31J?' 
1.335 
1,332 
1,305 
1,265 
1,177 
1,148 
1,141 
1,081 
1,065 
1,07fl 

Jobs 
2,251 
2,241 
2,136 
2,130 
2,104 
2,036 
2,034 
2,028 
2,022 
2,010 
1,927 
1,781 
1.752 
1,724 
1,712 
1,702 
1,689 
1,646 
1,G03 
1,514 
1,470 
1,451 
1,437 
1,433 
1,432 
1.408 
1.396 
1,386 
1.379 
1,376 
1.347 
1,307 
1,216 
1,186 
1.179 
1,127 
1,121 
1,112 
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 
(Places of at least 100,000; 1990 Census} 

100 Cities and 50 Slates ..... " - .- -- _.- ,_.- 150 CIties and 50 States 
" ... ---- -, ~ ..-.. ---... ---- An"riu-;,jr _._.." ......~ .~.".,." ... -- Amlua!'"'' 

Share of Allocation Share ofShare of AUocalion Share or 
51 B Based on $3 B 

Persons in $1 8 Based on $3 B 
$.~59_M ($in.OOO)Jobs ($. in.OOO) Jobspoverty ($ in.OOO) Jobs $750 M ($./n900) Jobs 

$555 52,220 740113 Bridgeport dty 	 23,463 $740 247 
247 $5-55 $2,:!19 740114 Et Monle city n,446 $740 

115 Springfield city 23,223 $733 244 $549 $2,198 733 
$548 $2,193 731116 Newport News city 23,169 $731 244 

117 Raleigh city 22,942 $77.4 241 $543 $2,171 724 
52,111. 704118 Virginia Ueach city 	 22,307 $704 235 $528 

224 $503 $2.013 671119 Arlington cify 21,272 $671 

120 Modesto city 20,930 $660 220 $495 51,981 G60 

121 WInston-Salem city 20,713 $653 218 5490 $1,960 653 

122 Uncolo city :ZO,521 5641 216 $466 $1,9-12 647 
$1,942 647123 Peoria city 	 20.516 $647 216 $485 

$484 $1,934 645124 Yonkers cfly 	 20,435 $045 215 
$478 $1,913 638125 Greensboro city 20,214 $638 213 

126 Erie- city 20,192 $637 212 $478 $1.911 637 

127 Fort Wayne city 19,531 5616 205 $462 51,848 616 

202 $453 S1,814 60S128 Durham city 	 19,163 $605 
19,043 $601 200 $451 51,802 601129 Pasadena city 


51,761 587 ,
130 Temp€ city 	 18,603 $5117 196 $440 
$430 lol,nO 573131 Eugene city 	 Hi,170 $5'/~1 10t 

HU~l $572 191 $429 $1,716 :312132 Rockford city 
$571 190 $423 51,712 571133 Huntsville clty 16,093 

134 Portsmouth clty 17,920 $565 168 5424 51,696 555 

135 Ootario city 17,853 $563 18B $422 51,G90 563 

136 Evansville city 17,812 $562 167 S421 $1,666 562 

137 Ingtewood city 17,606 $562 167 $421 51.685 562 
51,666 5G5138 Oxnard city 	 17,608 5555 .185 5417 

$413 $1.652 551139 Ellzaberh eily 	 17,1151 $551 154 
$529 176 $396 $1.506 529140 Glendale city 	 16,75ll 

16,724 $528 176 $396 $1,563 52B141 Pasadena city 
$394 $1,576 525142 Salinas city 16,652 5525 175 

143 Aurora city 15,28a $514 171 $385 $1,541 514 
51,534 511.144 living city 	 16,209 $511 170 $383 
$1,4'18 493145 Anchorage city 15,614 $493 164 $369 

i46 Reno city 15,085 $476 159 $351 $1,428 476 

147 South Bend city 14,854 $469 156 $351 51,406 469 

148 Garden Grove city 14,652 5462 154 5347 51,387 462 

14,292 . 5451 150 $338 $1,353 451149 Topeka city 
$1,331 444

150 Garland city 	 14,062 $444 148 $333 
,, .. 
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POVERTY LEVELS, RATES AND RANKS 
(Places of at least iOO,OOQ; 1990 CetlSus) 

- -,.. " '" 
150 eWes and 50 Slates .. ...- -Xn"nu"ui .. w. " ." ._- .,._,-,. -.... 100 Cities and 50 Stales 

~ "-,·,·------Anrtu0r--"--

Persons in 
poverty. 

Share of 
518 

($ in 000) Jobs 

Allocatiou 
Based on 
$750.M 

Shar.e of 
$3 B 

IS in 000) Jobs 

Shale of 
$1 B 

(S,in~OOO} Jobs 

Allocation 
eased on 
$;:50,M 

Share of 
$3 B 

($ )nOOO) Jobs 

Slate 
Rank 

States/Balance of States (80S) 
1 California BOS 
2: Texas 80S 
3 Flolida aos 
4 P!}nnsy!vania BOS 
5 Ohio aos 
6 Michigan BOS 
7 Louisiana BOS 
8- Georgia BOS 
9 North CarQlina BOS 

10 New York 80S 
j 1 lIIinois 90S 
12 KenllJcky BOS 
13 Mississippi BOS 
14 Alabama 80S 
15 South Carolina State (no cilies) 
1G Te!1nOSSOO oos 
17 Missouri oos 
1 B Virginia OOS 
19 New Jersey BOS 
20 Indiana 80S 
21 Arkansas BOS 
22 Washington BOS 
23 Oklahoma BOS 
24 Massachusetts BOS 
25 W~st Virginia Siale (no cities; 
26 VVisconsin BOS 
27 Minnesota 80S 
26 Arizona BOS 
29 Iowa BOS 
30 Oregon BOS 
31 New Mexfco BOS 
32 Colorado 80S 
33 Maryland 80S 
34 Kansas BOS 
35 Utah 80S 

21,203,299 
1,957,413 
1,749,675 
1,222,606 

814,891 
839,288 
766,397 
711,076 
704,514 
704.514 
703,626 
677,978 
592,575 
587.813 
565,333 
517,793 
<107,329 
<1"~),200 

450,337 
416,783 
415,452 
411,896 
397,757 
386,990 
362,778 
345,093 
344,322 
325.660 
285,223 
283,283 
264,633 
253,031 
250,438 
229,012 
196,577 
166,764 

$61.7~9 
$55,195 
$36,56B 
$27,599 
$26,476 
$24,177 
$2<,432 
522,225 
$22.22!:i 
$22.197 
$21,388 
$18,693 
$1B,543 
$17,834 
$16,334 
$-15,373 
$15.117 
$J4,20G 
513,148 
$13,106 
$12,994 
$12,548 
$12,208 
$11,444 
$10,8BG 
510,862 
$10,273 

58,998 
58,936 
58.348 
$7,982 
..7,900 
$7,224 
$6,201 
$5,261 

20,583 
18,393 
12.856 
9,200 
8,825 
8.059 
7.47"1 
7,408 
7,408 
7,399 
7,129 
6.231 
Q,181 
5,945 
5,/,45 
5,124 
!:i,OJti 
4,735 
4,383 
4,369 
4,331 
4,163 
4,069 
3,815 
3,G29 
3,621 
3,424 
2,999 
2,979 
2,183 
2,661 
2,633 
2,408 
2,067 
1,754 

$~a,312 

$41,397 
528,926 
$20,700 
$19,851 
$18,133 
$16.824 
$16,668 
$16,668 
$16,647 
$16,041 
,,4,020 
$13,U07 
$13,376 
$ 12,251 
$11,530 
$11,J3H 
$1O,G55 

$9,861 
$9,829 
$9,745 
$9,411 
$9,156 
58,583 
$8.HJ5 
58,147 
$7."105 
56,748 
56.102 
$6,261 
$5,9-87 
$5,925 
$5,418 
$4,651 
$3,946 

$2,006,642 
$185.246 
$165.586 
$115.705 

$82,798 
$79,429 
$72,530 
$67,29b 
$G6,{) 14 
S6G.674 
550,590 
$54,163 
$56,080 
$55,630 
$53,502 
$49,003 
~,,1G, ~ 20 
$4G,J~jl 

$42,619 
$39,444 
S39,318 
S38,981 
$37,643 
$36,8>.4 
$34,333 
$32,659 
$32,586 
530,820 
$26,993 
$26,809 
$25.0<4 
$23,946 
$23,701 
$21.673 
$18,604 
$15,782 

6&8,881 
61,749 
55,195 
38.568 
27,599 
26,476 
24,177 
22.432 
22,225 
22,225 
22,197 
21,388 
18,693 
18,543 
17,834 
16,334 
1::i.373 
15.11"1 
14,206 
13,148 
13,100 
12,994 
12,548 
12,208 
11,444 
10,886 
10,862 
10,213 

8,998 
8,936 
8,348 
7,982 
1,900 
7,224 
6,201 
5,261 

$63.775 
$57.007 
$39.834 
$28,505 
$27,345 
$24,970 
$23,168 
$22,954 
522,954 
$22,925 
$22,089 
$19,307 
$19,152 
$18,419 
516,870 
$15.078 
$15,613 
$14,673 
$13,579 
$13,536 
$13.420 
$12,959 
$12,609 
$11.820 
$11.244 
$11,218 
$10,610 

$9,293 
59,230 
$8.622 
$8,244 
S8,160 
$7.46 i 
$6,405 
$5,433 

21,256 
19,002 
13,278 
9,502 
9,115 
8,323 
7,723' 
7,651 
7,651 
7,642 
7.363 
6,436 
6,384 
6,140 
5,623 
5,293 
5,204 
4.801 
4,526 
4,512 
4,473 
4,320 
4.203 
3,940 
3,748 
3,739 
3,537 
3,098 
3.077 
2,874 
2,748 
2,720 
2,487 
2,135 
1,811 

$47,831 
$42;155 
529,876 
$21,379 
520,509 
$18,728 
$17,376 
517,215 
$17,215 
$1],194 
$16,567 
$14,480 
$14,364 
513,814 
$12,653 
511.908 
$11,710 
$11,004 
$10.164
$10,1;2 
$10,065 

$9.720 
S9,456 
$8.865 
$8,433 
58.414 
$7,958 
56,970 
$6,922 
$6.467 
$6.183 
$6,120 
$5,596 
$4,804 
$4,075 

$2,072,490 
$191,325 
$171,020 
$1 i9,502

$85,515 
$82,035 
$74,911 
$69.503 
560,662 
568,862 
568,775 
.$66,268 
$57,921 
$57,456 
$55,258 
550,611 
$Jt7,G33 
S4G,l)39 
$44.018 
$40,738 
$40,608 
540,260 
538,878 
537,826 
$35,459 
$33,731 
S33.655 
531,831 
$27,819 
$27,689 
$7.5,866 
$24-,732 
524,479 
$22,384 
$19,214 
S16,300 

690,B30 
63,775 
57,007 
39,834 
28,505 
27.345 
24.970 
2J, 168 
22,954 
22,954 
22,925 
22,089 
19,307 
19,152 
18,419 
16,870 
15,076 
15.613 
14,673 
13,579 
13,536 
13,420 
12,959 
12.609 
11,820 
11,744 
11,218 
10,610 
9,293 
9,230 
8,622 
8,244 
8,160 
7.461 
6,405 
5,433 

t 
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POVERTY LEVELS. RATES AND RANKS 
(Places of at least 100,000; 1990 Census} 

150 Gilles and 50 Slates 100 Cilies and 50 States. .. ...- ..... " _..,... - .. ..•. "Ar;nual ......Annual 
Share of Allocation Share of Share 0'1 Allocation Share of 

Persons in $1 B Based on $30 II 8 Uased on $38 
Pave.l)' ($.in 000) Jobs $75(l M ($)n.OOO} Jobs (I.in 000) Jobs $l'O.M (S.in.OOO) 

35 Connecticut 80S 13~,OO6 $4,164 1,388 $~\, 123 $12,493 4,164 $4,301 1.434 $3.226 $12,903 
3" Idaho State (no cities) 130,588 $4,120 ~,373 $3.090 $12,359, 4,120 $4.255 1,418 $3.191 $12.764 
38 Maine State (no cities) 128.466 $4,053 1,351 $3.039 $12,158 4.053 14,1S6 1.395 $3.139 $12,557 
39 Montana Stale (no cities) 124,653 $3.939 1,313 52,954 SI1,016 3.939 $4,068 1,356 13.051 112.204 
40 Nebraska BOS 108,738 $3.430 1.143 52.573 110.291 3,430 $3.543 1.181 $2,657 $10,628 
41 South Dakota State (no cities) 106,305 $3.354 1,118 52.,1, $10.061 3,354 $3,464 1,155 52.598 $10,391 
42 North Dakola State {no cities) 88,2-16 $2,785 928 $2,089 $8.3-54 2,785 $2,876 959 $2,157 $8.628 
43 Nt.'Vada BOs 75,491 $2,381 194 $1,786 $7.144 2.381 $2,460 820 51,845 $7,379 
44 New Hampshire Slate (no dties) 69,104 $2,180 72"1 $1,635 $6.540 2.180 52.251 750 $1,689 $5,7G4 
45 Rhode Island BOS 58,550 51.847 616 $1.385 $5.541 1.847 51,908 636 51.431 55,723 
46 Hawaii OOS 58,535 51,847 816 $1.385 $5,540 I.B47 $1,907 636 $1,430 $5.721 
47 Delaware Stale (no eitles) 56,223 51.774 591 $1.330 $5,321 1J74 $1,832 611 51.374 55.495 
48 Vermont State (no dties) 53,369 $1,684 5Gl $1,263 55.051 1,684 $1,739 580 51.304 55,216 
49 Wyoming State (no cities) 52.453 $1.655 552 $1.241 $4,964 1,555 $1.709 570 $1.282 55,12"1 
50 Alaska BOS 32.292 $1,019 340 5764 $3,056 1.019 $1.052 351 S189 $3,156 

. 

Jobs 
4,301 
4,255 
4,186 
4.068 
3.543 
3.464 
2,876 
2,460 
2.251 
1.908 
1.907 
1.832 
1.739 
1,709 
1.052 

,
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Goycrnmcnt Share of Totat Employn:cnt in Selcctcd Mctropolilan Arcas,1995 

. Total Government Goverr..ment -...Employment Emplo)'men! Share 
(tbQl.lsalld~) .(1hm}sa:Jdsl G'lOl'i<~Dll 

Nev,,' York Cit\'.- 331 S.l 541.5 16.3 
New York PtvfSA 3815.6 624.6 164 
Los Angeles 3762.7 533.S 14.2 
Chicago 3908.2 484.9 12.4 
Houston 1763.6 242., 13,7 
Detroit 2002.2 225.6 11.3 
Philadelphia 676.4 128,5 19.0 
Philadelphia PMSA 2178.9 304j 14.0 
San Antonio 620.7 :29J 20.9 
Dallas 1600.4 1916 12.0 
Baltimore 407.2 22.491.: 
Baltimore PMSA 1130.6 lO9.S 18.6 
Nev: Orleans 599.1 103,~ 17.1 
San Diego 974.9 184.7 18.9 
Cleveland 1104.9 141. 7 12,8 
Phoenix 1216.1 } 61.3 13.3 
:tv~empbs 531.6 '0!" .-' 14.9 
Milwakee 802.6 89, 11.1 
El Paso 234.8 49.7 210,
Miami 931.7 143133. J 
Columbus 784.4 133.7 17.0 
Atlanta 1820.9 248.9 13.7 
Boston 1811.1 216.7 12.0 
\Vashington 643.3 254.3 39.5 
Washington PMSA 2409.6 6112 25.4 
St LOllis 1246.0 150.7 12. : 
San Francisico 914.1 125" 13.7 
Indianapolis 794.2 110.0 13.9 
Cincinnati 804.2 101.6 12.6 
F~esno 264.9 62.9 23.7 
Buffalo 539.1 87.4 16.2 
Austin 516.7 12E.7 24.9 
Jacksonville 480.8 6;.5 134 
TJ..:cson 301.4 65.9 21.9 
DCfl\'er 982.1 139A 142 
Fort Worth 653.5 87.2 13.3 
Pittsburg 1052.9 123.6 1!.7 
San Jose 828.0 86.8 10.5 
Newark 930.1 143.0 154 
Long Beach (included in Los .""gele,)
Oklahoma Cit)' 474.5 10; .0 21.3 
Oakland 8956 170.0 19.0 
Minneapolis/St. Paul : 542.9 2l5.9 14.0 
Kansas Cit)' 863.0 129,4 15.0 
Binningham 442.0 68.2 15.4 
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Total Governrnent Government 2 
Employment Em?loyrnent Share 
(!bollsanils) (tbousa.nd.£l (ru;r.Q.rnl)


\'ashviHc 595.9 76.2 12.8 -.. 

Toledo 308.5 45.9 14.9 
SacramentO 589.4 165.6 28.1 
Portland 838.7 108.9 13.0 
Seattle lIS!.! 172.4 14.6 
Louls\'ille 527.6 55,3 10.5 
Baton Rouge 269.5 57.4 213 
Tulsa 350.9 41.3 11.8 
Alburquerquc 323.4 60.7 lU 
Tampa 995.5 130.3 13 .1 
Rochester 523.1 JJ,6 14.8 
Santa Ana not avaBable 
Corpus Cristi 145.5 30.8 2J.2 
Shreveport 163.1 31.8 19.5 
Dayton 467.0 72.7 ! )."6 
Laredo 55.6 13.1 23.6 
Aho:"! 3! 1.9 46.1 14.8 
SL Paul (included in ~11Meapolis) 
Stockton 1101 available 
Norfolk 628.9 137.i 2J.8 

},,o: ;Jackson 209.8 ""'"T._ 21.1 
:\1obilc 209.7 33,8 16.1 
B:o\\llsville 92.4 21,5 23,3 
Jersey CilY 237.8 40.0 16.8 
Charlone 7l1.3 &L1 11.4 
Flint 180.5 24.2 ] 3.4 
Omaha 372.8 50.2 13.5 
Richmond 5:12.2 98.~ 196 
Wichila -, 6256.1 .J.:.. . 12.7 
Hartford 585.7 94.6 16.2 
San Bcwadino 776.0 160.8 20.7 
Lubbock 107.4 23.5 21.9 
Syracuse 332.1 59.9 18.0 
Providence 495.2 6:.8 12.9 

" 0Gary 252.5 -,-t" J3.8 
Hialeah not available 
Montgomery 150.3 36.2 24.1 

--1Knox\'iLie 312.2 ::).~ 17.7 
Columbus 784.4 133,7 l7.0 
St. Petersburg (inoluded in Tampa) 
Camden 450.1 76.8 17.J 
Spring5eld 242.2 . .."l.) c 18.0 
Lexington-Fay 252.8 55.3 21.9 
Colorado Springs 197,7 16.733.0 



,.---:: 

Total Goverrunent Government , 
0 

Employment 
(lhousanQs) 

Employment 
(thQl.!SilDQ~) 

Share 
(percent) 

.......... 

1onolulu 408.4 89.5 21.9 
;pokane 178.4 29.7 16.6 
:iavannah 126.9 20.9 16.5 
~ast Los Angeles (included in Los Angeles) 
Jrand Rapids 515.3 51.5 10.0 
Las Vegas 547.1 58.5 10.7 
:v1adison 255.9 68.6 26.8 
racoma 217.1 46.6 21.5 
Anaheim not available 
Waco 92.3 14.9 16.1 
McAllen 123k 33.6 27.2 
Youngstown 242.2 30.1 12.4 
Mesa (included in Pheonix) 
Chattanooga 215.6 35.0 16.2 
Kansas City (included in Kansas City) 

U.S. Total 116,607 19,279 16.5 

Source: Based on data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics. 
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\Ve[farc~to-Work Jobs Initiative 

Draft Labor Protection Provisions Language 


PROVISIONS GENERALLY APPLICABLE 

TO PROVISION OF SERVICES UNDER WELFARE·TO·WORK 


[NOTE: These provisions relate primarily 10 workfare or subsidizedjobs aefivi!}' as might be 

funded with WTW, rafher than 10 the jobs for which H'TW performance payments would be 

made, Provisions for jobs info which people are placed need to be more clearly set oU! 

separately. They may include, for example, the provisions on nondiscrimination, Fair Labor 

Standards Act, health and sa/cty coverage, and nondisplacement as in subsecIions (a)(5) and 

(a)(6) below.] 

"Sec,~. (a) In assigning participants in the program under this part to any program activity, or 

in assigning individuals registered with the program under part _ to a positio:J. of employment, 

the State agency shall assure that ~~ 

'"(1) each assigrunent takes into account the capacity. health and safety. family 

responsibilities, and place of residence of the partidpant~ 

"(2) no participant will be required, without his or her consent, to travel an 

unre'~wnabJe distance from his or her home or remain away from such home ovemight~ 

"(3) for the purpose of applying the prohibitions against discrimination on the 

basis ofage under the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, on the basis of handicap under 

section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, on the basis of sex under title IX of the Education 

Amendments of 1972, or on the basis of race, color, Or national origin unde~ title VI of 

the Civil Rights Act of 1964~ programs and activities funded or othef\\lise financially 

assisted in whole or in part under this Act are considered to be programs and activities 

receiving Federal assistance; 

"(4) no individual shall be excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of. 

subjected to discrimination under, or denied employment in the administration ofor in 

connection with any such program because ofrace, color. religion, sex~ national origin j 

. age, disability, or political affiliation or belief; 

~. 



"(5) no such assignment will - ... 
"(A) result in the displacement of any currently employed worker by any 

participant (including partial displacement such as a reduction in the hours of 

nonovertime work, wages, or employment benefits; 

(8) impair existing contracts for services. or existing coHective bargaining 

agreements, unless the employer and the labor organization concur in "''Titing with respect 

to any elements of the proposed activities with affect such agreement, or either such party 

fails to respond to v,'ritten notification requesting its concurrence v.titltin 30 days of 

receipt thereof. 

"(C) result in the employment of the participant or filling of a position 

when ~~ 

"(I) any other individual is on layoff from the same or any 

substantially equivalent job; or 

(ii) the employer has terminated the employment of any regular 

employee or otherwise reduced its workforce with the intention of filling 

the vacancy so created by hiring a participant whose wages are subsidized 

under this Act; 

"CD) be created in a promotional nne that v..ill infringe in any way upon 

the promotional opportunities of currently employed indh1iduais; 

"(E) result in fillil1.g a vacancy for a position in a State or local government 

agency for whic,h State or local funds ha\'e been budgeted, unless such agency has 

been unable to fill such vacancy with a qualified applicant thr5>ugh such agency's 

regular employee selection procedure during a period of not less than 60 days; 

"(6) no panicipam shall be assigned to a position 'with a priv3:!e nonprofit entity to 

ca.7]' out activities that are the same or substantially equivalent to activities that have 

been regutarly carried out by a State or local govem.nent agency in the same local areal 

unless such placement meets tbe nondisp}acement requirements ofparagraph (5); 

"(7) Conditions of employment and training shall be appropriate and reasonable tn 

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

participant; 



•• 
"(8) Health and safety slandards established under SUlte and Federal law, 

other\vise applicable to working conditions of employees, shall be equally applicable to 

working conditions ofparticipants. With respect to any participant in a program 

conducted under this Act who is engaged in activities which are not covered by health 

and safety standards under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, the Secrelary 

shall prescribe, by regulation, such standards as may be necessary to protect the health 

and safety of such participants; 

"(b) Grievam.:e procedures.-

"(I) In General. " .. 

'-l(A) Each administrative entity, contractor, and grantee under th:s Act shall 

establish and maintain a grievance procedure for grievances or complaints about its 

programs and activities from participants. subgrantees1 subcontractors. and other 

interested persons. Hearings on any grievance sha:l be conducted within 30 days of filing 

of a grievance and decisions shall be made not late: than 60 days after the filing of a 

grievance. Except for complaints aHeging fraud or criminal activity. complaints shall be 

made wilhin one year of Ihe alleged occurrence; 

"(B) Each recipient of financial assistance under this Act which is an employer of 

participants under this Act shall continue 10 operate or establish and maintain a grievance 

procedure relating to the terms and conditions .of employment; 

"(2) Deadlines. 

"(A) Upon exhaustion ofa redpient~s grievance procedure without decision, Qr 
where the Secretary has a reason to believe that the recipient is failing to comply with the 

requir::ments of this Act or the terms of the grantee's plan, the Secretary shall investigate 

the aUegation or belief and determine within 120 days after receiving the complaint 

whether such allegation or compJaint is true; 

«(B) Ifa person alleges a violation of section _ and such person exhausts the 

recipient's grievance procedure or the 60-day time period described in suhsection (9) has 

elapsed without a decision, either party to SUC~l procedure may submit the grievance to 

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



and make a detennination as to whether a violation of section has occurred; -. 
"(C) If the results of the investigation conducted pursuant to paragraph (ii) 

indicate that a moditication or reversal of the decision issued pursuant to the recipient's· 

grievance procedure is warranted, or lhe 60-day time period described in subsection 0 has 

elapsed without a decision, the Secretary may modify or reverse the decision. or issue a 

decision if no decision has been issued, as the case may be, after an opportunity for a 

hearing in accordance with the procedures under section ; 

"(D) If the Secretary determines that the decision issued pursuant to the 

recipient's grievance procedure is appropriate, the determination shall become the final . . 
decision of the Secretary. 

"(3) Alternative grievance resolution, ~-

'"(A) A person alleging a violation of section _ rnay, as an alternative to the 

procedures described in this section~ submit the grievance involving such violation to a 

binding grievance procedure if a collective bargaining agreement covering the parties to 

the grievance so provides. 

"(B) The remedies available under paragraph () shall be limited to the remedies 

available under sections ( ) and ( ) 
... 

"(4) Remedies.

"(A) In geneml. •• Except as provided in paragraph (ii), remedies available to 

grievants under this section for violations of section _ shan he Hmited to ~-

'~(I) suspension or tenntnation of payments under this Act; 

'''(ii) prohibition of placement of a participant, for an appropriate period of 

time, in a program under this Act with an employer that has violated section_, 

as detennined under subsection ( ) or ( ); and 

"(iii) appropriate equitable relier (other than back pay). 

"(B) In addition to the remedies available under paragraph (A), remedies available 

under this section for violations of subsection ( ) 1 () and ( ) may include -

"(I) reinstatement of the grievant to the position held by such grievant 

prior to displacement; 



"(ij) payment oflost wages and benefits; and 

"Ciii) reestablishment ofother relevant terms, conditions. and privileges of 

employment, 

"(c) In assigning participants in the program under this part to any program activity. the 

State agency shall, in addition to the assurances required under subsection ( ). assure that -~ 

"'(1) the conditions of participation are reasonable, taking into account in each 

case the experience and proficiency of the participant and the child care and other 

supportive services needs of the participant; and 

"(2) each assignment is based on available rcsources~ the participant's 

circumstances, a.tld iocal employment opportur.ities, 

"(d) In assigning individuals registered with ;he State', WORK program under part () to 

a position of employment. the Sta:e agency shall assure that -

"'0) where a labor organization represents a stlbstantiai 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 10 submit 

comments with respect to' such proposal; 

"(2) under aU activities financed under this Act 

"(A) a tra.inee shall receive no pa:yrr.ents for training activities in which the 

trainee fails to participate without good cause~ 

"(B) individuals in on-the-job training shaH be compensated by the 

employer at the same rates, including periodic increases, as similarly situated 

employees or trainees and in accordance vrith applicable law. but in no event less 

than the higher of the rate specified in section (6)(a)(I) of the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938 or the applicable State or local minimum wage law; 

«(C) 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)(I) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, (B) the minimwn 

wage under the applicable .State or local minimum wage law. or 0 the prevailing 
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rates of pay for individuals employed in similar occupations by the same 

employer. 

"(e) References in paragraphs (B) and © to section 6(a)(I) of ,he Fair Labor Standards 

Act of 1938 (29 U.s.C. 206(.)(1))-

«(1) shall be deemed to be references [0 section 6© of that Act for individuals in 

the Commonwealth of Puerto Rlco~ 

"(2) shall be deemed '0 be references to section 6(8)(3) oftbat Act for individuals 

in the American Samoans; and 

"(3) shall not be appEcable for individuals in other territorial jurisdictions in 

which section 6 ofihe Fair Labor St<:tndards Act of 1938 does not apply, 

"(f) Allowances j earnings and payments to indidduals participating in programs under 

this Act shall not be considered as income for the purposes ofdetermining eligibility for and the 

amount of income transfer and inRkind aid furnished under any Federal or federaliy assisted 

program based on need, other tha:1 is provided under the Social Security Act 

.I(g) Each recipient of funds under this Act shall provide the Secretary assurances that 
. .' 

none of such funds will be used to assist, promote, or deter union organizing, 

"(h) The provisions of this section apply to any work~related programs and activities 

under this part, 



SECRETARY OF LABOR 

WASHINGTON 

March 16, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 
AND VICE PRIi:SIDENT 

FROyl: ALEXIS M. HERMAN, SECRETARY OF LABOR 

SlJBJECT: NATIONAL WELFARE-TO-WORK TOUR 

I, OVERVIEW .', . 
Pursuant to your request last Fall, [ set out on a national grassroots tour to examine how 
communities and individuals are taking on the welfarc~to-work challenge. As you have often 
~aid, the enactment of wei fmc rcfonn legislation was not the end of the process, it was the 
beginning. I visited a cross-section of the country to see new beginnings 41t the state and local 
level and to talk with those directly impacted about how policy refonns are translating in the 
lives of real people. 

In total, I traveled to ten cities--starting with you at the Cessna Plant in Wichita ulld ending at a 
non-custodial fathers l program in Los Angeles last l11o!1th. In between, I met with employees at 
the Department of Labor making the welfarc-to~work transition; visited a pioneering smail 
business in Cleveland~ saw labor-management teamwork to train and find jobs tor welfare 
recipients in Las Vegas; spoke with religious, civic and community leaders 1n Milwaukee; 
witnessed the solid transitional approach of the Delaware program; was inspired hy a Harlem 
initiative that prepares individuals for the culture ofwork; listened to how Native Americans 
have been affected by policy changes in Phoenix; and observed the importance of a coordinated 
one~stop workforce development center in Tampa. 

As ( begun this tour. I took with me three principal goals: 

I, To identify the key challenges that will ensure long-tenn 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 gauge how the Department of Labor's work and resources can best be utilized 
to advance reform. 

Neverthclr.:ss, our Jirst~year !lacccss must be colored by [he reaH7.ntian that the most difficult 
\vork is ahead because the hardest to serve remain. We recognize that this population faces 
multiple harriers and the solutions arc not self~evident or easily organized, There will be 
different responses in diflbrent stutes and we must stand ready to respond to the next phase, 

WORKING TO IWPROVE THE LIVES OF AM£RICA'S WORKING FAM1LIES 



This memorandum is a summary of what 1heard and found. Appendix A provides a detailed 
report ofeach stop on my tour. The status of the Department of Labor's grant process can be 
found in Appendix B. 

II. ON THE RIGHT TRACK 

Welfare reform is finnly 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, I rnct'with people who have moved from the rolls 
ofwelfare to the role ofresponsihle worker, proud parent, and involved CItizen. 

I cannot help but recall Lillie Harden of Arkansas who joined you at the welfare refonn bill 
signing ceremony in August 1996. As I traveled the nation. I can report that 1 saw LlUie Hardens 
all over this country~~people who are proud that their families are proud ofthem--individuals 
who are truly on a new road. 

Our nation is also on a new road, This is pioneering work, As we continue, our task is to share 
best practices and to monitor and focus on the defining isslles that will largely detennine whether 
welfare reform sllcceeds for the Jong haul. 

Throughout my tour. three questions consistently emerged that cut to the heart ofmeeting this 
chanenge. First) how can we reinforce the welfare refonn success that has been made? Second, 
how do we remove the barriers to not just getting, but keeping a job? Third, what can we do to 
help families over the 10ngMtenn secure a foothold on the ladder ofopportunity to reach se1f~ 
sufficiency? 

I believe ifwe answer each of these with action, the question of whether welfare refonn 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, J began using the tenn "new worker" because it became apparent that 
these individuals felt strongly that they were being stigmatized, 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. 
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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 irnportan~ as enforcing the letter ofthe law is reafIinning its spirit. And in 
that; the answer lies not in new programs or even new money. but new attitudes and a 
new rnindse!. The Department ofLabor has issued a short fact book entitled "About 
Welfare" to assist in this effort. 

The second key to reinforcing Success is showcasing businesses that have reached out to 
welfare recipients. The Welfare-to-Work Partnership led by Eli Segal is making 
tremendous inroads. 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 to moving welfare 
recipients into the economic mainstream. 

We stiU have work to do in making sure businesses are aware ofthe 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 orth. Work 
Opportunity Tax Credit NQ one at the table, not even the largest employer ..-ARCO or 
Pacific Bell--had heard of these tax credits. 

Sirnilady. few new workers know about the Earned 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 to pool our efforts and think more broadly in 
terms ofoutreach, . 

B. Removing Barriers 

For a welfare recipient, there are many real obstacles on the path to success. 
Transportation, child carej and affordable housing were highlighted in every stop in my 
tour as significant barriers to not just getting hut keeping ajob. TodaYj for example, two 
out ofthree new jobs are in the suburbs, but three out of four welfare recipients live in 
central cities or rural areas. 

Pending legislative proposals and White House initiatives win make a significant 
contribution in addressing theSe challenges and complementing the Department of 
Labor's welfare~to~work efforts. The proposed $100 million a year welfare to work 
transportation plan that is part ofISTEA is designed to assist states and localities in 
deVeloping flexible modes oftransportation--and bridging the gap between people and 
jobS. Also, the Administration's 5283 million proposal for new housing vouchers would 
help welfare recipients move closer to a new job, reduce a long commute and secure a 
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more stable environment. 

But there was another barrier that many new workers mentioned to me that may not be as 
familiar as the rest~~a.nd that is the administrative hLlfdIes that far too many new workers 
must encounter. 

Individuals, for example, may have to take time off to go to one office to let their 
caseworker know they have a job. Then another day in the month, take time off to pick 
up a transportation voucher. Still another day in the month and another office to coHect 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 barriers on the path to 
success does not always mean spending money, sometimes it just means using common 
sense. 

We also recognize that the barriers to success are the highest for the hardest 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 minion in formula grants to ten states. A 
full status report is included in Appendix B, 

C. Reacbing 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 career. The Work First concept is the foundation of welfare-to-work. But I 
was troubled to hear accounts in Wisconsin. for example, that teen-age mothers were 
forced to quit high "'hool to pursue a job. 

\Vork must be the priority. But education and training are essential to helping families 
move not just off the rons, but up the career ladder. That is the measure ofsuccess, not 
dead end jobs, but work that leads to self-sufficiency. As we develop polIcies and 
strategies to encourage life-long learning and skills development, we need to pay special 
attention to the impact tbese policies will have on the hardest to serve populations. 

Also reaching self-sufficiency and heiping a 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'5 policy on child support enforcement is 
paying real dividends. But, ofcourse, one needs a job to 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: ] saw a creative approach at the Los Angeles Parents' Fair Share 
initiative 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 directing my staff to review existing programs to see how we are 
serving the non-custodial population. I have had preliminary conversations with the Ford 
Foundation on how best the Department can partner in its Fragile Families Initiative. I 
also intend to contact Governors Ridge and Carper to explore what role tile Department 
can play in the Governors' National Fatherhood Initiative. 

III. Possible Next Step' 

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

First. we need to enhance coordination and communIcation between fed~l agencies. We at the 
Department of Labor have been working closely with the Domestic Policy Council which has 
been instrumental in providing information, guidance and input. In addition. [ have already met 
with Administrator Alvarez to layout plans on how to forge a more coordinated relationship. 
Our staffs are working on a Memorandum of Understanding which we plan to announce in the 
spring. I know that there is a regular DPe staff-level all-agency meetIng to track progress on 
welfare~to-work. I would suggest a quarterly Cabinet-level welfare-to·work meeting that would 
provide a mechanism for officials to come together and discuss cross-{:utting efforts. 

Second, 1 will encourage my Cabinet colleagues to travel the count:ry as I did to investigate and 
listen first hand how their programs are affecting new workers. I would encourage state and 
local leaders to do the same, In fact, after my day in WHmjngton, Delaware, Governor Carper 
committed to doing just that. 

Third, labor, community-based and faith-based organizations are doing great work. but they 
should be challenged to do more. Vie 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. I believe the time is ripe to do that once again, but on a larger 
scale, 

I would recommend that the Administration convene an "Opportunity 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 chaltenges 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 to 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 ofwelfare 
reform efforts aroWld the nation. This is an ongoing process that will take time and hard work 
We've made tremendous progress, but the challenge is to constantly reinforce the successes~ 
promote best 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 rons or even getting ajob. 
Real success 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 Jess. Neither should we. 

6 




Appendix A 




AppemiixA 

WELFARE-TO-WORK SITE VISITS 

1. 	 WICHITA, KANSAS 

November 17, 1997 


.cESSNA AIRCRAFT COMPANY 
The Cessna Aircraft Company established a new state·of~the·art facility to train welfare 
recipients for skiHed production jobs at Cessna. The new 20;000 square foot facility allows 
Cessna, 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 Partnership, the American business community's effort to help move people on' public 
assistance into jobs in the private sector, 

The new facility was built by the city of Wichita using loan guarantees from the U.s. Department 
afHousing and Urban Development, and is part ofa new Cessna campus 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 
health benefits and child care, and a guaranteed job upon completion of the program, About 200 
graduates ofthe program are now working at Cessna, at an average wage of$12 an hour, Cessna 
also sponsors a smalJer, cIerical 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 
government. 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 to train and lo hire welfare recipients, 

Cessna provides the training. The company has also hired counselors to assist the new 
employees in adjusting to the work environment. Cessna designed and implemented the training 
program and provides jobs for the graduates. fn partnership with Cessna. the Kansas Department 
of Social and Rehabilitation Services screens applicants for the program, pays for child 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. fu the end, new workers receive the salaries, benefits, and s'upport 
services that lead them to sustainable self~sufficiency.. 
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2. WASHINGTON, D.C. 
November 18, 1997 


'December 9,1997 

January 29, 1998 


US, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
To date, the U.S. Department of Labor has hired 54 welfare recipients and committed to hiring 
anotber seventy. On November 18. I sat down with a group ofnew hires at the Depanment to 
hear their concerns. The individuals with whom I spoke possess a strong work ethic and are 
committed to their own success, 

LesSQns 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. 

Tbe DOL roundtable with new workers was the first one on my tour. but what I 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 to be singled out as the "former 
welfare recipient." They want to be treated like everyone else and accorded the same respect that 
other workers are given. For us, that means ensuring that new workers are at least being paid the 
minimum wage, afforded all of the other FLSA protections. as weH as other labor 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 to tell their stories 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 aU of the tjme.u 

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

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO WOMEN 
On December 9, 1997,1 addressed the National Council of Negro Women where I spoke ofthe 
importance of striking a deal for responsibiHty, job opportunities. andjob retention. 
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Implicit in this deal is that new workers must corru'!lit to learning new work habits and new skills, 
show up every day! work hard, and take personal responsibility for their lives and their families. 

Employers must provide good jobs at fair wages and on~the~job training for the new workers, 

Providing a first job is crucial. but new workers should have opportunities for Jearning new 

skills, and mobility up the career I,adder just like other workers, 


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

I used those three tenets ,., personal responsibility,job opportunities. and job retention services ". 
as benchmarks for measuring successful welfare-to-work interventions as ! traveled to local 
conununities 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-lo~employ welfare recipients, 


UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS 
On January 29, 1998, I met with the Jobs, Education and Workforce Committee at the U,S, 
Conference of Mayor's Winter Legislative Conference in Washington, D.C.. and had the 
opportunity to discuss welfa,re..to-work partnership strategies with our nation's mayors. They and 

. their local workforce development councils will decide how to best use the new welfare-fo-work 
grants in coordination with other welfare to work effurts 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 ofour welfare-tn-work efforts. and the 
mayors are sharing their experiences with us every step of the way, 

3, 	 CLEVELAND, OHIO 

November 20, 1997 


CLEYELAND WORKS 
Cleve1and Works enrolls economically disadvantaged people in pre-empJoymentjob readiness 
classes and t~en links job-ready employees with local companies. A nonprofit employment 
program, it offers more than 30 life skill and professional development courses. ranging from 
how to set an alann clock to resume writing, word processing and other job skins. Cleveland 
Works sends employers only applicants who have at teast a high school education or GED 
equivalent; have been fully trained in job~readiness skilJs, 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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COLORMATRIX CORPORATION 
Along with County Commissioner Jane Campbell, I toured the ColorMatrix Corporation, a 
downtown Cleveland finn that produces liquids used to color plastics, To date, ColorMatrix has 
hired 12 welfare recipients through the Cleveland Works program. Most of its job applicants 
have little or no experience working in a manufacturing plant. Many of their employees come 
with legal problems, histories ofsubstance abuse or other issues that inhibit their capacity to be 
reliable employees. ColorMatrix looks to Cleveland Works for quali fled applicants and has a 9 J 
per cent retention rate with Cleveland Works referred applicants. which is much higher than the 
company's overall rate. 

1&5S!1DS Learoed; 

The partnership between Cleveland Works and small businesses like Co!orMatrix demonstrates 
the kind of community~based organization and small business partnership we want to encourage. 
As described above, Cleveland Works prepares the individuals for a work environment and then 
it is able to link 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 ifgiven the choice between hiring a Cleveland \-Vorks participant or an 
applicant off the street, he would choose the Cleveland Works person because he knows that he 
win be getting a quality worker. 

Once hired, ColorMatrix does its part in helping employees stay on the job and move up the 
career ladder. New employees earn $6.00 to $7.00 an hour plus benefits, including health 
insurance, a 401 (k) plan, merit bonuses and tuition reimbursements. Employees receive 200 
hours ofon-the~job training for the three full~time entry~ievet categories: clerical. genera) 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 ofO\vnership of the company. The company also retains a private 
referral service which provides support services; counseling on financial and domestic issues and 
other resources at no charge to employees. 

llRBAN LEAGUEQE GREATER CLEVELAND 
While in Cleveland. I addressed the Urban League of Greater Cleveland's Equal Opportunity Day 
Luncheon to talk about ways to ensure that ail Americans prosper in today's economy. Programs 
such as the Urban League's Ri~ing Tide Initiative, which gives training and job leads to 
unemployed fathers 18 years ofage and older, are examples ofthe 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 coUaborative and integrated strategies to link new workers with job 
opportunities. Their practical, day-to-day support is critical 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 


OlLINARY UNION TRAINING CENTER 
At the Culinary Union Training Center (CUTe), I was accompanied by Governor Miller, 
Senators Bryan and Reid as well as the Mayor Laverty Jones of Las Vegas. The CUTe is ajoint 
union-management partnership. established as part of the collective bargaining agreement 
between tbe botels and unions in Las VegllS j provides training in the skill areas needed for 
employment in various housekeeping and restaurant jobs 1n the hotel industry. The program 
provides pre-employment training for people seeking employment in the hotel industfj' 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 access of 
public transportation. which is an imporrant 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 housekeeping training classes, is in a City of Las Vegas Housing Authority 
apartment complex. 

The Center ret:ruits its workers from local, state and private agencies. such as the state welfare 
agency, unemployment office, housing authority, and local School~to-Work programs. 

Lessons Learned; 

The Culinary Union Training Center (CUTe) training program illustrates the important role that 
labor unions play in helping to move individuals from welfare to work. Moreover, the 
partnership that the labor unions have built with employers in the Las Vegas area is a key to the 
CUTe prograrnls success. With such employer participation, the training institute is able to link 
trainees to real jobs. The training center places 70 per cent of its graduates. 

The training program is so highly regarded that one oflhe hotels has committed to hiring 10 
percent of its 8~OOO workforce from the welfare rolls. Other hotel owners attend CUTe 
graduations to find new employees. 

The emphasis that CUTe places on life skills adds to their success, I had the opportunity' to see 
trainees busy at work performing various work tasks in the kitchen and food preparation area, 
They werc learning the life skills needed for success in the world of work: a strong work ethic, 
the importance of regular attendance and punctuality, the need to foHow a supervisor's 
instructions and maintaining personal hygiene. tn anticipation ofan increased number of welfare 
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recipients. they are adding an extended life skills class to the standard curricuJwn as a separate 
class, which tS a prerequisite to taking a job training class. Also impressive. was the CUTC's 
foresight ofplacing its facility in downtown Las Vegas so that it is easily accessible from all 
areas ofLas Vegas by public transportation. Further, the CUTe also provides free training to 
incumbent workers who want to enhance and improve their skills so that new workers can move 
up a career ladder and into self-sufficiency. 

5. NEW YORK, NEW YORK 
December 4, 1997 

STRI\'E 
STRIVE (Support and Training Results in Valuable Employment) is a no~nonsense training 
program that prepares the jobless for the culture ofwark. STRIVE focuses on the hardest to 
serve populations, It has locations in East and West Harlem. serving predominantly African 
American and Hispanic communities. STRlVE's "tough love" process of helping people find 
employment and attain self-sufficiency was identified by the U,S, Goverrunent Accounting 
Office as a successful employment and training strategy. 

The program tries to equip people with the tools to succeed by ensuring they are exposed to the 
rules ofwork. STRIVE has proven hselfhy establishing relationships with major New York 
employers. including Gulf & Westem1 Viacom, Mt. Sinai Medical Center, Disney, Bank ofNew 
York. Smith Barney, as well as Bear Steams, It also has a strong commitment to post-placement 
support and career development and advancement ofits 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, Its job retention rate after 
two years ofemployment is 77 to 80 percent. 

STRIVE, which has been highlighted by CBS's 60 Minutes program, is primarily privately 
funded, but recently received a $1,8 million federal Department of Lahor 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. 

Lessons Learned; 

Community-based organizations such as STRIVE play an instrumental role in making welfare
lo~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 attitude, and completing all homework assignments, 
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While visiting STRIVE, Congressman Charles Rangel and I held a welfare-tn-work roundtable 
. 	where I heard from new workers and employers. Terrence, a former student and someone I will 

be mentoring. talked about how STRIVE changed his attitude and how that change has been 
instrumental in helping him get ajob, Gary Browne, a private technology business owner who 
lws hired many STRNE graduates, said that "we can teach the hardware but ifwe have to work 
with the attitude we have a problem." 

.l'QRI)HAM UNIVERSIIY 
While in New York, r spoke to students from the Center for the Study of the Presidency at 
Fordham University, I stressed the importance ofnot just moving people from welfare to work, 
but actually keeping them worlcing. achieving and contributing to society. As a nation, we must 
propel our efforts to move people offofweJ rare roUs and onto payrolls with respect for new 
workers and their future career potential. \Vhile highlighting the need for welfare recipients to 
take responsibility for themselves and their families, it is equa1ly important for the rest of US to 
not stereotype people, The challenges ahead are great, but ifaU sectors of the community work: 
together. every family can have the opponunity to make a fair claim on our nation'S prosperity. 

6. 	 MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 

De<ember 12 - 13, 1997 


M,Q,R.E, Project 
Milwaukee Enterprise CenterL 
The Martin Luther King EcoQomic Development Corporati9D 
The Y1.0.R.E. (Maximjzing Opportunities in a Restructuring Economy) project ofMHwaukee's 
Martin Luther King Economic Developme~t 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 educatjon 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 is implemented 
locally in collaboration with Covenant Health Care System, Inc., and its five member hospitals in 
southeastern Wisconsin. 

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

The M.Q.R,E. Project receives support from the Ford Foundation, the Milwaukee 

Foundation and the City of Milwaukee Community Development Block Grant Program. 
< 

Technical assistance is provided by the National Economic Development Law Center. 
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ROUNDTABLES 
I had a series of roundtable discussions with new workers, representatives from faith-based 
organization£, Milwaukee service providers and community-based organizations, as well as a 
meeting with area labor officials. • 

,",nile visiting the M.O.R.E Project. (spoke to 12 new workers, along with Representatives 
Barrett and Kleczka, The new workers indicated that there is a Jack of transportation assistance. 
access to affordable. safe child care, as well as a lack of a support network and access to 
information on available services. The participants also spoke of the need for better training and 
education opportunities. 

I also had the opportunity to meet with a broad cross-section of Milwaukee's faith-based 
community to discuss welfare-tn-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 hQuSing 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-2 program 
contractors, and a variety of commtmity-based organizations who are engaged in welfare-to-work 
efforts in Milwaukee. Some of the issues that surfaced during the meeting included those related 
to beal!h and safety problems ofprovisional child care; the dire need for front loaded skills 
training before job placement; and the Jack 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 to the lack of 
state consultation with them on welfare refonn. They indicated that,they were pleased by your 
commitment on the issues ofdisplacement and worker protections. However. they were 
concerned about worker protections being extended to community service jobs. They have 
started their own welfare·to~work program to recruit women into pre~apprenticeship programs 
including soft skills and transportation. 

Lessons Learned; 

At the community level. community-based organizations, faith-based groups, and labor unions 
are working together to improve the transition for Milwaukee's welfare recipients. I did notice 
the need for the development ofexpansive and integrated partnerships. 1 found that there is little 
problem in moving most welfare recipients into ajob or work experience. However, most of 
those with whom r spoke were worried by the Jack of follow-on training opportunities and poor 
transition assistance to help transitioning workers move to self-sufficiency, 
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lSATlQNAL BLACK CAUCUS OF STATE LEGISLATORS 
While vlsiting Milwaukee,l provided the keynote address to the National Black Caucus ofState 
Legislators to highlight their role in implementing welfare-to-work efforts in their respective 
states, 	 I emphasized how welfaro·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 commWlities across the country, 

Governors, 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 payrolls. 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 barriers faced by hard to employ, long-term welfare recipients. 

It will take the entire commWllty, in its broadest sense, to meet the challenges presented by those 
who remain on the welfare rolls 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 

WEST END NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSE 
Governor Carper, Senator Biden, Representative Castle and Mayor James Sills joined me for a 
tour of the West End Neighborhood House offers a broad array ofservices to help welfare 
recipients and other economically disadvantaged families in the Wilmington community reach 
economic 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 oids, before and after school 
programs for school-aged children, food closets, as well as homeless and other housing related 
assistance. West End Neighborhood House works col1aborativeiy with a number ofother 
organizations, govenunent, and the business community, 

Lessobs Learned; 

GuvernorCarper's implementation of Delaware's welfare refonn 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 committee and was actively involved in 
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each step. The Employers' Council has developed a partnership with state agencies where they 
meet with cabinet heads and key policy makers. 

In order to facilitate a smooth transition, the Employers' Council w3:flts to focus on fixing both 
urban and rural transportation problems; to institute a "buddy system" to help new workers so 
that they can acclimate to life on the shop floor; and to provide an expectations list. that win 
highlight aH questions a new worker might not know to ask and answer in an orientation. 

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

8. 	 PHOENIX, ARIZONA 
January 13, 1998 

RQUNDTABLE WITH TRIBAL LEADERS 
While 1 was in Phoenix for the Race Initiative, I spent time witb twelve tribal leaders from the 
State ofArizona to d~scuss their concerns related to welfare refonn and other issues. The tribal 
leaders talked about inadequate federal funding and the lnck ofan economic base on reservations. 
Due to the underdevelopment of on-reservation tribal economies, tribes are confronted with 
major barriers when it comes to placing T Al~F recipients into jobs. They spoke of the need to 
tinkjob trdining programs to welfare-to-work resources to create jobs.. The leaders also 
requested additional job training and welfare-to-work: funds to decrease the welfare dependency 
ofNative Americans. 

Further, the leaders believe that the jobs required to help give welfare to work a reasonable 
chance of succeeding simp1y do not exist on Indian reservations. The extreme economic 
conditions coupled with the acute lack of infrastructure and transportation services exacerbate the 
probJems Native Americans face in getting and keeping a job. Most reservations in Arizona arc 
located in geographically isolated areas. On-reservation roads are primarily unpaved and poorly 
maintained. Due to the remote locations ofmany ofthe reservations, adequate public 
transportation does not exist and few Native Americans own their own automobiles to get them 
to jobs off the reservations. 
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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 good jobs. The Council also helped 
in the planning ofthe welfarewto-work program. 

Because of the continued lack of economic development on reservations, most Native Americans 
tribes continue to have an alllnninglY high rate ofpoverty, Some tribal members do leave the 
reservations after having the opportunity to enroll in a tribal employment and training program, 
This opporttmity, however, leads to a "brain drain" on the reservations. The newly trained 
individual has to leave tbe reservation for a job and those who an;: left behind are not afforded 
similar 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. welfare, 

vocational rehabilitation and Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) services under one roof. The 

OnewStop Center serves welf~e recipients and other economically disadvantaged Florida 

residents, as weII as dislocated workers, unemployment insurance claimants and appHcants, 

transitional military personnel and the general population. 


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

Referral services include occupational skills training; job search assjstance~ 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. IfpeopJe do 
not get ajob after two weeks, they are then required to participate in the Job Club, where they are 
exposed to tearning how to write resumes and interview. for jobs. If they 5tH! 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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Lessons Learged; 

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 ofservices 
under one roof. The co~location of services and partnership among various agencies can 
eliminate needless bureaucratic barriers that welfare recipients often face. 

10, 	 LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

FebruaryI3,1998 


I'ARENIS' FAIR SHARE 
LA. District Attorney, Gil Garcetti, along with County Commissioners Gloria Molina and 
Yvonne Braithwaite Burke accompanied me as I visited L.A. County's Parents' Fair Share (PFS) 
site. PFS is an initiative for unemployed noncustodial parents (usually fathers) ofchildren 
receiving public assistance, The project has three central goals: to increase the employment and 
earnings of noncustodial parents 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 {onus of support to their cb.ildren when appropriate. 

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

Lessons Learned: 

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 LA District Attorney's Office; the U.s, Departments of Labor. Health and Human Services 
and Agriculture; the LA City, LA County, and South Bay Service Delivery Areas; and 
community~based organizations such as EI Proyecto del Barrio and Chicano Action Services. 
The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) coordinates and evaluates the 
program, 
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STATUS OF WELFARE-TO-WORK GR4.NT PROGRA.';! 

The ultimate goal of the Administration's $3 billion welfare-te-work progl1Ull is to h.elp 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 tIl real jobs. We are 
targeting the hardest-la-employ, Fina.Uy, we are doing business differently by making the "work 
first" philosophy a hallmark to the program. 

Since August we have been busy implementing the program. We have deployed several 
mechanisms to achieve our goals, Regulations governing the fennula grants to states and 
localities have been promulgated, As you know, $2.2 billion will be allocated by fomml. grant 
to the states over two years based on their population ofpoor people and adult recipients of 
TANF. We have been receiving state plans since January and will be accepting plans up to June 
30. To date, we have received 16 plans, 10 ofwhlch I have approved. In total, $180 million has 
gone to Illinois. Mlchigan. South Carolina, Massachusetts, I\evadn. Nebraska. Louisiana, 
Hawaii, Kansas and Minnesota. 

There is $711.5 million available for the competitive grant' in FY 1998 and FY 1999. We 
will have two competitions in FY 1998 and two to three rounds ofcompetition in FY 1999. The 
closing date for our first round ofcompetition for competitive grants was March 10. We have 
received a substandal number of applications. The Department wiU award grants totaling $184 
millton. I will be announcing the grantees in late April or early May. 

To be successful, projects must emphasize innovative, collaborative and sustainable 
strategies designed to attain quality employment, earnings and other successful outcomes. 
Community partnerships will be a vital component ofsuccessful proposals. To encourage 
community partnerships. five bonus points will be given to those proposals that are coordination 
with their EZ or EC, 

The funding will underwrite such activities and services as short-term pubJic- and private
sector wage subsidies; on~the~job training; job readiness preparation, job placement and post
employment services; cotnmWlity 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 ofpoverty and 30 percent of the funds will be targeted to rural 
areas. 



"1 really do believe that it's something that we call use as a model," 

u.s. s-etary of Labor Alexls Horman 

17.=:::\;B~i:~D;Clinlon. along with AgrlculWre Secretary Dan Glld<man and Labor Secretary Alexis 
II !lie Ce.... 21s1 Street Fadlily in November and walehedlO<al tral_ at work. 

full of 

PRAISES 

Cabinet member says welfare 


reform will be hard, but 

Cessna's 


welfare..to-work training 

program is a national model. 


By Mony Mcmillin 
11u: Widli/a EII!:i!! 

A!!er romplet}ng a ~our of welfnre-to.work progrnms 
lft 10 US, CitIes dUring the p:ru;t several moolbs - In

, eluding a November vrn.i 10 Cessna Aircraft Co, '5 
21st street trolnlng facility in Wichita - the Moon'S top 
labor offtclal said Tuesday ibat challenges stllllie ahead lor 
welfare reform to be trulY effecU..'e . ' 

Duling her ~ts to the vnrtous programs. US Secre1ary 
of Labor AleXiS Herman said she saw Q,mlx of ~ 
problems and hope. , . . 

Herman made her remarks: in a conference eml ';I,1th re
porters on Tuesday. Separately, sl\e addressed the National 
Press Club In Wasbinglon, . 
'SIle s.11d she plans to put together a repcrt on the toptc of 

welfare-to-work programs and make her focommendatlons 
to President Clinton SOOIt 

Hemmn saki that, of tile 10 programs she visited. Cess
QIi'S training facility was unique. . 

The {act that "yOlfre training (welfare recipicnls) for all 
kinds of jobs - production jobs wjth an twemge wHge 01 
$12 an hour is something. quite frankly, tool I have oot 5eell 
In (liner progrnrns as I trove! around the country," she snld 

Cessna's welfare-t(}.\wJrk program gained lhe nationai 
spotlight when President Clinton spoke at 100 dedkntWIl 
ceremonies for the expanded facilily in Oetobe;, In Odd!!!on 
to Clinton and Hennan, other dignJlanes included Agricu! 
ture Secretary Dan GlIckmnn.. 

~f J'e<'IlIy do believe that it's something ihat we can use ru 
. a modd.8 Hennan snld. 

During the last 13 monthS welfare caselo.1ds hnv£ 
dropped by 30 percent, Hennan said. Also durtng Ihat time 
nmre than 1.4 million people bave gone off Uw welfare mIls 

But after visiting ltle different progrnm.. nnd talking tI 
welfare redplents,. It's clear thai rome challenges rem:Jin 
Herm:m said: 

• The Stigma of weJrare must be removed. 

SCI.' CESSNA. i\lge lS~ 



f that welfare retonn is not chanty 
U's '"enlightened economic self-in· 
Ieres!," Herman Silld. Business 

~ leaders must reailze that It 15 good 
business to help workers mo~ from 
dead-end jobs: to IIfelong c.n.reers, she 
~d. 

i really do think w.e have to have 
a mlndSCt (;hange,~ she said. 

• The hardest work stillUes ahead. 
Herman said Those who are the 
hardest to move Into the work rome 
remain on weUace rolls - people 
with limited malh and 1'8€td1n& skills. 
poor worK tllstorres or those who are 
struggling to ove-tCOme addictiO(tS. 

• Another cballenge 'I,rW be to help
fathers Increase their eamng poteR' 

- Un.l so they eM pay c.hlkj S\Jpport and 
better support their children. 

Henrnm saki the Department of 
Labor bas earma!1ted $600 milliOn 
over a two.year period in chl'llleftge 
grants tor states to come up with tnI· 
tiatlves In !.b1s area. 

She can be ruched It 269-6108 or '.----
.. ---..... 
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In tnik.irlg to former weUore redpl· 
etlts. Herman said she found that the 
stlgmn ot ~lra.re lasts long after the 
recelplent has mewed to the work 
forre, 

• Barriers stU! <Xis! In keeping
workers on the job, 

Many _Ie n«<1 !lelp g<UIng to 
work and finding quallfy Child Ca.re,""'The QinlOtl Admlnls!rnUO. lias pr0
posed sperullng $100 mllIlon on devet· 
oping ttansportutlon aUemaUves. 
such as van services" timnnn wei. 

• Employers must aeknowledie 



WIChita PIS< I ef) 

Sharing the spotlight 


'n,l4fnl (Unt"... aI,,"t Mib SHm." It 
ACrlnll11tf't Dan Glkkmllh., S«nury of 
....l>a" AI"" U....._IIII. ulb""..lou""" 
IN .R1n1ft. r.dlli,.Jloppln, ~ .puk 
'1rith fnlaua "/un1 Fvch..r-1 fn 1,,1l. mil 
MIrnIIY'fT.fl\ nEll CII!h" prnWtkt. 
;0.- WUU/Iaf pJwio) 

Cenn. tralneC!s ami graduatu til wUh che preddent. shake his hand. win his: 
(lube. 

DrS.nh Lund.y 
Tht Wi!:1!i14 £Cfga 

Jodcc Dr.dio;y .04 Ton)'1 ()den thuf«!lf;c tj1Olli&hl with Prnidenl Clinton 00 ~r 
.fkmoon, 

Siltin, on cith« tide mthe prewenlII lhe Ccunl r..:ilily dl:dicl!iDfl, Ihe sinj/Q mo1ilel'l_ 
both orlhem ,f'ldUllct or lhe It.itllrt. ptosam _ had. clt.nec lO dill with Clinton .nd 
mltor.luee him to thdr kidt. 

~lle seem, like. people's person, ~ rricnu!y ~nd caring; Oden said Iller the dedicatiOfl 
telcmony, 

CMcn's 9·yut»(lh.t ~n, Dryte Mutill, Iht oldest o(l!Keit cldldren. described CtinlDfl as ~&mtle 
and inh:m&Cflt,~ 

On behalf otihc program's 262 pn1idpsnll, 04cn Iftd nf&dl~ prnenltd Clinlon with. 
modd Cesma Citation X plane thai Wen ,*id -tt:ptt:scnl, O,e taro. work done II mit ffCility,~ 

Mou: Ih,n 200 oCthe p'ojr.m's alumni. sitting in ~umln\lm hlnchen to Clinton', n.Qh!. 
erurled in el-rorins. KI'(.ming Ind lholilinB when Odtn: Ind Orldt.:)' stepped 10 the podium. 

~I (hill\: irs Obv1QU~ In anybody here loday thlt the most popular 'pclken wert: TonYlllnd 
Jodoe: Clinton saW taler during hi, spm!h, DtAdlty. who were I purple dreu lui! and. 
brold, burning m\ile.lokI the rreUdenlwd audience othcr stfUllSle 10 f'&ISC four childrcn 
while WOtkinS It. pllMime WlLlrm. 

"Jt wasn't easy to gel 10 'Where I 1m I00I),,'" uid Br1dky, who works.I the trsining fsdltty. 
"The lrainlnl cllll$C's WCl'e hlrd. bul il wu importanl to me,<>' 

lJltdlq is I>(g ufille tnQtI popuw Blldulkit, euftt:llt IUtin«s h)'. During the fiv.:-dIY wtNk 
Wetb at Ihe (<<ilily. me bubbles with enthulium while doIngl!« job - OfdcrinB flatU for the 
Iheet metal wodl:ers It bOth Cuml's 21st Sir"" trlinillg F.cilify aud it$ sub-Iuemb!y plllll. 

Sillinlll'lelllin Ctinlon on Itqe Monday. Bfadley chatted wilh hiltl411d from lime ID lime 
hlmed to .mile.t Ihe IrllinlXl ,nd lludlJalct. 

Clinlon Iitet 10-1d 1M audience: 'White TonYI lnd 11.ldee aft remlrhbh: pcople _ and I mighl 
ndll, :tlll:h 81l\"J 'pcnlm Umllhey misht (Uluilin j)IJlllIie ul1i«: _ IlIe)" Me lIut IIluue: 

Duting hi. ttmrt vitil, Clinton sot. glimpu: or many pt'UgfSITl i»'rtK:ipanls. ncll orwholi1 had 
• unique st.:uy to Itll 
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Widli!l 

S!.W1e, fuca., Aflgda HUbbard. were ,ingle molru:n wilh illite chillinn 10 turflOM.llubbttd 
"id .the aUeII het W(lrne tuewmktt tel)cllctily lut year nkins 10 like jIlrt in Ceunl'1 
pro8llm, 

~I un'l believe rm siltinS h~tfl: Uubbud whilf!Cred d~ri"B C1inlon'll~etn, 

Al\er Iht dcJiu.lion ttf¢motlY. Clinlon look .00u110 mioulello shake hand$. autograph 
program,.ud ptU¢ Cor pictures with lIalottl .nd antlualn, 

Wilt Mund[,. JMt:t meW prtlBflm &~u.le. pw:lltd hi, W.lY to Ihe mge .ner C!inlon'1 
spc«h .ntl $I\u:k out rus huuJ, dell)1."m'ing thc p~t'$ l!lenlion, 

"1 finalty go1lu .hah' hands with Ihe pruidclIl: Mundi Iold Cliotun IS their lands dltpcd. 

Murrell, %00 g,uOllltd from Ihtl prosrtm four)'Un lao, buildJ wins, CUf Cenn. plane•. He 
Did he wu Jootin, f(l(WUl.! to scilla hom!: Ittd kllins his fOUl kid. lbout \be handshai:c-. 

l..ha lImme.. who 8ftduated (fum the fourth C<un. turning dus, also hid. th,n«: lu ,hake 
Clinlon'l hand. 

Holme" like trWIycClhe mner s.radUlks. aid the pmideo!'s speech -hil twmc:- and he 
Ktmed my IUIdermnding aboul \bn In.1s ofbein, wtlratc.dcpmiltnl. 

Clinll?f! twI toW tty:: ludien« he umfmtood Ihallhm: were mitlioo, in Ametiet who- WUlfcd 
10 work, but didn't have lhe skill,. 

He uj,J the emnl pms1am had b«n ".n Qld·(uhil'ltltd ,.[clory ({if Alt1Cn¢UI dianily" by 
putting t'l«: willinS10 WQfk, 

·Our Arn<riun drel.tn is ~ill"lft In" well, iCw.:: aU pitch in 10 do our plr1.' Clillton row lne 
audience, and many oClhe Sfadua!n'M lttiMc, nodded inf;y«"mt"', 

After dtlivtrins his ~h ....d !lying bellu iMividullly 10 do%Cll' of.lUdltMe mtmbcl'l. 
alnloo slcppcd behind the blue clUlai". ami dlll~ with hit sllfT. 

A few minuk, Illef," _1a1T nlembc:, Ilepred oul 10 uk trainee Sheny Luher 10 mut the 
I"'csidcnL' 

Sacul oCher CriemiJ w«!clied 1.c,her•• ,l·year.rud lU(J{her aCtive, sltp behind Ihe curtaint, 

And Itllm five minulctlalef, JM lkppW: oul: ·You sU)'1, thll WI! Hlt':rcuibiel" she ,.i.t wbi.kl 
huS&inl1lno1.hcr V'IMe, 

She Rid Ihe .,ked ret In llutll&flIph .rod look three picturcs••nll ~I ntd IhMlk you rur tlkin. 
the time O\It 10 fecognik US," 

In the eV<rtms. she rcl.ted Ihe UpcticMC 10 her clox·krnl (.mily ..I their white bouse on 
South Waco. 

$i)( uther sekcled '«I1nca abo had. elu.nc< II) chal one~-Onc with «Ie ptetidcnlabotJl !heir 
livCl and Ihe¢lmelll work wlwil he visited Ih!: shop bcfurc h~ tpeeQh. 

Amy Pugh. 22, w.11J11e of the !ilL 

~We Wefe talking aboul ;:hild care." JlIm Pugh. ~llo hu a 2 1J2-yen-oki daughter. Pugh 
be&lt'I her sheet metal i(~ining in Ottobcr. 

, 
-r...e ttOi 1oI~ ofitkll1 fiv hiui: \Aid rU\l:h, IIdtliuR 11011 she talk;:d wilh ClilliOll .hOut4 112 
minute!. -1 bcH~vc heliste"IU to whIt, guiu, otl here,· lite ,.Id. 

Clinton didn~ devote th<: majority ofhis ailentlon to Ihe dOlen' (lC politiciens and cOfJlODtc 
leaders in the crowd. NC! did be Cocus (In the situation in Iflq, Hc spent most or illS: time w1lh 
Ihe Cesslll. lrlim:cllnd SMUllt1L 

hllp:llwww.wicliitaClgte.oomlncwlllloaVcommtlnil'y/wkhiWtrain~JI ltI.hlm I tllllJ?1 
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Wiehlll 

AI1~ [halli; till:: turn:: of the dllY, 

Eulitt. RU,l Mcytt. ;:hlt:r tlltcutive orCmnl Aireran Co,. had klld Ihe ludh:ll(:(:: -The 
.fJtJualc$ 00111 Sltcclue Ine rcll heroes in Ihi~ jHlrtJlef1hip," 

SUitt Lundl,. wrltn .1)Outl!uslntu. Sht (JIn bt rnchtd ,ll68·64U4 or.t 
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Have~nots"sti11 st , , e;

labor, cfii.¢fpnshesJoQs


. ',. . .. . . . .. . . . 

Although unemployme:nt is' at, ' 

its lowest rate in two generations.

and the economy has churned out . 
13 million-new jobs since 1992,. 

some Americans still, bave not ", 

prospersd from the healthy ceon- . 

omy,,' said Secretary 6f Labor'. 

Alc:ltis M. Herman, ' . 

Herman reminded the gGvem~ 

rnent, business and civic,leaders 


.who attended the Urban League 

, of Greater Cleveland's Equal Op~ , 

poltuniry Day Luncheon yester- " 

day that the United States must· 

not continue to be a country of 

haves and have-nots, ", '" 


"I must hasten to point our that 

not everyone is benefiting from 

.this prosperity," said Herman/
the fiNt blllCk woman to bead the . , . ' , 

Labor Department. The nation's ,"We'must make Sure this new"economy lifts everYone up," 'says 

poor and uneducated citizens are' Secret<>?V'of Laoor Alexis M. Herman. Herman was in Cleveland 

not equal participants 'in this .......J 

prosperous economy. she said. yesterday'to attend the Urban League Of Greater Cleveland's Equal 

,Programs ,such as the Urban' 'Opportunlty Day Luncheon., ' 
Lengue's Rising Tide Initiative-
which gives training and job. -':. . " '.. '. ' . 
leads to unemployed fathers 18 Hennan· said"Colohnatnx is . top leadershIp and thoughout Its 
and older _ are examples of the serving as a national model in the work thrce. TRW Inc. chairman 
types o.f programs that can lm~' welfat'(}oto-work initiative. . , ,and chief executive Joseph T. 
prove economic opportunities for 1 Herman was coofinn~ as Sec~" Gorman accepted the award. 
all peopte. she said, " • retary o~ Labor, last April One of . . ' , 
. "We must make sure this neW her" major. tasks as· secretary' The Urban League presented 

economy lifts everyone up," Her-' c.ame l'l few months after her con~ tbe Whitney Me Young Humani· 
man said. "As we seek to reform 'firmation. when sbe helped liego- wrian' Award to· Clevelander 
tbe nation's welfare system, we 'tiate a ~sett!ement between the <Chester J. G!;"nY, the first director 
have to do all that is in our power' stnklog.Team$t~ union and the of the U.S. Equal E:mp!oyment 
to make sure [the poor and unem~' : UnltedP.a;i:el SerVice. " , . Opportunity Commission and for· 
ployedl. too,.will benefit. Won. is " ,Herman said she learned some :mer deputy executive director of 

_ as much It source of dignity as it ,imr.:,rtantlessons from the stnke, the Ohio Civil Rigbts ,Cornmis·, 
is a source of income." • The strike demonstrated bow ,sion.

Herman'S vIsit. to. Cleveland ,much we are connected to one an- ,,-_____-+__-'-__.J 
was the tirst stop on a nationwide' .. other io large and small ways," 
tour Qf cities where there are ifd., 'Herman said in an interview after 
tlatives'to help people make the ,·the luncheon. "So many sectors 
transition from the welfare rolls , were impacted by the strike. It 
to the work force. President Clin.' 'also sbowed how the collective 
ton asked Herman to examine in~ ,bargaining' process really does 
novatlve and effective programs. ,'Work when you commit tu work

"I could have selected any citY ,1ng out issues,", " ' " 
in the U.S. to begin the tour. This" "', Tbe· Equal OpportunitY Day
is a city aoout oew beginnings,'" Lu'ncbeon also is a chance for the 
said Het'fMn., "" ,. ;."'Urban League to recognize com-

After the luncheon, Herman' .panietUlnd individuals for their 
visited Colormatrix Corp,•. on' commitment to' equal employ
Chester Ave., to talk to workers, ment o~ponunities. Last year, the 
wbo, were once welfare rec1pi. 'league s Corporate Award was 
ents. The company, whi<:h makes 'not presented because the orga
coloring materials for plDstics;: nnation said no company met the 
began workmg with the Cleve· 'criteria.' '. " 
!and Works job training prylgram' '..~, This year's recipient, is TRW 
in 1987, Cleveland Works moves . fnc. because of its effoMs to io
people from welfare to work, ;n:;'ctude' minorities on' its board, in

• , ., • If ,. "", . ,.,.. . " 
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;', , Ibtl 
;iransition 
'from welfarf! 
to work called 

successful 

By SABNNA EJ.TOr4 
ft.liIlIrUWlIVILW 

WASHINGTON - Programs to 
find jobl (or welfare redplents 
are Utkln, ell across: the country. 
u.s, Lab<lr Secr~tlItY Alexis M, 
Herman :laid ye$terday vieT vIs· 
111ft!: Cleveland ::IS pl:l:n ot ana· 
tionwide tlssessment or we.lfare
to·wQrk IIrOGTaml, 

"In Cleveland, you have i«,at 
cQmrnuniry putnership, between 
employers and non-pmfil I:l'OUp' . 
• ITowl.nl "enomy t;readB2 jobs. 
and 8 small·business t;Oluortium 
ftut is dedicated I.e ere.tin: entry
lenl jobt." laid Herman, who 
said sne would visit more dties 
and rep«tl1 hcr thlding1 to Presi· 
dent ClInt!)"_ 

Henntlo, who also visited Las 
Vegas. New York Ilnd Wichlta, 
Kan,. taid sbe was particularly 
impt""'Md by h~t' Nov. 21 meetine: 
with Tanya PhUllps Dr Cleveland, 
who is enroUe4 in a machine 1001 
st<Uls program at the Centu tor 
Employment irainine. 

"She WPfIlI up iWt:ry momini 
and preetices Job intervit:W skills 
in the bathroom mlrror," said· 
Herman. " 

Herman ,aid pubU<: mispercep· 
"lionl about w#lfar: RcipienU",

like fhe tdu that they don't retUy 
wont jobJ. "ar-a really cominlf 
home to me on this four:" 

"'('be people I'm [sJldng [0, 
their beuts aod bends li~er.,lIy 
aebe ror tne dlenitY or work ," 
Herman Hid. 

In the next {VIO yean. Her
mlln's I(ency wiU administer Sl 
bUllon 1.0 Welfare to Work grftflU 
creoted by a 1m bipanilM wei· 
(art rcfonn law I.ntended w chan~ 
nel ot lel,t half of all welf..re 
(amlUei lIno jobs by 2D01. • 

"Th. emphasis is on lenin!:" • 
and keapln. ajob,",Henniln SII.id. i 

"h's l10t an flasy tuk. but It', 1I I 
doabi'lt £.8$)(" made easierbecau!e ; 
mthe cUrtcnt ZiuDng economy, 

Hennan Slid Job tralnmi:. tdu· 
cation end: p!ac«ment efforts by 
non-prtlfit 1J"Wl» such fill Cle.... • 
land Works arc key. because 41 
~re.nt of weltare recipients are 
high school dropouts. and 40 Pet'~ 
c:ent havo nlWet b.old job1. Other 
needed. SUpport servlces include 
cbUd care and ltanlpOrtatinn as
si6t4llce. 

WoUare case loads across the 
nation hove dropped about 21 
~rcc'H Jince 1994, lind d.: • 
Cn'lA!Ctl by marc (fum 30 percent 
in Ohio, He:nnalt said, 

http:ITowl.nl


Las Vegas, Nevada 
February 22, 1998 

Labor secretary praises 
Las Vegas efforts 
Alexis Herman voices her support for 
training programs offered by casinos and the 
Culinary. 

By JObe G. Edward! 
R.cyicw~JQUrnaJ 

The nation's welfare-to~wQrk program is 
working in Las Vesas and around the coun~)', 
according to Secretary ofLabor Alexis Herman. 

In • speech to the National Press Club last week, 
she cited the CUlinary Union Training Centil't' in Lu 
Vegas. as well as programs in other cities she visited 
in a recent tour, 

The center, a joint project ofgaming companies 
and the union, provides training in housekel:.ping 
and culinary skill, at no charge. 

"It provid.s both pre-employment and advllllced 
training so workers em keep climbing the ludder," 
Hennan said. "Irs a common sense idea that's 
making a real difference in people's lives," 

The Las V.gas casinc industry is providing 
quality career paths for workers, Hennan "id. 

The biggest hurdle for welfare recipients teeking 
jobs in Las V.gas, she said. is finding child care. 

lilt is particularly an issue for the hotel industry 
where: people work around the clock.M she said. 

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

"There are some day-care centers that operate 24 
hours daily but not very many:' Solomon said. 

Transport.tion also po.... problem although 
Citizens Area Tl1ll\sit provide, good bus service, he 
added. "The way Las Vega, i. laid OUI there are 
times you reany have to have your own vehicle,>! 

TIle welfare-to-work program, however. is 
succeeding in Nevada and nationaUY7 Hennon said. 

She: said 2.4 million welfare recipients have 
gotten off the dole since the program beg"" 13 
months ago. In Nevada, the fonner Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children program cuI the number 
on its roll' to 28,384 in November from 42,703 in 
March 1995, according to the U.S. Labor 
Department. . 

Pan ofthe progress result. from toughe.. 
standards for receiving benefits uoder the program 

Revlew..Journal 

noW called the Temporary A •• istance to N"edy 
Families. said Deanne Amaden. a spokeswuman for 
the federal agency in San Francisco. 

"People realize that they were not going to be on 
welfare," Amaden explained. Also, "with the job 
marlcet and the economy better, ir. giving poople 
opportunities.· . 

Earlier this month. the stalc was awardtd S3.4 
million in federal funding to help welfare recipients 
find and keep jobs, Nevada was one of the r1rst five 
states to receive grant money through the program. 

The federal government hilS set aside $300 
million to help tb. hard..t to employ, such as those 
with drug or alcohol abuse problems, poor 
employment records and W?,,!en in abusive family 
situation,. Another $300 mtUton IS budgcted for 
next fiscal year.

Local communities will make competitive 
appUcations for grants under the program..." ._.... -.--~ 
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Welfare 

, , 

program 

praised 

'0 Labor Secretary Alexis 
Herman hears good news 
in Las Vegas: A plan to aid 
the unemployed is working. 
By John G. Edward• 

. R .............. 

Lena MeDon.flld. a furmer welfare 
rWpient, Iftnt a me3tlJljIt to PTeaiden\. 
Clinton on Saturday; 'I'htI noLiOcu'. 

,welfare.to-work progl'8m la working. 
She IUld • dnen othenr Uk!) ncr told 

their atoma lb Labor Seeretu" Alexia 
Herman during II meeting at the CuU
na.ry Unioo Tntining Center in dawn~ 
tvwn Lea Vega&. 

And Herman promiaed t4 teU Clin· 
ton what .he lenmll rrom them obout 

, Ute welfure·to-work program Congreu 
I1dopted in 1900. 

The IlIw provide. financial aupport 
tor fillmiliea trying to set off Welfanl 
through progTlllUll lIuch a. the one of. 
teted lit the CttT'i'iliry tenter, 701 E. 
Fremont Sf.. BueinellltlJl eM obtain ted
erGI ineome tax credit! 48 high a. 
$8.501) per year rOT each welfaro work· 
er they hi"" 

The preeldent wanta to know how 
well the program i. ming, Hennan 
eaid, "What am W<lrkcl'1I laying Ilhout 
their needs and their concerns aa !.hey 
\li<wn from wnlfare to wlN'k1" 

McOonlld. a,4j(J..yeaf·old metber or 
.' eight, "aid Ibe- Wu.out or wrut ahoot 

five yenm. Bho repcalCl11y was denied 
crrt.ploymenl until ahe obtained train~ 
Ing tbrough tho Culinl'u'Y training «n~ 
i.et.. Then sha landed a jnb ail ... houle
k:eepe!I' II,t tho Mas:i~, 

, "Then, you have it made," rcmarked 
, 'Sen. HtI.n"Y Reid, D-Nov. 

.,. ~I don't nover hn\tO it ninde; Me
Donald told him, "I tab elu:h da1 as it 
comel. 1 juat put tho Lord fil'i8t. It', a 

~le~~ .vQry day. I thank Cod for being
• .L,_·L:'I'._' .. ." • 
~m.~.~ngv. '. 
. Others abare-d her enthusiaam about _ 
, gEtling off wel(nre. 
", -rhia b the happiest rYe ever becn.~ 
I, Hid Donnalee GfltlIh!I'. 34. tt training 
~ «aWl' .tudMiL She hM pJaru ·(111' WJt

tint!' my roct in thu duor~ Il.ul ltatting a 
careor making take... 

""mill ia realty ~d noW&.· said &n. 
tliHutrd Bryan, D-Nev" who also mit 

·,.with ihe)dudunta.,: 
Ueriua'n. ~ho biill held the labor 

post for au:' monthB, Bald abe woa im
pmlMd with tna WItY labor union. lind 
casim. operators .re working togtt.her 

_'14 help wel(ore recipient.. gllljnb •• 
. :- Trusteq o(th.s CulinAry program in~ 
. cluda alrtCUtivoa from the Maxim, Ex~ 
calibur, Dally", Now Yorlc-New YIN"k 
e.nd beU., the luxury ~rtMirage. 
Rotor; 1M.. it building «m tbe Strip. 

Bonagio will hire u many as 800 or 
ita 8,000-per.un alatT from. wt!lfo:~ 
ron... enid Arthur Nathan. vico pnlsi
dent ofhumm; f"M(\Un!(!1I for the .cIUUno 
ond cholmum of the Culinary amter"""..., 
. lIBl"I"IlIll, sent. I'epl"lIIontnUYe!l to a 

graduation cefllmony for the tmlning 
(Imter last week••aid Mark Solaman, 
center a:erutive director. 

1M trAining center PUues 70 JUlr~ 
cent sf it.·grBdUAtei in joba.. be Bllid, 

• 	 "That'D what Wi! need, truining 
lillked til' real jobs: Herman said. 
~. Tha labor e«ret.ary "ntKnGwi.' 
edged that .welfare-to-work par-
tidpanta eomlrtimell hnvo diffirul•. 
.ty linding tran~rtatiQn and day" 
.pare ror their chlldmtl. 

The r«lcral govemment ~will 
etM Nevada $3.5 miliUm in Jan

,uary to help fund child care and 

tmining need. far wel(er, recipi. 

ents, Hermlln said, 

, She said (unner welf.ro recipi. 
Bnhl olau Illfflil l)UPp0rt. orgllnilOw 
tiens, ae well III unotrataruling 
bosaea., to help them make I.he 
:lnmsition to. the wot1t fone. 
: "I enC1lurage my wpemsof8 to 
'nave .ome patienct. to IiQ lhnt 
extrA mile," Mid Lindn utwrn 
;directetr o( pel"llonnel (or the Mu: 
im Ilnd " (tnter I.ruilWn, 

: She and other humnn reSOUTC(l: _ 

;executives old rOOIlCl" welfare 
',recipients can b~come lo),t'll.lonr
term WOrKers. 
: "Poopttl who «Ime throuch this 
prngrnm and simimr prugrtuna

, J,.vs lower railunt ruta, beeauee 
,the)' . made, a cllmmitment." 
;Nathan link!, 

http:8,000-per.un
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·Herman announces 

$1.2 million grant in 

fact-finding mission 

By J. ZAMaBA unOWNE 

AIIlNlfWS Staff 
Labor Secrlltary Alexia M. 

Herman brouKht !load lldlngs;.ln 
the (orm nfa $1.2 million rederal 
~ilint toSTnIV~'1J tad H"rlem 
Employment Service Inc. dur
Inc R recont (act·findilli: 11\IIISIon 
on bahelr or the White Hnuso, . 

nle Labor Secre18ry told reo 
parten Ulat .he cam" spedr.. 
cally to 'explore STRIVE', two· 
step proceas o( helplnc pe(lple 
find employment and altain lI.lr· 
sufficiency. The program has 
bee .. in existence since 1984. 

STRIVE (Support and Train· 
inrRelults In V.luabl. Employ. 
ment) I. primarily a privatoly 
(unded job·tratnlng and place
ment Inltlative that haa b.,n 
training and plaetnr: inner·clty 
resident, In prlvat.e.aector Job, 
since Ita incepUon. The prorram 
opiuatel on the following prin' 
ciplal: Po.ative communication 
from the ltair that effectively 
eniendar. participantJ' Irowth 
and the ability to work; Interac· 
lion from the ltafTand manllee· 
ment that encouragea partie:!' 
pantl' feedback; on:environment 
oflnte!:l'ity in which aelCual ha
ra,.ment, ebula or discrimina
don in IIny rann Is not tolerated; 
quellty nrvice that la proral' 

lionaUy conducted and partiei· 
pant·centered; and a lupportive 
envlronmont. that aaslat.a par
ticipants in meetln~ their ~oab 
anti obJc:c:tlv••. 

The'fecleral :rnnt to STRIVE 
mark. the nr.t timo thll project 
he. been selected to receive CAY' 
ernment. Inon.y. Th. rund. are 
lu be used over a th~year pe
riod to rurther enhance Ita .r· 
rorla. e,,,edally among di.lo· 
cated workers. Hennan said. 

a.fort her announcement-, 
Secretary Harman pve .ome 
word. or in.pir.tion to a (J"Oup 
or reJidenta who recently com· 
pleted .l..·weeb or trainlna at 
ute cenler. "'You rapruent. the 
future orw, nation" Ih. aald. 

nl. LaborSecretory••id that 
one or her ralponllbUitiea I. to 
make lure that "everyAmerican 
who wanta lo work ,.ta a job" 
She prall.ad the .'Ier atudent.J 
ror laklnt: th. naculary ,tep.lo 
put thom,eivel on the road to 
••lr'lufficiency. 

"All you n••d III a mind and 
everythint: .lto i. pouible," .he 
addad. Secntar)' Herman eltad 
her own mother .. a claillic ell:
nmpla ar .omeana who had the 
detennlnatlon to complale hiah 
.choal. "She reaUted lilos,dreaml 
.hordy .lUr livlnr birth to me. 

. , 
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WEt.CO"E M,<T- U.S. Labot S .."...,,,, AI:,.I. 
Charlol Ran,.1 (lrd, I) and members 01 .taft at STRIVE employMent traloln, center. The)' 
8fO (J.r) Todd kally, IJlapl4 MII"r, Soromo Hurrlson. arid Sharon Hili. 

"'No matter whit 'Ryone a.a,a the doorlo.utteasrorthllmlllllvu. Tho Socn:tary wa. 0-1110 in the 
to dillcoul'ego you.jullt. keep your' ahould net. (oTg8't te ruch batk city to deliver an Ilddrell on the 
eyet on the prin," the s.t:retar)' find brinlf ethers who .to It:".. drale!:!a. ttl move more Atnert. 
Inai.ated. -Theft m.), be bump. fortunate eIon, with them, cans from welfare to work. She 
or obutecl.. al<mf the way, but Hennan ••id tti&t job p'm,' win make eimilar 'V1.ltll to 10 
Just knp your head up high be~ pect. r~rinnel'«(it)' youngpoople other citiall .(t'blll Lt.e nation in 
eauae (ar evary obataeie theTf: 11 a lcok promblnc for the 211t cen- order to examine whet work. 
a.lming experienc:a,"'.he added. tury. She .treaa.d that they will • and doesn't work in loeel weI· 

TheSuretary.howl)ver.lUiW have to prepan thamllelves ad~ rare--to--work initiaUvu. ShewU! 
th.t th-e young: gTaduatu. onco equalely to tol'npete. eepedaUy teport her finding. to Pre&Il:l~H\t 
they are 'UCC!'IIIru\ 110 opon!ng up in the global economy. CUnton in JllflU8t'y. 

http:experienc:a,"'.he
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us. official cites 

W·2 'glitdles' 


Inadt'quate child care and 
transrortatlon problems ;'lre 
"r,litchcs" in Wisconsin's new 
welfare system, said Labor Scc
rel;1~ All!xis Herm.1n. who W3S 

in Mllwoi'Iukee this week on a na~ 
lionwide wclf"rft-to-work [our. ' I 

#Hnterin~ the worid of work U.S. Labor Secretary Alexis 
cttn be s.;:ary business if ynu'w Herman greets people Friday at 

the Milwaukee Enterprise Center. 

never had to do it befon.:/" s:.id ":~ 
Herman. who met with W¥2 re-.: 
dpicnls as well:!$ community,:: j 

labor and religious g.rQups ~: 
Thursd.,y find Friday, 

Herman uld she sees many 
successes with Wisconsin 
Works, Or W~2. which requires 
welfare recipients to wurk. 

"'It's imporlnnl to hdp put 
peopl~ on the path tu sell-suffi
ciency," she said. ""here is no 
passport to dignity like a p"y
cheek," 

Herman will submit findings 
from her 6O-day iour to: Ptes!~ 
dent Clinton in February, 
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u.s. official hears 

welfare complaints 

DeL program doesn't live up to billing 


By RODERT LOMO 
SI1I14 "POlitI 

us. S~t::telruy or Labor Alex.il' 
M, Herman came tQ D.,,18'IVlHe 
Wcdneld.e.y to lice", model wetfaro 
rdorm t:a:r0ltram in actioh, but 
fmmd a program atill st.ruggiinc to 
nn the gaps. . 

"I'm hore to loarn from 
Odllwo.re', ,u(Ceaae. and brio, 
tlW informution back to the presi. 
dent." Uenonn uJd du.ring n tour 
of West End Neir.hborhOtld Hellsl:I. 
... hieh itt helpim: UlW¢ poor peoplo 
(rom wlill'aro to wutlc. 

After tIUIoting witb D. douu cur
rent and tonner welf.a.re nlcipi61la. 
Hemllln f()l.l,M thQ ,tate .troe&lin~ 
with tome of tbe U\mU ttaullitlonal 
PrQblottu a. otber IltIl!lJ tbat .'i!: 
trying to tnovoe people hnm '\ltN)Uue 

to job~, 
''The cont:l!p t and de.ilm mny 111: 

good. but in tome cndeo thc imp)e. 
muntation i" hot," Herman said. "f 
think that is lIometuing we lIre 
gOlnf!; to have to work more on." 
H~tmM j, ~onJlH::li.ng 1\ Million

wide tour 10 cxaruinc how local 
a.nd 1I1at.i:l' ~\1:rnrnentll nrc halpi.n~ 
welfare recipienu r.et j(jll~ 

rreaident Clinton llltinchpd the 
tour in October to Bee llow $3 bil. 
Hon in fadeMll wQlfo.re40·work 
grants n.ree:ucceedin&:. Delllwnro ie: 
receiving $2.8 million in we!fnro
to-work I!flUlll this ,eAl. 

Dal.w~re hall ptogrtun, to .. d. 
dre.. woUen.to,work COf'lcerUJ;. 

{rom job brunin!; to' dulll cnra to 
heAlth ~. but welfAre rtdpicnw 
told 1iortntI..D they Wl1tc not enouch. 

Soo HERMAN - ao 

TN HI'Wt .wmuGIHOEf!:YiIJ.1. 
U.S. Socntary of labor AII,.I. M. Harman talk. W.dnud.y 10 GiW. Cuper 
!rlght} and Wlllnlngion Mayor JlI1mea H. SlIIa Jr. (nl:ond from rIght. In 
Carper" ortiea. She ,,1'ltlKi OoIIWlf' to lrum eb~ 11. 'W.Uote proorurn. 

http:onJlH::li.ng
http:welf.a.re
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Herman: Delaware welfare 

program needs more work 

FROM PAGE Bl 

Tonia Smitb, fl ::to.yut.old
mother of thea. from WUmln'(:too, 
hlu done ju,t what the (;UI.tft 
wantod hor to do. but she told Ilor. 
mo,n tho ey.tem is ponalizing her. 

"From lb. time l'vo atatted 
work. I've hnd Mthin~ but trouble 
with the .Y,Lem:' Smith said., 

Mel' attending proCl'AllIti in A 
lku..er Chlltlce. the .\.aLe", welflU9 
F?~. Smith hwded 11 part-time 
Job a. 4 hatlk teller. Shu notified 
tha "Ule ot her employment, but 
het monthly $357 ....elfo.te check 
bJlt comin,. Six month. Inter. 
Smith iI W'Ot'mg full time, enrhinlt 
$1.60 IU1 hOt.tr, IlUd I\OW tbe: BtAte 
WUnLe her to ",pity .i.x months in 
cheeU that she "laB not entidod: to 
haVIr N(eived. 

:-1 don't. havQ (hal kind of 
money. 1 don't r:u:ed welfare any. 
more. pull alto don't need La be 
h•••led," Smith eaid, "The elate 
haa to do It. Letter Job in the tl'arull· 
tion (rom weU'uo to work," 

Renll'll Clullnber, 30, of WWninC' 
ton. mUll find 'Work or IOlle her 
ben.fit•• hUl ahe i& uot hopeful 
an)'Qoe: will hire bet. 

Chamber ..... ho hu 10 childMm, 
haa been on W!'llar\! lor nmf yean. 
She cannot find work bee.uBe ahe 

cannot read. ehlr told IIttmlan. 
"I would IOVf to t>e able to be 

like thea!! people who put on their 
loukcn and their bnckpllcka. I\.Ad 
fO \4 work IlVt!f'Y day," Ctuunber 
8tUd. "1 don't feel the progrlUtl ill 
h~lpi.nc me." . 

Ihm:nan lold the troup not to 
live up on their atrucele. 

"'Cornpllrtd to & lot of (!lie, I've 
been to. you h4'lt tl len up bac.auae 
you havt a lot of options with 
lhin{a like child. caie and bealth 
care. .ne flo.id...It'a not golnl: 14 he 
oasy, but it.', pceliblc:' 

GO'l Carper told tbe wtltnre n· 
cipient!i that he hem thou mea· 
IAJI!'. "Whllt you're tellli:!g mo:' be 
afl.ld, "i& then i, moro to do," 

AIter Hennan'lleHlOn. with the 
we1!are rocipibottl. Carpor silled 
_tale OMlion o{ Social Sorvh::e Di· 
rector Billino Arehul~lo to reeon, 
vene tbegroup andotben like It to 
bottor identify tuW: rtaol~1: ~tina 
probleml!:. 

Delaware wu one of the nrst 
IltAtell to launch wetftue roforru in 
in Oetobtl" 1995, The packa~e in· 
cludes I'l')b tetlllineu. pnrMtjn~ 
and chi <I-cate ptOeran:UI. Walftte 
recipienta mUllt find work in two 
re:nll. ~r accl!pt Itllto-9pon.orcd 
Jobe to Muintain benr:ftt'. Aft~( 

four yean, welfare paymonlJ: lire 
cut off. 

As l')( November. 5. r,0rC'ent uf 
the :I,OSS o.UuHs entoled in the 
proC1"am. have found work, Are· 
cent la·mont)l study concluded 
thnt the flto~1UT1 WUIt work.l.nr.. Lut 
wu .till atl'uCEli.ur. lo toach IUlIg
term _lforl! recirllenu. 

Natban Wit. president of 
Gruonwood l'tWIt Co. in New eM
tie. tolu HCI"!Mn lh~t l)ehlw.!Irc 
emplO»f}OI' increuainr.ly tlru ui:oC'(JY'
erinc the bencuu of h.irina welfuso 
recipionw.. 

"Wbat we have "'qlOnenced i.s 
tbAt. ~lfa:r'" rccipientlt l!J'e atayin,
in jot.., that aT(! loyal and orOa(JlUC 
of OQt be.t employee .... enid flilt 
who beaUs a co-oJitich of In.iainetl8 
leaden working witb tue .tato to 
encourage cmpJoyOr6 to hi.re wei· 
Cllf"I) \"9ciJdenlll. 

Il(l'rmo:n wl't"ncd tbe buaiftcu 
leaden that there la atill much to 
bo dOlHl! to maXQ Gu.tc welfare no 
(orm Gl.u;Cl:!:w. 

"YOQ hllve laid t\ i!ood fOWII1&. 
lion," Hermnn llaid. "But no one 
Imowa e)C;.clly where oll tWj ",.ill 
t'nrl up," 

Humnn ill t'xpt'cted to report 
her rmtU.n~. to Clinton in Jo·cbtll' 
MY. 

http:increuainr.ly
http:atl'uCEli.ur
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Laborsecretary 
gets earful about 
inept services 

She may notrulize it, but 6OJru>. 
thing Thltrfl:sa Woor;a uirl lut 
Vlel:k migbt l'flnKe: 11 rlif£ertlJlce in 
how $tate socia! service ag'encies 
across the nation 4!!.1l1 with welfare 
reform, {t most certainly will ~ 
an lmpU(;t in Delaware. bCCl:1U$e 
""bllt she llaid embarrassed GO"\l, 
CllrJ)t'r in front of U,S, ~retarj of 
T..abor A1C1tis lterm«.n and he or
dend it a..d.. 

Woods is an unemployea nurse's 
.a.idi:l from ClAymont.. She ... one 
of ::1 dOltRn or co welfare recipients 
sitting in a back-to-work clau At 
WilminjttCn'$ We$t End Neighbor. 
hood Center when S<:ct'etIU'Y Her· 
man visited. tllst week, traiHng
!Jt3J:T. press ana aglJVomor proud of 
hit! nationally praised weUare re
(arm pcognn::\:. Wi1min~n. is the 
seventh city Herman has vitSited, 
on orders. from Pruident Clinton. 
to cher:k on the IltatUS Q( training 
projrraIIlS 118SOClatea with welflU'C 
refonn. 

The women teemed uneasy 1'1,$ 

Herman walked in. We tiM Mt down 
und .tatted ciutU-inc with them, 
The W04llel\ wcrC' being Ulueht how 
to, fill out job npplications and. Httt
man piek..ed up on the comments of 
IJne wno ~aid she drearlild filHng 
out. Ilpplic3.tionll and then being 
treated disdainfully if sne lin" 
lIW1ITad all t.lue' questions honestly. 

"!'VC been ~rif1fl' this every
wher. I'vo boen." Herman Baid. 
-The put-downs. The :Stigtn4. 
Where do you face this the worst?" 

There VIas it moment'e eilenee. 
1'hcn Woods, who had been aitting 
q}lietlya.croa3 the room. piped up: 
"Social SernCC'L" 

"Socia! Servi.cel;f?" said Her
m"". 

~The worM you get is from thu 
pcOpltHlt the Sodal 5Grvices de
putment, They treat you like )--"OU 
are ignorant 0'1" ilHccMlte or ~ome
thing. Th;ty don't- know the MW 
pro~ and they rr.ab: you.uffer 
for their ~takes." 

lU9 OII'A Pfl!LA 

Noot lIP to -" 
Then WlLS another IInl)rt pawc. 

11)l:'n the dam burst. for t-he r~t of 
thnt se~ian .and. in two othel'/!., 
Her::ll;ln .and a rather libll6hed gav· 
crnor !rDt an earful about the 
$hortcomings of soma ~ocial ::Iet"
vicCli profeasiof).als wbo ate 31
le~ly making it harder, not (la6
ier. to get off welfan. 
Th~ Wilmington visit wu 

Ilu~ant to Showcllllfe DoIAWare'. ad· 
vanced welfare- reform progTtlttl 
c.nlled A B<ltter ChaneeL The 
women me~tins Hct'1ll4n were 
hand-picked_ 

But when Gov. Cuper ex
v!aincd bow a transitional period 
haa been built in to allow welfare 
tnciplenbs to get their (irst jobs 
without "off-the-cliff' disf!.l.prion 
of benet'it'3. there was a chorua of 
~~~; no. that isnot wha.t inhlippeD'
"'<. 

The litany was hOlTetldouiI. Sev
l.!ral claimed that wben they began 
wcrk. their ~.se: worKers &tlU'ted 
mi5Cal.culating their benefita. Two 
women claimed thQy continued to 
teeeivll full welfare checka by mis
take and tMn were 1lCC1J~d of wel· 
fan:: fraud when. th~cushed theln. 
which btl! prevented them from 
setdng: \'obs. Some ta.lked of 
abruptlY osing child eM!! JtlnlJi
dies and (ood st;.nmp3, 

In n meeting latet' with employ
IH'I, Nathan Hill. pr~eid.nt of 
Gr~nWQodTrust, the bu.nk: that i&
~ue~ Discover cl'odit cards. told' 
how he had hired a welf~ r¢ci.pi
I!nt anu found she waa cxtTaordi
fUl.rily t.:dented. Tn a t;ouple of 
month$, 11M WM promoted to <Ii iob 
that paid nbout $20,000. Within 
uaY6. she cU11\e tearfully to person
nol to reQuost 3. demottQu, 9Jlylng 
~he could not n.£ihrd to make that 
much money heC3U1ic she loot tOQ 
mnny child care benefit" too 
quiwy. Groenwooo Trust tried to 
eotnpcn.nte by redUcif'l:tf her hours, 
out .t didn't work. The WOman reo 
p,lt'tled to full w",'farc, 

As welfare reform kicu in 
llCrOMI! tho CQtln~ social :service 
~n.des will need w tevAlnp their 
stn.teS-ics to avnid such bu.reau
l.'r3.tic trap';), R..formlol may look 
good on paper. but if they are 
bt:ing im{)lemented poorly. as they 
npparently Me in ~tawate. they 
mil)' inadvertently I:'ngnare recipi
ems in !l tlPlr.U nf Cailurq, 

When Soare-tury Herman re· 
ports b;v:.k to Prt!:lidant C[iu:on in 
february, I bet b(: hears- about 
Thercsa Woods of CiaYlllont nnu 
tbe pitfalli! of state $Ddnl ser.;ce 
ltgenciC!l - not M'lpioyeMl - cop- • 
inc poorly with "ending wcliare II.!! 
we know it.." 

"NQ~n Lodatt in Is associate 
Odi1:orial page edrrcr. 

WIlmlnqton News Journal 
1/1;;98 - p. G2 
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·Sanctions trip~
. .	women getting 
off welfare 

Several we eke ago, during: 8. 


~ visit to Wllmin~on by u.s. Seen.. 

ttlry of Labor Alexi, Hcrman~ it 

ca.mo to light that there are IIYI' 

temic problems in Delllware'S','.A 

Detter Ch/Ulce welfn.re reform ....-: 


The!: problem. lever,,) wome.; 

' who are participantfl c:I.11.imed. is 
. thnl too mnny workon; for the aWe 
• Diviaion of Sodol Services don't 
, know how t.o make the program 
~ work for them, inatl!ad of agllinat 
p them. Gov. CnrtJCf liatened. atung, 

while Secretary Herman quie_~ly 
lIufCcated. "You ha.vQ lome work to 
do here," He immediately order~d 
110 !DHow.up meeting with the lame 
women. ,_,,_ 

Social Servicea diviaion dirJ:c. 
tor Elaine Arcltangelo reconvened 
tho women TuCldIlY. She tried.to 
explain that tbiB ilS 11 completely 
new boll game. The goal naw, abe 
eaid. is job placement, not job 
training. OK, said the recipicDJA, 
,but tell your people to gat their ~t 
together, because the)' don't Bellm 

tD know bow to meet the new ~o~ 
without causing more problems 
than they an Bolving. " 

Delaware's welfare reform Nl."l 
ruleD that puniab recipienta wbo 
do not meuure up. The;io nnc' 
liona ara necel.ary to mnkc .sure 
recipiunll unuenllJ,nu OSS meon' 
bUline••, Howevt:r, buraoucratie 
clumsine:u iii rampant, o.nd.in 
,orne ca8el .o.nctions conflict with 
tho. mi.,ion oC amoothinl: recipi
enla' tramition to the workplace. 

For example: A welfnre recipi. 
ont who joins. A Dettor Chllnce 
Lli!plR ncontrnr.t plodr,inll' to flo cer
LaIn thinga, like f1nishinc parenl
ing clalaes within ,ix months. in 
orde,r to kecp cash supplementA 
commg, If the recipient docan', 
keep up with clasDt'" ,he is pun
i.hod by Clcaiatin!,: deduction, 
from ber monthly flupplement, . ", 

Mllny oC the,e recipients ... 1
ready have meosy personul livas, 
OSS ean make them even mellicr, 
Once lanctioned, lhe recipient be
eomaa a kind of mllrked. pereon 
and begino loaing aceeal! to nther 
lervices, '" 

One recipient moved Crom 
Wilminftton to Claymont, She 

~started Pll1'enting claaflefl in Wilm
ington. but dropped out during the 
move, Sho wu transferred to a dif· 
Cerent service center with a new 
lIet of aocia! workof', ThOle social 
worken no1ed that ahe mi811ed ap
pointments with Department.of 
Labor Job.help eontraeton and 
Itoppod attending parenting 
cluoor. in Wilinington. She 15 llUlC
tioned, fuat Cor one, thon tha olber, 

Caught In tho mIddle 
The recipiont laid .he coulch.i"': 

mBke the plll'cntin. clUB withoul 
leaving her child unattended. 
Meanwhile. becauae sho il lanc· 
tioned, she lo!'t ncce)! to child care 
help 10 sho can IIttend job-help 
classes in Wilmington, Unable -to 
I:0t child care but under promtre 
to.lind work and 100i"ZbCnefits, 
ILhe broka up her (amily aending 
a child to live tempotllri y with a 
relntive, and look ajob with a tcm_ 
porllltY Ilgenr.y in order to jl:ct beak 
Into compliance with Suciul Ser
vicel rulell. 

TIll!:: hm't "tough lovo" (UI Go.... 
Carper enviaioned it: it's dumb bu. 
reaucracy. The woman has a job. 
,or.t or. but it'" a job more suited to 
lIo.tudY tho rulell oC the Division of 
Social Service! tho.n her neelk··· 

J~ another Clille, the Divwion of 
SOCIal Servicotl cniculiltod 
monthly income baAed on a tempo, 
r~ ~gency's letter IIl4ting that a 
roclr,lent had beon hired to be 
avai ablo for work full deya, five 
days n weak at 11 certain hOUTly 
rIlte. DSS cut her supplement--as 
though abe worked fuJI time e-J1In 
,t~ough III fl temp .he worked ptrrt 
tuno. ..: .. 

"Soma thing. thoy 88em to kiUip
bnclt, iwt to leo you Call - to koop 
you from gettinl: Mend," aaid on-e 
woman III tho lIelliion, to which 
Archangolo munnurod, ''I'm awatt' 
that-you ~re ,anclioned in error," 
Archangelo aaid .he ha.s a plnn'to 
fix the problem -lIttUtin[! in Junt'. 

The danger to welfare reform in 
Delawaro is noL !!tubborn recipi. 
ents, allhou~h ilomc do aeem to b~ 
angry nnd confused. but B.n :lgen<)' 
t~tI~ is bcc~minl; tl bad welfare cop. 
hldm!,: behind nC'id reC'ulntionl in. 
Itead of providin~ ~erviee!l nble'to 
holp thooe women brid~e the ClCary 
gap between welCsr~ dependency 
an' I work. 	 .'", ' 

.0:;:; has 0. ~it! joL to do, II i:fn'l 
C'Olng to accomlJlish it unloss it 
clc"n,; up ita nct, . ., 
,.. Norman Lock"mon h. QSsocliHc 

. edItor of the edllorial page, 
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Labor secretary visits 

programs in Tampa 

TAMPA - U.S. Lobor s."",1)'
Alotla Herman will vl.11 lImp4 
todo)' to Iisther Infl:)f\'11ltlon on 
weh'areAo·wQ!'k program". 

8, JE&,H GIIUse 
01 no. T.lfIp. Trfb;.jfl. 

U.s. Lobor s.c..."" Alai. 
Hef~ wid ltIytl.tl~..ionl cf hf'r 
conduct Md that of Prt;e.idf!nt Clill
taa and ot.I'HI( Cabinel mcmbefl 
wouldn't 4ilttU,l ber rtt'lm a 
Idtr:dult'd trip 
i4 ltmp.llo
oUr, 

''The dul· 
Imlc is to ally
1"""..0," lIer. 
INIl uid 
Thutwy. "II 

joel with the 


, knitOf), tbeM 

Ol,l," 

HutnlD, Htrman 
under in"toni. 

Ration by the JUIUee Department 

over ukp\lont of innUGlICA·~d

dlin. IA oUke,if IKhcdultlt to 

ape,tk u~dllY with Tamp......orkeu 

"bout lNelbre--to-work pto.r.. ml, 


Lee-Lllation ~uod hy CQl\lfClII 
io 1996 luthoriu!d thf: LAbor lJe· 
p&rtm!flt to pro"'id~ cnnu tolal·In, U billion inlhe nelt twe 
yean (or lUteS Ind hx.al U'lltunu· 
nltitt (0 help- weUue Itcipitnta 
&<1 job•• 

flcrid. &WId, ~u " w,llilre· 
tOowork prorUl'U Gllled WAGES, 
...hlch requite. Iftctt ~le .....ho 
nc.e;fe lid tQ find & iob wi Ihill II 

unain time r-:riod, The pro,nm 
alto pHwides Inr~llIi"e. t:ucb a$ 
I&X a~t.,o{ emp-Io)'eu who hire 
pecple off tht welfAre rl1ll1, 

Nu.vcUll.or.f t liC'ures spouted 
th(t It.tc wt'lfarv reform prOtr:..m 
belped III reduc.:e tht. Humber of 
FJnridIJI}" on ""'lC'lfare bt to }lrr~ 
tin!, !Iol\lin.: tbe ttiltc S1C1 milfion. 
Til Hilbburnuah County, the wf'l
rult IklPtlll'llion of about 15.oou 
.hnnll 27 pl!rcellt. 

lAw unemploymenl ute. in 
FIOftd& and ""tionally will c:ontlnu('\ 
10 trtCow .ge r.mployeri to look e\ 
weillft' tecipienu III " SCUn::e (If 
I.bar, .HeffNR predicted. 

"Bu6lnellt'$ art' much more 
'Nalinr to WOlk wilh lwetfue reo 
cipieot,] now:'the Mid. 

However, tbe IlItk of public 
tnnaporu.cion and child cue .re 
'!I(flii'i<:ant barrier. to bolpln.t: peo
ple ift b1ck 10 work. lib" uid. 

Sc ftc. lIuionIJ weltuc tOUs 
n~Yc droppt4 b1 2.2 rnWlon in the 
hnt ylUt. Pot lh~ rlnt tima .inu 
19'1). thtHt 1Ifer~ Icwerthan 1(j 
millton individl.U!.t in 1he United 
SUtcs r~I)'i.!lg on wettllte c.hec.lu, 
the fedt.:rtl'iOVf!TnNiaftt uid tuU· , 
u thil mruuh. 

Uennan will be It the Tlmp.. 
One-Stop Job Clr~er C6EUft, "215 
N: l-lorlul Avt" .t 10 a.m. today, 
J •• I'! Cltuu 1:...." eccftO(l'l10 "~Iop. 
Mlffl\ 1.,...*'.~ CAft !:WI ,ucf'lH .t 
{In> ug.rPl, Ot by .·mow II NWU4i 
~lrit('!l'" 
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Alexis M. Harman puts headphones back on David Hernandez: after she borrowed them to listen to the computer 
program he is using to learn to speak Engilsh. Herman visited the Intensive learning Center at the former Flol i410d Muli 
on friday. Behind them on the left is Doug Jamerson, Florida's secretary oflabar. 

Labor secretary visits 

.to learn what works 

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

By TERESA BURNEY 
T ....... St.If'W.II.,. 

TAWiPA-Sccrctnry of Labor Alexis 
M, Hennan cnme to town Frirl~ on <I 
misslM for the president Fiml out 
what's working and what isn't in the 
nation's effurts to move people off wel
fare and into work. 

Herman went straight to the'source 
for answerS: fonner welfare recipienls 
who are now working. They w"ere 10 
women who didn't mince words, 

They told Herman that with thclt 
new jobs they had found self-confidence 
and a sense of pride aoout shnking free 
from the government dole, Some even 
wanted her to tell the president "thanks" 
for their new lives, 

But at the same time, they said Ihey 
arc wunied they will not be able to keep 
their new jubs. 

Finding child care at the right time 
in the right place is diffICult for many 01 
them, and transportation. is an atmost 
constant problem, they $ald. 

Herman wasn't surprised by the 
W{)fficn'S stories. She hali heard the 
same tales frum fonner ...."elfare recipi
ems ill seven other cities she has visited 
011 her fact-finding misslc,tn, She -still has 
two more stopS before she makes a 

report tu President Clinl{)H. 
In general, wc[f.;u-e rdomt is 


working. H~Jllall said, People afe 

leaving the welfare rolls at a rate 

laster than expected; and man)' of 

{hem are finding jobs. 


"Now what we have got to do is 

put equal emphasis on keeping 

the jobs,~ Herman said. 


HemliUl QUered no solutions to 

the child care or transporlalion 

problems; she only listened 10 the 

workers and promised to tuke 

Iheir messages to the president. 

From lhnt leyel, potential solu

tilJns could come. she said. 


http:St.If'W.II


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 Cast pace, Hennan 
said. 

In Florida. the number of weI· 
fare recipients has decreased by 
40 percent in little 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 
Oct 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 reo 
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 
(rom 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 oIT. 
saying they did not distract her 
from the job at hand. 'That goes 
with th~ 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-<:are 
assistance. 

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

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

. Joshua McNabb. 
At the Job Club, where the 

out-oC·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. 

"I know first-hand, from walch· 
ing her overcome the barriers that 
she had ... that there" really is no 
substitute for bc1i'cving in your
self." she said. 

Finding a job builds self-<:onfi· 
dence, several of the former wei· 
fare recipients told Herman duro 
ing a round·table discussion. 

"It helped me find a lot of 
abilities and talents I didn't know I 
had," said Eleana Velasquez. who 
now works in telephone sa1es 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-<:are prob
lems, they talked about broken 
cars they couldn't afford to flX, 
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 $45 a 
basic course would cost. 

,-----'------------,\ 
Alexis M. Hennan 
AGE: 50 
BACKGROUNO: Graduated in 1969 from 
Xavier University in NewOrleans; 
worked in labor Department during 
Carter administration; formed 
partnership that adviSed businesses on 
marketing and minority-hiring issues; 
worked as White House 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 confinnalion battle. 
CONTROVERSY; Targeted by Justice 

Department investigation inlo 

allegations that she sold her innuence 
while director of the While House 
Office of Public Uaison during Clinton's 
first tenn. 

MP.JOR ACCOMPLISHMENT IN PRESENT 
JOB: Helped mediate inte{lse four.day 
talks between UPS and the Teamsters 
last August that ended their costly 
stalemate. 
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~States welfare bonuses will reward w¢rk< 
ABy LAURA M£CKLgR
AA~sociated PrC55 Writer
'I WASIUNG1'ON (AP) Corr.petinq fot: $1 bHlion in bor.us money, states will be 
judged by how many welfar~ recipients find and keep job, over the ne~t five 
year;~, 

1 The tQrmula~ being sent to stat~s this week. gives no weighc to statez 
th3t $ae ca~eloads dLep hue can 1t prove that the peoplQ are finding work. The 
q',udelinetl resolve a lon9-$t~ndin9 q'J(fstion over how tne federal gove:::;nrt'enc 

. will judg_ SUCCe$3 as. states implement: t:heir own welfare p::¢gral'l",s. 
'! "What we Leally wlllQt~d to fOCll!! on was work, That's what", tl-.. new 
1Jelta:re law !..S about." Hicha~l Kharfen, spobuman tor r:.he Department o~ H,u.l'.:.h 
and Human Services, .;:.oid l"ue:day. ' . 
~ prasiden~ Clin~on will tocus on the chan9ing role of ~elfare caseworkers 
in movioq paopla into job~ when be addra~=e~ th~ Nation3l Cover~ors' 
A!I!lociation, meetin9 he:::e nex'.: week, !{::'3.den s:~id. 

'I That was also a theme of Labol: secretary t'Alexis+ ,.'Herrnan+· IS 'co::m:ents 
Tue~day at the Nation... 1 E'"res!; Cl'.lb. 
'f "SUcco::ss is'not just about: getting a job. Sl.\cceu also irwolve~ l<e:e~ing a 
job." .she 5aid. 
, While Clinton and the gOVernors love to br~q about declining ca~eloads _ 
they've dropped 31 perc~nt since th~ir peak in 1994 it's less clear ~~Qre 
th~5e tormer ~ecipients are landing or it they are moving 'OUt of poverty. 
1 T~e high-performance bonU5e3 offer $200 million a year for rive years co 
the lO states tbat hav<:: the most. SUCC~5S in tour areas. £ach a~ea is JUdged 
individually. $0 up to 40 states CGuld theor~tieally 9~t 1'1. !ha~e of the bonY$ 
money. 
1 States will be judged on: 
, Job ~ntry: the number of welfare recipients who 90t jobs that year, 
whQth~r they remained on the rolls or not. Many ~elf1'l.re ~¢cipicnt~ work but 
~ake $0 little money that th<::y ~till qualify £or a$Si$tanc~. 
, Succes~ in che work ferce: a combination 0' the number of :eci~ien~$ who 
k~pt-a job from one quarter Co the next, and the inc::.asc in chair incomes. 
1 _Improvement: how much 5tates improved over th0 prev~olls year in each of 
the ~oove categories. 
t rhe largest portic~ of the money, sao million pet yeat or 4C p~=ce~t~ wIl! 
be given to winners in the jOb entry category. Winners in the 3UCCeS$ in th~ 
!.Iork force c"tl'S!90ry will :;i-.ar~ S5Q million, or 25 percent: of t:'e total, 
i State~ ~howin9 most improvement in the job entry cate9Qty uill share $<0 
million • .and those improving =nest in :he: ~UCCe$5 in t7te work fo!;c€. category 
Will share $30 million, 
~ The amount ef money ~ach of the winning 10 ,tates gets will depend on the 
S~le of the~t tQ90lar block grant. 
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By Peter S>ol<ely . d
WASHINGTON. Feb 17 (Routere) • A yo.r aM s hall aft.. a.'W?"P'ng welfar. ,.form law was enact. , 

Labor Secretary Alexis Herman .aid on Tuesday 111. task 01 bnnglng welfar. rQclprsnts Imo trnt worllforco 
will take mucl1 mO,. wotk end mol'll ti"",. . .' 

Attar completing a 10-elty tour to "".mlne the Issue, Herman said progress mad," so la~, In reductf1g " 
we~aro roll. hM bftn ,1_by a_rat fact""', lneluding thO dllflcully 01 emplOYing the toughost ¢<Iaat, 

ah....id. 	 . N' IP Clb
llrm certainly nat here tOd'ay tc? d8c\sre 5uCC6aa," Horman said In ~ speul.ih 8t the:: a\Jono rO-~$ u."' !M"''' tIlat wo'", qui!e c ways from dOCI.rtn; """""S5." ah. sail!. Wha'i do beil"". we hays I •• clear 

IMlcalion that we are moving in the right dlracllon.· 
Herman no!ed that welfare caseloada lUI"" lallen more thlln 30 pereentaln09 Pra.ldant Bill Clinton took 

"moo in January 1m. In tho 13 manilla en.r he algned the conlloverolel walfar. reform measure In 
Augus' 19~, 2.4 million peoplo have left wettare rolla, she said. 

Although Clinton had calTlPlllgned In 1992 on 0 pledgeta "and welfare a. wo ~now II." he vetoed an 
eMiar wolfsrG reform bill passed by tho i'lepublicen-ocntrolle<l Congross tnat ho oald was too h.lsh. Some 
of hla fallow Cemocre!4 felt the n""llew was .till 100 harm and crltlCiZ&d him for signing it. 

Tho low eut3 federal .pondlng en "",lIa.. by $55 billion over Six years, im90ses a flv""Year lilelime limit 
on receiving banelit. and requll'll' recipients to Mgln working wiUlin two y..... eft.r rocelving bonofitc. 

Calling the hllw "one of our nstion·. blgges! social pall~'Y change. In the last SO years," Hermsn G4id 8he 
would prasent the president with racommendallo!l8 for doaling with six "coro chollenges" th.t eho 
dlSlcoverod In her 1r9'1815. . . 

To end "!he stigma of wellare," she s.ld rectplents who move InlO Job. musl be prolected by fed",al labor 
leW!!, including Ihe currenl $5.16 f.d.ral hourly mlnll!l1.lm wage, whlr:l\ Clinton has proposed raising by S 1 
over tho next two Y"".
"rm very op~mi.Oc that we wllIlJ"I the cooperation snd the support of Congr••• to pass tho minimum 

wag. (Ineroaao)," she ••id when asked for her aose..mont of th. propooar. """no••. 
To kasp fortner W8lfare recipients wot1<ing, Herman lI4ld loans'snd other ....i.tan... m".t be provided /or 

Obstacles like child care and transportation, especially .inoe many now jobs afa in the suburbs while 
welf.re reclplento are in the eltl••. 

Clling employers who have piOneered lteining programs lor former welfare racipiM19, sna said employtn 
must realize thot it is in their interest to tako staps to cultivate and retain lhe new workers. 

For long·term reclplenlll with limiled si<lU•• poor work histories erulln some cases substance abuse 
problomt, She clled on iMOva!"", program, STRIVE. In New Yorll Cily', Harlem :sootion that foeu••• on 
Daale life si<l1I. and Whose graduat... have an eo percent job rel.nllon rale. ' 

Herman also called for lougher c:!1lid support .nforcemen! 10 force absentee fSlhar. to ga! Involved with 
trntlr famille. lind trnt ••Iectlon of Ihe b••t w.~er9·Io-wotk me_r•• that hova baan davaloped by . 
Individual .taIP. 
ENOS 
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The Mobile Register 2/1B/98 

1 <A7>HD;Herman touts trade policy successes 
2 
3 <A10>SH:Labor secretary says department working on ways to help workers 
4 whose jobs·have been sent overseas 

G <Al>By JEFF HARDY Washington Bureau 
7 

B WASHINGTON U.S. trade-expansion policies have cost aome American 

9 jobs. but the initiatives also helped fuel the strong U.S. economy, 


Labor Secretary Alexis Herman said Tuesday, 
11 
12 Speaking at a '~Newsmakerstl luncheon at the National Press 
13 Club t the Mobile native said one of the Clinton administration's 
14 more successful job~generating strategies has·been to expand 

U.s. trade in the world market. 
16 
17 At the same time that new'markets created U.S. jobs, though j 
18 aome other u.s. jobs were lost as employers decided to transfer 
19 their manufacturing to other nations, she said. 

21 ~'We have to make sure that as we pursue these strategies we pay 
22 particular attention to those industries f to those areas. to those 
23 workers who in fact have been disproportionately and negatively 
24 impactedJ ahe sa~d. ~~We can't run away from that reality. II" 

26 
27 Ms. Herman was asked how she could justify trade expansion when 
28 U.S. labor unions largely opposed the strategy in the wake of the 
29 North American Free Trade Agreement. 

31 The agreement among the United States, Canada and Mexico was 
32 designed in the early 1990a to take advantage of a population totaling 
33 390 million, a gross domestic product of $8.6 trillion and trade 
34 among the countries of more 'than $250 billion. 

36 But the agreement while generating thousands of U.S. jobs has 
J7 cost the United States at least 150~OOO jobs, according to some 
38 estimates. Now, some unions and organizations are actively fighting 
39 to atop the expansion of NAFTA and other new trade agreements. 

41 The Labor Department is working on ways to lessen the effects 
42 of any losses, such as finding out more quickly where plants are 
43 closing.so it can assist workers. Also t in his State of the Union. 
44 Address, President Clinton talked of a pi"an to beef up the federal 

program to help displaced workers s lo1s. Herman said. 
46 
47 On another issue, she said that workers, in the new world markets 
48 need the assurance of basic rights and protections. ~~It is not 
49 enough to assume that when you open up markets, when·you create addition~ 

trade opportunities and you're creating jobs that, somehow magically, 

51 everyone is going to benefit, ! I she said. 

52 

S3 PHOTO Herman 

54 
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~ Welfare Bonuses,0466 States welfare bonuses will reward work 
ASH1Nd ION CAP) C()mpeting for $1 hmio" in bonus money. States will be judged by how many welfare n:-cip;l,.71ts 

find and keep jobs over the next five yeilfS. 

The formula, being sent to states this week. gives no weight to staleS timt see caseloads drop but can't prove that the 

people are finding work. The guidelines resolve a long-standing question over how the federal government wllt judge 

success llli states implement their own weliare ptograms. 


"What we really wanted to focus co, was work. That's wh<l:t _,. the new welfare law is about," Michael Kharfen, 
spokesman for the Department of Health and Human Services. said Tuesday, 


President Clinton will focus on the changing role of welfare caseworkers in moving pe(}ple into jobs when he addresses 

the National Governors' Association, meeting here next week, Kharfen said" 


Thai was also a theme of labor SI."\!rulaJ)· A!eAl;; Ih:nnan's comments Tuesday at the National Press Club. 


,. Success is not just about getting a job Success also involves keepiug a joo," she said. 


\Vhile Clinton snd the governorS love 10 brag about declining caseioads they've dropped 31 percent since their peak in 

1994 


it's less clear where these former recipients are landing or if they are mov~g out of poverty. 


The high-performance bonuses offer $200 miUioo a year for five years to the to states that have the most success in four 

areas. £Uch area is judged individualfy. so up (0 40 sUues could thootetically get a share of the bonus money. 


States wilt be judged on: 
 .' 
Job entry: the number of welfare recipients who got jobs lbat year, whether they remained nn the mils: or not. Many 
welfare recipients work but make ,so little money thal they still qualiFY for assistance, 


SucceSS in the WOrk force: a combination of the number of recipients who kept a job from one quarter to {he next. and 

the increase in their incomes. 


Improvement: how much states improved over the previQus year in each of the above categories, 

The largest portion of the mMey, $80 miUlon per ye.o.r or 40 percenc, will be s:iven to winnen; in the job entry catt:gory 
Winners in the'success in the work fo«:e entegory will shnre $50 million, or 25 percent of the total. 

Stales showing most improvement in !he job entry category will share $40 million. and those improving m"SI in the 
success in the work torce category wHl slwre $30 million. 


The amount of money e.lcn of the winoing {O stutes gets will depend on the size of their regular block grant. 
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HIGHLIGHTS•.. 

Herman Issues ICall to' Action~ to Ensure SucceS.$ O'f Welfare Refonn 
~bor Secretary Herman challenges business, labor, guvernmet)t antl reli. 
glOus leaders to do more to help welfare mothers find and keep jobs and calls 
ror more attention and opportunities for falhers. 

Herman says her lO-dty tour of welfare-to-work programs thnt she jusl oom.. 
pleted has shown her thai some slates and Im;:illities are doing better than olh. 
ers. When she presenls her findings to the president. she will identify six core 
chnllenges that emerged from her tour and wiU offer reeommendations to 
meet them. she says. The challenges include combllting the stereotype that 
welrare recipients arc nol guod workers. A·3 

Welfare 

Hennan Issues 'Can 10 Action' at All levels 
To Ensure Long-Tenn Success of Refunn 

Labor Secr-etary Alexis M. Henna" Feb. 17 ch;d· 
lenged busioess. labor. government and religious 
leaders to do more to hetp welfare mothers nod 

and keep jobs and called for more attention h) find up
purtunitics for fathers. 

He'rmn" said her to-city tour of welfare-Io-work pro
grams that she just completed has shown her Ihat some 
states and localities are doing better than others. 
"There nre no quick fixes here. No sHver bullel .. , But 
there are successful ideas and initiatives out there and 
aU of us can learn from them." she said in a luncheon 
address. 

Herman said that when she presents her findings In 
the presidem, she will identify six core challenges that 
emerged from her tour and will offer recommendation:'; 
to meet them. 

Stop 1he labets. The first step, she said, is In "Hop 1i1
beUng and stereotyping wfllfare recipients us UIlP':!liahlp. 
worKers, "They deserve the dignity, respel;t, and tille of 
'workers' " and the rights, benefits, ami protections that 
go with that title, she said. This includes. Ihe secretary 
said. a fair wage, equal opportunity, a safe and healthy 
workplace, and "every other labor safeguard thai is 
theirs by right and by law." • 

She reiterated that transportation and child c<lre are 
key components that can wreak havoc with recipients' 
efforts to keep jobs once they find them, which she 
l;alled the second chaUenge. An afler·hours l;hild care 
program is one solution that she saw in Delaware, she 
said. Another is a short-term. no-interest loan program 
lhat a Milwaukee organizalmn providel> redpients 10 
help meet "emergency needs;' ranging from cnr repairs 
to money to buy unifQrms:, she said, 



The third challenge, she sa~d, is for emplQyers to,llC
knuwledge that providing recipients with menlonng. 
training, health care and pensions will pay 0(1' by pro· 
viding companies with skilled and involved workfQfCc. ... 
Cessna Aircraft Co. in Wichitn. Kan., has a~out 200 
graduates or a program the company estabbshed to 
train welfare recipients for production jobs Ihat pay an 
average wage of $12 an hour. . 

While welfare case loads are dropping, Herman s~~, 
"the real challenge" lies ahead as the long-term reelpl
ents with the most barriers to employment are {hose 
who remain on the roils, She said the Lahor Depart

ment's $3 billion welfare-tQ-work grant program is 
aimed at helping these "hardest to serve" individuals. 
A.n initiative slm highlighted as a "no~nonsense pro
gram that prepares individuals for the culture of work" 
is the Support and Training Results in Valuable Em
ployment, or STRIVE program in Harlem. 

Involve the Father$. The fifth challenge is IQ Cocus on 
fathers, the secl'tlary said, While the administration is 
beefing up child support enforcemeot, these rat hers 
need ajob to pat cbild support. sbe said, The La:bor De
partment will make it apriority. she said, to look f()f 
model programs to help falhers, 

She pointed to the Parents Fair Share progr<tm in 
Los Angeles as one Initiative that provides fatbers with 
training and counseling, "This is an aspect of welfa.e 
reronn that haso't reeeived mucb attention," she said. 
one that she called "fundamental" to Ihe success of wel
fare reform. 

The final challenge. she said. is a "caU to action at ev
ery leveL" She urged labor unions to build on programs 
such as the joint labor-management Culinary Training 
Center in Las Vegas. That program, involving the Culi
nary Workers Union, provides pre~employment and 
training in a center that is located within easy access tu 
public transportation. 

She also encouraged businesses to consider joining 
the Welfare-to-Work Partnership headed by Eli Segal 
and said faith-based gmups and other tabor-market in~ . 
termediaries have "an enormous role to play," In her 
address at the National Press Club, Herman also chal
lenged the media "to :lhed light and shatter myths" 
about welfare recipients as workers, 

Herman advised states and localities to look at Iheir 
own ~rograms to make sure they du not create "unin
tentional barrierS.'" Someone may have to go to one Qf
lice to let B caseworker know about a jub oiler and then 
h:n.:!o lake time on to K(' lu another uffice to pit;!. up :\ 
!nm~:pOrlation \louche. and yet unuther office tv gel a 
t;:hlM Care stipend, 'Thai's like having to go to the l)e. 

p1Himent of Motor Vehicles three times t\ monlh !u reg
liiter yuur ~ar," she said. 

Some 2.4 million people have lei! ihe welfare rolis 
since Clinton signed the c(.Iotrovcfsi:d welfare meusure 
into luw nearly 18 months agu, Henntlll said the cmm
Iry is "quile a ways from dedulillr, sun.:cs.~," 1l1)WeVCr, 
she added Ule COtinllY is "IIIiJVi11g in thc fight direc
tioll." 

Hennan Outlines Six Challonges. 

Labor Secretary Alexis M. Herman said her 
three-month welfare-to-work tour showed 
her that the following challenges must be 

met to make welfare-to-work a Jasting su<:cess; 
• end the stigma of welfare by recognizing 

these people as Ihey are. "new workers." not 
former welfare recipients; 

• understand that success is oot just about 
getting a job, but keeping one and focus more 
on c:hitd care and transportation; 

• acknowledge that welfare reform is good 
busin-ess for employers and good ror the 
economy; . 

• recogniz.e that while case loads have 
dropped Ihat those with the most barriers to 
employment remain on !he I"f.llls; 

• focus on rathers by beefing up cnild sup
port enforcement and giving dads counseling 
and training; and 

• recognize that governments. business. f3
bor, and the press nil have a role to ptay. 



c =::essna helps nation 

~ meet reform goals 

« By Alexis M. Herman family. That isn't charily for worke~ 


~ Special to The Wichila Eagle II's enlightened self-Interest for em

u ployelS. Cessna clearly understands 

jO The weUare refonn law passed by Ihis; the In-depth training It provides 

~ Congress and signed by President for new workers represenlS an in-


Clinlon 18 months ago Is something vestment In the company's future. 

:: completely new. It is clearly the nn· • Recognize that the hardest work 

~ tlon's biggest so- _________ remains be

cial policy r. cause the 
~ change in the hardest to serve 

f
last 50 years. remain. As wei-

Last tall, I fare caseloads 
went to 10 cities. go down, the 

""". and In each I real challenge 
~. found the human Is coming Inlo 

Til ~ face behind wei- sharp relief. 
~ fare refonn. Many long-tenn 
3: I visited the recipients re-

Cessna Aircraft main on the 
Company in WI· rolls. 

chila with PresI· • Focus on 

dent Clinton. fathers. The ob-
Cessna has es- jecUve of wei
tablished a state- fare relonn is 
of-the-art facility to help parents 
to train welfare raise their in-
recipients for Cessna's 21st Street 1:railrlh'8 comes so they
production Jobs. can raise their 
About 200 gradu- Facility is a model for the kids. Usually 
ales 01 the pnr nation. that parent Is 
gram are now the molher, 
working for Cessna and eamlng an and, usually, she is alone. Fathers also 
average wage of $12 an hour. have a responsibility to support their 

I'm ready to report to the president children. But you need a job to pay 
on why the Cessna program works child support, so one of the ways to 
and others do not It is the story of the help kids is to Increase the earning 
people I call our Mnew workers~ who polential of fathers so they can meet 
are making the exciting (but never their obligations. 
easy) trip from welfare to work. _ Action at every level. Successful 

In order to make relonn a success,. weJfareto-work takes work. And It 
this country must lace slx core chal· takes us all. No one has all the an· 
lenges: swers. but there's a lot we can learn 

_ End the stigma of welfare. from each other. The Cessna pro
People need dignity In order to sue· gram brings together private em· 
ceed. Allor us must treat our new ployers, federal and state funding, 
workers with the respect they de· and social seJVices. If America repli· 
serve. We must demand that they reo cates that kind of partnership thou· 
ceive the rights, benefits and prolec· sands of Urnes over, we can over
Uons 01 workers. That includes a fair come the challenges we face. 
wage, equal opportunity on the job If It was easy, we would have done 
and a safe and healthy workplace. It years ago. But especially now, In 
We also need to raise the minimum our booming economy, It should be 
wage to improve the living standards possible lor employers to provide 
of millions 01 working 1am11ies, jobs, skills development, a living wage 

- Understand thai success is not and supportive seJVlces to new 
just about getting a job, but keeping a workers. Churches, synagogues and 
job. The Cessna program reflects this mosques can help those' trying to help 
concern by linking workers to social themselves. 
services and even providing coun- As a nation, we have a long way to 
selol'S to help new employees adjust go to move thousands from welfare to 
to the workplace. Child care Is vital.. work and to a lifetime of ,economic 
So, too, are transportation strategies. security and seU-5UUiciency. We must 

- Employers must acknowledge assure that every family has the oj)
that weUare refonn is good business. portunlty to make a fair claim on our 
Getting a new worker Into a first job nation's prosperity. 
is Important, but we must also be con
cerned about Ute second and third Alexis M. Herman is the u.s. 5ecfttaI)' 
jobs that pay enough to support a .. Labor. 
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WELfAR& B~FORM QEHONS~TIONS 

This proposal is a key part of the Adminis~ratlon/S strategy for 
making welfare reform work. ~he demonstra~ion sites will provide 
opportunities to solve the hardest problam:s of welfare reform# to 
learn what works for whcm, and to identif~, showcase I and 
disseminate success. The demonstration moray would be made 
available competitively to states and commpnities that are 
willing to put up their own matchin9 resou~es and to carry out a 
rigorous evaluation. This proposal envisipns demonstrations in 
three priority areas: moving families from welfare to work; 
reducing teen pregnancy; and promotin9 parental responsibility 
and th.e involvQ::cle.nt of fathe.rs. 'I' 

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

! 

PRIOBIT¥ AREA #1. Moving Families from Welfare to work. 
I 

This prio'rity area would demonstrate so'lutJions to the tou9hest 
problems encountered by states and communi~ies in moving families 
from welfare to work: I 
* 	 Provide post-employme.nt services, to kee.p f'amilies from. 

dropping out of the labor force afte~ the first job and help 
them Keep on track: for increased earn,ings and self 
sUfficienCY4 1 

* 	 Encourage sustained employment in mu~ti-problem families, by 
linking community-based family suppo~ servioes with 
employment services and jobs~ I 

* 	 Provide drug screeninq, treatment, and welfare-to-wo4k 
services that succeed in promoting employment for families 
with a history of su~stance al;)l,uJe. I ' 

• 	 Promote work and selt-sufficiency wh~le ensuring safety for 
women who have experienced domestic ~iolence~ 

I 
.' Support the tran$ition to SOlf-SUffi9ieney and prevent

,welfare receipt among young people leaving the foster care 
syst'em~ 	 I 

i
* 	 Encourage sustained employment among !disabled persons and 

families of children with disabilities.,, 
llBIORITX ABEA #2. Redus:ing Teen PregnanC~t, 
This priority area would focus on strateq~es to reduce ~regnancy
and birthrates among young people: ' 

* 	 Expand modal after-school programs fqr at-risk teens that 

http:post-employme.nt
http:fathe.rs
http:involvQ::cle.nt
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have demonstrated SUccess at preventi!ng teen pregnancy. 

• 	 Provide Second Chanc'~ Homes and otherll focused services for 
teens who have already had one child, to help teen parents 
avoid second pregnancies I put their lives back on track, 
complete their education, and ensure IIhe wellbeing of· the 
child. 

PRIORITY AREA #3. Promotina Parental Resp'onsibility and the 
Involvement of Fathers. 'l 
This priority area would focus on innovati i e strategies for 
ensuring that both parents take responsibi1lity for supporting 
their children: I 

Promote work and employment-related services for non• 	
I 

custodial parents, in order to ensurel that they are able to 
carry out their financial responsibil~ties to their 
chi ldren. . _ I 

• 	 Increase paternity establishment by linking to child care 
and other community-based organizations that serve low 
income parents. i 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

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

New Old 

Base Package: 
food Stambs 

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 CQuid 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. 

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

to rcindex beginning in FY2002 and increase the vehicle asset limit. 

subtotal Food Stam~s 

"- fi I . 	 >-/~pene res to mm1U00ts 	 I,.. 

A . Exempt the disabled from 551 and Medicaid bans. 'fo:N.'-" 

(Costs are higher than cor/ier estimates because many elderly would reapply 
and would be expected to qualify for 551 on the basis of disability.) 

B. Exempt children from 551 and Medicaid bans. 
C. Extend the 551 and Medicaid exemption for Refugees and Asylees from 5 

to 7 years from date of entry in order to give sufficient time to naturalize. 
subtotal Immigrants 

Welfare to Work Inmative 
(Non-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) 

Other Issues 
5mall technical corrections to the welfare legislation that could .have cost implications. 

Total 

Options to Revise Base Package: 
Option I. Eliminate the immigrant bans for the disabled currently receiving 551 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. 

Option 2. Oelay the 55!. Food 5tamps and Medicaid bans for two years -- only 
for current recipients. All new applicants. and everyone after two years, would be 
subject to the policy in option I (sponsor-to-alien deeming for Medicaid and 
551). 

Baseline Baseline 
Five Year Five Year 

(In billions of $) 

2.4 2.0 

2.Z ll.2 
3.1 2.9 

11.7 B.3 

0.4 0.4 

M M 
12.7 9.3 

[3.0] [3.0] 

16.0 12.4 

-2.7 NIA 

+0.6 NIA 

12118196 I:00 PM 



Other Preliminary Welfare Reform Options 
that Could be Added to Base Package 

Ff)QdSwm~ 

A 18-5Q:'~ Provide StateS with additional l"e$Ourees to serve approximately another 
100.000 persons per year with job search. 

B. 	 IQ..SO's: Change the current time limit to 6 months in 12. Individuals would lose 
Food Stamps even jf they are willing to work. 

Benefits tr.!1mmiromu 
A. 	 to lieu of an exemption for the disabled outlined in tnt;'! base package, delay 

implementation of the SS!. Food Stamp$ and Medicaid bans for 2 years ~ 


allowing immigrantS time to natura!Jze. 

B. 	 Repeal the Medicaid ban for the elderly and allow all elderly losing S51 to retain 

Medicaid (in addition to disabfed exemption in the base package. Combination 
of administrative and legislatiV1! cOsts,) 

C. 	 Repeal the Food Stamp ban for households with children; require deeming 

until citizenship. 

!J1!lli. 

A. Make the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) refundabre in 1998, 

B. New incentives/pilots for model T ANF programs, substance abuse testing and 
treatment and/or welfare to WOr1c. perfomunce bof'il.l~. 

C. Prevent the new SSt benefits delay from de!aylng access to Medicaid. 

D. Offer 2 year Traflsiti<mal Medicaid to all States and extend sunset. 

five Year 
(In billion,) 

+O.S 

-1.1 

-6.0 

+1.3 

+2.3 

+3.4 

+1.0 

LO 	 ~ 

+2.(1 

I2IIBi96 I:IB PM 



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

Sase Package: 
food StqmPs 

New 
Baseline 
Five Year 

(In billion

Old 
Baseline 

Five Year: 
s of $) 

A 18 to 50'5: 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 tMy 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, 2,0 

B. Remove the ~helter deduction cap in FY2002. allow the bask benefit 

to reindex beginning in FY2002 and increase the vehicle asset limit. 
subtotal Food Stamps 

Q.Z 

3,1 
2.2 
2,9 

Benefits to Imm1tTopy 
A Exempt the disabled from 551 and Medicaid bans. 

(Costs are higher than etJrlier estimlJtes be<:ouse many elderly would reapply 
and would be expeaed to qualify for SSt Ort the Pasis ofdisability.) 

B. Exempt chl1d(~n from SSt and Medicaid bans, 
C. Extend the SSt and Medicaid (}xemption f¢r Refugees and Asylees from 5 

to 7 years from date of entry in order to gPre sufficient time to naturalize. 
subtotal tmmigrants 

11.7 

0,4 

M 
12.7 

8,) 

0,4 

M 
9,3 

Otru:( 1mtes 
Small technical corrections to the welfare legistation that could have cost implications. 

Total 16.0 12.4 

11110/96 8:36 AM 




Child Care Options 
(Do!!ars in Billions) 

FY98-02 

FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOl FY02 Torel 


1. Make tho Child & Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) refundable, 
By 2002, this benefits over 2 million low~wage tax filers who have little or no tax liability. 

0.1 1.1 1.4 4.9 

2. Increase child care funding for working famities. 
This benefits SOO,OOO children in FY 2002 in families earning up to 85% of State median income. 

0.2 0.3 0.5 1.0 1.5 3.5 

3. Increase aftor4lchool child care funding for latchvkoy children in working poor famlUas. 
This benefits 1 million school-age children in FY 2002. 

0.2 0.3 0.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 



CHILD CARE OPTIONS 
.. 

These options help low~income working families get child care assistance without going through 
the welfare line. While the new we1fare refonn biU 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 offwe!fare. These options outline 
different ways to target additional child care funds to working poor families. 

1. Make the Child & Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTe) Refundable 

• 	 Proposal. Because the OCTC 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 $IA billion in FY02, 

• 	 11D~~ct. 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~income families need, 
funds for chHd care in "real time," but most will not be able to 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 th.tadministration ofthe credit's refundability should not be a problem. 

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

• 	 fIPPQs.l, The Child Care & Development Block Grant is a direct sub,idy program (with 
discretionary and mandatory funding streams) for low*income working families earning up 
to 85% o[State median income, This proposal would co,t 83.5 billion over FYs 98..02 and 
$1.5 billion in FY02. These dollars would be mandatory and matched with State funds. 

• 	 Imgact This option targets a larger individual subsidy to a smaller number oflow~income 
working families. The families of 500,000 children in FY02 would receive an average 
Federal payment of $2,700 per year tov.'aJ'd their child care expenses. This would provide 
critical support to working fumilies who would otherwise be unable to remain off welfare. 

3. Inereas. Cbild Care Funds for I Million More Latch.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, 98·02 and $2.0 billion 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 ofapproximately I 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 fainilies move from part~time work. protect children from being left home 
wone after school while their parents- work, and complement the President's America Reads 
Initiative. 



, . 
New Food Stamp Work Requirement Proposal 

Tough Six Month Time Limit with Strict Sanctions. All non·disabled. childless adults between 
the ages of 18·50 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 
w participates at least 20 hours a week in a training program (as long as job search is no 

mOre than 500/0 of the program! or . 
~ accepts an offer of employment 

Persons who fail to comply with the work requirements win face a hone 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 system of 1 month,3 months 
and 6 months with State option to make them longer, No one will become ineligible unless they 
are offered a work opportunity and refuse it or fail to comply with its requirements. . 

rVorkand Responsibility - Additional Funds to Create More Work Slots, This proposal adds up 
to $60 million per year in new federal monies to the FYI998 $80 million in Federal and $160 in 
FederallState funds. These new funds will be dedicated to creating work opportunities for those 
participants subject to the time Hmit. Preliminary estimates indicate this new $270 milljon will 
create an additional 400,000 work slots over the five year period. By creating new work slots, 
the time limit has rea) 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 to the responsibilities ofaccepting fbod assistance or becoming ineligible for the program. 

Expand the Wage Supplementation Option 10 Include all 18·50's. Concerns have been raised 
aoout whether the new statute allows States to implement the "Missouri waiver" ..- wage 
supplementation .... in Food Stamps. Wage supplementation allows States to contribute the cash 
value ofa public assistance household~s food stamp benefits to an employer in order to subsidize 
the hiring and employment ofa household member. Under current law. States have the op~ion 
ofusiog a bousehold's food stamp allotment to subsidize the employment ofretipients as Jong as 
lh£.household is also receiving public assis!ance fTANF or GAl. This proposal would expand 
the State option to all 18~50ts 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 outlays in millions 0[$) 


Five year EnS. EY22 EYJlQ fXlll 
40 50. 60 60 270 
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The Honot:'ahle Si11 Clinton 
President 
United.Statee of America 
1Etfll1 ilRnrH'Iyl vania Ave. 
Waehington, D,C. 20':'OC 

Dea~ Mr. Presiden~; 

I w..:;.ul.cl tikI'!! t.o commend yQu for you.r contin~Gd lcoderohip in 
1!:H'1s1.Irin<,) th",t t:'hp t:f:'r:"'l'It.iy An;J~I:fl'td 1IIelfare retorrr. bill succeeds in 
:l!O\,f':"'~lj '4I~ledl:t:! .I.';:";:!..plt:!nclil to \ilo::.:k, ! 

. , 

As you have said on several occasions I P,U:H:f<11:.jt:.be Lil~ welfl\l.'c rei.:.n:m 
bill ~Q3 ju~t the beginning. not the end, of w.lfare re!O~M. I w~s 
p~eased to learn of your proposal to include a weltare to vork 
p;::Qgrc.m for recipient:'" of Temporary A.::u)iotn.ncQ: for Needy Pam'llieo in 
your bunger... I strongly encourage you to continue your efforts in 
making the gval of l.'cp: .. eing welfare with work t rcnlity, 

Till:ou~h..;..ut !:he debate on we:fare :l.'"eforTn, my higl1eat priority W..3 

~"'R\l'r' n9' thR!" Wr"ITIr T"'ofllJi T!'I:mra.ntoA for IIIi":Hare recipients be realistiC 
d.wl wur°)o;.4iUle. We ~lt.uulJ t°t:il.iyi.l.°¢ gl:eatel' rc:sponbibility for 
.individual. who are .bh to tJork without h(l.rminij indiv;';n",ltl who flTC"! 
willing :0 '.40rK but: are net able -::':0 obt.ain employment:. ~ YU:.l 1:(('"'" 
p~iq on numercuo Qcc~oiQno, now tha~ We haVQ dQ~nded r.&pon~!~ility 
0: weitare recipients, we have an obllgatio;. tc!l~prOVide them a~ 
opportunity to work. I cncOtlrtlge you t.o extend thin principle to 
r.he tood stamp recip~ents who tace time limlta on eenetlCS and work 
};"I;:q\d.....ement::l th::lt dre mueh more at ....ingent th~n tho provioiono.o£ ehe 
""'."NF h)nr-.k gTetnto ° i 
'l"ne w.lfar~ r"?form bill .. iOfl~~ i.T'lI"~ 1rio;.; (':nnr.<ll n~o ;lI p'\O"'"ovhion that 
Lt!L·ml!H:tltH:I LUUU c.LC:UH'pt> rV! ;:H,ml~ .. tHo:.il-'ol..:ncili if t~ey caltl"lO'::. find joh~. 
ThiQ provision, which '<I.Uil off.. rad <tt tho 1.Slt m~nute befor@ the ° 

H01.:..ge ot Representatives passed the weHara retorm bill, was poorly 
thought out and ....ill have severe conaequenCC3 for people .....ho .:.lro 
trying hard to find work without: success. As t' saia curing the 
eebate wben thi.s pl,"ovi;:$i.,-,n w.a~ de:bA~ed in the HOutlte of 
ppp¥I?;,.p;nr~r,iv~q. ""if t:nAY h):i:vP bp."ort hirl nf,f from r.heir job in a 
~¢~~Qd vt: ..oet,;c:1;;!.l~Ut it the~ went On f"..;..d oell:mpe:, ae::lr-;hed high ~nd 
... >;l'J for ,work and .. ound noth.l11:1 af,e~L r:hrl!l~ mnnr,hF, 1f", ,,. trmgh luck 
(Ut

O Lbem, " I 
Those at:fected by chis provision are very poor ~nd ge.:te:n::l.l1y dt.) Won. 
qualify for fe.der.sl or other state aQsis.t.ncQ programs. Howover, 
they may tace substantial hurdles in 'in~1ng jobs in the private
$ector. AQdea to this problbm ie th~ fact thatl the overwhelming 
majt.:lritY·':If sl::at4$, including my 9t<'lt~ ('If 1'PY;Hll (j(') nl"l\': have a 
wu!'k.CaL'ld pl:Uyzo4i!t: CUI.' ~:Juu tf\...¢\.111I 1'cn.:l.h-'1 ro:.l\.;;1 ° t1f~l:ler '.:;he neW" welf~,,"e 
law. many food «amp ••eipi.n<. who wan< to worr will lnPA "hpic 

I 
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I 
Cc..md. ::Icamps because they cannot. rind 10be or obFa1n a wOI"k!are 
_ggignrnent. The welfare 13w deeD provide ot~tcc with the option of 
requesting t:r.at this provision be waived in are~s at high 
uncmploym~nt. In facti Govel."nor Ou:sh ho~ requc:sltcd that iG countieB 
in 'T'P.X.:IA hI'! pypmpt frnm thi ~ pro-wi ~i on hp.f.';'4Il.ge bf high unl;!mploymo:-nt. 
H.:Jwe;vca, Lhe ciulllLy u[ ~LdLt:::::I lu ['I:lJ.uI:I::IL wi:llv~b:1 1::1 very narz'uw and 
i.s not flexible ~n,-,ugh to tak~ 1nto account: loe~l employment:. 
t.:umlltlons. I 

I believe chac ~here should be a atronq work re~uir~menc 1n r.he food 
stamp progr3m. The welfare provisions that I helped ~uthor in both 
the coalit.ion ou.dgel: and the biparr.isan caBr.le-'~·anner ....e1!:are bill 
includcd'provi3ion3 requiring food 3tnmp reeipi nt~ to work and 
provid~ci funding t:o make sure that workf.ar(l! ~ln.l'I nr ,,:lim; ',",r wr,rk 
activities Wl!:l.·e available fer food ~t.amp :t:e:':ipi~nt..:!I o..;UIlC"'CU uy L1Lc 
""0'rk rl!!qtlirQmentil. Thoile who found a job or accepted their workfotrQ 
Cl~~.i';;IIlt\eClt would i:.u:~ allowl!d to com:.inue recelv1nq rood er.amps. 
Those who f.ilQd to comply wit.h the work requir~ment would loae 
their 'ood er.amp. Ho....ever, no one who was will'ing co work or 
participate in a workfare progr;:).m would be denifd food otQ.mpa if 
chere were no wo.rkfare sloes available. I 
I urge you to propose legle~ation in your budget to change the 
o.rbitrary food f'ltarnp ba,n in the current law into a meaningful and 
tough work n'!Q1l1 rp.mp,nt, ril'l h('lt,h Y('lll :tnti J pr.,.,ftf.\.9~d durina the laSit 
Congloeee. Pg,lluLc Lu d.UULCI:I~ LillI:> Pl:OV.Ltliuu wi~l re::Jult in larqe 
numb@rg of poor American~ who genuinely w41nt tal work losing their 
fuod ~tamps and facinq hunqer and hardgh1~ because they can't find 
job.. I 
A941in, thank you for your lc;).dcrohip on thio critico.l i33uc. I look 
forward to concinuing co work with you on this ~na other issues. 

I 
urcuel .:, 

Charles w.1 Stenholm 
Member of ,Congrc33 

CW5:esl icc: 	Vice PreDident Core 

Loon rranecca 

Frank Rainel."J I 

uan tilickman 
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TO: Ken Apfel 

FR: Muian Wright Edo)man 

RE: Wel!iue 'Fix-up" l'..::.b;e 

DA: December 12, 1996 


My staft"metTeCe!llIywilb;::::';!!::!::::}~~~~~~::~;::::andCynthia Smith from OMB) !b disctW 

legislation. At 1hatmeCling, J=BcIIOmi indioaltd it would I helpful ifwe would prioritizA: 

c<>n:ecti<ms being considered b;rw ~,-w.w...:.~ thismemonndwn in 

=ponse. and wanted 10 share it with y?u. " " j , 

I sbould omphasize our ",riDUS oonoc:m aboort the amount the A<!ininistt1otion i. considering 

investing in the pac:klIge. A true"m.-up'" p:ad<age ",ould alIIt fODsiderahly more than 513 

billi&n fA> Md. th. borms to iIIImigrmds, child..... and Jiimllies, ...d s!ade .dulls. 

Al>oording to CBO,lilt _ to be able '" meet tho _ ~~ participation requitmK:nts 

alone theY would need"" additi<maJ S12 billion. /ldditional ~eJltll are critically important 

10 ensure that children and 1iImill.. .",not barmed. MfJt'eOYU, "fillrer "'9' S8idi,abledchildren 

_legall"""/grant MediatJd casts slwvld b. ojfw against I~ fl3 billion. CBO knew that 

Congress had !livcnthe !'residcot ll.xibility as to 5S1 disabled children, and 1bal slates had the 

option to coll1inuc to provide Mt:dlcaid when they eosu:d out "'"ibill 


Am_the "fixe.- cuneotIy UlIder oonsidOlllliou. tho fullowing ~ top priorities: 

En<!!.! Slam", for Fi!mm... ,Low income _lies "ilb cluldren are devaslated by the• 	
, 

Food'SUunp cub mad. by wellillll lI'form. A "fix-up' bijl should restore the .""... ' 
sl!eIter cost dedudion lilt t'amiliC$ with clIildn>u. asit ..... previous!y authorizod aru! as it 
now exists lilt senior citizens, It should also...-. the.la!culatioo .fFood Stamp 
benefits based on 103 petOOlltofthe Thrlfly Food Plan,.6d full adjUS!mcatofFood 
SUunp benefits based "" the C""""""" Price In<lex. In h~ July 31 stalemellI. the ' 
PTt!$idenl JP"ifica1ly lI(J(ed that repeaI a/tM =UfwIrer 'j:>rt>vu'ion 1$ a miff•• and 1 
WiIlworKIO(;Q",:c1u."; 'j 

• 	 Smwortll!2 W<rrls.. fnvOSling $3.4 billi"" over t!uee Y"!"" injob erearionlplacement i•• 

saep in therighl direetion. If.......... in IigbtofCBO's<$timll!eofo marettum $12 

billio" work sbonfa!l••higi1er funding It:.el should be aUthorized. To ent1hl. welfaro 

parents 10 ear" afizmi!y-''IIppOTting ""8", I"" AdMtnUtrp/ion s/",.,Jdalso give statu the 

option ofC01DI1ing e~ng as a "'ark activity IOwards Ihe requiredwork 


. ,_"" 	 IIXg'nc,ly-.cn rate.. '.' ; I 
• 	 Immig"..m .. W. agroe about tho importance of""",,riut I"PI immigrMts' eliglbility for 

federal sa!i:ty net programs sw:h .. SSI aml Food Stam~. The package should eli..i""", 

the SIll" owon to deny !b.e:m Mt:dlcaid, child ca.te, and l'ANF and, at srate option. allow 
the use of MCJlcaid funds for _101 care lilt illegal r'IS. 

, . '..' lHSwM.NW 
. Wdll.rlgtDn.. OC'ZOCKH 

T~ 2026288787..... 	 " II ~_~m• 

I 

http:lHSwM.NW
http:IXg'nc,ly-.cn
http:Plan,.6d
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An Admi:aistmi0ll ~e soowd also jru,lude tho following "D1... ",bleb are """"",- with 
""""""" voiced by "'" Pn>sident aud _ will help keep childrb safe and families together: 

, • 	 I 

• 	 r~Clrihl.... from Dss1it!!liog., Stales choosingl time limit shorter !ban five . 
yearn should ~~ too:l!i:r cash nr)2l9h= afte:rthb expiration ofthe time limit In 
meet tho needs ofe1uldren. 1I1 tho ..... of_"i6at~ time limits of_!ban fivc

• 
yoars out ofa longertimc period (sueb as """ years ow. offM:rY fuurtsixlt:n year pcriod),

I 	 .,,,,,,,,hers or cash to meet !be ncccIs ofc:bil_ shoWd be provided. M""""",,, wbl:n 
parenIS are meeting _ cxpa;fBiians, 1hl:y should nol t>i penaIizcd by having !be time 
limit apply: the time limit "clock" should llOt tiel in, JTl(7ll~ in wblch a parent is wod::ing 
20 ormoro bo"", per wod!: aud is~·partial-<:ash-1Ild'"' . 

KapingChildml iII F .. mm,;.. Thi:~'s~ should. include. 
plQvision _ptiDgl1Oll-pmntmmve~ fmm I"" time limit _ the child 
would otherwise be 01 risk ofrequiring ..bstitute.,...., CjIiIdton JiviDg with reJati_like 
eldedy or disabl«l glalldpam>!ll may mtcb tho live-year 1fmit without any prospeoI that 
tho grondl"ll"lll can go to work aud SU)lJIOrt tho c:bild. CIlIIixIg offaid to tho child and 
nan-parent ",",live may mew:! that !he child must be ,,,,,,,,vea from the relaDvo'. 
household aud pia=! in lIir more costly foster care." "Ibis: modest change would help keep 
flImiIi"" to8"lhe< what ~Rlatives are dciQ8 !heir best to stq> ;" oM """" for 
child.=. 

• 	 , 

I 
• 	 Entvinr Familimjlaye A.m;a to Emntjg' StmjuJl;t$ervim- Un<b the new Law. it 

appears that the time clOck begins In tick (and work I"e<f'l!remartslcickinl as 000.0. as a 
•flImiIy begins 10 receive " TANF-fimdedscmoe-even·iftbat service ism Idnd. rather 

than cash assistance: ThiS means that tile time limit and kk requiremen1S apply to 
family p=ervation and.."..geney scMces such as hombl...._ aid funded through 
TANF -- a disi=tive fOr _10 o:I!i:r tIlese criIicaI seJ.vi=, and a disincentive fur 
flImiIies to """apt them. .The time limit and work ""!~ should be limited to cash 
asslstance fimded through TANF. . I 

• 	 Child Cam. Federallav.: sbould J'M'I'l'! stale$ from ~i2Utg families with <:hiI<Iz<l1 . 
under age 11 who cannot .oompIy with tile work requiremccls """use lboy _ get 
needed child =. The cum:m law prott:cts only cb!Idmi uodtr age six. Both the House 
and the Senate vott:d to l""1llCt children up to age 11, buti1he protection W03 loweted 10 
age six ;" eonf=nce. The Presid..... ""Ifare speeches stress that tile bUl "guarn.ateed" 
child can: so that parentll can take care or tIlei, children when lboy go to work (e.g., ·We,
J'W'Id the _ tel'1:lm\ law, but ""Rpt gu.lII'llIlteOd h.;alth care and child cam for 
working wom.., and childroIt, so that what "'" give P"Ol/le ajob they can also take care 
of thei, kids.· Speech 8f.W96. Sec abo spcccbcs 8129196, 9/4196, 916196, 9115196, 

. 9/24196). Protecting school-age children is eonsisten.1 w+ the Presidential intent to 
guar.anl<e child care for eluldton whose _ an: _to go to work.. . 

• 	 I 
. I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

l 
· 



Mayors 

TY: suffer conscqs for its failure 
We're committed to make WR work & give you tools to 

Three cha1lenges 

1. States: replace WR system with a work system 
-- wage subsidies & other tools to promote work 
-- tech assistance, keep us pos ted 

2. Balance budget in way that strengthen, our ability to make WR work 
1) FS & immigs --esp. kids 

-- need bipartisan support 
-- This is not about changing the Welfare bill 

2) Incentives to business to provide work for hardest to employ 
-- Details of POTUS plan: $3b to states and cities 
-- Difficult Q'.: 

-- how to coordinate w/states 
-- how to entice business 

3. Enlisting the private sector 
-- your budgets are tight, so 3rc ours 
-- new opportunity for bold experimentation 
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Nn"ember 27. 1996 

an... Rood 
Deputy AssiOlIilt 'olho Ptt:sIdatt 
1M Domestic I'olioy 
Tho Whito R_ 
Old IlxocutM: OJ6oe BuilIliD& - Room 216 
W.sh....... D.C. 20'00 

W. appJ:Cciated. tho limo )IOU I11III PIUI Oiamoad _, wish .. Iut wool. 
<IisoussiDglhojoWinlI!atlve od OllIs up_ ofwelfiln: nfonII. Wclo.l 
forward to wurUlg wIIh ynlllilrther ill Iho devolop_ oftho job. pr.pU>ll ..we 
..u WlIIlI it 10 "" ..... mat \l.illwori< in ciIi.. aDd really move w.II'alc r..,;pi""" iDIo 
job& 

Ai I 1IIIllIIi000od to you, ou.r Tut Force on Wcllim: -.,. hllt'hmmtaI!on 
will "" _inll in Washingtoo 011 Deoemher II. We"", plwcd to invile you to 
brioflho IIlI)IOfS on die AdminillU.aOll', we_ reform implcllum18tion eftbns. 
W • .w.1lIII you _. boll! ollintt to implcmmllho lqjs!81iun passed last 
~....... aDd plmuI tOT COtTOC!iv1> Josislation aDd thejobs iWIiaIive. lb. sessiou Wl11 
"'" pllc.1n th. oJ6oe. ofllle CODl\InIo.. o(May.", 1620 Eye Streo!. NW. W. 
plan to baV• .peakors In10 brief"" b_ 10:30 AM aDd 12;30 PM. aDd would 
Uk. to schedule ycur pr_ during !hat time pcrlucl. 

Lauro OoKovon W_ ofthc CoI!fimIee IIIAll'wiIl bern touch witJ1 yo... 
oJ6oe sIlortly to provide aoyliuthot iofmma1ioa you wish! need l1li<1. r bope, to 
-.ftmt ycur pattieipa1ioo. in th......... . 

SiuI:o:IeIy, 

~ Nonww. B. l\Il;c> 

Mayor ofS..tdo 

Chair, T.... Puree on Wcllim: 

IIdimn l.mplcmmUtiOll 
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Task Force on Welfare ~efnrm 
December 11. 1)196 

Alend. I 
10:30 AM 	 Coli to Ord<r ond openl.15tatc~.nt 

Nunu gjl.:"C, Mayor of Seattle. Chair I 
BriermgJ un Welfare Reform LaWi aad iu ImplemeJltntion and 
l.exishltive Proposals I 
Ron fuu..ws, StaffDirel..1or, SubcoIinnlltee on Human Resources., 

Committee ull Ways alId MClln~ U,S, House of&epresentativ~ 


Raymond Scltcppach. Ext\:utlve DiI!or. Narlona16ovemors' 

Associatioll .


"'Is'AI~ D"",. Reed, ~ lu the Pr... t for Policy Plan"big 

Roben Oroensteill, E,,,.,..u,r DinM\rr. C",ter on Budgeland 


Policy Priorities I'l12:30 I'M 	 Lunch.." 

1:00 I'M 	 rr ... Brief1n~ 

1 :30 l'M Example! of CiLy EffUfLJ tu lmple ent Welfare Reform 
i , 

DtvelopwclU uf II Cvufen.uce of Mayors 1m Welfare Reform 
Imph:mcotalioll A~l:lldZl 

.. federal Legisht.ivc: ClUlIlgt:S 

Corrective aud itestwaliv¢ A;mcmJ.ult,;Ul~ 

Jobs ITngr.8:tu 'I' 

Tax Incentives 
Implications tot Other Fcdtlal Prc&rams (lob TIII.~. 
Housing, <t<.) I 
At:coun.tability I 

*' City Monitoring ofW~lfmc R.;:fonn Implcmcntation.md National 
Reporting ofth.~, I 

, 
• Other Arcu 

3:4) PM I,,,, 
4:00PM Adjtlllrn 

http:Implcmcntation.md
http:openl.15tatc~.nt
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Child & Dependent Care Tax Credit -- Options ror EXP.~ 

~4pr
1. Make the Credit Refundable 

Estimated Costs m127-2Q02): 

Treasury Estimate: $4.2 billion 

JCT Estimate: $2.1 billion 


2. Expand the. Credit So Working FamjJies and families With Youn.g Children Benefit More 

This proposal would have 3 main components: 
. 

(1) 	 Increase the income levels between which the credit rate phases down. The credit rate 
would phase down from 300/, at $17,000 to 20"" at $45,000 (compared to SIO,OOO and 
$28,000 under current law). 

(2) 	 Increase creditable child care expenses for all eligible children, The credit rate would 
be applied to up to $2,500 in child care costs for one child and to $5,000 ror 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 credllable child care expenses subslanllally 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 $8,000 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 to $2,400. 

'!hose who would benefit most from this expansion are single parents with young cbildren, 
Taken together, the frrst two components would account for $2.1 billion oftotal costs (the 
majority of which would be due to increasing the credit rate phase-down income levels rather 
than increasing creditable expenses). Increasing creditable expenses substantially further for 
young children would cost $1.5 billion. 

Estimated Costs (1997-2Q021: 

Treasury Estimate: 53.7 billion 

JCT Estimate: nla 


August 15, 1996 



<

Background on the Child & Dependent Care Ta. Credit 

The Child & Dependent Care Tax Credit is an income tax credit for taxpayers who incur 
employment-related expanses for child care or other dependent care. 

• 	 EligibmU;. 1be credit is available to single parent. 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 
under 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 to $480 for those whose 
income is above $28 j OOO, The maximum credit for families with two or more children in 

'care ranges from $1,440 to $960. The credit may not exceed the earnings ofthe lesser
eaming spouse in a two~parent family. There is no income ceiling or further reduction in 
credit for famllies that earn more than $28,000. The credit i. determined as follows: 

The tax law limits creditable expenses to $2,400 for onc child and $4,800 fur two 
or more children. In two-parent families, creditable expenses may not exceed the 
eamed income of the lesser-..earning spouse. 

The actual credit is an income~based, sliding-scale percentage of incurred 
creditable expenses. The percentage is set at 30 percent for families "'1th 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.' (l11e maximum allowable credit for a family 
earning $28,000 with one child in care is therefore 0.2'$2,400, or $480.) 

• 	 !::IQiming. The credit is a non-refundable tax expenditure claimed by taxpayers on their 
annual tax return. Taxpayers first compute their Federal income tax liability and then 
subtract their dependent care credit to arrive at a fmalliability amount. Because it is non
refundable, the dependent care credit may not exceed a taxpayer's Federal tax liability. 

Since low-income families whose earned income falls below $1 0,000 have little 
or no tax liability, 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 maximwn credit because the maximum credit amount is greater 
than their tax liability. (They can claim a portion less than the maximum credit 
amount.) Table I 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. family earns approximately $22,000 (depending 
on whether the tax return is filed jointly or as a bead of household). 

• 	 Participation, 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 to $2.6 billion, and the average amount ofcredit 



·. 

claimed per family increased from $206 to $420. 

IRS data from 1992 show thai 13 percent of the benefit from the credit accrues to 
families with AGI of less than $20,000; ahout 48 pereent to families with AGI 
between $20,000 and $50,000; and ahout 38 percent to families with AGlabove 
SSO,OOO. Less tban one percent of head of household returns with AGI 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 ofhousehold 
retnrns with AGI bet".. en S10,000 and $30,000. 

Table 1. ClaimabJe Credit ror Maximum Allowable 1993* 

Joint Return Head of Housthold 
Adjusted Gross 

I 2 I 2 

$10.000 o 0 o 0 

$14,000 SII3 0
/---- 

$578 S225 
L...-_---=~ 

S18,000 

526,000 

areas i 
amounts less than the maximum claimable credit 
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Deotmber 9, 1996 


NOt. for: Ken Apfel, Ge~ S~erl;ng, Bruce Reed, Lyn Hasan, Alicia Munnell 


From: Barry While ffJU . 

Subject: Welfare to W,,,kr,E!Uiii!irniS:: 


Attached are revised opening pages for the Welfare to Work paper you asked me to 
circulate to the agencies. l'd like your reaction to these pages before circulating. They attempt to 
capture both the voucher Ilnd the large scale demo approaches diS(:ussed at Thursday's meeting:, I 
want to be sure I~vc characterized them appropriately, 

I'll he in meetings out of my office from 9:45 possibly through S pm. so pJease send me 
your comments via fax (5-7752) or e-mail. Once incorporated,l'U messenger around lh. full 
package to the agencie., probably Tuesday morning. 

Thanks. 

c: Matlack, Walsh, Fontenot, l;al'kas 
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~DRAFT 

l>eccmber 9,1996 

WELFARE-TO·WORK JOBS PROGRAM DESIGN 

The Welfare·to-Work Jobs Challenge Fund (WTW) is intended to provide incentives to 
States and citie$ to place long~tcrm welfare recipients in jobs that lead toward self ..sufficiencyand 
reduee welfare dependency. It maxim!7,cs the flexibility and innovation of States and cities 
working in close cooperation with Ihe private sector and the community by specifyin;: measures of 
wcccss and rewarding achievement, and giving Statesicitics complete freedom to design the 
services. The evidence of the ability of past Federally-designed job training and placement 
programs to achieve significanllevels of success with ihis populalion is decidedly mixed, whether 
under JTPA, Welfare·JOBS, Poo<! Stamps Employment and Training, or myriad other designs. 
WTW would be accompanied by a $ubsf:l.ntially enriched tax credit to empioyers who hire the 
larget group, Although this prnposed credit is much richer than the: current credit. based on 
previous tax credit take up rates, the credit alone wiIl not be sufficient to change the hiring 
practices ofemployer~. or the employment prospects ()fJong~term welfare recipients. However, 
the performance-based incentives ofWTW coupled with the credit and with TANF's work. focus 
and new child care funds. should, when combined into State and local strategies that integrate 
other resources. catalyze substantial ne\'I' job creation to make lasting improvements in tbe lives of 
Jong~lerm welfare recipients. 

Presented below is a workmg outli:le of how the Welfarc·to-Work (WTW) Jobs $:3 billion 
spending program could be. designed. it is based on the parameters scI in the August 
announcemcnl of the irutiative. \Vlole any aspect ofthe design can raise issues, the oUlline 
highlights eight major issues the WTW workgroup identified (a ninth, worker dis.placement, is 
presumed solved by DOL's proposed lan!:,'llage, 8S indicated below): 

L City eligibility for direct g""ts 

2, Definition of eligible individu2.1:s 

3. Definition of earnings success for performance payments. 
4. ~crformance payments for public sector jobs 
S. Mayoraf control 
6. Federal role in plan approval 
7. Use ofWTW funds for workfare and subsidized public sector jobs 
S. Federal administration 

The discussion of the WTW design is preceded by two threshold questlons that have been 
raised about the August parameters. 

mRESHOLU ISSUES 
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L Doll" a stronger link 10 pCTSQmd responsibility through voucher. offer" viable 
.alternarive dtsigll that tOuld Abo mitigate tht Mayor/Governor iNne? 

Notwithstanding WTW's novel performance accountability feature, the August de:slgn 
may be criticized as essentially just anothi!f granl to States and cities, like lTPA and Welfare
JOBS, with as liule hope for major net impftcl. The Administration's GI Bill for America'. 
Workers adult program design i5: centered on offering adults in need oflraining a voucher and 
good training market information so they CQuid make infbmled training provider choices without 
going through traditional bure<lucracies, While the WTW August design suppons a much broader 
array of services. and certain1y would pemlit any State or locality to use voucher..based strategies, 
finding a wny to build in a more vi,ibk vouchct aspect to the overall design could extend tI•• GI 
13m model to WTW. and perhaps make the proposal' more !uractive to many in Congress. A 
vouehcr~based proposal could ~uppon the role of Mayors as program implementers but eliminate 
the need to make them independent grantees, as envisioned in August. 

A voucher-based s~rateg)' in the \VTW context could take diiferel'lt torms. One form. 
which would aJso hell' tie WTW more c!os.ely to TANF, would begin with the recognition that the 
WTW target group. Jongwteffi1 welfare recipients, must in the first instance be identified to the 
WTWagent by the T ANF office, The Stale would be the grantee. The TA~l' office would 
identify the WTW eligibles and, rerhap.s after de....ising an employability plan with each one, issue 
each Ii voucher wortn $3,000. (AJternativcly, the voucher could be worth $2.250 with valance 
generated by successful performance, as. in the August WTW). 

The voucher would be convertible iO services, subsidies to private or public employers, Of 

whatever, perhaps by taking it to the JTPAlPJC under the Mayor's direction, This would 
eliminate the need for a separate WTW grant to the ma.yor willIe retaining his control over the 
services, 

The individual would be entitled to services. but to $3,000 worlh ofservice. As in WTW. 
the among spent per person would be whaleverthc TANF/JTPA offices determ,jned would mosl 
likely work. But the aggregate va.lue of vouchers in a given State/area would define the limit of 
the Federal expenditure. 

Qptiau A' Require YOlJc:ber·bllsed jmplemeaWiQfl strateajes. The insertion of the youcher device 
need not limit the flexibility nfthe WT\V grantee t-o use whatever $tratcgies seem most successful 
for various pat1S of the population. The option enhances the necessary close linkage between 
TANF and WTW administering agencies, It does add a step in the administrative process: and 
some complexity. The aspect of persona! responsibility would fit with the theme ofPRWOA and 

,with the President's suppOrt for vouchers, 

Option B~Hi~bliUbl voucher-based 5tfal~~t:G, possibly with a filllding. jncentiye for those who use 
it but dQ nOl m!)ndate. One or r.;ore models for vouchers could be specified as available, and 
promoted as most in line with the lheme of the l'RWOA A small bonus fund would be set aside 

2 
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to be allocated to StateS or cities (for se:vice 10 additional eligibles) that implement voucher.. 
based strategies, 

OptiQIl C; ComJl)ete !Q~al discretion, Voucher strategies wouJd be highlighted in the rhetoric 
sulTOUnding WTw, and woule be included in tbe statute as in Option B (but without the bonus). 
This Option would not, a$ 8 practical matter, be materially different t'Tom the flexibility in 
administrative design in the August parameter£. 

Among considerations for this alternative arc: 

Will a voucher Slnuegy for this population be sufficiently appeating to a broad spcctnttn n 
the Hill that its use enhances the likelihood of enactment? Vouchers in the 01 Bill 
game-red some considerable .lil:?pOn among Republicans, especially in tilt: House, though 
primarily for adults and mosily for dislocllted workers in need oftraining only. 

h is likely thM some critics will be dubious of the effectiveness of the voucher approach 
for a hard-lo-employ welfare population. The House job tr.ining bill, however. did apply 
vouchers to all adults, which in JTPA includes a sizeable number ofwelfare recipients. 

Thi:; design (others are surdy possible) attempts to retain strons mayoral control over 
services. but does Jose the :-ole of mayor as grantee. Is thi$ acceptable? 

The President is strongly supportive of voucher approaches. 

IL Should nil or 8 signiOc.l'lnt Jlortion of the \VTW $3 billion, or nil additiouAI equivalent 
aMount, be mAde available to test in II smAU !lumber of ptaces a variety of vcry intensive 
work..bDse~ welfAre strategies? 

As indie.ted in tn. tables at Tab A, ifWTW money is distributed to all States and to many 
cities. the amoum pet entity wlll be relalively modest. While: this may enhance the likelihood of 
rcaching the annour.ced goat of 1 mmion successful ptacements. it also means. that even with dose 
links to T.ANF. the program wili not. demonstrate on a large scale the etTtcacy of specific 
strategies for the target populatioll, Despite decades of many programs serving welfare 
recipients, there is omy a mixed body of knowledge about what works best for which types of 
people in which situstions_ Funher. should there be regional economic downturns that limit the 
availability ofreguTar private sector jobs for welCare recipients hitting time limits. the work~based 
premise ofTANF and time limits m.ay fail uo~ess. there are good models for States and cities to 
implement t!'Jat keep this population engaged in wOJk~rclated activity rather than welfare 
dopendency. 

j MTF is, in effect, a natural €xperir.lent in alternative approaches to work~based welfare, 
Comparing mid~sessjon projections to spt!lciing under PRWOA, the new law gives States roughly 
51 billion more each year for at least the next four years for jobs programs. benefits. and increased 
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from the amount for FY 2000, 

ID: DEC 08'96 23:00 No.OOS P.06 
. . . 

child care th1\n would have been available under the prior AFDe, JOBS, and child care structure. 
While current press focus is on States where benefit levels arc being reduced, most States should 
take the work focus ofTANF seriously and to try to get people ready for and placed in jobs. 
However, no State is likely to have enough money to do controlled experiments on a large scale 
with alternative approaches. 

This alternative would lake a sizeable amount (or all) of the $3 billion for WTW and 
redefine WTW to be a large scale test, in perhaps JO cities or States, of different approaches to 
work-based systems. Each area would apply competitively to U5C these funds (in concen with its 
TANF funds),in support afone model for its entire welfare c!15cload. Models could include: 
vouchers, reliance all private or puhlic or non-profit job creation; work-for·benefits; pay-for~ 
performance; varying work sched\lles; varying forms of supported work. Sites would be selected 
10 represent a range oflccl'll economics, but at least half would be urban and rural areas with 
above average unemployment. Rigorous evaluRtion would be required. 

This altermllive responds 10 concerns that T ANF alone, or with WTW, will n01 advance 
the state of knowledge of how to do work-based welfare successfully, and that the WTW money 
would be better spent 011 advancing this knowledge base, h is obviously far less inclusive in its 
distribution of funds among Strlles and cities. However, this option adopts the demonstration 
mode f(lT n~w wdfar~, which is a stand<lrd mode for the Federal government, and may tieem less a 
contradiction to the State-based TANF design than WTW now appears; on that basis, it may be 
more enaclable than the current WTW design. 

A 5ub-option might add $100 million (or more) for such controlled experiments, using the 
new Federal money as an incentivc for \vruch States/cities would compete, committing their 
TANF and base WTW funds;o Ihe project. . 

TH~'6N ISSUES, AND OPTIONS 

A) Budget structure 

• Dud.eel S1U1cture. a capped mandatory spending program, 

• fuod availability. Funds will be aval Ie in the following amounts: FY J998, $750 
million; FY 1999, $1 billion; and FY 2 

for the purposes of making performance paym s during FY 1998, the Secretary may 
ornw !l..lIlds fi'om the amount for FY 1999. For th rpose (If making performance 
payments during FY 1999, the Secretary may draw fu 

• AY.!\ilabiljtv for obligatiop. funds would be available for ohliga 
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Tentative Legislative Proposal!! Tu ProJllote Adoption. 


NO\-'("nlbe:r 7, 1996 


Background: The Adoption Assi"ROC< and Child WdfllIe Act of 1930 (PL. 96.272) w., 
cnactc.d primari:y bcl!au!;C chUdren were stuck in lbe limbo of fUSler carC':, Many childrt'o 
wen.: no1 bdr.S n.::turt'll.!d s.afe;y to their fnmilics nor \yere tilt:), bch,g placed v,1!h perml\:l\;,;li 

families through adoption. Despite the consic.,;rable accoU1pllslu~\cntt; of PL, 96~272, 
prohlems still exist, What foHows is a set of policy pwpcs..11s that would })fomute ad1:ll1ti(llL 
These proposals have either been r~commcndcd to the Committee during hearings Or have 
b~et'; given to CommincC' n~(;mbcr5 or staff by vMinus illdividtJ[JIs and (lrUaoization;; inli;Tcsted 
in adoption. 

I. \\)hen ,jrc~50nable ef(ortsH become unn.'llsr.nable; whe-n reuuificfttfon is impos,slblc. 
This: provlsiC'H wou!d define in sUHute the conditiulls unJcr which efforts ~o rClIDify cilildr>:<o 
with their family should n!)t be: pursued. The Icgislrltive I&nguagc would slate that only ill the 
following c1rcumsiancci: Ca!1 the stuleli not pllr1:itlc Hret:~on~b!c efforts". TIle cirCwtl:.1nm:cs 
include when a child has been: 

abandoned: 

tortured; 

severely physically abused; 

scxuaHy penetrated by a prtrent; 

sibling has been murdered by a parenl; 

parental rights 10 siblings hey\: been terminated. 


S1ates can specify additional circumsIMC'J.S where "reasonablc cfforn" to reunite the chUd wit.h 
Ihe family no:cd not be pursued, but these additional cir{';ull1st..'1uCCS musl be approved by the 
Secretary. 

2. Federal taw must make cbild sorety paramount. 

Clf.rify lhat the "rCAS01Ul:h!c efforts" requirement for placement in foster care includes 

consideration of the health, safety, und well.being of the child, (This provision bas betn 

introduced in the Sen>!" by Sen. DeWine, R·OH.) 


:t Pr6\'ide more tim«:ly protections for chihlrcn in foster care-. 
Amend section 427 of ,he Social Security Act which provides safegu~rds ibr children in foster 
carc. S!llCe 1980, StRtes have n(It been eligible for their Federal IV-B fundi< unicss thc-se 
safeguards have been implemented. The. s:1feguurds include a case review system to assure 
that pmcedur&! safeguards arc being followed and II dispositional hearing to assure place-mem 
in a setting that is the least restrictive. 'l1ic limendmem would change the timing of the 
r~view and dispositio)l<li hearinr, so tha! :! wouh!" be bused ('In the aGe of the child: 

·~fol childr<.:n UlH}t"'f I year (If age, :11" current 6 munth court 01 administrative 
lcv:n': """,\llt! lit changed II) 'n(w,'hly \ .. i:h the di'<;Jl(j~;lion:il hc'l.ring nH~ved 



from 18 months to 3 months. with a fo!1ow~up every 3 months; 
~~for children 1 to :} years of age. the court or a.dministralive 

review would be chang!!d to every 3 months with the dispositional hearing 
at 6 months, with a foHow~up every 6 m·(lnths~ 

-.-f0f children above age j~ the court !"t'\'II:W would be every ~ix months with 
the di~rosltional hearing at t8 momhs, with fol!cw-up every 9 month~. 

\ 

". ~, 	 4. Expffiite adoption for ablindont'd babie!i. 
! 	 The purpose of this provision, which hfts been introduced t,S legislution by Harris Fawell (R

rtL). is to prevent abandoned b!\bies from cxperienci:)g prolonged foster care. S~ates wDuld 
be required to place the baby in a preadoptive home within 30 days after the State sets 
custody; within 90 days, the preadoptive parents would have the right fo petirion the court for 
an expedited hearing to ftbtain termination of parental rights and to become the adcptive 
parents. These provisions apply only to children who are 18 months ,of ugc or less. 

S. Elimin.te State statutory Qr regulatory waiting p.ri~d ro, termillatio" of parent.1 

right •. 

Require :states 10 r~view their state blWS and to cHmiot\\e any statutory or rcguhilut), wnitltlg 

period for the initiation of l<mninution of parental rights proceedings. 


6. Give foster parents tbe standing to go .nto four' aDd bring ttt thc CQurt's flwmtiou 
circumstances in which eourt rt'views Qf dispositiunal h(,Rrings have been de1UYfd or in 
wblch a change io tireumifance bas occurred. 
Require state courL<; to grant foster parents a hearing reglUding the child in their care in the 
following two circumstunces.: if there has been a substantial delay in setting the Court review 
('or dispositional hearillS1 Or jf there has been a significant change in circumstance, 

7. Require states 19 begin termination of parental rights after 18 montbfl: ill foster ('are, 

Require state statutes to mandate the initiation of adoption proceedings of a child under the 

age of 10 who has spent 18 of the- last 24 months in state foster can:, unless the court 

determines that adoption is nol in the be,t interest of Ihe child. (Rhode lsland hIlS a similar 

law in place,) 


8. R<'quirt' reasonable efforts: be made to find idoptn't bomes. 

Require that reasonable efforts be made to establish ~C'gat permanency or adoption, where 

appropriate: (currently, states are only required to make rcasunable efforts to Ieunity and not 

(0 find ,doptive homes), 


9. Tie cbild ..My ,tandards to Titl' IV-E state plan requirement •• 
Specific child ",rely standards would be applied to Title IV-E st31e plan ••quiremenlS These. 
include: forensic pediatric examination for physJClllly tunl sexuaUy nbuscd ;;hHdrell~ regular 
pediatric care (or foster children; a criminal and abuse background :;creen!l1g of foster and 
relative carelaken;, 

http:Elimin.te


" 

10, Require a StR.e Direttory of Sen'I... 
Stal(:'s would be rcquirl.':d, at least every 2 years, to compile n directory of child welfare 
service programs available in the Stare, The list would be arranged geographicaU)' ::.nd made 
available 10 the Secretary. jud!,;cs, judicillI admi1l1stratOT:i and aU Stab! agencies involved in 
child piOteCl)oJ), foster care and adl'lpHoE cases. 

Other loltlotln, 

Request a GAO jnvc~!jgatlon to: (l) study how the states are wini funds fN the new 
capped emidement tmder title IV~B for a broad range of (umily preservation sl.!rvkes. Include 
in this study an examination of the impact of these M!rvices 011 achieving pctrnartt';.l)lC), for 
children; and, (2) study the impflct of the'_ set~asidc grants to State courts for as!>c.\(sments and 
impn)VCmenlS of judic!ttl child weirare proceedings. 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 

03-Dec-1996 07:52pm 

TO: 	 (See Below) 

FROM: 	 Pauline M. Abernathy 

National Economic council 


SUBJECT: 	 Adoption event elected official outreach meeting 

We have tentatively scheduled a meeting for this Thursday Dec. 5 at 5:15 pm to 
discuss outreach to the Hill and Governors to gain bipartisan support for the 
adoption directive currently planned to be announced by the President on Friday 
Dec. 13. Ideally, there would be bipartisan representation at the event itself 
which will be here in DC or at the White House. 

HHS legislative and intergovernmental affairs will also be attending. 

Attached is a draft copy of the directive which has not yet been shared outside 
the Administration. 

The meeting location is TBA. 

Please let me know if this time is a prob1em. 

Distribution: 

TO: Janet Murguia 

TO; Tracey E. Thornton 

TO: Ann M. Cattalini 

TO: Stacey L. Rubin 

TO:' Bruce N. Reed 

TO: John P. Hart 

TO: Emily Bromberg 

TO: Lyndell Hogan 


cc: Nicho1as B~ Kirkhorn 
CC: Katharine M. Button 
CC: Cathy R. Mays 
CC: Lester D. Cash 



DFUUPT 12/3 ' 
December xx, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 
THE SECRETARY OF LABOR 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
THE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT: 	 Steps to Increase Adoptions and Other Permanent 
Placements for Waiting Children in the Foster Care 
System 

AS 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's children who live without permanent homes and caring
families. 

Todayz there are over 450,000 children in America in our nation's 
foster care system~ More than half have been in foster care for 
two years or more. While the great majority of these children 
will return home, for about one in five~ returning home 1s not an 
option, and they will need another home, one that is caring and 
safe. These children wait far too long -- typically over three 
years, but for many children much longer -- to be placed in 
permanent homes. Each year~ state child welfare agencies secure 
homes for less than one-third of the children whose goal is 
adoption or another permanent placement. I know we can do 
better. 

I am committed to giving waiting children what every child in 
America deserves -- loving parents end a healthy, stable home. 
I believe we should work toward a goal of at least doubling the 
number of waiting children who are adopted or permanently placed 
from the public foster care system by the year 2002. Of the over 
450,000 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 
number of adoptions each year has been constant for many years, I 
believe that by working with states to identify barriers to 
permanent placement# setting numerical targets. rewarding 
Buccessful performance 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 
Office of Personnel Management to take the following actions: 



.
. 


1) Within sixty days, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, in consultation with state and civic leaders, will 
report to me on actions to be taken to double the number of 
children 1n 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 1n the following areas: 

(a) 	 Plans to work with states on setting and reaching state 
specific numerical targets, through technical 
assistance, initiatives to involve community leaders, 
parents, the business and faith communities, and 
national reSource centera to make information on best 
practices available to states. The details of the 
technical assistance program should be included in my 
budget submission to COngress this coming February; 

(b) 	 Proposals to provide financial per child incentives to 
states for increases in the number of adoptions from 
the public welfare system. Options considered should 
have little to no net costs# as increasea in the number 
of adoptions from the public system will reduce foster 
care costs# thereby offsetting much if not all of the 
incentive payments~ The details of this program should 
be included in my budget submission to Congress this 
coming February; 

(c) 	 A strategy to ensure continued aggressive 
implementation of the Multi-ethnic Placement Act; 

(d) 	 Plans to compile and publish an annual state-by-state 
report on success in meeting the numerical targets; and 

(e) 	 A strategy to recognize successful states. 

2) Within sixty days, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, in consultation with state and civic ~eaders, wil~ 
report to me on recommended changes to federal law and 
regulations and other actions needed to move children more 
rapidly from foster care 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 home, adoption, 
legal guardianship or another permanent placement. The law 
should be strengthened to emphasize the importance of planning 
for permanency as soon as a child enters the foster care system. 
Barriers that needlessly keep children in foster care should be 
removed. The Secretary's report should include~ but shou~d not 
necessarily be limited to# recommendations in the following 
areas! 



{al 	 Plana to provide'states with funding to identify 
barriers to permanency and to develop targeted 
strategies to achieve permanent homes for children who 
have been in foster care a particularly long time. The 
details of this program should be included in my budget 
submission to Congress this coming February: 

(b) 	 Proposala to shorten the period of time between s 
child's placement in foster care and his or her initial 
hearing at which a permanency determination is made; 

(0) 	 A strategy to clarify that the purpose of 
"dispositional hearings" is to plan for permanency#' 
and, as appropriate, to consider referrals for family 
mediation, termination of parental rights, adoption, 
legal guardianship or other permanent placements; 

(d) 	 A strategy to clarify the reasonable efforts 
requirement as it relates to permanency and safety; 

(e) 	 Plans to ensure that states give appropriate weight to 
permanency planning by establishing standards for 
securing permanency through adoption or,guardianship, 
once a decision has been made that the child cannot be 
returned home: and 

(£) 	 Plans to examine alternative permanency arrangements 
such as guardianship, when adoption is not poss1ble~ 

3. Last month, I signed a proclamation designating November as 
National Adoption Month -- a time to increase awareness about the 
tens of thousands of ch1~dren waiting for families and to 
encourage all Americans to consider the rewards and 
responsibilities of adoption. However, adoption must be a 
national concern throughout the year. Therefore. I direct: 

(a) 	 The 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 Secretaries of Health and Human Services and the 
Treasury in consultation with state, civic and private 
sector leaders to develop and disseminate information 
about the new adoption tax credits and other adoption 
benefits, 

(0) 	 The Secretaries of Labor and Commerce in consu~tation 
with state and civic leaders to identify and recognize 
companies in the private sector with model policies to 
encourage and ease adoption 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~ 
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Preliminary List of Welfare Reform 
Options for Consideration in the FY 1998 Budget 

( in biilioflS of dollars. Options are nQt additive,) 

LEGISLATIVE OPTIONS 

foodSrombs 
A 	 Repropose the Administration's work requirement legislation, 

S. Remr"we the Shelter Deduction Cap in FY 1998 
C. 	 Remove the Shelter Deduction Cap in FY2000. 
O. Reindel< the Standard De<iuttlonln fYI998 

E Index the Standard Deduction in FY2002, 


BenefItS: to lromierams 
A. 	Exempt the disabled from SS!, rood Stamp. and Medicaid bans. 
B. Exempt children from SS!, food Stamp, and Medicaid bans, 

(Earlier this year it was estirm,tted that cao would score options A&8 at approximately 

$8 biilum Thi1 estimate reflects AdministtatiOn tedmkal assumptions cnd Ixtselitlc.) 

C. 	Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and d1sabled. 
D. 	 Provide Medicaid tQ all elderly and disabled who lose SSI rbucket"). 
E 	 Repeal the Food Stamp ban for aU legallmmigr.mts; 


require deeming until citizenship except for the: disabled. 

F. Exempt children from $51 ban, 
G. 	 Delay implementation af the 5S1 and Food Stamp.bans for 2 years. a.llowing immigr.mrs 

tim(.l to naturalize. 
H. 	 Delay implementation of the S5!. Food Stamps, and Medicaid bans. for I year, 

Tttn~ryAssistance for trudy Fgmjlies 

A Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national 


unemployment trigger to the COfItingency fund, 

S. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs, 

Medicaid 
A. 	 Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on 55L 
S. Legislation to offer national 2 year Transitional Medicaid and extend sunset. 

Child avd Dtpendenr Core Tax Cresffl, (DCrQ (Rough, off the shelf estimates) 
A. Make the credit refundable. 

S, Expand OCTC to give l\ larger :credit with more benefit fOf" working families. 

C. Expand :and make refundable (Mal. 

Welfare to Wads (~ond $3 billion policy a!ready proposed) 
Expand $3 blllion Welfare to Work initiative andlor challenge grants and/or additional 

performance bonuses. 

Demonstration PrlJierts 
New incentives/pilou for mode! programs and substance abuse testing and 


trfMtmenL 


6vg Toot 

2.0 
2-0 
1.3 
3.4 
0.1 

8.3 

2.9 

2.6 to 3.6 
I - 2? 

3.5 
0.2 

4.5 
H 

0.0 
0.0 

0.3 
2.0. 

3.4 
2.9 


7 to 8~ 


2.0 

1.0 

1116/968:57 AM 
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Preliminary List of Welfare Reform 


Options for Consideration in the FY 1998 Budget 

( In billions ot dollars.. Options are not additive.) 

ADMINISTRATIVE OPTIONS 

Suppleme:nt.q! Security lamm: 
A. Administratively limit the Impact of new eligibility criteria for children by assuming 

a standard that removes 45,000 kids from the rolls. 
B. AdmInistratively limit the impact of new eligibility criteria tor children by assuming 

a standard that removes 100.000 kids from the roUs, ' 

C. Administratively limit the Impact of new eligibility criteria for cnjldnm by assuming 

a standard that removes 145,000 kids from the rolls, 

3.9 

2.0 

OPTIONS WITHOUT COST AGAINST WELFARE REFORM ALLOWANCE 

IempotWY Assistance [itt: Needy fqmilies 

A Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national 

unemployment trigger to the contingency fund. 

S, Ensure basic proteCtions are im:orporated into State TANF programs.. 

0.0 

0.0 

~.are to Work Initiative 

(NOlWdd, costs offwt outside of Welfare Reform) [3.0] 

12161963;57 AM 



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 Budget 


Option I: Propose Changes Consistent with Core Commitments 

Foo4S<wnt. 
A. 	Administratively reduce the 'number of indNiduals subject to the time limit 

exempting thos~ areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made). 
B, Repropose the Administration's w<>rk requirement legislation, 

C. 	Index the standard deduction and vehicle asset !tmit in FY 2002 

O. 	Remove the shelter deduction cap in FY 2001. 

Food Stamps subtotal 

BenefItS to Jmmignmts 
A. 	 Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to elderly and disabled. Welfare 

R.eform policy of deeming sponsor's income woufd continue in Medicaid. 

Cost estimate is tentative and could increase by about $1 billiott 
B. 	 Exempt chitdren from 551 ban and households with children from Food Stamps 

ban. 

e. 	Delay implementation of the 551 ban for 2 years - allowing immigrants time to 

naturalize. 

Immigrants subtotal 

Tronsitionoi Medicaid 
Administrativ¢ option to allow 26 SOlt¢$ to continue waivers for 

with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision mad¢). 

Other lsNti 
Small technIcal corrections to welfar¢ bill that coufd have cost implicatIons. 

TOTAL COST OF OPTION I; 

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance 

SUbJrlemental Security fncpme 
A.. Administratively limit che impa<::t of naw eligibility for children. 

£t Propose legislatlon to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now 0.1'1 SSt 

fuJporory An/ilgnce (or Netdy Fgmilies 
Provide mot'¢ funding during C:(ooomic downturns by adding a national uoemp;oy

ment trigger to the contingency fund aod ensure basic protections in program. 

Welfare to Work InitiotJvc 

(~on..add, COSts offset outside of Welfare Reform) 

lin billions of $) 

0.1 0.7 
0.4 2.0 
0.2 0.2 
M M 
1.1 3.8 

0.8 2.• 

0.5 

Q,Q lJ! 
1.3 8.9 

0.04 0.2 

2.4 12.8 

0.5 to 1.3 2.0 to 6.4 
0.1 0.4 

[0.0] [3.0] 

/2161'16 &56 AM 



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY1998 Budget 


Option 2; Propose Changes to Reward Work 

food 5tomilS 

A Admini5trativefy reduce the number of indNiduab: sub;ect to the time limit 
exempting those areas defined 3;S labor surplus areas (decision made). 

S, Repropose the Administr;Jeion's work requirement legislation. 

C, Index the standard deduction and "chide asset limit and remove the shelter 
cap in 2002. 

Food Stamps subtotal 

BenefItS to lmmjrrnots 
A Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. Welfare 

Reform policy of deeming SPOOSQr's income would continue in Medicaid. 
Cost estimate is tentative. Cost estimate could increase to $3.6 billion. 

B. Exempt children from $$1 ban. 
e. Delay implementation of the S5!. Food Stamp bans for I year ~ 

Allowing immigrants time to naturaliat!. 

Immigrants subtotal 

lrons!tional Medicaid 
Administrative. option to allow 26 States to continue waivers for 

with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). 

Child and Oependenu:are Tax Credit tDCIQ 
Make the credit refundable in [998. 

PemonwotiM Pcoie.ctLo!1dlOl PedQ(Jt!once 8or!Wts 

New incenovesipilots for model programs. substance abuse testing and 

treatment. and/or welfare to work performance bonuses. 

Dlher (nuts 

Small t-echnical corrections (0 welfare bill that could ha~e cost implication,._ 


TOTAL COST OF OPTION 2: 

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance 

Supplemental Security Income 

A Administrativeoly [~mlt the impact of new ellgibllity for child.~, 


B. Propose legislation to .etain Medicaid engibility for all children now on SSt. 

rWiPormy Assistance far Needy Fommes 
Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national unemp£oy~ 

ment trigger to the contingency fund and ensure bask protections in program. 

Wcl[gre to Work tniSigtive 

(Non.add, casu offset outside of Welfare Reform) 

Bve year 
(in billions of $) 

0,1 0,7 
0,4 2,0 

M M 
1.1 3.3 

08 2.6 
0,0 0,2 

lWl :<..1 
0.8 S,l 

0,2 

0,8 

0,0 0.7 

2.8 

0.5 to [,3 2,0 to 6.4 
OJ 0,4 

0,0 0,0 

(0,0] [3,0] 



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 Budget 

FY2002 Eiye :tnr 
{in billions of $) 

Option 3: Propose Changes that Moderate Overall Impact of Welfare Bill 

food Stamp} 
A 	 Administtattvely reduce the n'umber of Individuals subject to the time limit 

exempting those areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made). 
S, Repropose the Administration's work naquirement legislation. 

C, Index the standard deduction and vehicle asset limit and remove the shelter 

cap in 2002. 
Food Stamps subtotal 

Benefits to Immigrants 
A. 	 Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. Welfare 

Reform policy of deeming sponsor's income would continue: in Medicaid, 

Cost estimate Is tentative. Cost estimate CQuid increase to $3.~ billion. 
S, Exempt children from SSI ban. 
e, Delay implemenution of the 5SI, Food Stamp bans for I year ~ 

,allowing immlgranu tim~ to n3turalir.e, 

Immigrants subtotal 

Trgasitloncl M'i':lkaid 
AdminiStrative option to allow 26 States to continue waivers for 

with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). 

SvppJementgl Secuntt Income 
A AdminiStratively limit the impact of new eligibility to childreo W'lth mulitiple 

physical impairments. 
B, Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on SSt 
C, Tighten rules that deem parent's income to -children for purposes of 

dew-mining level of cllildr¢n's benefit, 

Cbitd and Dependent Core Tw Cwlit (DCrQ 
Make the credit refundable in 2000, 

DermmsrratiQn Projects ondloe p.mprmaa,e &onuses 
New incentives/pilots for model programs, substance abuse testing and 

treatment, and/or wella,r¢ to work performance bonuses. 

OWrfnues 

SSI subtotal 

Small technical corrections to welfare bill that could have cost Implications. 

TOTAL COST OF OPTION 3: 

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance 
HmPProry Assilkmce foc NeWy Fomiliet 
Provide more funding during ec:onomb: dowm:ums by adding a national unemploy. 

ment trigger to the contingency fund and ensure bJ:sic protections in program. 

Welfare to Work Jnitiot,iyg 

(Non.add. cosu offset outside of Welfare Reform} 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


WASHINGTON 


December 5, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR ERSKINE BOWLES 


FROM: Bruce Reed 
Gene Sperling 

SUBJECT: 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-te-work plan the 
President announced at the convention, and $13 billi0!l to moderate the impact of"the welfare bill 
and take additional steps to make welfare reform work. ($13 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 internally 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 I - 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 eliminated. 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 
emphasis: I) a "cuts" package that focuses primarily on restoring food stamp and immigrant 
cuts; 2) a "work" package that meets abasic 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 all food stamps and immigrants, but goes further to protect children. We 
are working with Ken Apfel, at OMB to develop these options that reOect the group's general 
consensus. 


