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MJ;MORANDUM , 
COONCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

June 13/ 1994 
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TO: t BRUCE REED~.. , " 

.,.-" - - ..~-
FROM: • MARl< MAZUR -, " 

~ . ' "". • 
SUBJECT: ADVANCE ,EITe CO!,!POilENT OF WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

", '. t.'. . • 
'Attached are'some comments related to the advance EITC 

payment·'proposal-:' These' comments were sent to OMS as part of the 
clearance process: - ·'·r wa's' informed by Chris Mustain (OMS) that 
the 75 percent:'vs~ -60 per'cent decision was a "policy call" that 
had to be made with the consent of people at the ope. SOt I am 
sending these .. comment's to you in the hope that you will agree the 
75 percent maximum EITC advance payment rule should be conformed 
with the law appl"ying to all other advance payers (60 percent). 
If you have any questions about this, please call me at 395-5147. 

cc: Kathryn way 
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MEMORANDUM 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 


June 10 t 1994 

TO: 	 CHRIS MUSTAIN 

FROM: 	 MARK MAZUR ~ 
SUBJECT: 	 COMMENTS ON HHS WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL (ADVANCE PAYMENT 

OF EITe COMPONENT) 

I have one main comment about the proposal; focusing on the 
amount of advance payment allowed (75 percent of the estimated 
credit available to the taxpayer). It would be more desirable to 
conform the treatment of this provision to the current law 
requirements that apply to all employers (Le. t limit advance 
payments to 60 percent of the earned in come tax credit (EITe) 
available to taxpayers with one child). There are several reasons 
why the Special Rule on page 4 of the proposed legislation should 
be eliminated: 

• Congress enacted the 60 percent rule for maximum advance payments
of the EITC in OBRA 1993 as a reasonable compromise between 
providing a work incentive and promoting compliance. Nothing has 
changed to upset this compromise and there is no compelling reason 
for State-run advance payment programs to differ from the general
rule. ' 

• A single rule for all advance payment providers would allow the 
evaluation studies required under the proposal to determine if 
there are differences in compliance for taxpayers using different 
advance payment providers (tho 75-percent rule provides a 
confounding factor that may make such comparisons difficult) . 

• The 7S-percent rule will result in a greater number of 
overpayments of the EITe, which will lead to larger year-end tax 
liabilities for recipients. 

• Conformance between all types of advance payment providers would 
reduce fluctuations that may occur when workers move between states 
or change employers. 

• Any additional complexity to the EITe could result in reduced 
support for the EITe program. In turn, this could result in 
changing significant components of the credit, which would, itself, 
be undesirable. 

AS an additional point, the legislative draft could be made 
more elegant by replacing section (a) (5) of the draft with a 
reference to section 3507(d) (1) and (2) of the Tax Code. The 
lanquage is virtually identical. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 9, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR BILL GALTSON 

BRUCE REED 
GENE SPERUNG 

FROM: 	 PAUL DIMOND 

SUBJECT; 	 WELFARE REFORM -- the declining match rate and launch 

In terms of the welfare reform issues raised by Bellc, Joe and Alicia. I think there is 
one of real substantive import: whether to include declining match rates in our opening bid 
at Jaunch. I recognize that is a non-starter with the Governors, but I ask that you consider 
the reasons why we should open with a declining match rate anyway: 

• 	 For policy and political reasons, we want our message for an opening position to 
sound tough, You all know the political reasons for this better than me. The policy 
point is also important: we need to sound tough to avoid the fears (and the evidence 
from similar state reforms with different messages) that a kinder message will kindle 
rather than dctcr behaviors that lead to new applications for welfare. 

• 	 Part of our tougher message should be that, over time, both (a) more people will get 
off a welfare hand-out, go to work (at least part -time), and support their 0\\'11 

children and (b) fewer people will go on welfare in the first place. (In fact. there are 
strong arguments why this will happen in larger numbers -- particularly in the flow 
of new applicants -- than predicted by the narrow HHS model: First, paternity 
establishment, child support enforcement, teen pregnancy prevention and work 
requirements should work together to deter new applications. Second, EITC, an 
improving economy through the economic plan, the anti-crime and anti-violence 
measures in the crime biIJ, and increased opportUnities in the lifelong learning agenda. 
in better access to financial and job markets, in joining together as communities in the 
EZJEC Challenge and national mobilization for youth all should work together to 
make continuous work, earning and learning a substantially better option than welfare 
in the years ahead than in the period 1988-1993 when the trendline jumped. In fact, I 
think even David Ellwood might agree in his heart of hearts that we can succeed jn 

having this kind of impact, particularly if we are lucky in terms of his own views of 
the several macro forces that joined from 1989-1993 to increase the trend line nOw 
abate. I ask that you consider putting this case forward, lest we be trapped as an 
opening position at launch of acquiescing in the CBO/OMB "scoring" assumption that 
in the year 2000 we will have many more people on welfare than we do now simply 



because the increase in the trendline over the past four years is assumed to continue 
forever. Whatever you decide on the merits of putting the affinnative case forward, 
the rest of my argument still follows. I 

• 	 This WQuld lead to offering two assumptions about cost..,~ numbers) etc; one ba..~d on 
narrow budget scoring, One based on transforming the \.Vel fare system as we know it 
(whether or not in the context of OUf other related activities and the national 
economy). We could compare both to the trendlincs of total welfare cases if we do 
nothing over a ten-year period (as in the budget battle) and show the decline from the 
eBO assumed baseline under both scenarios. 

• 	 Finally, we should make the case that the States arc full partners in this transformation 
of the welfare system as we know it -- that's why we've given them new tools, new 
flexibility and a wide range of options. In exchange I we ask only that the States take 
the same responsibility as we are asking famiHes to assume: for families, we'll invest 
up-front in exchange for your working hard to make a transition from welfare to 
work; for ll'tates. we'll make an investment up-front in exchange for your working hard 
to make sure that your cascJoad makes the transition from welfare to work. This, in 
simple terms. Is what the declining match rate is all about. 

If necessary. you can always fall back to the: Stiglitz position of no State bearing a greater 
match than the current system; and, after the announcement, if we have to go hack to flat 
match rate, so be it. But, at least at the outset of our launch, we've backed up a tougher 
message with a declining match. This will demonstrate: (a) we have confidence that our 
tougher message will work; and (b) the States ought to share the rcsponsibHity for achieving 
our shared goals of transforming the welfare system. lAs a matter of policy, 1 am skeptical 
that welfare offices as we know them will be transfonned as envisioned by David; but if there 
is any chancel the States ought to have a meaningful financial sc:1[-interest in the outcome.) 

At the very least, this approach gives the States something to carp about: our plan has too 
tough a message for them. too! 



MEMORANDUM 

COUNClL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

June 15, 1994 

TO: 

FROM: 

Chris Mustain, OMS d7 
Bill Dickens, CEA J;1 

SUBJECT: Correction to Earlier Memo and More comments on Final 
Draft Legislation and specifications 

My earlier memo to you today contained an error. I misread 
the job search provisions in the draft legislation. The current 
draft does conform to the agreement reached on Friday. As far as 
I can tell the other three ooncerns raised in that memo are not 
adequately addressed in the new draft. 

In addition, the following concerns eRA raised in our comments 
delivered to you last Thursday have not been adequately addressed. 

Hours of WORK -- The legislation «d)(l)(b) p52) specifies that 
WORK assignments may not be for more than 35 hours~ This will make 
it ~ difficult to find normal private sector jobs for recipients 
since the modal job requires 40 hours. If a maximum hours limit 
must be specified it should be 40 or we will greatly restrict the 
range of private sector jobs -- particularly good paying jobs - 
that state WORR programs would be able to offer. 

Funding for Technical Aid:, Research and Demonstrations We 
consider the 2% set aside of jobs and works funds inadeq~~te given, 
the number of demonstrations planned and the amount of technical 
aid necessary in the early years (p129 of draft legislation). We 
would prefer 4% dropping off to 2% after 199B. 

Exemptions for states Submitting waiver Requests -- Although I can 
not find this provision in the legislation, the specifications 
(p73) exempt states which file waiver petitions from the cap on 
JOSS. We bel leve the secretary should be able to grant an 
exemption from the· capt but that the: exemption should not be 
automatic on request. ' 

Non-Displaoement Language in Waiver Restrictions -- In our last 
comments we asked that this language be deleted if at all possible. 
I can't find it in the legislation but it is still in the 
specifications on p54 «9), (h), and (1)). Can't we leave it to 
the states to negotiate non-displacement language with their 
unions? 



'", 


RestriotiollS on waivers -- Again, I can not find this· in the 
legislation, but the specifications CpS3 2 (c) specify that waivers 
to AFOC statutes may not leave people "worse-off ... II This term is 
ambiguous and CQuid be oonstrued to mean "worse-off in any way" not 
just with respect to income. This should be clarified if the 
provision is to be maintained. But why should it be maintained? 
Might we not want to allow limited experimentation with systems 
that manipulate benefit levels to 'provide incentives for certain 
types of behavior? This provision would preclude a wide range of 
reasonable programs we might like to see demonstrated. 

Time Limits for UP -- The specifications have been changed to 
allow states to require 40 hours of work from an UP household, but 
only mandates 30 (p13). This is only 15 bours per person. Tbis is 
less than we are requiring for single parents who must take care of 
their children alone. The mandated hours should be 40. If those 
provisions are in the legislation I can not find them. 

cc: 	 LT,JS,AB,MM,Isabel Sawhill (OMB) ,Alicia Munnell {Treas.) ,Bruce 
Reed (ope) ,Kathy Way (Ope) 
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welfare Reform Questions 

Based on Feb. 28 • 26 doeuments 


Summary Document: 

1) pg if »Everyone who receives oash support is expected to do 
something to help themselvQs and their community." Everyone? 
What is the Adm1n1strat1on expecting chern to do? 

2) pg 1; "As soen as people t>agin receiving public: assistance, 
thElY will sign a personal responsl.bi.J.ity contract and develop an 
employability plan to move them into work as quickly as 
possible." What type of contract? 'To thA extent state resources 
permit" like FSA"l If n.ot, does the AFDe recipient have a private 
right of action aqainst a state or the fads for not following 
through on sard eontract? Or, are states penalized in some way 
for not follow1ng through On contractsi How specific will 
contracts be? 

3) pg Ii ~People who are able to work will be limitgd to two 
years of cash ass15tance~~ All people? Who decides ability to 
work? How will "able to work" be defined? What about. people who 
are able to work, but state resources preclude their· 
parti,::ipatiQn in .:10aS/WORX? 

4) pg 1; "ixtensions to complete an education program expected to 
enhance self-sufficiancy will be granted in a limited number of 
cases", How will Qxtensions be granted? Who will make th~se 
dacis:i.ons? What does tho Administration mean "in a limited 
number of circmnstances1" (pg 17, 2/26 document! Why would the 
Administration want to set an arbitrary perc~ntaga cap for 
complet.ing higher education, if hJ.ghcr education con result in 
better paying jobs in the long-term?] 

5) pq 2i "'l'hose people who are still unable to find work at the 
and of two years will be required to work in u private sector, 
community service I or public sQctor job." Who.t's the state tab 
tor 1999 -- 13P,OOO .lots? 

6) pg 2i "An essential part of moving people from welfzu:e to work 
is ensuring that working people qet heQlth protection. The 
current system keeps people from leaving welfare fox: fear of 
losing their health inSurance.~ If as your eatimatee ehQ~¥ you 
will need perhaps 130,000 work slots (or private sector jobs) by 
1999, will universal access to health care be implemented by 
then? Will there be any connection betwG~n the health care and 
welfare bills 50 that thesQ folks are the flcst tu gMt unive~sal 
coverage once (a) they1ve exhausted two years or (b) they end 
their one year of transitional Medicaid coverage? How will this 
gap be handled? 

7) ., pg 2; "Minor mothers will receiva spacial case management
services and wLll be required to llve at home and stay in school 
to receive income support". "Required" to live at home and stay
in school? AXe there exclusions? Are there alternatives to 
staying in a regular publIc school ~ituatlon? Is this like LEAP 
with a penalty or a bonus'? How 'WOUld this work? 

8} P9 2; "Access to family"'piiinri:ing' ~iil':ie ensu:ced." How so? 
Will family planninq somehow become a requirement for teens? For 
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o~h~rs? Is the SlB million inereasa r@~uaated by the 
Administration for Title X enouqh to "ensure!' access? 

9) pg 3; How will AFDC and food stamps be simplified and 
str.eamlined? Th~re 1s no discnesion in Administration documents 
from Feh. 26 and Feb. 28. 

10) pg 4; "The working qroup agreed that exemptions should be 
l1miced, and that participation in Borne activities should be 
expected even of those who are exempted. The working group 
agreed that states should be permitted to exempt up to a fixed 
pereencage of the caseload for disabilities, care of a disabled 
child I and other seriou.s barriers to work ~ " What do you mean 
participation in some activities should be expected even of lhase 
who are exempted? Participation in what activities? 
partlcipa~1on by whom? What do you mean a fixed percentage oll9ht 
to be exemp~ed? And what happens if a state has a higher 
pe~centage of disabled or moms with very younq children that 
would exceed the arbitrary percentage that may be enacted? Why a 
fixed percentage and not something more flexible that would 
enable states to ~ake the lead based on theIr actual caseloads 
instead of arbitrary caps on exempt populations? 

11) pq 4; "The working group split over the issue of whether 
exemptions for mothers of infants ehould be for anti year or for 
t_lve _eks." Who is going to pay for child care? Ie this at 
the Medicaid match? What would the cost estimate be for state 
contributions? 

I noted that your model assumes 40% of Arne JOBS/WORK 
participants will need paid child care~ Is this model 
appropriate to use given the s,l.gnificatlt drop in the age of 
the children to be cared for and thus the increase in the 
cost? Also, does the model take into consideratiou that t.he 
40% number may be appropriate for the 600,000 who are 
partieipat1ng in JOBS today who are not searching for infant 
care # wh1.ch may be harder to find'! 00 any of these 600 f 000 
have infants less than a year? 

12) pg 5; "The working group agreed that suhsidized job slots 
would last tor a defined pariod of time, after which the person 
would aga.in be expected to look for l,lnsubsidized work." How long 
would these slots last? What happens when the person meets the 
cliff? 

. 

13) pg 5; "The working group agreed that federal reimbursement to 
states should decline the longer people were on the roils i in 
order to provide serious incentives to move people into 
employro.ent. " How would this work? How lonq would states have 
betore the declining federal match would be what is 

of caseload growth has ,occurred during the last 

the phase-in? What would the end match be? 

~ 
cost to' of th~e pro~i2ion? 

potential 
Would adjustments be made in 

cases onormous as 
several years'? 

14) pg5; "The working group illsoagreed that refusal to accept a 
private sector job should result in termination of benefits." 
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Suitable work like under unemployment lAW? Or, Any pr~VGt~ 3@CtG~ 
job? If any job, are there exceptions addressing child care 
needs? (1e: a job with nontraditional hQurs where day eare may be 
hardar to secure?) For that ~atter, are you proposing to 
guarantee child care for any job and t~ansportat~on for any job? 

15) pg 7, Financing and packaging of child care for the working 
poor -.- 1s this a new entitlement? If a capped entitlement, how 
are priorities Bet fo~ families wishing assistance? would this 
be undElr t:he child care development block grant, Title IV at riek 
child care, trans5tional child care, title XX? What rules apply 
to this new child care stream? Is this pay-go, or under the 
discretionary caps? t3 this ~enate Finance Committee or Labor 
Commi't'tee jurisdi.ction? 

16) pg 9; What percentagp. of the AFOC caseload actually has more 
children while on AFDC? 

17) pg 11) How many AFOC moms are under 191 500,000? If 500,000, 
can 350,000 really be .er.ved in FY96? 400,000 in FY97? 450,000 in 
1999? and all t.eens by 2004? What happens to the current 600,000 
already in JOBS? AXe they cut off to focus on thQ new mandatory 
population? How does the Administration envision this being 
Lnpl~IUt3nted? 

We!tare Reform Issue paper:
IB) pq 9, More than half' of welfare racipients leave the welfare 
rolls within their first year of welfare receipt; by the end of 
two years the percentage who have left increases to 70%_ By thet 

end of five years, about 90% have left the welfare rolls. 
However, within the first year after leaving the welfare rolls, 
45\ :r.et,urni alJnost 2/3rds return by the end of 3 years. By 'the 
end of 1 years, more than 3/4ths retu~n.n When does the clock 
tick and not tick? How are returning applicants treated? 

[Ralated ... Pg 24; How would the nearnback scenario" work?) 
How would such a system be implemented and enforced? What 
happens to the children of these families khile morn is 
"earning back~ ti.me? Explain how this will n2t be an 
adm:i.nistrative nightmare?] 

lSi pg iO, "One option would be 'Co require all persons applying
for assi~tance to engage in supervised Job Search from the da~e 
of application." Past current law limits? liow long would job 
soarch continue? What about better placement efforts and follow
up case management? Please explain. For example, emphasIs on job 
search presumes that AFDC recipients are merely jobless, like the 
unemployed. Most AFDC recipients are not only jobless, but have a 
wide array of other problema. Aecordin9 to America Works, one 
reason that they believe they are successful Is that· they go
beyond Job Search. They are paid d \ for enrolling clients in a 
week long job ready seminar. They are paid a % for placing an 
AFDC client. Then after 4 months on the job, they are paid more4 
And, after i months on the job! they receive the full amount 
owed.. During the first fou~, .months. and ensuing 3 month$J they 
provide int.ensi;ve case manaq.~m~nt ·to ~dd~liiu~s problems such as 
child care falling througn, transportation problems, other 
personal crises, and because of the :follow-up managernent ( they 

I 
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believe they are successful. Why aren't we looking at this type 
of model rather than going backward in time to Job Search, out 
the door, and reductions in foderal match? This tie6 into 
question #13, why aren't we looking at a bonus sY6tem? 

[I am not advocating contracting out for services provided 
by agencies like America works, but rather to refocus our r-J 
O~~ case managers and HHS agency reps to coordinate and 
respcnd mora appropriately to local needs and placement 
incentives. It seems shortsighted that we are willing to pay 
for agencies like America Wo.ke to place and follow-up AFDC 
clients when we could save a lot of money by learning from 
them and performlng in a s1m1iar manner]. 

20) pg 10; ~Central to welfare reform effort is recognition of 
the need to support workers who have recently 1eft welfarQ to 
help them keep thel.1! jobs." Agree. But follow-up is absent from 
the Administration document. Cost? Matching rates? Services to be 
provided? More, from Am~rica Works! a mother starts working and 
has been there a week when her day care falls through and she~s 
stressed and scrambling. America Works finds her day care or an 
America Worxe employee will go to her house and actually provide 
day care. Next, a recipient i6 moved into a job ond notified by 
the welfare department that ahe has to comQ to a meetLng at the 
agency or lose her benefits. America Works will So and represent 
her at the meeting. Questions: Why arenrt we leQrning from this? 
Why aren't we proposing more innovative ways to deal with these 
problems (ie: 9mer9EJncy day carel hot lines for AFDC placements
with job or personal problems, welfare office hours until 9;00 or 
9:00 at night several times per week, Saturday hours, etc ... ) 

Question 19 and 20 are related in that no where in the xo0S 
Adminietration document are we reully changing the welfare ~J 
receipt paradigm; which i8 what we need to do to make 
welfare r~cipient8 self-sufficient. (Unless, of CQurse~ the 
Administration's goals are only to ensure that nobody is 
getting something for nothing and that behavior modification 
can be brought about by punitive options only??). Explain. 

21) pg 10, Given the rGcidivlsm mentioned in question f18, how 
can thG Administration propose a "lifetime tLne lLnliL" eVQU with 
the "earnbacx"·provisi.ons? Explain how this would work. Explain 
how this affects the children of these families. Are yuu really 

'proposing to succeed with rhecoL.'lc, only tu shift costs to ' 
homeless assistance, EA, ~nd GA? Do you have a potential cost 
estimate fo~ the sta~es? 

22) pg 15, JOBS-PREP-- What are the definitions for those who 
would be assigned to JOBS-PREP? Who would be making this 
determination? How long could someone be in JOBS-PREP? What 
services, if any, are offered under JOBS-PREP? What is the match 
under JOBS-PREP? Is JOBS-PREP are regis~ration only program like 
WIN or are these folks supposed ~o participate in some activity?
Why would the AdministraLion recommend an arbitrary percentage 
cap for states for JOBS-PREP? How would this work? 

23) P9 17; Work for wage8,~~,"pei5'6ns ,receive a paycheck for 
hours worked. If the person: does' not work, ·he or she does not get 
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paid.;( 1 understa.nd the analogy here, but it seems to rna that 
there has to be another way to implement work for wages. For 
examplE'll you're talking about potentially requid,ng the 
participation of moms with very young children. Vgry young 
children in day care get sick quitG often. Day cares p.r.ohibit 
children with ~emperature6 or contaqlous viruses from coming_ In 
fact, if you don't know, they call you to pick up your child if 
your child becomes sick during the day. Also, some day cares will 
take children back when they no longer have temperatures, but 
will not administer any medication. Is thG Administration 
prepared to provide emergency day care for s1ck ch~ldren to 
ensure that a family will not be penalized during frequent 
illnesses which happen wi th day care? This becomes an issue 
because you're thinking about reducing the exemption ago from J 
to 1 and possibly three months, so it seams to ma that we ought 
to focus on th~ fact that day cars enables parents to work, but 
at the same time causes parents to miss work because of the 
number ot colds and viruses to which children are exposed. 

24) P9 19; "Many of the details [of WORK) would be left eo seates 
and local commvnities l who know their own needs and 
circurnst:ances, including labor market eonditions H Yes, there• 

should be considerable flexibility, but if states aren't to be 
left holding the bag [UNFUNDED .M.A.NDATE1, then who;;:,r.a is the. detail 
In the Administration's document about the provision of child 
care, transportation, supportive services, and case management 
follow-up for placements? If this doesn't exist or ie vague, 
states will holler unfunded mandata_ please explain. 

25) pg 19; Part-time v•. f.uIl-timework -- what i. it that the 
Administration will require? It is not clear from tho document. 
Will part-time work be discouraged? Will a household with a part 
time worker still be allowed to collect AFDC depending upon 
incoma? How lonq would part-time work be allo~d? Where does the 
clock start and stop? What are the Administration's expectations 
for moms with youn~ children? 

26) (>g 21; "There 1. little disagreement that individual WORK 
plaoements ought to be limited in duration to perhapa 12 months~. 
It so, then what? 

27) P9 24; Funding expanded JOBS program, but it continues 
a cappad entitlement? What would the matching rates be? Would 
continue with ~tO tha extent state resources permit?" 

29) pq 24; Participation -- What would minimum JOBS/WORK 
p3rticipation requirements be? Would the 20 hou~ rule ~ontinue? 
What would be the penalty? What about times of caseload yrowth l 

downturns in the 'economy? What would the phase-in for the 
participation rates be? Where are we under current TSA 
participation 7ates, including AFOC-UP rates? 

29) pg 26; Fundinq -- "Federal matching ""tea would significantly 
decline the longer a person stayed i~ the WORK program as a 
further incentivo to move people into unsubsidized work." Since 
there is considerable ques:;:,iqn' c\lS', ,tq wh~~.her the states can in 
fact c.eate even public 'jobs for'the magnitude in question, why 
wouldn't the Administration propose a bonus eystam ~ather than a 

http:understa.nd
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penalty system? Nevertheless. by how l!Iueh would l!M f€!fiflral 
mateh decline? What is the scale? 

30) P9 21; Wages t working conditions, and benefits - 
"unemployment in\5urance payments, howevar, would not be 
required." 1 f t,he Administration is going to cover WORK 
partir::ipants with workers COlUp and FICA.. why exempt businesses 
from 1:"'UTA for these folks? Further down page 27 ( the docwnent 
says, "If "the empJ.oyer agreed to take t:hQ porson on as an. 
unsub~idi2ed wntker, the indivLdual would be considered out of 
the work program." I think you have a perverse incentiV't!! here. 
First, if you exempt such businesses from covering theae folkS 
under FUTA, you open the door that they'll beg to be exempt f~om 
workers camp and FICA. Second, if you want to ~rovlde an 
incentive for businesses to hire these folks, ~f it's cheaper to 
keep them under WORK (because of even FUTA exemptions), what 
incentive is there for a business to hire them as real employees? 
Third, I don't think you want to open this door at all. Already 
states a;r.e 9rapplinq w1th IRS definitions of "employee" and 
"independent contractor" ~ A number of etate legislatures have 
beQn asked to exempt certain indopGndent contractors from FUTA. 
If you give busineSlses an "in" to deem theoe folks indapendent 
contractors/ they could win in state legislaturQs and possibly 
face self-employment rat... for PICA and FUXA (in atates that 
cover the ealf-employed). Sad idea for welfare recipients. 

31) P9 2S; Insufficient WORK slots -- "States would be required 
to pay ongOing cash benefits to persons who were not placed in 
WORK aS$ignments, and StatQS would be reimbursed for such 
benefits at a sign1f1.cantly 'reduced match, l' What would the match 
be? Would there pe waivers in times of high unemployment? Since 
national, state county or local area UI rates can differt 

greatly ( how would thls be implemented? Please Eutplain. Again t 
why aren't we proposing bonuses instead of penaltieB? We will 
need the Governors on welfare reform and this is just one of many 
exwmples in this document that will send Governors skyrocketing. 

32) pg 29, "'£he key missing component for making work pay 10 
subsid.tead child care. II I believe that there are two keys and the 
Administration's document totally misses one of them: 
t.r.ansportation. A number of states, Maine is one, spend almost 
as much on transportation as child care. Explain role envisioned 
for trAn6portat~on. 

33) pg 30; "People who are working but still 0.0 welfare have 
their child care 8ubsidi2ed throu9h uLsregarda in their AFDC and 
food stamp benefits. We propose to continue curren't guaranl:.e~~ of 
child care subsidies for those categorie6 of recipients~. The 
child Cllre disregards are $175 and $200 per month. This WQS a 
large improvement to pre-19SS disregards. Nevertheless, it's 
insufficient today and particularly insufficient given the base 
you're broadening by adding rooms with infants and young toddle~5. 
Center based da.y care can be $175 - $200 per week, not month. 
Family day care homes can, be S100 - $150 per week. Absent from 
the Administration docwnent is any mention of furl:her adjustments 
to the child care disregards ,for warkinq'AFDC paze~ts in 
transi.tion. please explain. .,'. 
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34) pg. 34) "The proposal 9t:rEl!\ll\Une. the 1el1111 pl;'oceas tllr 
establishing pat.ernity, enabling states to establish paternity 
more quickly." Please expla1n~ What do you mean "cooperation and 
sanction dete.rmination"? What vrould the sanction exempt.ions be 
for those who feel that they cannot cooperate? 

35) pg. 34; 'We propose that the state. be held fully responsible 
for the cost of ~enefits paid to mothers who have coopera~ed 
fully but for whom paternity has not been established within a 
str.ictly defined time period." What about locate problems? 
What's the estimated cost ~o states on this? This is an enormOUB 
undertaking g1ven the fact that nearly 50% of moms undez 24 have 
no paternity established. Please explain. 

36) pg 35; Ensuring rair AWard Lovels -- requiring un~versal, 
per.1odi.c updating beyond the FSA costs $. Absent from the 
Administcation#g document are details about funding for CSt Admin 
and add.i.tionD.l CQu.rt costs. Please explain. 

37) pg 38; ~argeting school-age parents -- again money. This 
would appear to go beyond the targeting of FSA by deleting any 
re.ferenc.:e .. to the extent state resources permit". Where is the 
money for this? What is the cost to the etates? 

38) pg 39; Family Caps -- States ought not be required to limit 
benefit increases for additional children. What'S the data on 
this? What have we learned from existing states? Isn't it New 
Jersey where there is a court suit pending? Has this been 
resolved? 

39) Also absent fr~o ~his document is any mention of mental 
health counseling. This is a big issue in Maine for AFDC families 
and ME BBS is requesting us to h<l'V'$ mental health counseling be a 
JOBS activity option. I only raise the issue becau~e I've had 
qUQstions about this pOSSibility from other Senate staff, so I 
expect the problem is not unique to Maine and mental health 
counseling is an option that perhaps ought to be explored. 

40) While rive already mentioned the need for follow~up case 
management for job plQcement, I would like to have a discussion 
about this. OQt4ils ~bout any possible follow~up case management 
are absent from the Administration's document . 

.. : 
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To: Bruce Reed, David Ellwood, Mary Jo Bane 

From. Paul Offner 

. Subj: Welfare Task Force 

Date. March 21 

Below are a few comments on the latest Task Force report. I 
want to emphasize that they are my comment8, and not Senator 
Moynihan's. So you are free to ignore them. 

1. The political balance is a problem. It is too easy to 
characterize the report as proposing the expenditure of $15 
bill~on over five yaars f at the end of which period there will be 
~ people on welfare and 2 1/2% of the caseload will be in 
WORK. Whi3.tever the merits of the package (and I support:. many of 
the individual pieces), this won't fly. 

2. I question statements like "a small percentage of those 
who start on welfare will hit the time limit without having found 

,work" f and "an issue arises around what is expected to be a 
relatively small number of people who continue to be unable to 
find unsubsidized employment after placement in a job slot . . " 
What Is the basis for this? t think such statements contribute to 
a general posture of over-promising which can only damagG our 
case* Plus I don't believe them. 

3. The phase in is too drawn out. We need to move slowly in 

the short term, particularly given the shortage of funds. But I 

really don't see why we have to take half a generation to phase 

in the plan (the Republicans will go after that). If my

calculations are right, it will be 2010 before 75% of the 

caseload is in. That's too slow. 


4. It would be a mistake to time-limit WORK. While I'm aware 
of the conflicting concerns, I don't see how we can say we're 
ending welfare as ws know it if people who have been in WORK for 
2-3 years are allowod to go back onto AFOC. Does that mean that 
some people could be in WORK in perpetuity? Yes. Isn't that 
expensive? You bet. But given Clinton's remarks on this subject 
over the last year and a half, I don't think we have too many 
options here. 

5. It would be a mistake to outlaw CWEP. There are several 
reasons for this, but the one that matters most is that it would 
undermine the integrity of the system. We all know that there are 
people on AFDC who aren't that bright, have mental problems, 
etc., but don't qualify for 551. If we go with a strict work-for
wages arrangemont, many of the5e people won't make it. MostlYt 
though/ the system will try desperately to find ways to exempt 
them, so that we don't have mothers with kids put out in the 
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streets. The beauty of eWE? is that these people can be placed in 
a sheltered environment where they are given certain 
expectations, but the results are not cstastrophic if they mess 
up (as many of them will). I think work-for-wages is ok for many
recipients, but not for others, The states should be given the 
flexibility to use both {possibly with incentives to use work
for-wages) • ' 

I'ro sure you¥re getting lota of gratuitous advice on this 
subject, and 1 apologize for burdening you with mine. At least 
it's short. AnyWay, good luck. 
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MllKORANDIIII 

To: David Ellwood 
Mary Jo Bana 

Bruce Reed 

Belle Sawhill 

Kathi Way 


From: Wendell primu~ 
Re: Comments on JOBS/T-L/WORK speeifications 

Attached are the comments we have received to date on the 
JOBS/Time Limits/WORK legislative specifications. 

co, Emily Bromberg 
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DEPARTMENTOFHEALTIl '" IltJMAl'{SERVICES 

WasbingtDn. D,C, 20201 

Hay 24, ~994 

TO: Wendell Primus 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Services Policy 

FROH: Fernando Torres-Gil ~ 
Assistant secretary for Aging[~ '1-· 

RE: Welfare Reform Legislative specifications 

.I would, once again, like to thank the CO-Chairs and other 
members of the working group tor allowinq me the opportunity to 
view the legislative specifications. I am co~fortable with the 
documents I have seen and concur with the language and substance 
of all three packages. 

I am pleased with the outcome of the legislative speCifications 
for the JOBS 1 time limits and WORK provisions of the welfare 
reform plan~ I am especially pleased to see a number of 
requirements I feel are very important to a successful reform 
proposal: 

• 	 the inClusion of a Personal Responsibility Agreement 
between the state agency and the applicant; 

• 	 the possibility that orientation information would be 
imparted in the recipient's primary language whenever 
possible. We must make sure that this requirement 
remains in the w$lfare reform proposal as it makes its 
way through congress; 

• 	 the state option to require participation in substance 
abuse treatment as pre-JOBS activity. 

I do have some concerns I feel are worth mentionin9~ I question
the portion of the specifications which state that the Personal 
Responsibility Agreement will not be a legal contract. What 
quidance do we give caseworkers? would the eligibility of an 
applicant change if they do· not follow the general conditions of 
the Personal Responsibility Agreement? 

I am also concerned with the exemption from employment and 
training policy for those ~ho are incapacitated. We must make 
sure we meet the needs of those in the disability community who 
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WANT to worK* We must ensure the disability community that we do 
not consider the presence of,a disability, an ,inability to work. 

I would also like to bring your attention to the portion of the 

specifications addressing the Administration of JOBS/WORK. 

Throughout the reform process, I have been contacted by and in 

contact with a number of Hispanic groups concerned with various 

issues surrounding welfare reform. The inclusion of community 

Based organizations (CBDs) in the administrative processes of 

welfare reform is a very important issues for Hispanic 1eaders. 


'How can we involve caos in the administrative process of reform? 
In statl~s that do not choose to designate a IV-A agency as the 
administrator of JOBS/WORK, there is still the possibi1ity of 
caos working in aqreement with IV-A agsncies* We must recognize 
the importance of CBOs in the fight for welfare reform and the 
place they have in helping achieve successful reform. 

I thank you, again, for the opportunity to review the last 

portion of the legislative specifications. I look forward to 

haaring from you as our work continues. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Wendell Primus 
~ 

FRO!!: 	 Larry Katz (phone 219·5108) 

RE: 	 Some Minor comments saeed'on a Quick Look at the Specs 
for "Jobs, Time Litftits, and Work," May 20 Version 

DATE: 	 Hay 2l, 1994 

1. What happened to the national countercylcical triqqers for 
increasinq the amounts ot the capped entitlements in the JOBS and 

.WORK programs? The last time I spoke with Ernil, we discussed a 
trigger at 7\ that led to a slight increase and then further 
increases Of 0.2 percent fer each 0.1 percentage point increase 
in the national civilian unemployment rate over 7t. Do we think 
the 10 percent change 1n the State Match rate tor high and rising 
state unemployment rates will be SUfficient te allow the WORK 
program to deal with a serious recession? Or is" the assumption 
that states will not really spend all of the capped entitlement 
so w~ don't need to worry about the flexibility of the amount 
available being increased when tha economy turns sour? 

2. WORK FUNDING (p. 25): I take it that the assumption

underlying the current approach'is that one wilL be able to 

distinguish between wage Subsidies and WORK operational costs 

(e.g, placement.bonuses). While I previously objectod to this 

approach a9 being· inflexible, I now think it is reasonable. 


3. NONDISPLACEMENT (p. 28, (5»: Do we really need to allow an 
entira 90 days before htwinq the ability to, qo use a "budgeted 
vacancy"? 1$ there a precedent for the 90 day figure? Research 
with whieh I am familiar suggests the typical duration of a job 
vacancy is under 20 days. The types of jobs we will be trying to 
fill in the WORK program are not 90in9 to be professional, 
~nagerial·jobs that take a long time to fill. I suspect that 60 
days (or even a bit less) would be quite a reasonable waiting
period. 

4. (p. 	29) Since we are not going all the way to a Union 
Concurrunce requirement, va may want to expand a bit on the 
section 	on "Consultation wit.n Labor Organizations •.n 

5. (p. 	 34) Earnings from the WORK program are not counted as 
earned income for P.UrpOBOS of the Federal EI'l'C'. But I assume 

such earnings count as earned income (part of AG1) tor the 

purposes of other aspects ot ·Federal income tax and state and 

100a1 income taxes. certainly people who are in the WORK proqram
for enly part or the year could have incomes that are high enough 
to be paying taXQs. Should we be e~lioit about this in the . 
SPECS? 

7 

rl'

, 
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May 26, 1994 

MEMORANDUH 

To' ~..ll 

frOln' ~~is Ha 

Subject: 	 Welfare Reform Legislative Specifications--civ11 
aiqhts Concer,ns 

I have thre« primary concerns with rQspect to civil r19h~s 
issues. 

1. 	 On page·2, fi2 Program Intake (el, the program intako, 
specifioations state that "information 'WQuld be ill.lpllrted. in 
the recipients primary language whenever possible." ! think 
that this provision is incon$ietont with the requirements 
imposed by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. Tbe Title VI 
prohibition aqain$t discrimination on thQ basis of national 
origin requires the state ag$ncy to take reAsonable steps to 
provide information in lanquaqas other than English where a 
significant number or proportion of the popul~tion eligible 
to be served speaxs a prima~ lanquage other than English
and neQds into~mat1on in the~r primary language to be 
effectively informed of, or to particlpata in, the program. 
This obligation extends to parcon who do not speak Enqlish
and to person whos~ ability to speak, read, or write Enqlish 
is limited. Re9ulations issued by the Department,of Justica 
{as CPR, section 42.405 (eI) (1)), and ease law support this 
position. 

Recomm6tndation: Delet.e "whenever possihle ll , insert 
"purG\l.ant 	to Federal law and rQgulation. u 

2. 	 On page 6, #4 ~rQ-JOSS specification (h). imposes a fixed 
percentage (lO%) limit on the number of p.rsonc in phased-in 
qroup that ~ State would be permitted to p~aee ~n pre-~OBS 
for ttqood causa.... The bases on which a person could be 
aSSigned to pre-JOBS inClude " .. DeYere: leurning disability 
or serious Qaotionlll instability" as well as an illness or 
incapacitation that prevents the individual from engaging in 
employment or training. Such a pre-dete~mined cap, s~t by 
statute, could have an adverse impact against disabled 
persons, such that a disabled person could be denied pro
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JOBS 	 statUG if the 10% cap nas been reachGd, even thQugh he 
or she would be otherwise eliqiblo for Pre-JOBS. ~here 
would be an opportunity for a Stato to apply, in the event 
Of extraordinary circu~stance9_ to increase the cap, in 
cases of routine diGab11itia&. However, a state ahould not 
be required to apply to increase the cap in such instances, 
and the time dalay for the AlOe rQc1pient could havs a 
discriminatory impact. 

Recommendation: Delete cap vith respect to various 
disabilitiQS under qood cause provision. 

3. 	 On page 13, #10 JOBS Services Available to participants (j), 
requires thQ State plan to include eftort$ to encouraqe the 
eraining and placement Qf women in nontraditional 
employment. I think that this section should also require
thQ state plcn to include efforts to Qnco~rage the training
and plaeQment of racial or ethnic minorities and the 
disabled in nontraditional employment. 

Recommendation: Include women, ethnic and racial 
~inorities, .as well as the disabled under this provision. 
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To: Wendell Primus . 1 ~ 
From: Judy Wurtze~lJ/~ 
Re: Dopat'II:IlOIIt ~ Jucation Comment' on Lesislative Specifications 

Date: May 25, 1994 

Overall. we are quite pleased with the specifICatiOllS and the extent to wbJcb the 
Department's input during the development of the legislation is teflected in the specifications. 
Bolow om: our specific ""mments un !hi: specificatiOll$. lIllIlly of which are fairly minor. 

L JOBS and Tim. Limhs 

p. 6-7, $ ..... Iioll (hl 

w. assume tbat the examples of SlIbsWIlial barrie.. to employment given (severe 
learning disability or serious emotional instability) are given as examples only and are 
llOt intended to be the only ronditiom tbal an: tonsidcrcd 5ubsWIliai barriers. The 
speclflcations should mab: that point <lcar1:t. 

p. 9. soction (al 

W. are c"""omed about couruins the 24 month time·limit from tbe <late of 
authorization. 1be,. may often be • delay of sevml montba between being found 
eligible for AFDC and the completion of the IE!' and commencement of job searcb or 
servi=. If the 24 moDlh limit I\llIS from eUgibility. rather than the completion of the tJ0 
IEP or commc:ncement of activities under the IEP. there appears to be little incentive ;-::;::::
fot Sta\CS to move expeditiously ill developing an IEP and beginning activities lbat 
wllJ land to ...If.sufficiency. 

p. 13, soction (a) 

On the issue 'of a minimum work standard. we strongly suppon Option B. The 
irnpottance of parcll!ing and allowing mothers to stay.home with their c11ildren pan· 
time cannot be strcsaed enough. Sit"", most mothers worlc less than fnI1-time. asking 
Al'DC recil'iCDlS with young c11ildrcn to work more than 20 hours a week would be 
demanding more from the mothors least able to do so. 

On the issue of whether recipienlJl wbose grants ate below a certain level should. be 
.<empt !'rom the WORK program. we believe !.hat they should be. Given how 
diffICUlt it will be to ctea" enough WORK .lnt' for those who are entitled to fnI1 
grants, it appears cuuntc:rpruducti VIC lu U\:iC :'ImJl'" of those slots for those who arc 
already working part-time and receiving only minim.1 benefItS, 

, 
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p. 19. section (e) 

We question why this =ion refe... 10 extensions of 'up 10 10!$ of all adultsl!!!!! 
mw """"",j required to patticipatc in JOBS.' As we understand the provisiOllS on 
miIlor parent!!. the time clock would not be&in to run until the miDor turns 18 and 
thus could not expire unIiI th. =ipi",,\ tllrt\$ 20 years old, Thus, there would be tlJ) 

circumstance ill which a recipient would need an extension until she lUtDS 20. At that 
!'Oint. the recipient is no longer a minor, Por this reason, we suggest that the 
ref=. to minor parents be delorod from Ibis .ection. 

p. 19. section (0)(1) 

When recipients arc enrolled in instillltions govemed by the Higher Educstion Act 
(HEA). lhe definition of satisfactolY proiJCSS applied 10 them for purposes of AFDC 
receipt should be the d.rmition in the REA. That should be made clear either in a 
definitional sectiOIl Of each place thaI the term satisfactory progress Is used (as you 
have already done on page 14. section oj . 

Additional CommentS on JOBS 

1, Il~WiQtlQn of IEP in Section 482(b) 

Section 4S2(b) does not spe<ifleally Include education •.• a .trategy for reaching I 
employment goals. We believe that IEPs wwld be more useful instruments for j'
teeil'll.nlS and for the education and training providers who serve them, if in addition 

to an explicit requlrClllCllt for an milial ."essment of the literacy level of the rJ0 

applleam. there wu rcquiied con.ideration of ihe activities, such as job search, 

education ur LrlIinin&. necessary for the individual to reach her employment goal. ~ 


Z. Y.nfwm lob s,,!!I<h 

We have some concerns with dcfming job-ready •• b.vinS DOn-negligible prior worl:: 
""perienee. We believe that StateS should be permitted 10 make some differentiation 
between reoipiems willi differenl )evels of literacy and basic skills, as is being done 
now lD GAIN, A key f'tanne of GAIN is to diffttentiatc recipic:nlll who lack a high 
"'hool djplollla or ~ve eXtremely low skill" These individusls can choose job search 
or education as their first activity. Allowing Slatta sorne ftc,joility in defining who is () 
job-reedy would omure that Slates COIl provide the most disadvantaged recipients with ( 
appropriale services that will help assure long-lenll self-sufficiency, 
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n. WORK 

p. 27. section <a) 

We recorIunend that local Schoo!.to-Woik programs be inclUded in !he list of emitles 
that the WORK program coordinate with. Since the local prollJ'llIll$ will be serving 
out of school youlh, tbay an: likely to have structure<. COnUl"", and expertise that 
would support the WORK proil'am . 

. p. 43. Demonstration GrantS for Paternity and Paremtng Programs 

w. suggest thai Even Start be added 10 the lisl of prognuns for high-risk families that 
are inclUded in the demonstration. This family literacy program for famWe, with 
children 0·8 .hateS much with the other progtamS Iil<ted - including 1he same !JUget 
population, !he same family focus. and the same emphasis on community linkages. 

(This same comment applies to !he demonstration gnml description on p. 59. Indeed. 
it ucontu.ing that the same demonstration appears t<I be deserlhed twice.) 

IV. Perl'Ormllltce Measures 

w. strongly support your propos.l, for outcome-based porformance measures. We.lso 

believe that as we all work to improve the quality and coordination of education and training 

for APDC recipien". pert'ormance measure, developed under the welfare legislation as well 

.s under lTPA, !be reauthorized Adult Education Act and other educaden and training 

legisladen. wUl be a driving force in improvement. For thls reason, we propos. that HHS 

consul! with DOL and ED ill the development of perf!Yl'l'l1ance measures. Below ate specific 

suggested cbangcs to the speclflca!!ons on thls i..... 


p. 48. section (a) 

This sec:llon should provide for the Secretll'l' of HHS to consult with the Secretaries ./0 
or Lobot snd Education in the development of outcome-based performance standards r~ 
symm. 

.. 




. ' 
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p. 49, section (3) 

This section should provide for consultation with Secretaries from,other Depanmems 
mim:..l!! the presentation nf recommendations and solicitation of COTIIlnCIlts from 
COlijlrCSs and 1_1<'11 groups. ' 

cc: Madeleine Kunin. Mike Smith. Aull\ISIJl Kappner. Nanna Cantu 

4 
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SUBJEC:'!': 

A number of tho. provls:iofltll it!. th.a R[)eCS :may result: in costu or 
savings that Were not. retlGoted in- tb. iltv.t rcoont: mID ooet 
eet1uto& we "ve seen.' Bo.cauGo. the 8POOl: and' the cost-estimates ~r:e 
be1nq han«llod ••paratiUY I' 1 ~ H waU; ~o men'Cion ~nQlJe un.til ~. 6X'O 

deall.lt9 With costa. 	 . . 

1'.3 , The t<trtn "emploYAhj] l.ty pl.an" Guqgestts tl'lat A reoiplont- .io not
employable until the tlctivitieo in the pl-.n havo haem c<nnplet-.d 
and th. DOrv~OOC dolivored. In light of conCQrn tha~ the 
Paraon3} 'RQ~pOhalbili'Cy AOreement .na employ.ullity plan not he 
regllrc1ed fl. cuw.:rb.cta, we prO))ably 40n't -want to aug-g••t: thai:: "" 
parent isn't cmployablG. The name ot the plan rni9ht be changed 
to an Itopport.untty plan," conveying eha !tbea Lhd.t oomplcting it 
woula increase UIU p~rent'a opPQrt~nit~Go for omploym~nt. 

p.~ 	 It'$! unclear wbethor this document w111 be \lsa4 in public at 
any stage. It 6C I tbtl \1101\1, '-nec.efJArylO OU9ht to bo inaertecl 
bet'Woen "and" ;).nd "ohild. caro" in t:ho next to ]41i1t sentence 1n 
thCt ~!J:rr.mt. toh'W r?"rltq-r-aph. , 

1'.5 	 Section (4) dooc not appear to be consist&nt with later apBOS 
on s:uhatance Abul:Q treatment on page S. (d) WAY_ p<lJ:'ont. may 
not be required tu vartieipate in activit~Q3 in pre-30S$; ahd 
1ftIlY not b. aanctionod t'oT failure to part.ieipAta. J..a~&r. the 
apeo,; SAY thhf:. RUestanee abUSers may tJe 'Pllt in "",-.-JOBS und 
required to vc1't.icipotc in troatlnant on thraat 0'1. ;:rOB-S-lik~ 
• .enetiona. 

5e~~lQn (4) ~QU1~ be modified to yotor to *" .xcoption for 
t::\lDlltanCClt .tbucQ,ra-. ,Al't.rn~tlv#!:ly. all But>stanoe a):)u88ra 'Who 
thQ Qta~& will r8qulr8~ to receivv ~reatment could be placod i~ 
JOSS. That ia an option in the ourrant Qpecs. It sa9mB the 
effect would b. tho. n,lI'11' it thetra: were no exceptions to' (d), 
hut thAt state$ dion'~ assign'~ny sub~tanc$ abusers to pra-30eS 
unless they tHtin't e~pcet to bo able to require them t(':l't:."'ke 
tre.atment. 

http:reoiplont-.io
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p.5,ff. Parallol construotion is a pro~lem in the Re~jeB of deferral 
ca~8gorles. If ~ne specs aocurnen~ has til futuro, that pruuably 
should be fixed. 

p.e) 	 Alt.er item (7), I think the c.:onjunCL.lOI1 "UL'" lti u_...a.a l:athoL" 
than "and. II 

p.7 	 The d.eterral cap ant1 the ex~en::llun (Jap wlll Lalld c.", be u5cd for 
Gimilar kindG ot oaCCD (thoDa no~ ~Y.l1fy1n9 aG categorically 
exempt from JOBS and WORK, but who will have dlttlcul~y . 
part,icipating Bucca•• tully in JOBS) and both may be waived by 
tho soaretary. Moreover, ~h8 penalty for exceeding these caps 
,1R vRry Iit1,.,. - no "P for benetits to those deterred or 
extend.d. cuyond tht Ct:lpl:i. III ,,",ulLw!uCll..ion, thollo pa.-OVilSiollD 
will create onormouc prcccura tor the Seoretary to waive tho 
CRpS. The lRSt. caseload est1mates HHS haa shareQ showed 34 
v~rcent or thoHa sUbject to the tlme-11rn1t~ being ca.tegorically (1),
deterred in 1999. Tho defarral cap would add another 10 
percent, extenslons another 10, and waivers t.o t.he caps more 
yet. At. SOlllB pOint, the number ot tho:so not subject. to ·tho 
two-year time-limit may get GO large that the credibility ot 
tha ref.orm ls suspect. 

p.7 	 0000 (~) rctc~ to thocc in the d18o.Qticna~y deferral eap. or 
nn) y "t.n t.h" r:l!lbI.90r.i Cft] ly dl!!lf@rrad? 

p.g 	 What 11: the conl:e~u.nca if t.ho Qt&to laila to "updato each 
rec1pient sUbjec~ ~o the ~ime llm1t. as t.o ~he number or mont.hs 
l'liImbininq"? 

p.11 Are: case manaQement COSlt.S matchable as LV-A administrative, . 
costs currently'!' If so, vil1 thc~o costD cont~nue to QO 

matchable by that .curea? 

p.12 Para91:aph (a.) j,"ct'erD 'co "now rocipiont;:,." l"rom diDcu3aion::J, I ,, . think thic meano parantD who have recently been found to bA 
I, el19ib1e, not first-time rec1pients. IS that correct.? , 

p.l~ The l091Q of p.r.~r.ph Ca) 1& that, unl••• a person haa 
"nonnegllQ'lble previous worK experience" they cannot. :be 
"job-ready." That il"npl1@s thClt D high-l!lIc;hool, or even ~ 
0011e98 graduat.o who has not worked is not job-ready, and 
cannot be required to do up-front jOb saarch. if jOb-readY is 
Cila crit&rlon t.o apply, then a high-Bc;hool o!.lu.oation (or 
equivalent) £! wory. 821:periencY Clnd the ablO:anc& of lIny obvj OUl'; 
daterrin9 condition ::Itli&lns lfIore appropriate~ 

p.ll 	paragraph (m) p1aca9 II. IO:trictar limit on Alt.ernlltjvA work 
Experience enan the ourrBn~ B~at,ute places on CW~P. II.. l~u'L 
~lcor.vhy, 1n a welfaro retorm paCkGqD whore work by recipienta 
and state tlax1billty e.re two import.lInt ohjf'l.ctive.s, the 
Ad.mlnlstra~lon would want to limit both in thit:i t,;UULIi:!:AL. H45 
there b~en Bome abu~c of the AWE uuthorlty the.t warrants this 

http:p.r.~r.ph


• C5/26/94 15:52 -&202 690 8582 DHHSI ASPfi/HSP 	 I:lJC05 

Ul\.:17 I..-'W-I!I a;nICH,'O'lB 

p.13 The ae4'tell\$n't or the lssue at ~e bottom ot thbl PCl\tl:C "h(.luld 
help the reader eee the conneotion of tho f100 ~ini~um to thQ 
minimum work (JtaneSareS by notin9' t.hat, i r 'ftm111as. with Al'DC

I benefits below $100 were excusea trom WORK, tho ~£ldV~ w~u14 be 
~o 1ntrotOtu,l;o Cl nruch lower minimum WO'l"k. stOon.tiord in at.a.too withi 	 bonofit. bolow tho 'mQcHan, and- to~ parents wh('l oomm"nd 'IIaq-es 
much above the ~ini~u". 

p.l< 	1" don't roeall .nyo 4ia:cul:.:;ion of aot.lv.i t.,iCUiJ "consistent. \lith' 
~ne 1ncl1v1dual'S nployal::J111ty plan" tll<l1. tu·u HU~ I;!pt.1onal or 
mend.~o~ JOGS a.rvieoa but that count tcwardo JOSg 
participation, Sono furthQ'r detail ItOOllt. 'What qual1ri•• here 
i~ needod. 

p.1S 	Doaa pa.rl\Qr~ph (9') 0,) qiv~ Jl volunieer a ball. for 1e9"&1 aotion. 
iI a state will not pay ru~ her activltie~ ($oy, aclt-initiato4 
p05t-&acond~ry educ~tioh or training) b~t has not drawn do~n 
a11 its r<!!lderllll .TOR~ fUhdjnq? I don"t. thlnk 'that was 1ntended. 

·Ghoul~n~t tho b111 Day that at.tea ~u~t ••~. th_ phased-in 
first, anrt th~t., t.~ thA extent that r ••Q~rOe8 were avatlabla, ~ 
it.. Sn01.11C tnen se-rve V01UIH.~tlL·~ lL:um GIIl",n';f tho datorl.~cd. Ilnd 
not-phe.od-il'l? 

p.lb 	.t::xact.1Y n.ow Will stater> be PI:U·IIIJ.1..l.Ij\l Lv YWlt. a:eirnb\u:4.:mont fro:m 
federol.JOEW and HORX funde above thoir allotro.nt.s? 

p. rl uoea paragraph «J) maim tJial G -tJ1..a.\..U'6 l,,ult:ntploytllont ret.c ltlUllt 

bo 110 peroent of tho r~te for Gither 9! tho two previous y.ar~· 
(GO tbat it meAtA thA ~tandard In Yl wltb an unemPloy~ent rate 
or lQ.' percant cQmpCt.t'~tJ l.u Y-l w1t.b 4 ;:-o.te of l.O~2 porco.nt ~nd 
Y-2 with Q r~to of 10.0 pcrcont)? 

p.19 	wnat: are the Qonse~i..tem;:t:a it, in (b), tho rocipJ.ont request:; " 
hear1n, 20 dAYS betoro tho and or tho 24 month tl"Q-limit# nr 
th••~*t~ ta11~ t~ hnld the hearing prior ~o the on4 ot the 
1ncUvl<2ua1'6 24 tIlOnth::s or ttl.i'di1Jility? 

Stat~A ~T~ not 	prohiblted from wr1~1nQ and employabl1l~y plQn~ I? 
that.. plant; Cor ell) I!Ixtcn:!ion for on inl:l!vidual (0.9 .. , it might 
run to 36 rno'"'the:). Doea Q-verythinI;J in (b) jU6tt. "pply to 30· 
rl~yA bafor.e the end or the Plan, whateVer that i81 

Hfty • ~ooipiQnt D"K tor an .xt.nsion ot bn .xtA""ion on the 
R3l:1~ 9'l"oUndS of J.acx or services? is t.he 1'1'PP"al p,n,lU*:UUi t.l~(:I 
SDlDe? 

p~ 2:1 	 If A lttltt'e elects to' 11ave some a;ency other'than the IV-A 
lAq-=ucy run its JOl\S/WORK prQ(Jrar., is that. othor agoncy oligibla 
for ;1U'l.l r_-;ulAr IV-A adminllit:rat iv. C(lo~t. mM:eh~"n9 ror 
performlng tho$e tUhe~lon8? 

http:porco.nt
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p_24 	Will employ&rs be ~old that they mAy not pay WORX pa~tLoip.nt. 
tot" peri04a 'When th. "lTIis.s,," WOt"k.1I or i9 this j~lJt a way ot 
sllying 'tna'l: employers. will trea.t H'ORK FG1't1oipant. liko their 
~.9Ula.r e~ployeea wi~h r~~pcot to abcono•• , ahd thae 
participants may nat ~pPJy f~T supplemental payments tor vAqca 
los~ due to Absenoe? 

WhIQI1 	 an WORK plllrt,ielpltTlt, i,. <lnc::ked for bein9 a!)sen~1 is the 
employe.r expeCted to return any :suln,J,dy rur the el\lpl0100; ill 
\feujell? 

~1mUarl.:f. It a part1Clpan't. 1s ttu:m.J.nctLt:Jd CL'VAI Q 1fQJUc. 
Asai9nment Ourin~ the month (tor m1coonduct or otherwi••). d045 
thG employor repay thQ WC~X "9Ancy for any suos1ay no~ include~ 
in wages 30 tart Ir SQr 1s it Efo r~t~? .•• 
!irlJt-in-firat"out7 It'D ok to eave thing_ Cor reg", but, ~ornA 
detail. h~v. e¢~t" att.~r.hftd. 

p.22 	Mary Jo Done ar9ued toroetully that 308S t~nd. shOQld bo 
allocatod balillod em .~eh At~tA'A share ot' aaul't. recipie:nts~ as 
in current law. She acxnowlts<lytttl Lila!,. vtllCl: diot.l:l:.bQt:J..cna 
~iiht ~Qr94t tunda vith nargin.l1y sraAt.r .ffiei.ney, but 
I!.rt]Ufln t.hll~ problems w1th necessary Oata ond t.ne uncertainty 
ctlU$r t'ut"jl1uloo ....oul(l croat;.c for atat•• ottoet: tlUl, pot.t.or 
tar9a~in,. 'l'he .pOOD ad.opt ~hiD tormula fer "oB~ funcu'ng on 
page 16. However. w(')XJ( turul1nq 18 'to be al-l~u.:o L:.tsu 1.>.:n",,,;l (;In
JOBS nand_tories and WORK partieip4nta. How do~e the WORK 
pro9ram ,dttfor from JOBS tn ~ way that e)(plainR t.he different 
a11oe~tlon approaches1 

p.:u Do 'tho opecc moan to limit oontract-a with job plAe~a"t 
Rtjp.;nr.1AJ::\ t:n Ilns,ubsJd12:ed PlaCern$llts? (The favorite examplo Qr 

, 'such, 3n'a9.n~y i~ Arn*rloA worxs, which I think U~.* York 
supplementation t\lnds to 5ub5idh. thot. plac.'I'I\Ontft.) 

p.';3 	So tar, CU~f\: ".I:;5LlfUQ!,.tJti hay. O-tUIUrueu th~t )'0 porcent. of WORl{ 
p~rt101pantc vould bo in alota that oftset wQlfRTR reform costs 
- such as child care providers tor o~ner JOBS and WOJ\J( 
pl1clj,clpantli, 5m2 rnonltQt's ot PQrticipotit;m. It the bill doo. 
not raquiro atataa to make ouch plac:oI'tlQnts:, it, 1A doubtful that 
t.hA h';Rochted: sllvinqa can be scored. 

p.28 	Tho JOsS epees looaanad tho d1uplacemant r$qtliTA~en~8 on work 
Au},)plaJIIllntation joba in the pr1vaea sact.or. Dut kept.. Lht$1U t(.lt 
CWf;P. The Cli,splacement provia:tona for WORK adopt th~ et.r01\9fiu: 
proYiolonQ for both publio and priv~~Q jOb8. !n addition, in 
(b) 'tney aad a new pro't6Ction that W010( tiluL.. iu non-profit 
_geneica may no~ compete with publio umployeec. Tho 30BS and 
WORX 4ivpl.c8mant pollel~9 do nnt. appear eonsistenC# with the 
WU,l(K pOlicies mSl<lng It even luu'(J~t' [or states tQ c:reat.o worm 
sl(Jts. 

p.3~'Wnat. e~aetlYI aoes it mean to.« WORK "pol<tioitlI'U)1,:" t.o be. 
• ete~red to 0 "placement oOhtraotor?" CQuld a r.£orral b • 

~I 6S 


~ 
~ 

@

~? 

1 

http:pot.t.or
http:WOt"k.1I
http:pa~tLoip.nt


, 05/28/94 15: 53 "5'202 690 65062 DHHS/ASPE/HSP Ii!I001 
lltllj L-w-P B'4rtIO·vCMB 

I,, 
i 
,!. 

w4l.t.lng .cor placclt'lOnt1 Don't. wo want to know ~h.tt ju.ct:. tho 
way ve want to know about cth.~ waitinq li.t8? Don't W6 need 
to know the status ot those referred to plaoement agesu;1.Da in V:6 
U,·lltsL' 1..0 mtlb.8UJ.:e tho WOaK pcrtieiptrtlon rote on p.S2, 0):' are y
thoy 411 oonsid.red to b. in tho nu~orft~or? 

p.33 	It i& uncl=ar here (and elsewhero) whotho~ Gupplqm.nt. to WORK 
wa9GG ar. $uppoa8d to brin9 " hlrli lyfs lncomo up to the lavol 
or an Aruc benefit tOt a simUar t(lmUy • .1J,,,,h uO othl'lIl.' inecnno, 
or up to the level th~ tQm11y would recoiv~ i~ they re.alned 
.l~ilbl. for AYDC. In QAP ~tate8, I don't tnlnk that is tho 
sam. 4mQUnt~ 

p,J~ AQ vrittGn, paraqraph (h) wil' rftRult 1n costo when child 
suppor't 'tnae o~erw1sQ woulCl orrau\.- ~UIKtf IV-A benefita nov ie 
passed tnrou9h to WOnK p~r~l.~ip4ntG* In 'ddition, the fI1I 
diftereneG betwQQn incoMe from ~ WORK slot 6nd from a reqular llJ 
jot! will b. reaueaa it ChilO sl,lpport 1. V<1tJ.tnw thr{.ough bot.h 
wayo. GiVen that we want WOnK partioipant& ~o t.kq regular 
joba if they .ro offorod t ig thiR p$~~-throu9h a qOOd idea? 

p.37 	Does (9) 11 iTf!poee 0, roqulromont on t.hea. not in WORK nlot$ t.(\ 
report qulttln? a )Qb1 WhA~ is the consequence (tor those 1n Q 
WUI<K Sloe ana for otbf)r~) u! n\,li" uvt.l(yinq? 

p.38 	Aro 'the pt'lnalt,i.f?lJ'I: in (j) cumulative over a litetlme: on vel tare? 
Yor- example, it tt plueuL 1tt aanc1:.ioned with a. 50 parcfClIlt 
reduotion t but curoc it by accepting a 81ot~ on1y to be tired ~6C> 
att~r 9~v~r~) ~AAk~ for. absenteelBm, are we back to the rir~L ~ 
oec\lrrSnC8, or is l,.hls now tne ,econd.l' now about if: t\lO HORR 
dismissols tor ~iooonduet are .~pAratQ4 by 0 sp.ll otf th. 
rollo: ('!nt.i rt'l1y'?, 

p.42 DoeD porDgreph (b) raally moan tho ~on-cuGtodlal ~~Qnt must be 
MI 

I "un.mployed I hY jU8t not working? HoW abou~ wQrkinq 
I lnt:.ermlt:tently. ur lJ~lJ::·I.. .... t.:..J.lnli:l put steadily?
I 
I 

The fiT'"'t. fIOqnt.Rn("'..e or (b) says that arrear. are an a11g1bl11tl'I 
I 	 requlrwnent t wHllt: t.:..h~ thin1 sentenco /!tA)"e! th."y ere not.. 

p~4' Th~ word "hqn ~h()uld be 1nser'te.a .oet:ween "must" llml "garnl.C$hod"

I in (e) i. 
! p.51 	Ovor a ~1x-month pATiod. some familie8 that leave welt~r. will 

retUrn. Moreover, I:fOIll~ families who ere. not. on the rollc. at. 
the beginn1ns or ony oix-montn period but appear in thA m!ddle 
will hlJl,ve !;lpR1'lr. fAWP-T than six"months Oft weltare sim::foi Lhtfb: 
last aptlll. III atu:.r~. count-in; exi-:. trolfl Q. =oho:r:'t but not. 

I 
I allowing for r.-.ntrant~ pa1ntw too tAvor~blA ~ p~cture of Q 

",t"Jllt.P.'A !'l1"'0IJ't"lU,. 

! 

I 
p.5l WlS or;timatoc. that around a pC!'rcoSt.nt. or tJ'(')1'!01It who otherwise 

would be SUb,ect to .JUI$~ ana WORK will m~t:L lilt: m1nitnum wQrk 
standord (between 20 and 30 hcur3 ot un~ubuidla.d work per 

! 

http:pC!'rcoSt.nt
http:fIOqnt.Rn
http:Gupplqm.nt
http:agesu;1.Da
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WQex) t ana continue too rc;u:asive AFJ)C vithol,lt p(u:tioipatin'J in 

.::H,ll!S or WORK. If t.h. ort$ct1VQ monthly part.iajpation .IiItandard 

is 35 percent (40 percent ~inu8 the' percent toler4nQO lcv~l), 

a.ml II p~rcont ot the ,~ 1\\fly bo, in t.h1,,, 

Gftployod-but-ot.11l-on-AFPC statua, it app$Ar~ thBt. 3 state b~ 

WoUIQ 1'I\Qet tne JOBS par't1c1pA't.lon st'am1ard with 27 percent oC ~. 

its JODS rnon~GtQriCD ftotl,lAlly doing som.th1n~. 


p.51 	wnat aces tile pat'~mtnotloal "[or on 1nc:rease in FFP tvx.' JOBS 
5e~v1cea]" mean? If rrp ia incrcaBod in ~ oapPQd GntitlQmont~ 
d.oa"n~t t.daral money ju~t rflplac@ stat., 'un~.'? 

p.52 	As I ~eltl.el\\ber it, 'dbc:u~8ion ot eountln9 job ceareh tow_rd_ tho 11l. 
WORK participa.tion ((h) ell} endal1 up wi th ilg:reernent t)lat j¢~ .. { 

, Goarcn between WORX asslqnrnQnt:l wULlll.l be counted, but not Job 
search for ~hoae on ~~iti~~ licec. 

p.52 wnat Oeoc (k) (i) a60 to (k) (11)1 

p~S5 The word "assistance" 9~emA to he needed after ~he vord 
"teChnical" in the second: lIJtltnt~nut:t ut \..11., *'l\btion41o.u 

ptU"cIJrnph. 

p.!ltl 	Tne retereJ")ces t.o evaluatl.cn s\.;'tlll\ldL,uti tlZO unitol."m nQW (At. 
loast tor tho domon9trat!on~ doaoribod in thi~ ~.utlon). 
HowGvur, th. wl!'roitio'J 'l1lJl)l'\~t.~ t.hAt. there may be . 
non"experiment.al methods thi:3t mut!\. WIts. ti\:.aU\lAl'4" of t.he 

~cient1t1e community. The tol1o~in9 DOe~G batt.~ to m4s 


b.oaus. it .tates th~ rAA~nn far permlttinq aometh1n~ other 
than experlmene6l des1gn: 

uj:1:1n? r~nt'h''111'1 ~'H1:~19nm"'nt at' 1ndividuals to treatment a.nd: 
control qr~l.Ipl;J vt:, ..litH'.,. U.o\. 1:11 J.nApprQPa.~h.t.c tor 
soientific reaooDc, the most r1~orou8 .pprop~iat9 method. 

p»!)'J 	 orne btl1 needs to specify t:~uu.!.l.ly whaL c~:ste c,f which gemocs in 
this o.nd other o.oetiono tho Gcrt-avid:o will fund. 

p.60 	It WORK part.lclpan\.,t> IU'\;t Hul ;,U.,:/1Llo: toJ.: o.ny Arne· in thio 
denno, then "in pIaoo of the pror;9nt APt>C Illystem" do",sn't AAfIUrI 
l1k~ thA ri9ht way to describe th. Cd9h supplements they may
receive. . 

p.';?' 	 UtTnAlftp1nym~nt .insur.ance'· should be: speJ.led out in -Ch~ laot 
lIent.ence u£ 1.111;:;$ £1.1.'.1. "RC!lI:-:i.'i')Htlfll Ol pa.L"flI9l:Gph. 

ThA l"Qlar.lon of the Clearing nouse and: H'CAM. waB not cltulr to 
me. 	 wh~n: ilv st.tttes senel what lOlata? 'What io Q.v",l.lable to 
stnteo en-line:, Wha~ will be "maiht~inod in the RQqistry?b 

p.tSlS wnat. doss "to det~L'ln.1.llt: titu:vJ.vc vyt;..1onz to people" in (b) l\\~on? 

http:titu:vJ.vc
http:t:~uu.!.l.ly
http:non"experiment.al
http:evaluatl.cn
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su t;J.) ~C'l' : Child !;1!re provision in Waltare Jteform 

In the Child Care ~ection: 

~lete th. provi.l~n tbat $t.t~s mugt havo requiromentD that all 
children tu~dea under t~ese autnori~l.s are immunized at levels 
ape"if'J.?/I by· pus, 

We ·explicitlY m8~e thQ deCision NOT ~o 40 enls in A rule ~ecantly 
I 
 proll'lu19G:tc.d br Acr ~ ,I 
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I 
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W&LFAIlB l<EFOI<ll PROPOSED LEGISLATTVE SPECIFlCA1'lONS FAR'I II 

I. JOBS I 11m. Limite, ~nd Work 

1 3. Wha~ otner c1rcums~ance. Qru Q~cept&blo? ~aVe 1. 

3. W.ill QC roquiramEmtG 'ratlect 'l/4fnod,1t:y1ng the tl:drHslon of the 
,WtUrare ;ystem at the polnt or intake. proee.s& t<;, ctroBO cmploym.nt 
end aec••~ to hoaded eorvice" rather thab el1qSbllty an~ benetit 
d.t~rmination.1/2 P~qG 2. 

2 ,c', Do tho$O pl1flOod':"'in who aro rod:etG re~~jv. less than 24 
months under the tilllf'. ltll'lit7 pago 2~ 

3 o. Is the clock running from th. date of applie8tlon~ 
Oli9ibi11ty. 90 dayc atter application, or trom.tho date of Ah 
aqree4 em,ployabl1.l\;.y plan?, Nh4t it tho pla,n 1.CI e.pp-o.1Qd? p 3. 

:) g. i1. Froltl \In .. r-.. is this teCf'm1.cal ~UJ6i8t.anc:o .runde.d? 'p3. 

3 9' i11 Al:O tho ph•••d. on ontJ.tl.d. to a. rai"r hearinq? or only
if th,. .tl'tft prov1des it. as: II lDet.ho4 of l2ispu-t« l'oeolu.t.ion? p •• 

"". b. ra th,?" olvck ~~int? p',. , 
4. f. l~How will, 1/4ccnceivcd vni10 t~e parent vaa on a.9i.ta~eel/2 
defined?, i.o. bern 10 montha after the date or appli~Ation. p.S. 

4. f. 4. Who det~rmin.$ if tho SSl/OX app~ication is ~ftde on a 
rO~Gonahlo b•• iOt 

,. Would treatment ~ount for p~rtioia~ipation? Wheth~Y ~r not 
tho individual is in J08S o~ prA-JOBS? p.G. 

http:cmploym.nt
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or enQse options? what are the coat 1mpl1~4tlons? p.ll. 

l~. ~~ It the not pha••d-in qroup io not r.qu1red to participate. 
do we loose savin98 aasnmeu., in tne. baseline cU'Docll:l.tt:ll wlLh this 
cp:oup A<:eiving tx:ainint? I,D t.:.h~lI tactor.CI into the CDot 
eotimatoa? p*15 

1~.~. Koul~ this check be on advAnco? KQU14 p~rtio1pan~o PQ 
roqu1r.d to pay tunc. back out ot th.ir lir.t payoh.ok in exeeaa 
ot the earning Buppl.montat1on? p.18 

WORK 

ll. t. Haa the Department ot Joftbor i1uI,Gu1'lled, thi!J v111 'happen in 
their baseline? lo 'this 1188W!1W In *-lIu t.:uvt. iu:tt.ln:.teo:? p.2~ 

23. ~ Do eoct Q~tjD.tRa ratlQct • r8qulremen~ that 8~4tea employ 
WOR;tc; partlc1p4fltlS Gts cbll!l La:lUS wvl.'Kerr.. O~ on option? p.26 

26.. How will tha Stata prevent slot BUbS1a1o&1 will the 
secretary iOGue regs to prevent thi_1 p.2. 

10. to MAva tha.4 ovarpa~nta been factored into WORK eB't1mo~ea? ,i .,,11.1 the. tI'1'C Ptl ro",l.vL·ull lutl:.l 6n a.oeuOllicnt aD t:;o vho'thcr (an, individuol 10 1ne11,iblo tor WOR~? p.ll 

31. ~. WhAt.,proportlon or the G~ulolol!l4 ie expoQt.ocl too bo on tho 
WORK w.ltin~ list? What proportion of those ar. 8xp~oted to be 
partoipa.'t.lnq in interi13 WOiu\ act1vltl.,n How <loes thiat lI.ctu.;L 
Llhild cal,'o estillctO'! p~z 

32.a. ~~at 1s the average number ot hours expected per .lot 1n 
tho modian stote.? 4veraio "tate? hi9h b.no~it atQto' low 
hcnc~it ceat.? p. 3l 

34. b. U1Il WORK partiolpantu raoolv. tranwi.tional Medioaid whan 
th4Y 1.~v. the rol181 ~.33 

36 c. Wo~ld the•• partLclpantc loo.e their Medin.id ali9iblity?
Has tnis optlon been tactored lnto tne gost a.tlma~u~1 v~" 

l' O. HoW i. 1/4a,ehl1d coneoiv.d vhile the p~T.nt was in the WOHR 
proqraml/2 der1ne4? p.3~ 

37. Aro canetionl Lor the JOBS/WORK pro9ra1'llP faotored into tha 
Bstimate.? 1S is based on KUkC Catol p.lO 

30. b~ What p.rconta9_ ot partleipant$ j~ ftxpaeted to fall into 
eaCh catevory tor- eaCh year or ttle program. is. tIll. '1'actot'o4 
1nt.o tha COtst: clltilll6.tOIl? p.40 

http:Medin.id
http:payoh.ok
http:tactor.CI
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PEU01U1ANCJt KMSUnS 

4 1. 1& it a jU percentage poln~ reduction or a 1/~ r8~uction? 
Pl1luUSO provid. 0. ",to.to £1.(;.,1 impact onD-lya1Q of a cstato riC\:' 
oro&tin, work .lot•. 

6. It 15 not olear 'What i. ~.nviaioncd tDr tho QC: .:rotOrD? 1'10.$0 
olU'ify. 

TE'CliNICAL AS8IST'ANClt t DVAt.UATION . AND DEHONSTMIJ:'ION6 

Ala. 'J.'n1s sat a8108 appears t;O be rund:1n9 at1mln~ ThJ..t:t.II1Q:I a(;141.'. 
•• di.grot1onary. .100&0 ~rov!d. mora lnto~~tion on how 6¥aohly 
th••• funda ar. to b. u ••d. p.S6 

i 

I 

I 

I 
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u.s. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND U~BANOEVELOI'MENT 
WASHINGTON. D.C, 20410-&000 

lIay 26, 1994 
M51$T.toHTSIlCFleTAAY 
mftY"O\J!l'O"'~AHO~~R(;H 

l!El!!ORANIlUK FOR: wendell Primus, Deputy Assistant Secretary 

for Human Services Policy, HB5 


l!.i.chAel A. 'stelJlD"" ~ 
HOD's comments on the welfare reform proposals 

HOD concurs with the welfare reform proposals 1ncoxpDrate4 I' 

in the Kay 20 package. Included in theae is II. proposal eo ensure 
that hOWling assistance would not rise in responss to penalties 
imposed on those who do not comply with thair won or JOBS 
obligations. Since the onnent .proposal a&8ures that there would 
be no penalties for those who ars abls and willing to comply, but 
for reasons outside their control cannot comply, HttO is willing 
to support the provision. Our cnrrent reauthorization package 
dOS8 not include this 1ang'Uage. Staff of the Office of Gener",l 
Counsel will assist HHS in drafting of the language. . 

I 
. ..... The.. Department awaits fill4llCing..proposals.,. Tbare 1s a clear' 
relationship bet_an tha sul:>Gtantive provisions of the paekaqe, I 

.and the mean.. used to finance th..... As you l<ncw, SGC%etary I 
Cisneros has serious concerns about some financing options that I 
have been sU9qGsted thus far, and w~ll keep these concerns in 
mind .." he review" the f1na.l packaSje 1n ita entU'ety. I 
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IYEPARTMENT OF HIALTIl. HUMAN SERVICES Social Security Admln/tuttlo" 

Roferto! 	 Baltimore M021235 

MAY 26 1994 

NOIll IP WENDELL IIRIMUS 

9~CT: 	 Welfare Reform Legislative Specifications, JOBS, Time 
Limite and WOAK Performance Standards (Your M~O. 
S/:aO/94)--UPLY . 

We reviewed the legislative specifications for the JOBS. time 
limits and WORK proviSions of the welfare reform plan and have 
the following comments for your consideration_ 

Seetion 4(f) (4) of the specifioatione (page 6) ~ld accord 
certain AFDC applicants/recipients pre-JOBS status if they had 
"an application panding for the SSl or SSOI program, if there is 
a reasonable basis for the application.' Such an application
'would be used as an alternate standard for incapacity. 

We question whether the SSljSSDI application algne should be 
grounds enough for such a finding of 'incapaCity'? Also. hoW 
would 'a· reasonable basis for the application" be determined 
before there was a formal SSA determination or adjudication of 
the title II and/or title XVI disability application? We believe 
that the criteria and procedures for finding statutory
'incapacity' under this program could be clarified, but ve would 
defer to the Administration for Children and Families regarding
this eSSentially AFDC issue. 

In addition, we suggest that section 34(a) (page 33) be revised 
to add SSl to the list of Federal and Federal/State programs that 
would treat wages from ""OR!( assignments as earned income_ 

Thank you 	for the opportunity to review this material. 

c6f.. ~ ,-4---- f--
Rtcbard A. 2isinger
Senior Executive Officer 

Attachments 

To 

PAX TRANSMITTAL -'ISS 
• 
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Specjfica!ioD$ 

AcluIt rocipl""~ (0" Tem l'lI'.... below for treatment of mioot C\IS!Odia! ~l who w.... 
/lOt able to work or panlclpiIe in educatioe or ualIIing activities (e.g., due to cate of. 
dlubled dlUd) 1X>\Ik! "- wlgned to the pa-IOBS phu. either prior 10 or aft.er entry into the' 

. 10BS program (ot aft.er entty Into the WOJIK program; ... WORK sp«itl<a!lOIl$ below). 
For example, if lID indlvldua! beeame seriously 01 aft.er enmlnll the JOBS prDgtlItIl. h. or she 
W01Ild th... be placed in pro-JOBS ....... 

(b) 	 n.. Staa BlI""'Y wo\lld be reqvlred Ix) lOW, an initial <!etennlruUion with tospc<t 10 pre-lOBS 
atlllUJ prior to or IS pan of Ibe devclopm<m of the omployabUiIy plan, since the determination 
,"01lld in tum .fftol the content of the employability plan. A recipient who is required 11> 
ponl¢ipate In JOBS nther Iban ...1""" to prWOBS "'!US wuld feqU'" • fair bearing 
focusing on wbeth... lb. individIW meers one of the pre-lOBS cri,eria C."" below). TIIetime 
frame for c.omplotiorJ. of the employability plan (tee above) wouJd bee waived in such C3SSS. 

(c) 	 Pmons in the pro-JOBS phase WQuld 1>0 1I:"pected to enJa,a:- in activities intendo.1 to prepare 
them for employment aruIIor the JOBS PI!'IlflI/ll. The employability plan fur a recipient in 
pr..JOBS stal\IS could detail the stepa. suen as locating suitable medi<:al <a.re for a dlublod Of 

ill adult or arranging for an appropriate setting for a dlS.bled child, nuded 10 enable tho adult 
to enter the lOBS program andIer find employment. 

Re<:lpl.... not likely to, ..... participate In lb. lOBS prognm (e. II., those of advanced lJI.) 
might IIOt be expected to engage in pr..IOllS aetivltl... The employability pi... fur &Ueb 
individuals mlahl stili indud••tepS inteaded tt.l, for example, improve the family's health 
.talUS Of housing situallon. For individuals who w .... oxpec:ted to enter lb. JOBS program 
shorey (e.g.; moth... o(younll chil4""'l. pr..'OBS ."",Ie.. """Id be provided. when 
appropriate, to addtOSs any oulStllllding barrie.. to ru<:<:<SSfu1 participation I. JOBS (e.g.,' 
ananglng /Or cblId .....). 

(d) 	 Sw<s c:ouId proVide P"'JIf"'" services to individual. in rhe pre-JOBS ph.....,inll lOllS 
funds. but would .., "- required Ix) do aD. Likcwis<>. S_ ""uld provide child can or other 
supportiv•••",iots to pm<lll$ in p .... l0BS statu! but would not be required to do so-there 

,would be no chUd care guar..... for indlvid.w.mpr..J,OBS. PerlO", in pr..IOBS <latuS 

would oot be subJect", SiDClIon for failvro to ponl<ipa.. in pro-lOBS actlviti... In other 
word., I. order to actually requite an individual to participate in an activity, • Stat< wo\lld 
have 10 classify the indtvldoal u lOBS-mand:ltory. 

(e) 	 Persons in pr.·IOBS would Dot be ..hj... to Ibe time limit. e.,.. months in whidl • ""iplen. 
was assigned to pro-JOBS would no! """nt ljlahlSt the _·year limit on cash benefits. 

(f) 	 The ctileri. Cor pre-IOBS <latus "'o,lId be the rollowln,: 

(I) 	 A par.", of a cblld undor age one.' provided the child w.. not ""noeived wbile 
the parent w.. on assi"""... would be .assigned to the pr.,.10BS ph.as.. A 
parent or I child w~ved while OD assistance would be placed in pre-JOBS 

s 

http:i.jI....Ul
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for a twelve·week l"'Iiod following lIIe birlh of the child (<:<Insistent _ III. 
Family an4 Medical Lea.e Act), 

(UDder CIIrrOllt law, p.,ents of. chUd under "'. lilt.., uDder .,. one at s.... option, 
..... exempted from lOBS participation, and no distinction 11 mad. betw_ children 
conceiYod wbU. o. _ an4 ohMr.. wIIil. !lOt on assistance) 

(2) 11 UI. wboa determined by !he SW. on Ibe basis of medical evldone. or 
_Iller $OIIno basi. lIIat!he ill..... or injury i••eriowI """"ah to temporarily 
prevoot emry inI<> ernploYIn"'! or tralnlng; 

(3) Is in<::apa<:iwed. wilen verified by !he S_lbat a physical or mental 
Impairment. determined by a li ..... ed physician, psychologist or IIlOl!W health 
professional. prevent! Ill. Individual fr.m engaging in employment or 
tra.ini~: 

(4) Has an applioallo. pendi.g for lIIe SSI or SSDI program. if lIlere i, • 
reasonabl. basil for rIt. application; 

(UDdor 'the proposed law, • pending SSIISSDI application would ... used as lift 
al_ standard for Iocapacity) 

-
(S) Is $I year. of age or older; 

(6) Needed ill the home be<ausc ionorJt... memb... of Ibe bou.cbold, requires rite 
Iodlvidual', pr....c. du. to Ill.... or Inoapo<ity as dotumined by • Ii....ed 
physician. psychologist or mental health professional. an4 no other appropriate 
mombot of the household is avaUabl< to provide !he needed care; 

(1) Third nlm....r of pregnancy; and 
(Under current law an4 rtgul'liol1.!. pregnant women ar•••empted from lOBS 
putlclpatio. for hotb the ,~ and tl!ird trim......) 

(&) LiviD, in a",.,,,,,, .,ea. An individual would b. considered r.mo~ if. 
found trip of more !han two bours by r....nably available public or ptiV3le 
tranliportation would b. required for a 119rma1 ...,rk or "alning day. If!he 
normal f(}1u~d-uip c:::ommu'dna time in tho area is more than 2. hours. the 
round .... ip commutin, 11m. could not ..c:eed I..eral accepted standards for 
~.¥~. ' 

(S..". as C1It1lI/lt regulatiOns, CFR :!SO.30» 

(g) Only 0'. patent in an AFDC·up family oould ... placed In pro-JOBS u.der f(l), 

(h) Ea<h State would b. pennlned to plau,!.tt pre-JOBS, for good ..\Ill. as d_eeI by lb. 
State, a numbei of pars.o-ns \lp to a fl.1l:ed percentage of the tl)~1 number of persons in the 
phased.ln i'cup (which would'include ,dult recipients. minot <""odial parents and persoll! in 
the WORK prostam), The.. good cause "'ignmco" to pre-lOllS would he in addition to 
Iltos. meeting lb. pre.JOBS criteria defined in (I), Good ",,\Ill, ""uld Include sub'tantial 
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(a) 	 . ~.wOuld baYe1h•.ftexlbllity iiid<CmDiath••lI!Dbcr of bouts fot each WORK 
assignmelll::·.Jbo \lUmbCrofbours ror::. WORK 3$$ignment _ldvary depelldfng oath• 

. • aiIlt.:of tIiO.lioslllon•.".WORK. "'~:",;;'Id have 10' be tilt at I.... an lMlrage of 15 
bo.... per w~durilllt .. mO.th·and Ibr Do more thall '" __age of 35 be_ per week durin, 
• moeth. 

Eath S.... would b. required, ID the ~ po"ibl., ID ... tho bou., for WORK asslsruneots 
such that til!' aVOlOj:0 wq<s flcm a WORK ...Ignmen' rep...."".ed at 1_75 pe",= of the. 
typical AFDC bop.fit for a family of three In Ib, State. This would be • Stale plan 
requirement. 

" ",.
~Dcciflc.tiQlJS 

{al' 	 In insWlo" in wbiob Ibe family Income. net of work ..p....... of an individWII in • WORK 
""'pont wor._ 110. equailD the AFDC benefit for • family of that sizt, the Individual and 
bi'Ih .... family would te<eM> an _gs ••ppl.....t suffioient \0 leave the family 110 worne 

. off \han a family of Ibe ..... size on ·...1_(with no earned income). 	 . 

(b) 	 The ..mings supplement would be In the form of either AFDC or • new progrim ideotical td 
AFDC with ""I""IID tho d............,. of eligibility and caleuJatlnn of benetlts. The level of 
the earnings ..pplemenr. would be fixed for 6 monlla. The level of the sopplemen. would no. 
b. adjusted either up or _ during lb. 6-mooth period due II> dloogcs In earned lrn:orn. or 
to """-pmnan .... changO. In .......ed Inoome. provided·lb. Individual r....ined in the 
WORK ...p .... 

(0). 	 The work expense dioreptd for lb. purpose.f calculatins lb. earning> supplement would b. 
set at lhO$am. l¢voI as thoslandard $120 work oxpwe disc'Sald. SLates w~i<h .opted for 
.mor. gen.1OU.! earulngs disregard pollci.. would b. permitted but oat .....ired to apply lh"". 
polici"" 10 WORK w"...·· , ". . . - ,,,.'. 

SneeifioalioD> , . .' :j, .:' .' , . 	 S5::C . 

Co) 	 w~ ir.;" w~~~~~:':"'I:_ .. eamadh,<ome' with ~p=to Fedual ..d 
Fod~oI·Stat. ~!stan~ p"'-~}llher than AI'DC (e.g., food.stamp'.",Medicaid. public and 
Section 8 boUsinz);. ';'. '\/' ·i.,;··: '. . 

, ' ", .:. -. '.0,..... '.' 
*' ' • " .. !. : 

(b) 	 Participants· in WORK wianm- and their families would be treated as AFOC recipi.... 
with resp= 10 ~edicaideligibqity. I.•.• Ibey would be categ<ltically eligible for Mooicald. . . 

33 



COMMENTS ON JOBSfTlME LlMITS/WORK 


L 	 Effective Date/Phase In 
2. Program Intake - No comments, 

3. Employability Plan 

, • 	 •• Editorial: Need to emphasize placement in less .than 24 months and work options 
during first two years 

This section should have a vision piece as the others do - and it should clearly state 
·that we intend plans to be developed that move participants 10 work as quickly.as 
possible. It should explicitly say "Employability plans may be for less than 014 months 
and may include assignment at any time to work programs with JOBS such as eWEP, 
On the Job Training. and Work Supplementation as under current law." 

4. Pre-JOBS 

** Question: Isn't It a state option whether volunteers meeting pre-JOBS criteria are 
submit to time limtt? 

5. Substance Abuse 

No comments. 


6.;Oefinilion of the Time Umit 

; 


•• Editorial: Does (b) add anything to the definition of (a)? 

If not. it should be dropped. 

7. Applicability of the TIme Limit 
8. AFDe-Up 

No comments. 


9. Teen Parents-------..
•• Policy Issue 
(c) Still maintain that there should be no exemption for anyone under 20 based on age 
of child (beyond 12 weeks). 

'~ -. 

http:quickly.as


10. JOBS Services 

, Editorial 
(g) Add "microenterprise training and activities" as well as self-employment programs 
to the.llst of optlonai.activltles, 

11, Mlnlnwm Work Standard 

***,Policy Issue 
.' Part time work issue remains to be resolved,;,. 
" 


'12, JOBS Participation 

"Editorial 

~(e) broaden the definition of satisfactory participation to Include any mlcroenterprlse 
program -- not just SBA funded, HHS; Labor, Agriculture all have mlcroe~terprlse 
programs, 

UPoficy It?sue .' , . . 
(g) needs clarification, Should be a state option whatner to'impose time limit on a 
broader class of AFDC recipients participating in JOBS, 

rr JOBS Funding 

14, Semiannual Assessment 

No comments. 

15, Transltior! to WORK 
'Editorial 
We had discllessed 1i1at the regulatory specs «e) through (h)) were too detailed and 
did not need to be here, 

16, Extensions 

17,Qualifying for Additional Months of Eligibility 

:lil, Administration of JOBS/WORK 

19, Specific Responsibilities of the IV-A Agency 

20, Other Areas of Responsibility 

21, Establishment of !! WORK program 

No comments, 


.,~ ..,. 



22. WORK Funding 
"*Policy Issue 
The issue of two pots of money vs. one is still not decided. The specs maintain the 

division -- requiring that the former AFOC benefits be used only for wages, and the 

WORK subsidy of operational COSls. This division Is, on the one hand, artificial since 

subsidies can be disguised as other things, and, on the other, an .unneces.s".,.: .. 

constraint on state flexibility in running the WORK program. 


·*Question 
Note (c) now says WORK funds will include an extra amount for WORK opportunities 

> for noncustodial parents. 
~ .. 

23. Flexibility 
24. Limits on Subsidies to Private Sector Emgloyers 

.No comments. 

25. Coordination 

--Questions re: public/private board: 

(1) Changes previous control of deSignation of board from local to state government 
(2) Allows Slate to make local area larger than JTPA SDA. '90 we want that? This 

would allow state to make it a state board. How about state can make area smaller, 

but not larger? 

(3) Board has no formal power or role. "Guidance: "work in conjunction with." If we 

really want this to have local input, there should be some local power - "Local plan 

should be developed jointly by board and agency: Or "Board shall develop plan, 

subject to agency approval: or vice-versa. 


26. Retention Requirements 
27. =29, Nondisolacement, Grievance, Concurrence 

No comments. Note: do not have latest consultation speqs. 


30. Number of WORK Assignments 
.- Question 
Should count not only subsidized positions, but unsubsidized found through agents 

under contract to place WORK participanls. 

Current definition might not count placement contracts. 


ilL Eligibility Criteria 
32. Allocation of WORK Asslgments/lnterim Activities 
33. Hours of Work 
34. Eaming~ SUQQlement 
35. Treatment of WORK wages 
36. SUQPortive Services 

~1' ... '~.1·"."37. Wages and Working Conditions 

No comments. :.. 


" .~,. 



38. Sanctions 
*"'. Policy Issue 
(c) Suggest changing the standard for refusing a private sector job to 20 hours or less 

if leaves family no worse off. 

***Question 
(I) Stil! say the term "willful misconduct" is too strong. "Will lui is unnecessary.,_ 

Including it in the statute will only make it more difficult to sanction. Defining 

misconduct should suffice. 


(g) ,Same issue as (c) - change std. for refusal to 20 hours. 

,;, 39. Job Search 
No comments. 

,40, Time Umit on the WORK Program ,"'-' " .. , 

"""'Policy Issue .,
."
Under discussion. 

41. Noncustodial Parents .~, ~ .. ' ,42. Parentinc Demos , ;" 

No Comments. 



---_.. , 
I"')~!' 

, . 

May 26, 1994 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 	 David Ellwood 

Mary Jo Bane 

Bruce Reed 

Belle Sawhill 
Kathi Way 

From; 	 Wendell prim~ 
Re: 	 Additional comments on JOBS!WORK specifications 

Attached are some additional comments on the JOBS/WORK specifica
tions that came in late this afternoon from OMS, HCFA and FNS. 

cc: 	 Emily Bromberg 
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Lesisiat/ve Reference Division 

Labor - Welfare - Pers(Jrmcl Brancl, 


lAoaimile Tranwmittal 8bQAt 

• FROM, Chris Mustain fHOl'l!;: ,n'-3i-2l 

FAX, ~J$-U.$ 

'rIME: -4: 3S 

9 

COMMENTS I Add,kov'lu] OM~ CoI"'\I"te.JS. 't'leAse. iIIO~C 
+~cJ t~e. \;f'S~ -seJ MCO!VI..vz~ nte. Si/YI?I~Av1 
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WELFARE REFORM PROPOSIlD LliGISLATIVE SPECIFICATIONS I'A'U II 

Y. JOBSt Time Lilnits, and Work: 


Section: 


1 a. Whflt othP.T drr.umstances for permitting State:; tv uei"y lmple:mc:n~lion of. 

wplfarP. refonn are acceptable? Page 1. 

2. Will QC requirements reflect "mullifying the mi55ton of the welfare Bya:tem III 
the point of Intake pn.x.\..~s 10 sl..ress employment ~tnd OCce.ll' to needed v<;rvi.eos father 
than cligibUlty and benefit determInation"? H.ow? P<lSC 2, 

2 c 00 those phll$Cd~jn who nrc redeterminations receive l~$: th.. n 24 montlu 
unclei' the time limit? Pal1i!: 2. 

3 a. Is the time-limiting dock running from the date of application, eligibJlitYI 90 
dnys after ilppHatlon, or from thu date of an agrel!d employabHily I'll/HI? What if the 
pla.n ia- cppcllled? p 3. 

3 d. What is: the obligation to prOvld& Rt"fvirp5; In thuse in pre-JOOS (e.g. addlctlon 
trQatment, psychological eouI'IspUing, phy>::irAJ rehabilitations)? p. 3. 

3 g. it. l-'r(lm Whf!TP. il' thllO technical assistance for mediating dWvutt::/j funded? 'b it 
advi~fible to add another layer of bureaucracy and rnultlplt! levels of appeal a( thi" 
stage rather than a later stage (perhaps when IJeut:llt Va.yu\elll$ axe at ~lllke. or when 
persons are put Into JOBS V!>. pre~JOUS)? Lar,ge numbers of beneficiaries mllyappeal 
and dog up the system. p.3, 

.3 jS. iii Are the phased~ln entitled to a fair hearing? Or only if the state provides it as 
d lUt:!:litvu v{ dl&pl.,He resolution"!' p. ·t 

4. D, Is the clock running while an individual iI. Appealing? 

4. f. l.How will "conccived while the parent was on aSiistanol' defined?, i.€'. born 10 
month, aJ{cr fhe d'ltc of appli~&Hon. p.5. 

5. f. 6, Who pays for the medical exams to determjn~ whp.ther an individual is JOBS 
or pr.-JOBS eligible? p. 6, 

4. i. 4. Who dete-rmine-s: it thl? SSI/i.H appUcatlon Is made un a reasonable basis? 

5. Would trp'.3tment COUnt for partlc1attpatlon1 Wlurthr:r or uvL the individuQI b in 
jO.,5 or pre-JOBS? p,6, 

11,a l"'!as an impa(.:t dualYbis or issue paper been developed un each o( t!\c:;c options? 
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12. f. U the nol pM3W~in group is not rcquiN!d to participator do wq.loore ~vlng$ 
assumed in the baseline associated with this group rcreiving trAining? b: thiJt 
(at:tored into the cost CGHmMOOt p.1S 

15. e. Would this c:hed: be an advance? Would partieipants be required to pay 
funds back out of their first pa.ycheck in excps~ of the earning: ,supplemel\tation't p.1S 

WORK 

21. f, Ha~ the fJepartmem of Labor assulUeti this wIll happen in their ha,,,eline1 Is 
thj~ a~s:umed in the COSt estimates? 1'.26 

23. a Do COSt' e:;:timotL"S n::fiecl a requirement that 5tat~ employ WORK parl:icipant6 
as chUd care WOrkelti ur <lit oplion? p.2G 

26.,* How wHi the Slate prevent 1J1ot .'!lub&idi(:$? Will tho Secrliri'ary issu(J r(Jgs: t-o 
pr~v~Ht this? p.2S 

30. f. Have these overpayments be€rt factored into WORK es.tlmat()$7 Will till!! Brre 
be fo.ctorcd into an M.sessment as to whether an indjv,dllal i.E; inengjble for WORK? 
1',31 

31, c, What proportion at thp ciUiclmad j!: expected to be on the WORK Wi:titiH~ 116(? 
What proportion of tho,. am ~xrm.d to be partclp.tlng In lflt",lm WORK 
activities? How dOeS this Arfp.(';t thUd care estimates? p32 

:,tl.a. Wnat i~ the average number oi hUOfS I!x~\.1eU pel' ~ll.'Jl in the mcditn'\ atllte? 
average stater high benefit state? low vendi\. ~l(lh:::? p. JJ 

33. c. What Imp~;..:t ,will th~ wor). dlsregQrd have on r-ood StnmpG benefils? p,33 

34. b. Will WORK pArticipants receiW! tranl!:btional Medicaid when they loavc the 
roll.? 1',33 

3(, c. Would thcse partidponta loose their Medicaid eligiblity? Ha$ thil~ option brum 
factured into {he wst C$t"in'\tl.tc,s? p,35 

36 c. How is "a child conceived whitt!' the parent was in tim WORK program" 
defined? 1',35 

37. Are sanctions for the JOBS/WUI<K programs factored Into the daus? It;: iti bi1st':d ) /}, 
on MDRe dl\tl\l' p"36 



-

39. b. Whnt percentage of participants is expected to fall into each c"t~oTy I'M p.ach 
yeot of the program. Is this fador~ into the cost ~,timate97 

Pl!RFORMANCQ MEASURES 

4 i. !Sit.a 50 percentagC" point rOOnr.l!on or a 1/2 reduction? Please provIde is state 
(iscal,lmpact an"lysis ~lf a Atatp. not creating work slots, 

6, It t~ nol C'Jear what is env1Sioned tor the QC sYt:itcllt? rl~Qbt:' d4dfy. 


TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, EVALUATION AND DEMONSTRATIONS 


Ala. ThiS':set ashlt: appt:'dts, to be funding admin. Tld~ 1).10Y acorc 4,6 dillerclionaty . 

Pltl"dse provide more information on how exactly these fundes are to be USG<1. p.S6 
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fOBS/WORK 

Intake and r3!1l:p management. (p, 2- ff) There ilfe 1:1 lIumbt!!' uf new Adulhlislt"alive 
reoqulreml?nfs rp.lated to the revised approach to <.:a.sc UtiUulgemenl. TIlc4e include 
op.vp,:Jnping employment plans, seml-aunud.1 ~:'~~:Jmt'Hbt a..pPCdl" p~3;!1C:l, 
meetings 90 days before bOlt\WH~ rd;,:h~ the time limit, etc. ' It i., not dear whIch. 
program would F4Y these administrative costs, The lcgMo.tion nccdfl to specify 
whether they would be funded by AFDC or JOllS. If thew will b. AFDC costs, 
~timalc.. JI(.'"CO to be provided. 

Up front job seArch (p. 12). This 5Cctlofl suggests thi;! definition of joh--ready would bA 
ha.ving nQn~negligiblc previous work experience. ~(:l;mt graduates 3r~ unlikely to 
heve this e)(pcricncc. Also, there are llkely to be many olh<:'t1l1 with mnr~ than 
cdcquO:tc basic {:ducil~ion who have not worked, but ilre job fPady. 

JOBS o"pplement.Uon of wag•• (pp 17-13). Nnw, for people In JOBS. MDC grant. 
(an be diverted to supplem~t waBtt~ for up to 9 months In newly crea~ jobs. TIle 
propo~l would aHnw A"l)C grants to be diverted fur up to 12 1HVJlthl> tor 4bnost 
any prlvi!.tP. Job where the prevtous holder quit vvJuHtarHy. WORK slots (in the 
early Y"") would be limited to pc'Ople whu I",ct been in AFDC .t le.st two yeor. 
(and thu~ not as Ukely to teave AfDC ~ovn U11 their own), Tht: werk 
.':upplementation under JOBS, hUWltVt!I, would be dvail~ble tv people on the rolls 
only a couple of months whu mightlt;olve qUickly on their own. People m"y bl! kept 
on the rolls fur bl!vend months beyond the time they would normally leave AFDC. 
Given the high beneflL lllAlchillg rates the apedficntions would offer Slales with 
high JOJJ5 participation ratC$, work 3upp1emcntation ma.y become an iner~a$in81r 
a(lractive way to increase those r<lte.s ww pnssibly increasing AFDC c.tise:loads. Hav~ 
lhese possible effed Peen considered "l'Id estimaled, Also, the WORK progrllm 
excludes WORK partidp;:mrs from reroiving the BITe to give them an ince-ntivp. in 
find unsubsidized employment. It seems a Similar policy would be nppf<'lpriate for 
work 8upplcmcntl1tion under (he JOBS program, How would the HI"I1..': he treated? 
Would employers: be eligJble for the Targeted Johs TAx (:rP{jjfr 

Application for advance E.ne. (p. UU would the administrative effort to ils:;il:it 
workers to obtain advan('P. HITC hecnme an allowable JOD5 COSt? If su, hav!: the costs 
tu Treasury bl?C'n inclurlp.d in the estimates? 

At1Ju~tment& to JOBS matching rates (p. Z6). Th~ BU!.l~t:t G:l)$umcs )Olt'le 5tate, will 
have unemployment rateS high en()u~h tv trigger extended UI benefits through the 
outyears. Undoubtedly, SOme StaWs wiU have increasing unemployment ro.tcs even 
If the natIonal average l.:ominues to dedine, ] lave these adjustments been Included 
in the t!StiJnatc uf tbe Ftdel'<'ll, share t,f ttJtal program opcnding? 

WORK .u1>.idi •• to employer. (p. 27 fl. Wuulu pri"'I~ employe" be eligible to 
rO(eive the Targeted Jobs Tox Credit for WORK 5101< Ihat AFDC 'lIbsldl'...·' 

.,..,..L
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Length of time in an individual WORK s:lot. {p. 27} while there is a Unlit o( 12 I 
months in a.ny one: WORK auignnwl1t, (ill''! nn individual be reassIgned to the .5l1Me ? 
employer immediatf:'ly (or shortly) after the eXpirat10n of the Hrst 12 mouths? I( ~QI 
WORK slots: could $tarl to re....emble penmmenl Jobs, 

Coordination with the Corporation tor NaUoIICll fuul Cvtlunu.nlty Sc:n1<:e (p. 2&), 
I,iving stipends In the National Servile PWgn:UIlIUC pl'«luded from being counted 
as income tor the purpuse:; of AFDC, FClod Slarnps, I:tnd other lnet:I,lU lC,:lled 
programs. It is not dC;!(tf how WORK can coonJinate with the National Service 
Program unleltii th.~t: .'>U}ll;!uJ~ 4'e (ounled .1$ income. 

Seltliannual certification lor WORK. (p. 31) People would be (:erH(f$d lo participate
in the WORK program for 6 month, 'I ,; time. UnlikQ AFDC rectpienl$, WORK 
partidpAnts would retain their cUSibiHty no matter how threlr cirCUlnstlUl('I>); 

changed .. cMnscs in family status, other part~time work. incrE'l'lSR'S in child support 
pc.ymcntst etc. This feature of the WORK program could koop JlP.ople in the wellare 
Gystem Jonger. Have tho costs of this feattn"{l b~~n RcoUmaled? 

WORK in fm~the.gap States and other dIsregards (p. 33). some States have a flll-th~ 
sap AFDC benefU ('",Irutation that effectively gives an additional Uit!fC1S4fd of earned 
incomt: 111 the AFD\:: program. These dtSregan.1:;: Ulil)' Ut: 5010 of earnings for low 
j"rom~ w()tker$;. The WORK Spedficatlons wuulu dllQW SlAles to disregArd 4 
,;imHar percentage of income from the WORK program, Since the WORK pl'OgrCn'i 
j§ supposed to be less remuner3tlve than an un5u~idized job with the $llMC hours, 
it 15 unclear why this disTt!gards over dad above the $120 work expert,e wuuld be 
permitted, 

WORK And lax., (I" 33), Would WORK Income be subject to !n<ome lax ..? While 
AfDC recipient" generally have inColne toO low to owe Federal taxes~ States often 
levy income taxes at much lower income levels. It seems it would be inappropdnt(> 
for States to lax WORK stipend::; that substitute (or AFDC. 

Worker's compensation (p. 34). Where WORK parlidp;mt$ would nol be covered 
by worker'$: compensation programs, they would be provlctp.d with comparable 
coverage. The legislation may need to specJfy how this would work ....would the 
WORK program s(ilt~insure (and Til:).:" ow1ng dalms at some: time In the future when 
lhe WORK program m.y hAve heen replaced)! Or would this be covere\! ~y 4" 
insuranc~ pr(>;Mmm wHh nu future govemment liability? 

Employment and training programs for uom:ustodlal parcnts (1" -i2). I U~ i.5 
currently testing employment and trajning programs {or absent pAr<:nts, but resulls 
are not avaIlable yet, It is mit i,."lear why a new progf4I1l would he Si4l'led prior to 
knowing it i$ likely to wurk. It would be better to wait until it is known whother 
these appn.rndu~s work before 5t::tting up d nationsl program, 

Allowing absent parents to "'Work o{f" n.rJ'C3fS (p.1.3). It appears thai atmm.t parenb 

' 

I 
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L-W-P ERrt/CH·1.JMB OO? 

P4fliclpAling in WORK would both set a FooCt"aJJy-su'bsidi:wd w~8'? and be forgiv~n 
debts they OWe to the State and Federal govemmllntl.<. It is not dc-ar why AhAAnt 
parents working in a governm.ent subsidized fob would haVf." th(.l'ir debts forgiven 
while those working in unsubli:idizQd jobs would ('(').nHnue tn be responS!ble {or their 
d~bts, What !>Gnefit would the Fede ..1 government receive (or forgiving these 
debts? Thi$ feature could MVi?' iii 1<'en1f1c:ant "suction" e(fect, where absent pi;uente: 
prQfQr subsidized WORK slots over private employment, Therefore, absent parents 
in WORK slots should not have thtdr debts forgiven. 

PERFORMANCe MEASURES. 

Financial management. nils M!L1ion Indicates that current requirements for 
aCCurale flnanctal manugeultmt wCHlld be combIned with future measures or how 
fast people leave AFDC, oblain employm.ent, etc, Phumclo111't,u, .. scment measuTe$ 
are wt!1l udil\ed~ with Inosl variation a re~u1t of State and local management. 
Howi::vt:r, performance measures for )l'Ioving people from welfare to work will hI} 
far le.'5s precise. Precise performnncc l'nCaGurC6 would ruquire economic and 
demographic modele of AFDC participation far more accurate than rtny yp.l- dAvi5ed. 
All a result, States with WOT6C economiQs or a more dis:actvantagi?.d population might 
have to meet more stringent financial management T€"qHlremp.nts than other Stales. 
We strongly recommend that performance st:ln(1ard~ he kept separate from payment 
accuracy. Otherwise/ there could be a ~rH?ral JlP.rception that the Bxecuttve lSrandt 
placQ$. low priority on financia' m,:;na~runp.nt and payment Integrity 1n welfar~ 
program •. 

tntera('Uon ot' tuture JeglF11atton and regulations In setting I$lamial'ds, PAgel' 49 a.nd 50 
l'IPpP.ilt to !>et deadlines for final rebTUlatluIlt:i that hnplel))enl le)(:lolfttion thal 
Congress would be expected to enact a yei1f or two afler welfare rcfonn. This 
discuSSion should be darifJt!d tv m.ak.e It clear thAt regulatory deadlines arc (or only 
those regulations UUtt can bt-lssued under the wel[ore reform bUl's authority. 

Enhiutced m.aldting in AFDC for high plUUdpation 100t,,"t), We under&lat"U1 tha.t past 
UCH\O,~lratiom found it diWcult to hllve participation rates above 40% in welJ.. 
d~tiigHed programs, 'The enhanced matching for having more than 45% or the 
pha5ed~in population may have two undesirable offe<:l:6. First, State; have 
incentives to further reduce scrviccG lo non ..phased in households- to achh?V'P th~ 
higher participation rates in thl!:i sroup. Second, Status may percE'ivE' inmntiv~ to 
"p.uk" recipients in long~lerm activities rather than put thf:'m through activities 
thot help poople obtain unsubsidi""d employm.nt qUICkly. It appear. ,hi. enhanced 
matching provides incentives for economicaJly h'~rf1c:i~nt behavIor and thus 
desorves reconsideration. 

TECHNICAl, AS.~ISTANCE SET ASIDeS 

I'p.rtp.ral adminiStrative COSts att! normiilly tl:!\o"l.¢wea in the AnnuAl approprLAtiOl\G 
process, and not prefundcd )%UI'> ia advance through mAndatory ~urCC$. The (Jet· 

http:employm.nt
http:m,:;na~runp.nt


asides that exist fo.r I'leAd Start nnd PHS, il5 dts.crctionary funds., are not comparable 
to setil&idc:!I in welCo.re reform. In a.ddJUon, mOl>t of the 13% setas.ide in Head Start 
pa.ys for ~he Heild St"ft program on r".s(lrvath . .m~ and in the Tenitories. 1.""# rno~t M 
the Head Stout sctaside supports cascload, not Federal adminislr..,Uve .,("tivity. 
Federal admini&trativG expenses 9houlC;t continuE' to hf:'" suhjed to ilJU11.lal review in 
the appropriAtions. process, 

If parts of lhft ~tJls:idp. aT~ not deleted, any remaining portion should be specified b~ f1 

thePd nnHar figure rather than a percentage of other caVpt:u i1J11vunl:,/, Th¢ 6cellon" 
hy·AAction anal)'Sis should also compare this dollar amuw\l wHh the d.moun{/J now 
sptmt on these and comparable activIties, 

The section is unclear wh~tht:r tht: M:(d:.lue fund all c05ls of the demoJ"'lratioruJ, or 
whether w:tn~ (."()$l~ would be born by other source3. All demonstration:; will, C{)(;t6 

outside any IctlUide $llOUld ltiWC fixed Umiis (Hi the nr.unl1cr of cases to be il1TJcltJed, 

5«tlon IllS walvc" (p. S9) Thl. provision could be read as dropping the one 
statutory requirement on cost neutrality for waivers, Qr a5 writing into law tho 
current- policy thot btl wAivcrs mU$t be: cost-neutral when aggresa.ted across affected 
progrtUM, The chilo $UpporH:pedfic provision ~houid not ~ dropped lmlt>~f' it I!; 
replaced by a provision requiring government-wide cost·nt>ntTaHty among the 
provisions being waived. 

Forgiving atr'l'aragtr-s. <p, 59). Pm thE'! reaStlt\s outlined above, absent parent:J in 
subsidized WllHK $Iot.~ ~hould not have arrearages forgiven when thv~ I.n privuie 
jobs havi"'. to pay them. 

Work Support Agency Demonstrations. Up tv 5 elltitit!:> would Ix; dUlhol'ized to aet 
up work support agencies that tocus !:lord), on assistance to the working poor. Thi3 
provisIon mak~s it a StittI.:' optiun (or States to develop entirely new i"frtlstructurcs 
for proviuing: Fwu Stamps" .;:hlld carel advance EiTe paymenl.:i/ and vthcr ,u.::llvldc:h 
ScyantUng lllesc (uncHons could ildd significam new administrative co::>te -- such as 
duplkaHve computer sy:stenu. Is it assumed that these addco;;i coste be fundoo 
through the setaside', or through open-ended matching? Until lhere is evidence 
thQ,t any benefits outweigh the higher costs, there should be a limit on the tot,,1 size 
of the demonstrations -- not ju:;t ul\ the number of srtes. 

AUTOMATED SYSTEMS 

M.:\tching rates. ThQ 90% opcn~ended matching for nlmpHt~r sy~!em .. has led lO 
serious financial management rroDl~ms as Srat~ had little stake in how well funds 
W(lf(f u5~d. As a result, thO? lp.el~latlOn ~houid rap the total amount of State spending 
that c:;an be matchp{1 ;'it tllp hlgher ratali, with the Secretary to develop regulations 
allocating thl~ rAp~d amount baSed on the reasonable co:;t~ of (.h:vt:iUViHg (Itt 

average system .. and the hardware needs: given the vdfylng ~ize of Slales, 

http:welCo.re
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COttts uC P<d("fdJ compl,ttc:r systems and developing model By&£em&. (p, 6S·9} It is not 
Ch::dT whether discretionAry or mand4tory funding is nntidpntcd, Thit: funding 
should be discretionary to mQintoln Congress' annual T~Yieow of adminl&lrallve 
spending_ 

Spedal treatment for FederaUy...desisned model $}'stems O'r multi..St-Ate devt'lopU\~nt 
(p. (9). In the past! States have often boen required to "tral\$fer" s)'$tem$ fwm othp,r 
States to :receive 90% Fede-r~ matching, Howevets the-se "tran.sfer" iiyAtems have 
frequently been completely rewritten at the rode: level. This provision would offer 
80% matching for new multi-Slate SYSWfIl!1, rl~dp.raUy.dp.vf.do~ model systems a 
State adort~, or modifh.·ation!i: to pxl"tlne systems, Enhanced matching - in aU 
programs inrlllOm& C'hllri ~upport -- should be aVailable for only for elth\!f trdHSfuIt>, 

, mod~l ~y~tem~ Of, occaSionally, origInal mtlltl·5tare undertaldn~)j when~ all 
! modules arc identical ar the code revel (except thu~ interfacIng wHh other Slate data 

- , bases or Incorporating Statt! OpUUltti that wt!J'e Hut iu LII!: rno-del or ol:igimil 3y"tem), 
GeneraUy 'peaklng, 1101. probably would be ,,,,ughly equivalent to .. Ie... 90% 
of the (:wJt: being idenUcal to the code ill the model or other State', system. AIs-01 

matd'tlng should not be avaUlLble fur muld·5tate .system, that cover only one: or two 
Sltiles -. b)'MelUlJ 5houJd lit lea~t be regionA1. 

_i, 

: 

! 
I 
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1'D.639 pt:)0UOOl 

Subject: PNS Comments on Legislati .... Specif=tions for JOBS, Time Limits and 
WORK; Performance Standards; Tecllnicai Assistance, Evaluation. and, 
Demonstmlion.; and Information System. 

To; Wendcll PrimU.! 
ASPE 

Our comments are limited 10 the section on Information Systems, and follow below. If you 
have any q\le$tlons, please call me or caU Bob Dal!ymple at 305-2135. 

MiI:e Fishman 

Information Systems 

The legislAtive specif!l;ations caU for nell' development of infonnation systems 10 capture and 
utilize infonnation on services, time frames, nadonal registries, and other aspects of the 
welfare reform proposals. Under certain cirtumstances, the eosts of developing Al'DC 
systems would be matched at a higher late. 

Virtually all States have integrated food stamp requirements into their existing systems, Last 
year enhanced matching rates were eliminated for computer system development for all 
welfare programs, In view of the integmtion of program. in these systems, we believe there 
also should he • higher match rate in the FSP to help ensure a balanced development in the 
different program requirements, ' 



DEI'ARTMt;:NT OF HEALTH &. HeMAN SERV[CES Health Care f'inanCifln Admi(llstration 

FIt! Administrator 
Washington, D,C, 20201MAY 26 t:iM 

TO: Wendell B. Primus 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Uuman Services Policy, 
ASPE 

FROM: Administrator 
Health Care Financing Administration 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Legislative specifications - JOBS, 
Time Limits and WORK Performance Standards, Technical. 
Assistance, Evaluations and Demonstrations, and 
Information systems (Your memorandum of May 20, 1994) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon these 
legislative specifications. We understand that the general goal 
of these sections is to devise ways to prepare and move welfare 
recipients from benefit to working status, with sanctions for 
non-cooperation involving loss of cash benefits but not loss of 
Medicaid' cl:werage. We agree with this approach. However, we 
note that the previous set of specifications on'preventinq teen 
pregnancYt making work pay, and improving government assistance 
was written with the explicit assumption that health care reform 
would be enacted. This set of specifioations does not mention 
health care reform and appears only to focus upon revisions to 
current law Medicaid~ For the sake of consistency, it may be 
better, whon referring to Medicaid benefits for current/former 
AFDC recipients, to use language that refers to Medicaid and/or 
other health benefits for this population provided as a result of 
health care reform. 

We have several a~ditional technical suggestions to offer to 
assure consistency with the strategy of using loss of cash (but 
not health) benefits as an incentive: 

Specifioations for orientation of applicants for AFDC (p. 2) 
should include information regarding Medicaid benefits and the 
Medicaid transitional assistance available under current law. 

The specifications provide (in a number of places, e.g., pp. 
3-4, 36, 38, 39) sanctions and fair hearin9 procedures for 
program participants who do not follow certain rules. Some of 
these provisions make clear that Medioaid benefits are not 
affected by 1056 of cash benefits for individuals otherwise 
eligible for Medicaid: other provisions are silent on this 
issue. We should make clear what effect on Medicaid status I 

if any, is intended in each in6tance~ My staff would be happy 
to assist with drafting. 
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The specifications for the treatment of WORK wages (p. JJ) 
state that WORK participants would be treated as AFDC 
recipients with respect to Medicaid eligibility. Because WORK 
funds can be used not only to create public sector work but 
also to subsidize private and not-for-profit sector 
employment, we need to examine the question of whether 
Medicaid benefits during months of employment in some/certain 
WORK positions should be counted as months of Medicaid 
transitional benefits available under current law (sec. 1925). 

The specifications for supportive services (p. 35) indicate 
that WORK participants would be provided the same benefits, 
working conditions, and rights at the same level and to the 
same extent as other employees of the same employer performing 
the same type of work and having similar employment tenure 
with that employer. The sole exception, in uerms of benefits, 
to this requirement is to permit, but not require, employers 
to provide health insurance benefits. This distinction is 
inconsistent in the context of this package~ Moreover, it is 
inconsistent with the basic principle of health care reform 
that all employers should provide coverage for all employees ~ 
with similar hours of work and tenure. We would prefer to see 
this distinction removed. In any case, We should make note 
that, under current law (sec~ 1906) states are required to use 
Medicaid funds (where cost effective) to buy into employer 
group health insurance coverage for Medicaid eligible persons 
(including WORK participants) where the -employer provides such 
covarage. 

The vision for WORK support agency demonstrations (p.61) 
indicat(~s that health insurance subsidies might be included in 
the broad flexibility given to entities to provide coordinated 
employment related services~ It goes on to state that payment 
of health-related expenses not covered by Medicaid might be 
included. The,meaning of these provisions is unclear. We 
would appreciate clarification and an opportunity to discuss 
the intent of these provisions and their implications for the 
Medicaid program. 

The section of the paper dealing with information systems and 

infrastl~cture proposes to create a new National Transition 

Assistanoe Registry (p. 65). Because Medicaid and child care 

benefit extensions under current law are referred to as 

"transition assistance" confusion may be created by using- so 

similar a term for the new registry. We recommend that some 

other term be used. 
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If you or your staff have any questions about these comments or 
would like additional information, please contact Tom Gustafson 
(690-5960), who is coordinating our e forts on these matters~ 

Bruce c~~~~· 
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WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM, 
FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR MEMBERS OF THE WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE 
FAMILY SUPPORT, AND INDEPENDENCE 

REFORM, 

FROM: MARY JO BANE 
DAVID T. ELLWOOD 
BRUCE REED 
WOR~ING GROUP CO-CHAIRS 

RE: WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATIVE SPECIFICATIONS 
JOBS, TIME LIMITS and WORK 
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE" EVALUATIONS AND 
DEMONSTRATIONS 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

DATE: May 20, 1994 

Attached for your review and comments are the legislative 
specifications f'or the JOBS, time limits and WORK provisions of 
the welfare reform plant as well as for the performance 
standards, technical assistance, evaluations and demonstrations 
and information systems provisions. As with our previous 
packages on child support enforcement and the prevention, making 
work paYt and improving government assistance portions of the· 
plan, we invite you to review these specifications. To expedite 
this process, we need your comments no l~ter than' am, ~hursdaYt 

Mav 26. Any major policy concerns identified by that time will 
be resolved and reflected in the legislative language on those 
provisions which we will sqbmit to OMB for clearance within the 
Administration, please address your comments to Wendell Primus. 
He can be reached by telephone at 690-7409, or fax at 690-6562, 

This is the last of th~ three segments of legislative 
specifications we are distributing. Provisions affecting State 
waivers and financing will be submitted to OMB for clearance 
through normal channels. We appreciate your input. Thank you. 

Attachment 

Addressees: see attached list 

AfJI'OsplJC6 BuDding. 370 L#Enff1.ttt Promenade, s.. W. • Saiki 600 • Washington~ D. C. 20441 
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Addressees: 

Eleanor Acheson 
Michael Alexander 
Ken Apfel 
Walter Broadnax 
Michael Camunez 
Robert Carver 
Norma Cantu 
Andrew Cuomo 
Maria Echaveste 
Chris Edley 
Joycelyn Elders 
Maurice Foley 
Thomas Glynn 
Ellen Haas 
Elaine Kamarck 
Augusta Kappner 
Madeleine Kunin 
Avis LaVelle 
Marsha Martin 
Alicia Munnell 
Wendell Primus 
Doug Ross 
Isabel Sawhill 
Mike Smith 
Gene Sperling 
Michael Stegman 
Joseph Stiglitz 
Fernando Torres-Gil 
Jeff Watson 
Kathi Way 



May 8, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR WENDELL PRIMUS 

FROM: Richard Bavler 

SUBJECT: Comments on JOBSIWORK specs 

Since we saw these in advance, and this may be the fast specs meeting on 
JOBSIWORK, here are some wrillen comments and questions. By their nature, they 
sound skeptical and critical. However, I think I have som" appreciation of the amount 
and quality of analytical and creative effort thai went into bringing sueh a radically 
different system to this slage. 

p.l - 1.(c) I'm not aware of any modeling Ihal includes slales opting for an 
expanded phase-in group. 

p.2 - (a) To avoid misunderstanding about Ihe Personal Responsibility Agreement 
being a contract, the following alternative might b" substituted for the 
remainder of the first sentence after "lV-A agency specifying" 

... the general responsibilities of the applicant and the kinds of 
steps the state agency will take to increase the appllcanfs 
opportunities for emptoyment. 

p.3 - 3. The term "employability plan" implies that, until the plan is completed, the 
recipient is not employable. The consequence of Ihis mindset is that 
parents who reach their time-limits without completing something on their 
employability plans get an extension, despite the fact that they may be 
high-school graduates with work experience and be a 101 more 
"employable" than other parents who are actually working to support Ihelr 
children (such as recent immigrants wah I1l1le English and little formal 
education). 

The term "opportunity plan" or "self-sufficiency plan" might be substituted 
for employability plan. 

p.3 - 3.(0) "Should we make Hctear that the original ve",ion of an employability plan 
. may not plan for activities beyond the recipient's time limit and must end 
w~h a period of job search? 



p.3 - 3{d) 

.;(.3 - 3(g) 

p.5 - (b) 

p.5 - (d) 

p.7 - (j) 

p,7 - (k) 

p.11 - S.(d) 

p,11 - 9.(9) 

To avoid the impression that everything in the employability plan is a 
necessary precondition 01 employment, the last sentence mighl be 
changed to read 

'.... detail the activities intended to make successful participation in 
the JOBS program more practical. 

Does the clock run during the arbitration and hearing phase 01 f 
developing the emplovabil~y plan? 

Maya recipienl requesting a hearing on being assigned to JOBS claim 
that she should be deferred according to slale crileria in (h), or only Ihat 
she should be deferred under criteria in (I)? 

Are assumptions about slates opting for child care for JElBS-Prep 
parents included in cost estimates? 

If volunleers can return 10 JOBS-Prep al any time, in what sense are I 01 
they subjecl to the time-limit? V 
Does "promptly inform" imply prior notification,'making notice a 
precondition of changing status? 

Aren't we modeling case management for all JOBS and WORK 
participants? Is this an enhanced case management for teenaged 
parents? Do they get an extended time-limil if they claim thai case
management was not provided? 

I don't recall a test of job readiness being part of the up-front job search 
proposal. In the last specs meeting I attended where this came up, there 
was tentativeness about whether there would be snX screeninG (such as 
excusing those with newborns, or teenagers, or the disabled) or even 
whelher states would wait until eligibility had been determined. 
ApparenUy, experience with applicant job search In San Diego led to the 
conclusion that paying for job search for all applicants probably was not 
oost..effective. Waitlng to see who is found eligible, and maybe 
screening out the disabled, teenagers, and those with infanls' Seems to 1604> 
make sense. However, the current specs want an employability test ? 
before the work test of job search, • 

I am nol sure why, in a two-year program, a limit should be placed on @ 
'job'search, There will be parents who are high-school graduates with' 116'>'.' 
som~ ~ork experjeflce who wilt not find jobs in 12 weeks. 00 we Insist , 

• 
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that states spend JOBS funds for classroom or skills training for these 
parents? 

p.12 - 10.(3) I expect thai most states will choose the 20 hour option. IV-A agencies 
will be in the business of verifying hours worked, Do we imagine that 
employers will be asked to document hours worked in a month? 

p.14 - (a) It seems that one JOBSIWORK capped entitlement is envisioned, rather 
than separate pots for JOBS phased-in and non-phased-in. and for 
JOBS and WORK. During phase-in. is the single JOBS allocation based 
on the phased-in plus the not-phased-;n mandatories? If a state opts for 
an expanded phase-in grouP. does that affect the JOBS allocation? 

-p.17 - 15(a) 	What is the consequence if a state does not decide about an extension 
at least 90 days before the time-limit expires? This seems like a very 
impractical and toothless requirement In some cases, tha IV~A agency 
won't know an extension is needed until nearer the end of the time ..limit. 

p.17 - 15,(b) This again sounds like all the services in the employability plan are 

necessary preconditions of the recipient working to support his or her 

family. Some services may be preconditions, like child care. Others 

probabty are. not. Maybe we should try to distinguish between issues 

that are important enough to warrant extensions and those that aren't. 

p.18 - (g) I think I know how the number In e~tensions was modeled in the cost 
estimates. I'm not clear about how the cap would work in practice. It 
seems that the denominator is the average number of phased-in adults 
in JOBS during some period. The numerator is the average in extension 
status. What happens if the state exceeds the cap? 

p.19 -16(a) The purpose of requalifying for cash benefits has never been clear to 
me. In light of the fact that, in most returns, there will be onty a few 
months of cash eligibility (if any), then WORK, why not just return to the 
WORK program? 

p.21 - 18.(9) Is this section consistent with 12. (a) and (b)? 

The ASPE modeling of WORK wages has so far assumed them to be 
equal to baseline AFDC benefits for those on the rolls more than two 
years. As far as I can lell, this section of specs does not limit WORK 
wages 10 that amount. If subsidies are not limited to the baseline AFDC 

. 'benefits for these famities, it would seem that there have to be either 
costs, savings, or an argument why states would end up providing just 
the baseline amounts in subsidies. 
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I have never been very certain in my own thinking about how to model 
WORK wages, The baseline assumes Ihat some on AFDC more than 
two years total will ~eave for work, receiving a reduced AFDC benefit for 
several months due to the earnings disregards and frll-the-gap pOlicies, 
We seem to 	be assuming that these families will get the sarna jobs at 
the same tirne under reforrn, and leave their WORK slots. But they won't 
be eligible for any supplernental benefit under reform, will Ihey? ThaI 
seems to suppose a savings, On .the other hand, If the WORK slols are 
nearly as atlraclive as the jobs we assume they would leave for in Ihe 
baseline, Ihe assumption that they will leave may be hard to defend, We 
have to assume Ihal the EITC will tip the balance in favor of leaving 
WORK (wilh ils guaranteed child care) for other employment I'm not 
aware of much empirical basis for the assumption, 

p,22 - (e) 	 Do the WORK wages get distributed directly to the non-fV-A agency too? 

p,23-4 - 24 	 There are many _ys we have made the WORK program difficun and 
expensive for states, So, to prevent them from simply minimizing the 
number of participants in WORK slots, a substantial, immediate, and 
unavoidable penalty needs to be imposed if they do, The current specs 
refer to states with too few WORK slots losing out on a bonus. I don't 
think that will do", In fact, as I've noled in the past, it won't be easy 
even to design a benefits matching rate reduction under which it would 
not be cheaper for states to just take the penalty, unless the matching 
rate were reduced for some larger poot of cases than those on the 
excess waiting list 

p,24 - 25,(a) A $100 floor on the AFDC benefit that requires WORK participation has 
the effect of greatly reducing the minimum number of hours of part-time 
employment needed to avoid WORK, I tried to spell this out in an eartier 
memo, Is my thinking c()nfused on this, or are we just adopting a 
different part-time policy by a back door? 

p,24 - 25,(b) What happens if the state doesn't notify recipients about the WORK 
" program more than 90 days before the end of their time-limits? 

p,25 - (I) 	 I'm not aware that the kind of semiannual WORK program eligibility 
determination described here has been factored into the cost modeling, 
Is the assumption that this policy would have the same effect as the 
current IV-A redetermination policy? 

p.25 - 26,(Il),in Ihe discussion of activ~ies for Ihose on the waiting list, several 
proponents, including me,.referred to community service as a IIkety 
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option. Was there a decIsion to omil o,?mmunity service from the speC$, /Q 
or was it just overlooked? '-	 IIJ:.:J 

p.26 :27(a) 	II seems to me that stales will be under pressure to produce WORK slols 
with higher wage rates. This would be done by creating slols with fewer 
hours bul the same amount subsidy. A 15 hour per week WORK slot 
earning wages equal to the Connecticut AFDC benefit for a three-person 
family would look pretty atiractive in comparison to a minimum wage job. 
If·we don't think these higher wage rates will occur, or that they won'f 
slow exits from welfare. we'll need to write down our rationale. 

On a related point, we are setting up a system in which there are profits 
to be made by employing WORK participants, even if they don't show up 
for work. States oan provide employers with the full AFDC b~f1efit as a 
subsidy, plus the employers' share 01 FICA, plus some additional funding 
out of capped WORK entitlement for any number of purposes, such as 
hiring, training, and uniforms. If the WORK participants actually made 
any product or performed any service, lhat might add to Ihe profit, bul, 
on Ihe olher hand, maybe the most profnable business would be to just 
keep them all on Ihe payroll and not have Ihem show up for work al all. 

As I've heard many limes. with CWEP, Ihere is a 101 of make-work and 
poor aHendance. II seems to me Ihat we're proposing a system prone to 
the same problems. onty now some one may profit from it. 

p.2ef - 28(b) I'm not sure Ihal the cost estimales I've seen included unchanging six «3 
month subsidies and supplements. Are we supposing that the only 
people who would receive these supplements are Ihose who would nol 
have left Ihe roUs during Ihis period? 

p.27 ·29(e) I don'l recall any discussion aboul workers compensalion coverage. In 
lighl of Ihe fact Ihal AFDC will be available 10 families with an 
incapacitaled parenl, whal is'lhe advantage of requiring workers camp 
when Ihe WORK slots are explicilly not tied 10 unemploymenl camp or' 
EITC? 

p.27 • (g) 	 I'm not aware Ihat Ihe cosl eslimales reflecled pass-through of child 
support colleclions to Ihose in the WORK program. In such cases, it 
appears thaI Ihe equivalenl of a lull AFDC benefit may be subsidizing Ihe 
wag"s, and Ihal passing Ihrough more Ihan $50 of child support 
colleclions would generale an addilionallV-A benefit cost. 
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p.28 - 30.(a) How will a state know what the work expense disregard covered? If 
there is no supplemental benefit even with the disregard, is the state 
required to payor reimburse for these things? 

p.28f· 32 	 I think the effect of current law is that a parent doesn't have to accept an 
offer of employment if there would be a net lost of cash income not ~ 
counting EITe. If that is correct, does the reform proposal intend to (ftC) 
change the requirement to include EITe? That would seem to be l' 
consistent with our beliefs that EITe will enable many to leave AFDC. 

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

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

. 
p.33 • 34. 	 In earlier discussions, it seemed that a separate allowance for JOBS· 

Prep referrals from the WORK program would be allowed, on top of the 
10 percent in the deferral cap mentioned earlier. These specs do not 
appear to provide for a an additional deferral allowance. Am I reading it 
correctly? 

cc: Isabel Sawhill 

" . ". {l~,I' ' .... 	 , 
'I' ".: 	 , ( J~/, l. ~ I, , 6 	 .' ., ~.. , 
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June 9. 1994 

TO: David Ellwood 
Mary Jo Bane 
Wendell Primus 

FROM; Bruce Reed 
Kathi Way 
Jeremy Ben-Ami 

CC; Janet Forsgren. OMS 

SUBJECT; Comments on Welfare Reform Legislation and Specificatons 

POLICY ISSUES 

JOBS PROGRAM 

Employability PI.n (draft bill. p. 15) 

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

The purpose of the employabiiity plan is to layout the faslesl and most effective way 
10 help the participant find employment and become self-sufficient. The plan will 
indicate the overall period of Ume that is expected to be necessary to find employment 
and the services necessary 10 achieve that goal. The plan shaD take into 
consideration. in tne case of individuals to whom the provisions of section 417 apply. 
the maximum remaining period of time for which aid may be paid to such Individual 
under the plan approved under part A. The plan shall specify the services Including 
job search. employment training. education. and olher employment activities In which 
the individual will be expected to engage. and for what periods of time. The plan must 
be reasonable In light of the Individual's skills. needs. resourcas, literacy and the 

.opportunities lor employmenl within tho community where the individual resides. 

Then, continue wkh .entence 'The employability plan shall also describe the child care....• 



Substance Abuse (Section 482(0)(7), p, 19) 

/ 
We strongly favor a cbenge in the policy along tha following lines to bring the AFOC policy 
into closar conformity with the new 551 policy: 

States hava the option of allowing exemptions from JOBS for individuals in need~ 
treatment for substance abuse, If an individual Is exempted for that reason, the must 
be In treatment If it I. available, If they rafuse treatment, they lose their exemptio , 
Those exempt because of substance abuse are limited to 36 months of benefit receipt 7 ;)
during treatment. Months In exemption waiting for treatment would not count. r' 

Exemptions (402(a)(19)(D)(v). p, 6 and specs #4(0. p. 6) 

Language from specs and bill don't match on the issue of illness or Incapacity. Illness and 
incapacity are put together In the bill and require medicat professional or other medicat 
evidence. Other appropriate professionals should also be allowed to certify - particularly for 
mental health, In specs, they are listed separately with different requirements. 

',,~hJb,~lh<~ 

Job Search (483(g)(2), p. 23) 

The specs and the legislation changed since we agreed to them, Our understanding was that 
anyone with 'non-negligible work experience' would be required to take pan in up-front job 
search, and we also had requested adding anyone with a high school degree, Instead. the 
new specs eliminate the work experience criteria and move the standerd to those 'judged job 
ready' per State definition. We would like to return to the language to which we had agreed 
which mandates that those w~h employment experience do job search. We would stililik. to 
include high school graduates, 

Wa would also like the statute to include specific reference to the state option to mandate up 
front job search for those in the not phased-In group. 

Child care as JOBS and WORK training and placement option 

The specs call for encouraging the states to provide child care training in the JOBS program. 
We would like the draft to Include a requirement that the states indicate in their plan whether 
and how they will do this. 

The specs have dropped (as has the bill) any reference In the WORK program to child care 
positions. This Is very important to us. The previous version 01 the specs was acceptable to 
us: #23 -- employ WORK participants as child care workers or home heaith aides, This 
should be put back In and should appear in the legislation as 01'\8 altha examples of the 
types of placements available in Section 492(b). We would still recommend that the state be 
required in its plan for part G to indicate how it intends to craate WORK positions in child 
care. 



Change to Work Supplementation 

The revision to Section 482(e) on p. 33 of the legislative langUage seems to imply that the 
only supplemented jobs allowed under WSP will now be "nonpublic.' Under the FSA, It 
appears WSP was available for public sector jobs. Why the change? 

Teen Parents 

We seem to be allowing parents under 20 out of the participation requirements for the full 
range of (8)(19)(0) exemptions. We thought that teen moms had to participate with children 
as young as 3 months. [482ij)(2) (A), from the teen parent specs.1 

JOBS Sanctions 

The refusal to accept employment should be modified to clarify that individual must acoapt an 
offer of 20 hours or more and must accept additional hours when offered. This was the part
time work compromise (402(a)(19)(G)(Ill. Also see WORK sanctions below. 

Jobs Performance Standards 

Pert time worl<ers seem to count In both the numerator and the denominator for the JOBS 
partiCipation standard. 403(1<)(6). Since the states are not serving these people through 
JOBS, why would they count towards the service delivery standard? Shouldn't it be the f'lo 
percentage of people who are actually being served by JOBS? According to sectlon 417, 
thalr months are not even being counted. so why are they in the JOBS program to begin with? 

While the tolerance level is five percent above and below 50 percent. the sanction of 2S 
percent only applies to the percentage of the cases below 35 percent. Why is that? Shouldn't 
the sanction apply to below 45 percent? 

WORK PROGRAM 

WORK Assignments 

We do not agree that the placement 01 WORK participants Into WORK assignments should 
require that statas take into account the skills. experience, etc, of thepanlclpant. There 
should be more flexibilily. Any WORK assignment Is a good WORK assignment, and just 
because someone has clerical training should not moan that they won1t take a job at 
McDonald's ~ Irs available. See 4B4(a). 

Also, 493(0) implies that the WORK assignment should be made thet 'may reasonably be 
expected to lead to permanent, unsubsldlzed employment.' It goes on to require an 
assessment of the individual'S education and training so that appropriate assignments can be 
made. 

We feel this language goes too far. The goal of the WORK program is to give someone the 
opportunity to earn money after their welfare benefits end. It would be nice If the poskion 
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leads to employment, but We should nol express in slatute that this is a goal, II puts more of 
a burden on the WORK program. Ihan we had envisioned. 

Also, both this section and 484(0) could b. read to imply that individuais should only have to 
do work appropriate to their training. which again would be nice. but should not be " 
requirement of tile states. You shouldn't b. able to ask someone to do something more than 
they are trained to do: Le.. the WORK assignment can1 b. clerical when the person can1 
type. but if the person has clerical skills. but the only openings are unskilled. they should still 
have to take it. 

We think both'sections should be modified. 

Minimum Work Requirement 

MAJOR ISSUE -- II seems that we now have a 15 hour minimum work requirement. Sac!ion 
417(a) says time limit does not apply to anyone who has received 24 months of aid and is 
now in an unsubsidized job of 15 hour. a week. Apparently a couple 01 hours of job search 
together with a 15 hour a week job and you not only stay on welfare. you count In the state's 
WORK parlicipaUon as a successll We disagree. There is a 20 hour a weak minimum work 
requirement to continue getting AFDC beyond two years. People working part time in the 
privata sector who have not been helped to find that job by tile WORK program are not 
WORK participants and do not count toward the pelformance standard lor the WORK 
program. 

Earnings Supplements 

We hed intended there to be a limtt of 25 percent on the part 01 the participants monthly 
incoma that could be provided as an AFDC supplement to wages. The way that Section 
493{dl{I)(A) has been written. this limit Is undercut. First. the benefit against which wages are 
measured Is a family of three. Second. the 75 percent is measured against the benefit 
exclusive 01 the $120 disregard and any additional disregard that may be implemented. 

We would like to replace this saction with: 

(A) to ensure. to the extent practicable. that aid received as a supplement to wages 
earned lrom a WORK position does not exceed 25 percent of the total monthly Inceme 
of the parUclpant. and 

WORK Assessment 

Section 495(c), which covers the WORK assessment. should call for an assessment after the 
seccnd and evelY subsequent WORK assignment. 

The assessment is only required lor people who have not obtained unsubsidlzed employment 
'in a pOSition that meets the crlleria for a WORK position.' Since these criteria are not 
described anywhere. wouldn't It be bettBr to make it: 'in a position prOViding more than 20 
hours a week of unsubsldized employment.' 



WORK administration 

The last version of the specs said that if the state had a one stop career center. that agency 
would operate the JOBSJWORK program. That is no longer the case. Now the specs say the 
JOBSJWORK progrem will participate in the operation of the one-stop center. What does that 
mean? What does DOL say? Where is this In the legislation? 

Definition of WORK position (Section 491(b)) 

WORK positions, as counted for performance standards, must include those where the wages 
themselves are not subsidized. Particularly since there will be such a discrepancy in match for 
wages versus other costs. positions which are found or created where there Is no wage 
subsidy have to count as well. Suggest changing the language to: 

(b) Definition -- As used in this part. a 'WORK pos~ion' is a positiOn of employment, 
in the private or public sector, located or developed by the WORK program. or its 
agent. for an Individual registered as a WORK participant. 

There Is a similar problem with Saetion 492 which says that the WORK program shall be 
established to provide assignments to subsidized positions. The use of placement firms, 
tempora<y agencies or other mechanisms that do nOl involve subsidizing the position itself 
should not be ruled out by omission. Better language: 

(a1 Requirement -- Each stale shall eslablish and operate a program to locate end 
create temporary positions of employment for Individuals who have received aid for 24 
months, as provided in secUon 417. NOIlatar tihan October 1. 1997•... 

IMPORTANT: Note that this suggestion eliminates yet another reference to 15 hours being a 
setislacto<y minimum work standard. There is no need for this sentence since Section 417 
alreedy says that months in which Individual wor1<s 20 hours or more do not count toward the 
timelim~. 

WORK Sanctions 

MAJOR ISSUE: The part-time work compromise included an agreement to change the 
standard for good cause to refuse an unsubsidized job to the number of hours the state uses 
to set the minimum work standard. Thus in states with a minimum work requirement of 20 
hours. good cause would only encompass refusing a job 01 19 hours or less (if that meant a 
loss in income). 496(c) does not reflect this agreement. In fact. by Incorporating the current 
regs from 45 CFR 250.35 [as they exist 6/1194], nOl only does it Include tihe loss of Income 
test that we agreed to replace. It Includes as good cause refusing any Job of .!!!2!!! than 20 
hours if your child is under six, This has to be changed to reffect our agreement. [Same with 
spec #36(c1]· 

This may be in a different section. but we could not find In the legislation a prOVision tihat the 
family's food stamps and otiher federal benefits do not rise to compensate for the loss of 

i,.<: 
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AFDC at the time limit should the person choose not to enroll In the WORK program, go to .... 0 

work, or become subject to sanction. 

496(1) - it a person accepts a job, they are eligible for an AFDC supplement, but they should 
still be subject to the WORK sanction, The drafting 01 the language -- 'the person is not 
considered subject to sanction lor any purpose under this title' is too broad. They are able to 
get the supplement, but they are still sanctioned, and the sanction counlS for determining the 
penalty in tuture instances 01 misconduct and they are still ineligible for another WORK 
assignment during the sanctioned period las dreftedl, Language should reed 'the person Is 
eligible for aid as long as they continue to meet the minimum work standard in the stalE!, 
Acceptance 01 an unsubsidized job does not cure ineligibility for another WORK aSSignment 
during the sanction period.' 

496(a)(4) - failure to engage in required interim activities should also be sanctloneble. This 
clause should include activities specified in 496(e) as well as 496. Sanction not available If 
reason for non-participation is same claim as reason for assignment to interim activity, [See 
spec 1136(i)], 

484(d)(2) - The guarantee of an income provided here does not work, The only exception 
provided is if there is a sanction. However. if a participant does not work the required number 
of hours, but is not sanctioned, their ,"come will drop below their AFDC amount, and the state 
should not be required to assure that 'no family wah a member eligible to participate' will not 
lose income insteed ~ should say 'no family with a member who is participating fully in the 
State's program,' 

WORK Performance Standards 

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

- the number of required positions is referenced as being set in 492(d)(1), but that Is 
where the WORK advisory board is created, 

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

- the alternative to creating the minimum number of slots should be that 80 percent of 
those registered are in WORK slots, Why is Job searCh, and those In unsubsidiZed 
employment for 15 hours included? 

- the penalty is defined as being taken for the 'number of individuals by which such 
state's WORK participation standard exceeds tha average monthly number of 
individuals in Its WORK program,' What is 'in its WORK program?' The participation 
standard is never defined as a number which can be measured, 403(ij(4)(B) only tells 
us when it Is met - so how can one measura it against peopla 'in its WORK program,' 

This section should be redrafted simply: 

'(4](A) Notwithstanding, , • shall be reduced for each month by 25 parcent with respect 



to the number of Individuals by which such state's WORK program falls below n. 
participation standard. 

(8) For purposes 01 thiS paragraph, a state's WORK participation standatd I. 
the le.ser of: 

(i) [the state's WORK allocation divided by the cost per slot determined 
by the Secretary] 

(iI) 80 percent of the average monthly number 01 individuals registered 
lor the WORK program.' 

- Part time workers. those in job search should not count. The ligure is set at 80 
parcent precisely because tho other 20 are expected to be in job search or other 
activities. We had nevel' envisioned that states could fun a compliant WORK program 
by having part-time workers do same job search. 

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

Job Search in WORK 


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

families In the WORK program. If they are ineligible for the WORK program. why would the ,..-" 

WORK program be s8rving them as it does eligible participants. 


Health benefits 


We though~ and the previous spacs said. that It would be optional lor employers to provide 

heafth benellts to WORK participants. The bill now requires employers to provide health 

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


OTHER PROVISIONS 

Fraud 

We would like to include the following fraud panally: 

'Anyone convicted of welfare fraud would be permanently ineligible for assistance 
under this Title.' 

If we do not include this language here. where should we include fi? 

EST 

Should there be some menUon somewhate in the spees of what is actually happening with 
EST. 

STATEWIDENESS 



Section 403(0)(1) needs to be changed. We have agreed that the states should not have to 
be Implemented 90 percent statewide in order to get the enhanced match. We propose the 
following language: 

(o)(l)(B) in which the number of individuals to whom the provisions of Section 417 
are being applied is Ie.. than 90 percent of the number of individuals in the state who 
are custodial parents described in section 402(a)(19)(B)(i) unless the state has in place 
an approved plan lor reaching 90 parcent within two years of implementation. 

MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT 

Since we anticipate a shift of AFDC administrative costs to the enhanced match 
available under JOBS administrative reimbursement. Shouldn't we at least Include 
AFDC admin costs in the baseline that has to be maintained? 

UP Provisions 

We would like to review the two-parent rules carefully one last time: 

- why are sanctions weaker for UP families than others. If single parent fails to take a 
job. whole lamily is sanctioned, why should only Individual be removed when ifs a two 
parent lamily? 

- why are we applying current UP participation stds to the states that take the 6 mos. 
option. but not to those that don't. All the provisions should apply to all the UP families 
- one set of rules. not two. Maintaining a different match rate will also be too complex. 

- states should have option 01 having a higher minimum work standard lor two parent 
families. Our suggestion: thirty with option to go to lorty. 

Also. why are we denying the enhanced match to states that keep the 6 month UP option? If 
we are truly giving state ftexibility on this issue. there should be nO penalty. [403(0)(2)] 

Noncustodial Parents 

We thought eligibility was limned to unemployed fathers when they had AFDC child support 
arrears [see spec 1(b)(2)J. The legislation does not limn eligibility to fathers wtth AFDC child 
support arrearages. nallows any arrearages. ' 

482(1)(6)(B) allows child support orders to be reduced or suspended for participation - and 
allows participation In training to be acceptable as credit towards the child support owed. We 
disagree and would like this provision deleted. 

Performance Standards 

We were under the impression that there would be a faster SChedule for phasing in the 
performance measures and standards than indicated in the bill and specs. The following does 



not look fast enough to satisfy Congress: 

Oct 1. 1996 - measures for JOBS and WORK 

Apr 1. 1998 - standards for JOBS and WORK for comment 

Oct 1. 1998 - standards for application 

Specs say year 2000 before implementation 

TECHNICAL DRAFTING ISSUES 


The WORK sanctions section refer. a couple of times to 496(a)(1) to(5).but there Is not (5). 

(5) appears to have have been redrafied as (b). 

Please add 'microenterprlse programs" to Sactlon 482(d)(1)(A)(IV) - where it currently only 
says self-employment. This will conform the legislation to the specs. 

Purpose of the WORK program (Section 491 (aj) implies that WORK program Is there to help 
people whO have not been able to find full-time work get full-time work. Since we have 
deliberately said that part time work Is good enough. shouldnt the language here drop the 
phrase ·on more than a part-time basts·? 



June 16 Comments on Specs and Legislation 

The following changes to the legislative language should be made to the sections 
indicated. Corresponding changes to the specs are also required. 

Substance Abuse 

Section 482(a) (7) -- change "The state agency may requjre~ to "must requlre.1> Tho 
sanction for failure to comply with the treatment requirement should be the loss of the 
402(a)(19)(0) deferral. If substance abuse treatment is required and the person is no! 
deferred. thon sanctions under 402(8)(19)(G) would apply. 

Job Search 

Add at the end of 482(g)(2): " .. 'ncluding individuals required by the State's exercise of its 
option under 402(3)(19)(8) to participate in the program under ihis part and Including such 
other individuals receiving aid under this Part as the State shall choose to include in its 
job search requirement. regardless of their enroUment in the JOBS program. 

Minimum Work Requirements 

The minimum work requirement needs to include a provision that individuals must accept 
additional hours of work if offered. This was part of the part-time work compromise and 
should be added somewhere in 402(3)(19)(G) or perhaps in 417: 

An fndividual receiving aid and whose months of aid are not counting toward the 417 
limit because they meet the part time work requirement must take addilional hours if 
they are offered by either their current or another employer. They also cannot reduce 
the number of hours they work if that has the effect of increasing the levet of aid they 
receive. 

Definition of WORK Position 

Section 491 (b) still defines 3 WORK position as '3 position of employment subsidized with 
funds provided to the state under this part. in either the private or public sector.a 

We would like the following language substituted 

(b) Definition -- a HWORK position" is a position of temporary employment located Of 

developed by the WORK program or its agent. using funds provided to the state under 
this part. for an individual registered as a WORK participant. 
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WORK Performance Standards 

The provisions of 403(1)(4). peges 73-4 are still confusing: 

(1) There is no clear definition for the state of the number of positions it is expected to create. 
The participation standard is indirectly defined by saying when it is met. Instead, the 
legislatlon should call on the Secretary to establish a target number of WORK positions for 
each state each year. at the same time that the atlocation of WORK funds IS made, 

(2) The way In which the states meet their participation standard needs to be stated more 
directly. The following change shoud be made to 403(11(4)(81: 

For purposes of this paragraph, the state may satisfy its WORK participation 
standard if - 

(il the average monthly number of WORK positions to which 
WORK registrants are assigned is not fewer than the target established 
by the Secretary: or 

(iil if the number of WORK registrants is less than the target 
number of WORK positions, the state must have 90 percent of its 
WORK registrants in a WORK position, participating in job search as 
required by the state plan under part G following an assignment to a 
WORK position. but fOl a period of no longer than 3 months, being 
sanctioned, or in unsubsidized employment and not receiving aid (but 
who at some time within the preceding 3 months were participating in 
the WORK program). 

(3) The penalty should be 25 percent of benefits for the number ot cases by which the state 
misses its target (in i above). and 25 percent of benefits lor the number of registrants by 
which the state falls below 90 percent in the activities described in (Ii) above, 

WORK Sanctions 

(1) 	 Section 496(a)(11 shou:d be modified: 
(1) falling or refusing to accept a bona fide offer of unsubsidized employment of 
at least 20 hours a week or fass jf the the job meets the criteria specified in 
section 484(dI(2) 

This should be drafted not as a minimum for establishing good cause regs. but as the 
actual standard on the issue of hours and income. Good cause regs can address 
other issues such as "appropriate skills, travel time" but should not be allowed to 
mOdify the hoursfincome test. Therefore. drop 496(c)(1). and indicate that those are 
not issues to be addressed in regs. 

(21 	 496(Q should provide that sanction can be cured only by taking a job that meets the 
standard in 496(a)(1), nOI493(d)(1). That section indicates that 75 percent of income 
must come from wages and is not relevant to the sanctions issue, 

Employability Plan 



, . 

4S2(3)(2) -- The sentence beginning "The plan will detail the specific types" " should be 
replaced by the following sentence: -The plan will detail the activities in which the individual 
will be expected to engage in order to fInd employment. including job search, employment 
training and preparation, or education: 

Exemptions 

The determination of incapacity should be allowed to be made by other professionals besides 
medical -- psychologists, for instance, are not strictly speaking medical professionals. 

Child care WORK placements 

Section 492(b} should include child care workers on the specific list of suggested possible 
WORK positions. as the specs do now, 

WORK Assessment 

We would still suggest that there be a mandatory assessment after the second and each 
su.~.sequent WORK assignment, not just after the second. 495(c) 

JOBS and WORK Administration 

We just want to be sure that DOL is comfortable with the language in the specs on the 
interrelationship between JOBS/wOAK and one-stop. The issue does not appear in the 
legislation, Old specs had said that JOBS/WORK would have to be run through the one-stop 
if one existed. Current specs say JOBS/VVORK wi!! participate in funnrng the one-stop. 

5, Nondisplacement ill Demonstrations 

Spec #2(h) on p, 54 goes further than other non-displacement language when it says thet "no 
particIpant may be assigned to fill any established unfilled position vacancy. ~ This language 
should be made consistent with the agreed-upon nondlsplacement language used elsewhere. 

7, Health Benefits 

Specs (35c) still require employers to provide health insurance. This should be written as an 
option, not a requirement. 



June 16 Comments on Specs and Legislation 

Substance Abuse 

The specs on substance abuse did not change. We had asked that if a person is deferred 
from Section 417 time limits because of the need for substance abuse treatment, they should 
be required to accept that treatment. if available. If they refuse treatment, they should not be 
eligible for the deferral. 

We had also s'Jggested a 36 month limit on treatment. 

Job Search 

Some changes were made to this language. The only question (perhaps technical, perhaps 
substantive} is whether the language as drafted is explicit enough in allowing states to extend 
job search requirements to all applicants and recipients, even those who are not phased in. 

Applicant job search is optional. Recipient job search mandatory. Is that correct? 

Minimum Work Requirements 

The minimum work requirement needs to include a provision that individuals must accept 
additional hours of work if offered, This was part of the part-time worn compromise and 
should be added somewhere in 4Q2(a)(19}(G). 

Interaction between Time limit and ParI-time Work 

Months in which an individual meets the part-time work standard do not count against the 
time limit. 417(a)(2)(6)(1V). 

, 
4112(.)(2)(A)(iii) indicates that those individuals are in the JOBS program and have 
employability plans where the primary activity is their job, 

403{k}(6) includes part time workers as successful JOBS participants 1n measuring 
participation rates. 

Our question is why these individuals are in the JOBS program at all. Shouldn't they be 
outside the program. not costing the JOBS program resources, and not counting in their 
participation standards since the months in which they are working part time don't count 
towards the Ume limit? Shoukin't our resources and focus be on those folks who are not 
working? 
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Earnings Supplement 

The change to the WORK supplement language is an improvement. but stifl contains two 
quallfiers: lito the extent practicable," and "Qn average," The rule should be enforced for each 
individual. not on the average. 

Definition of WORK Position 

Section 491 (b) still defines a WORK position as Da position of employment subsidized with 
funds provided to the state under this part. in either the private or public sector." 

We had suggested the following language: 

(b) Definition -- a "WORK position- is a position of temporary employment located Of 

developed by the WORK program Or its agent, using funds provided to the state under 
this part, for an individual registeled as a WORK participant. 

WORK Performance Standards 

The provisions of 403(1)(4), pages 73-4 are still contusIng and do not work. 

(1) There is no clear definition for the state of the number of positions it is expected to create, 
- The participation standard IS indirectly defined by saying when it is met. but this is a hard 

definition to apply to the sanction which is 2S percent reduction in match for the number of 
people below the standard. 

(2) 4Q3(1)(4)(B)(i) in particular is very unclear (I think a verb is missing). 

(3) The 80 percent performance standard stili includes job search, those in sanction, and 
people who found unsubsidized employment in the last three months. 

Our suggestion continues to be what we have been discussing aU along: 

The Secy 5ets a target number for each state each year based on their S allocation 
and the costljob. 
The state must create the lesser of 

(a) its target number 
(b) eo percent of those enrolled in WORK 

WORK Sanctions 

(1) 	 496(c)(1) still incorporates a toss of income test (by referencing 484(d)(2)) - the test 
says the person cannot be left with less income than AFDC would provide them 
{assuming no other income}, This may actually be stricter than a straight 20 hour rule, 
so we may be OK with that. 



(2) 	 ImpOrtant to note that definition of good cause for all WORK sanction purposes is left 
to the Secretary and that any standards articulated in the bill are actually only 
minimums. So, for instance. tthe standard of 484{d}(2) is only a minimum, the bill 
leaves open the possibility that the Secretary's regs could require more of the job - 
and incorporate the tests in the current regulations, for instance. 

(3) 	 - NOTE: p, 64 -- sanction for not accepting an unsubsidized job can be cured by 
accepting an offer that provides 75% of the participant's income in wages (the 
supplement standard) instead of 484(d)(2) which is the standard for the sanction In the 
first place. Unfortunately, I did not catch this one last time, but the standard for curing 
a sanction should obviously be the same as for incurring it. 

MINOR ISSUES 

1. Employabi.lity Plan 

The current draft adopted some of our language. We would still prefer that the list of services 
to be provided not put education first. We would prefer that the list be: "job search, 
employment training, education. and other employment activities. ij 

2. Exemptiom! 

The specs and the language do conform now, b:Jt we still suggest that the determination of 
incapacity be allOWed to be made by other professionals besides medical -- psychologists, for 
instance, are not strictly speaking medical professionals. 
Child care ttaininglVVORK placements 

3. WOIJ.r-; Assessment 

We would stili suggest that there be a mandatory assessment after the second and each 
subsequent WORK assignment, not just after the second. 495(c) 

- Did not include child care positions in list of WORK poSitions on p. 46 (Sec 492(b)). 
It has boon included in the specs, but not in the legislation. In fact. we wanted a 
specific percentage of the positions, That. of course, has not been included, 

4, JOBS and WORK administration 

The language in the specs is still confusing on the interrelationship between JOBSNlORK and 
one-stop, The issue does not appear in the legislation. Old specs had said that 
JOBSIWORK would have to 00 run through the one-stop if one eXisted. Current specs say 
JOBSNV'ORK will participate in nmning the one-stop. 

5, Nondis::;.lacemcnt in Demonstrations 

Spec #2(h) on p. 54 goes further than other non-displacement language when it says that "no 
participant may be assigned to fin any established unfilled position vacancy.n This language 
should be made consistent with ti16 agreed-upon nondisplacement language used elsewhere. 
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S. Performance Standards 

The dates have not been pushed up beyond '96 and '9B. Wasn't there agreement to do this. 
The language requesfed by CEA has nof been Included. 

7. Healfh Benefits 


Specs (35c) still require employers to provide health insurance. Isn't this optional? 


QUESTIONS 

(1) 	 UP cases: we are not requiting UP parents in the states exercising the 6 mo. option to 
be: under the time limit? -- (p, 7 legislation) 

(2} 	 Why add the language on p.6 of legislation regarding children under 16 since B only 
applies to custodial parents? 

(3) 	 What does the new language on p.9 (m) mean ra: chHd care? What is the section 
(g)(l)(A)(i)(1I1 referred to??? 



E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 

14-Jun-1994 09:25am 

TO: 	 (See Below) 

FROM: 	 Janet R. Forsgren 
Office of Mgmt and Budget, LRD 

SUBJECT: 	 Welfare Reform Transmittal ~essage and Fact Sheet 

COuld you please let me know the status of the transmittal message 
and fact sheet for welfare reform? 

We expect to get the revised bill language and legislative 
specifications from HHS around 11:00 AM this morning~ If at all 
possible, I would like to circulate the transmittal message and 
fact sheet with the bill language and legislative specifications. 

Distribution: 

TO: Bruce N. Reed 

CC: Kathryn J. Way 
CC: Jeremy D. Benami 
CC: Isabel Sawhill 
CC: Douglas L. Steiger 
CC: Bernard H. Martin 
CC: Keith J. Fontenot 
CC: James C. Murr 
CC: Christopher J. Mustain 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 

TO: 
TO: 

FROM: 

CC: 
CC: 

SUBJECT: 

15-Jun-1994 07:36pm 

I sabal Sawhill 
Christopher J. Mustain 

Bruce N. Reed 
Domestic Policy Council 

Kathryn J. Way 
Jeremy D. Benami 

Preliminary WR comments 

We will provide more elaborate comments sometime Thursday, but I 
wanted to flag a few key issues in the JOBS/WORK specs now: 

1. The Jobs/WORK specs should be Part A of the Leg. Specs, with 
Child Support as Part B. (Work and Responsibility, not the other 
way around) 

2. p. 7, #5(8). I thought our agreement Friday on substance 
abuse was that states MUST require people deferred for substance 
abuse reasons to participate in treatment provided such treatment 
was available. The current Sp~GS say states MAY require ~t. 

3. p. 13. #10. A key provision has been dropped from the Minimum 
Work Standard, contrary to o~r agreement with HHS. The previous 
specs (June 6) included a provision requiring people working 
part-time to accept more hours if available. This was part of our 
compromise on part-time work, and HHS agreed to it. Without this 
provision, the deal is off. The provision must be added back: 

Persons would be required to accept additional hours of 
unsubsidized work if available, provided such work met the 
relevan1: standards (e. g., health and safety) for unsubsidized 
employment. Individuals would also be prohibited from reducing 
the number of hours worked with the intent of receiving additional 
benefits. 

4. p. 35, 36, #36(g) and 36(j)i. On Saturday, HHS agreed to 
define the refusal to accept a job offer as 20 hours, not whether 
or not it constitutes a net loss of income. It's not clear where 
the specs stand on this issue. 

6. p. 54. #2(£). The waiver provisions include a non-waivable 
provision that UNo participant may be assigned to fill any 
established unfilled position vacancy," which is stronger 
disp1acement language than anywhere else in the bill. I discussed 



this last week with David, and thought we had agreed to drop this 
sentence. We should not have a non-waivable provision that goes 
beyond the non-displacement provisions we have in JOBS and WORK. 

7. p. 100: A small point: To match the rollout document, Section 
B should be called "Incentives for "Responsible Behavior" not 
"Responsibilities for School-Age Parents" -- since the family cap 
provision which follows is not really about ·school-age parents. 

Those are my initial comments on the Specs. We will give you more 
when we review the legislative language. I'm glad to see we're 
nearing the finish line. 

Thanks. 
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MEMORANDUM 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

June 15 t 1994 

TO: Chris Mustain, OMS 

FROM: Bill Dickens, eRA 

SUBJECT: HHS Failure to Make Promised Changes to Draft Legislation 

·On Friday June 10th, at a meeting chaired by Alice Rivlin in 
the OMB conference room, HHS agreed to make four changes to the 
draft legislation. Although the legislation has been redrafted in 
two cases, none of the four issues has been adequately addressed. 
Those issues are: 

1) Job searoh Assistanoe -- It was agreed that Title I,' SEC. 103 
(g) (2) (p 26 of draft) should be modified to note that anyone with 
a high school diploma or more than 100 hours of paid work 
experience will be presumed to be ready for employment. This 
language has been added, but up-front job search has been made a 
state option rather than a requirement ('1 (2) The state agency may 
require ... 11). The Ilmayll must be changed to "shall." 

2) Adequate incentives for: outcome Standards -- HHS agreed to 
insert the following language (or something like it) in Title IV, 
SEC. 401 amending SEC. 487 (e) (p 111-112 of draft): 

The penalties and incentives set shall be sufficient to insure 
that a state which incurs the costs necessary to obtain the 
desired outcomes is financially better off than One that does 
not. 

No language 	of this sort was added~ 

3) WORK PerformancG standard -- MRS agreed to change the language 
in Title II SEC. 202 amending (4)(8) (p 73-74 of draft). We did 
not agree on specific language, but my understanding was that the 
bill would be changed to read: 

"(B) For the purposes of this paragraph, a State's WORK 
participation standard is met if the number of people

• 	 registered for the program receiving wages for work is greater 
than or equal to the lesser of - 

(i) <as previously drafted> 

(ii) SO percent of the average monthly number of 
individuals registered for the WORK program. fI 



1.-

The draft language counts people doing job search towards the 
states performance s.tandard. There is no need for this. The main 
reason why states are only required to place 80% of people 
registered for the program in work slots is because the 20% are 
supposed to be doing job search * Everyone in the work program 
should be working or doing job search. If job search is included 
in the numerator the standard should be lOOt~ The addition of 
people placed in unsubsidized work to the numerator and the 
denominator in the current draft is a good idea. 

4) Mental Healtb an4 Pre-JOBS -- Althouqh CEA likes the current 
langu3ge 1 it was agreed in the Friday meeting that language should 
be added under Title I, SEC. 101 (1) (D) (p 11 of draft) which 
specifies that mental health professionals may certify people as 
exempt, but only after an examination by an assigned mental health 
workers drawn from a list prepared by the state. The current 
language requiring the certification of a medical professional is 
inconsistent with our position on health caro. The additional 
restrictions on which mental health professionals may certify 
someone as not job ready are necessary to ensure that recipients 
can not ushop around" for someone who will certify them. 

cc: 	 LT,JS,AB,MM,Isabel Sawhill (OMB) .Alicia Munnell (Treas.) tBruce 
Reed (Dpel,Kathy Way (DPC) 
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