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May'. 3, 1994 

DRAFT SPECIFICATIONS: ENCOURAGING PLACEMENT DURING THE JOBS 
PROGRAM 

These specifications put forward several ideas for further 
encouraging a "placement" focus in the JOBS program~ Performance 
standards that eventually affect match rates are important. but, 
seem to be down the road a hit. We need a couple of even 
relatively minor changes to the JOSS program that we can point to 
as tangible proof that we are changing the focus of the welfare 
system to getting people to work~ Ideas for consideration 
include: 

• Placement 80nuses 

• Special Placement Initiatives Fund 

- Chartering Placement Firms 

PLACEMENT BONUSES 

One way to reward states and caseworkers who are 
particularly good at plaoing JOBS participants in private seotor 
jobs is to pay them placement bonuses. One outline for a bonus'~ 
plan might be: 

(1) 	 Set eside a percentage of the JOBS budget at the federal 
level to be distributed to states as placement bonuses. The 
bonuses carry no additional federal cost~ but could be 100 
percent federal funds. 

(Initial suggestion: consider $250 ml1~iOn. If bonus per 
placement is $500, that would cover 500 / 000 JOBS placements) 

2) 	 Allow states to propose how the bonus should be paid and 
used. 

- permit states to pay a percentage directly to the 
case manager 

- permit states to invest money in a fund that goes to 
pay for staff development~ office improvements~ 
anything to enhance the functioning of the local JOBS 
office 



- permit states to use as part of their JOBS funding but 
at 100 percent federal level. 

3) 	 Bonuses should be strU9tured to reward job retention 

- Example: $250 when the participant has been in the job 
three months; the remaining $250 after six months. 

4) 	 Option: Structure bonus to reward more difficult placements~ 

- Example: Could reward states $250 for placements 
generally, but $1000 for someone with no work 
experience or some other oriteria. [Could allow states 
to suggest criteria for enhanced bonuses.] 

5) 	 Issue: How to avoid paying for natural dynamics i.e., why 
pay bonuses when someone leaves for a job who would have 
left on her own? 

- One way to limit the extent of the problem is to pay 
only for placements after six months. That avoids 
paying bonuses in the time when the most people leave· 
on their own.. 

Is thera a risk that states might encourage those about 
to leave to stay until the six month mark? Possible, 
but unlikely. If someone wants to leave welfare l it's 
doubtful the state will be able to convince them to 
stay just a few extra weeks so the state can get a 
bonus. 

- Another way to prevent "creaming" is to pay a bonus fQr 
everyone who takes a job regardless of the degree of 
service rendered or their length of stay. Under such a 
structure, states wou1d have an incentive to spend 
fewer resources on those individuals who would find 
employment and to target resources on the hard to 
serve. This also ensure that all states get same money 
regardless of performance. 

JOB PLACEMENT FUND 

Another option to consider is creating a special fund within 
the JOBS program to encourage innovative programs at the state 
and local level that promote rapid placement Lnto jobs. The 
fallowing is an outline of how such a fund could work: 

(1) 	 Set aside 10 percent of the JOBS money nationally each year 
for states to use in creative new programs that emphasize 
placement in private sector jobs. Funds from this pool 
would be 100 percent federal~ 



(2) 	 States apply for the money, up to a per-state or per-project 
I1mlt~ as 1n the CSE revolving loan fund~ projects could 
run for more than one year. Funds may be used to pay for 
evaluation of the project as well as for its operation. 

(3) 	 At the end of the project period l states will be required to 
report on the results of the project~ including estimates of 
caseload and AFDC savings. Project reports will be compiled 
at the federal level and made available annually to all 
states. 

(4) 	 The goal is to encourage experimentation in every state with 
new approaches to helping people find work. Based on these 
effcrts# states would be encouraged to modify their JOBS 
program to incorporate ideas that provQ successful. 

ISSUE: Is there any way to structure this as a revolving loan 
fund, where states pay back to the extent that their model 
programs work and result in caseload reductions and AFOC savings? 

CHARTERING PLACEMENT FIRMS 

This option is designed to ensure that every state is g1v~ng 
private for-profit and not-for-profit organizations the 
opportunity to work with JOBS clients to place them in private 
sector jobs. Many successful welfare-to-work programs are 
operated by not-for-profits~ but they sometimes have difficulty 
g~tting funding from Social Service agencies to expand. 

(l) 	 States would be requi.red to offer "charters It to private anii 
not-far-profit and for-profit organizations to work with 
JOBS clients to place them in private sector jobs~ Any 
organization (placement agency, cao, private employers, or 
public agency) would be permitted to apply to the JOBS 
program for a charter_ States would be required only to 
offer the charte~s. Xf no organizations in the state are 
interested or have the necessary qualifications, there will 
be no penalty for failing to grant any charters4 

(2) 	 Charters would be granted by the JOBS program to entities 
that meet eligibility criteria (Federal minimums plus state 
and local factors_) Charters could be awarded 
competitively, to any organizations meeting certain 
standards~ or in some other manner possibly determined at 
the local level. 

(3) 	 Chartered organizations would be paid a fee for finding work 
for an eligible JOBS participant. Charters can speci£y 
services that the organization will deliver: work prep (if 
any)# placement services~ follow-up, linkages to other 
agencies (child carci transportation, etc.). Charters 
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permit the organization to serve eligible WORK participants 
and specify performance standards on which they will be 
paid. These performance standards would be based on 
placement and retention measures possibly developed at the 
federal level. 

(4) 	 The JOBS program would verify the eligibility of JOBS 
participants for this program and provide them with a 
"voucher" indicating eligibility and with information about 
chartered programs. Chartered placement agencies would be 
allowed to serve any applicant with a voucher. programs 
would have the incentive to recruit and accept participants 
because they would only get paid for serving people. 

(5) 	 A critical piece of this model 1s that JOBS programs will be 
required to give all participants information about 
chartered placement firms in their area. The information 
provided would include success at placement, retention, and 
other information required by the state. [This is similar 
in concept to the role of the health alliance.] 

This type of arrangement gives customers (JOBS participants) 
choice -- by providing them with information about and the 
ability to enroll in a range of different programs aimed at 
finding them work as quickly as possible. It is efficient for 
government because it is pays only for performance. And it. 
guarantees that at least some organizations in each state will be 
allowed to focus exclusively on placement outside the public JOBS 
structure. 
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May 5, 1994 

DRAFT SPECIFICATIONS, ENCOURAGING PLACEMENT DURING THE JOBS 
PROGRAM 

One of the explicit goals of welfare reform is to transform 
the welfare system (and the JOBS program) into one which focuses 
from the very first day on helping people to get and hold jobs. 
To achieve this~ it would be helpful to make even some relatively 
minor changes to the JOBS program that spec1fica~ly encourage . 
placement-focused activities. 

One way to do this is to provide an enhanced federal match 
for activities that specifically focus on helping JOBS 
participants find and keep work. Performance standards that 
eventually affect match rates will be important, but seem to be 
down the road a bit. 

,Our proposal is to offer up to 25 percent of JOBS money to 
the states at an enhanced federal match of 90-100 percent (here 
called ",JOBS-Placement" funds) to fund any of the following 
activi ties: 

• Placement Bonuses 

• Chartering Placement Firms 

• Special Placement Initiatives 

States would be able to submit as part of their JOBS plan the 
types of activities they plan to engage in to claim the JOBS­
Placement funds. The followi~g provides an outline of how this 
might work. 

PLACEMENT BONUSES 

States would be given the option to use JOBS-Placement funds 
as placement bonuses to reward offices and caseworkers who are 
particularly good at placing JOBS partiCipants in private sector 
jobs~ One outline for a bonus plan might be: 

1) 	 The State would receive a $500 bonus for placing any JOBS 
partiCipant in a jOb and getting them off welfare 
completely. The bonus would be payable in installments: 
$250 after three monthsi $500 after six months. 

Part or all of the bonus could be repayable to the P1acement 
Fund 1f the participant returns to welfare within the 
following six months. 



2) The state would have a great deal of flexibility in 
determining how the bonus should be paid and used. We 
would: 

permit states to pay a percentage directly to the 
case manager 

- permit states to invest money in a fund that goes to 
pay for staff development, office improvements, 
anything to enhance the functioning of the local JOBS 
office 

- permit states to use the money to support their general 
JOBS program. 

3) 	 Bonuses should be structured to reward job retention 

- Example: S250 when the participant has been in the job 
three months; the remaining S250 after six months. 

4) 	 Option: Structure bonus to reward more difficult placements. 

- Example: Could reward states $250 for placements 
generally, but SlOOO for someone with no work 
experience or some other criteria. [Could allow states 
to suggest criteria for enhanced bonuses.] 

5) 	 Issue: How to avoid paying for natura.l dynamics -- i.e., why 
pay bonuses when someone leaves for a job who would have 
left on her own? 

- One way to limit the extent of the problem is to pay 
only for placements after six months. That avoids 
paying bonuses in the time when the most people leave 
on their own. 

Is there a risk that states might encourage those about 
to leave to stay until the six month mark? Possible, 
but unlikely. If someone wants to leave welfare, it's 
doubtful the state will be able to convince ·them to 
stay just a few extra weeks so the state can get a 
bonus. 

CHARTERING PLACEMENT FIRMS 

A second option we would offer is that states would receive 
enhanced JOBS-Placement funds for chartering private for-profit 
and not-for-profit organizations to work with JOBS clients to 
place them in private sector jobs. Many successful welfare-to­
work programs are operated by not-for-profits, but they sometimes 
have difficulty getting funding from Social Service agencies to 
expand. 



A chartering arrangement would work as follows: 

( 1 ) 	 The state would offer to "charter" private. not-for-profit 
and for-profit organizations to work with ~OBS clients to 
place them in private sector jobs. This is similar to 
offering contracts through an RFP, except that a charter 1s 
a license to serve clients that puts the burden on the 
organization to recruit its clients. Further, chartering 
arrangements would be pay-for-performance not pay-for­
service. Service contracts generally guarantee referrals to 
the. contractor and guarantee some level'of payment 
regardless of performance~ 

(2) 	 Charters would be granted by the JOBS program to entities 
that meet eligibility criteria (Federal minimums plus state 
and local factors.) Charters could be awarded 
competitively, to any organizations meeting certain 
standards~ or in some other manner possibly determined at 
the local. l.evel. 

(3) 	 Chartered organizations would be paid a fee for finding work 
for an el.igihle JOBS participant. Charters can specify 
services that the organization will deliver: work prep (if 
any), placement services, follow-up# linkages to other 
agencies (child care, transportation! etc.). Charters 
permit the organization to serve eligible WORK partiCipants 
and specify performance standards on which they will be 
paid. These performance standards would be based on 
placement and retention measures possibly developed at the 
federal l.evel. 

(.4 ) 	 The JOBS program would verify the eligibility of JOBS 
participants fo~ this program and provide them with a 
"voucher" indicating eligibi.lity and with information about 
chartered programs. Charterad placement agencies would be 
allowed to serve any applicant with a vouoher.. Programs 
would have the incentive to recruit and accept participants 
because they would only get paid for serving people. 

(5) 	 A critical piece of this model is that JOBS programs will be 
required to give all participants information about 
chartered placement firms in their area. The information 
provided would include success at placement; retention, and 
other information required by the state. 

This type of arrangement gives customers (JOBS participants) 
chQice -- by providing them with information about and the 
ability to enroll in a range of different programs aimed at 
finding them work as quickly as possible. It is efficient for 
government because it is pays only for performance. And it 
guarantees that at least some organizations in each state will be 
allowed to focus exclusively on placement outside the public JOBS 
structure. 

http:eligibi.li
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OTHER SPECIAL PLACEMENT INITIATIVES 

Chartering and placement bonuses are two explicit options 
that we would envision outlining in the statute. However, in 
addition to these federally-offered options~ we also envision 
allowing states to propose programs, projects and initiatives of 
their own design that would qualify for the JOBS-Placement 
enhanced match, subject to federal approval. These might be 
contracts with placement firms or other bonus-type setups, as 
long as they are placement-orient~. 

States would be eligible to apply for the money, up to a 
per-state or per-project limit, as in the eSE revolving loan 
fund. projects could run for more than one year. Funds would 
also cover an evaluation of the project if appropriate. This 
wou~d not be the equivalent of a revolving loan fund, however, 
because the state would not be expected to pay the money back~ 
We wou1d~ though, like to consider a creative way to reward 
projects that demonstrate particularly high levels of caseload 
reduction - perhaps through additional eligibility for the JOBS­
Placement money 1n future years. 

• 
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May 3, 1994 

DRAPT SPEClPICATlaNS: STATE OPTION TO DEVELOP WORK-POR-WAGES 
OUTSIDE THE AFDC sYSTEM 

Rationale 

" While the general framework for state implementation of the 
WORK program will be established within the AFDC program, there 
is also interest in 91v£ng states the flexibil~ty to experiment 
with alternat1ve program structures~ Spec1fioally, states will 
be given the option to establish WORK as an independent program 
outside the welfare system -- as an employment program rather 
than a work-for-welfare program. Under this option~ ~ndividuals 
who reach the time limit for transitional ass~stance would no 
longer be entitled to cash income, but to enroll in a program 
providing them with the opportun~ty to work to earn money to 
support the~r families. 

This WORK-outside-welfare option ~s provLded to test its 
potential to benef1t both the participants and the state. 
Participants will no longer be part of the welfare system and 
subject to the hassles and problems they associate with it. The 
oroation of WORK as an ent.lroly separate program will send a 
clear signal that welfare has truly ended and that the 
expectations have truly changed. States will benefit because of 
the freedom and flex~bility this opt~on provides to try Simple, 
creative approaches to providing and supporting work, without 
excessive federal regulation. 

This state option is also valuable to the federal welfare 
reform effort and to those states that do not take the option 
because it will promote eKper1ment~t1on and allow the program to 
develop and flourish in different ways throughout the country. 
Eventually, experience will show what approaches are most 
successful in helping families to support themselyes and to move 
on to fully unaubsidizad private sector jobs. 

PJ;:ocess 

States will be expected to submit a plan for approval by the 
Secretaries of HHS and Labor, deta1~ing how the WORK program is 
to b~ run. The plan must indicate either how the state intends 
to meet the requirements of Part [G? -- the WORK program] or 
provide a plan for implementing a WORK program outside AFDC that 
meets the requirements listed below. 



, 05/03/94 12! 06 '<)'202 456 7028 DOM. POL 	 !lOOJ/006 

Bagyirement§ outside Standard WORK Ru~~ 

States have complete flexibility in designing a WORK program 
under this [Subsection?l~ so long as the program meets the 
following requirements and is approved by the Secretaries. 

1) 	 EligiQilityLApplicat;on All individuals who exhaust their 
transit~onal assistance must be eligible to apply to the 
WORK program e~ther after the~r initial spell on welfare or 
if they leave 30BS or WORK and subsequently re-apply for 
assistance and have no t~me left~ States may not deny 
admission into WORK for any reasons other than those 
discussed under item Sanctions. 

2) 	 Relationship to AFPC States must close AFDC cases when 
recipients rea~h the time limit. WORK programs under this 
[subsection?] may only pay participants for performance of 
some activity~ 

3) 	 ~ncome States may develop a system of compensation that 
mi~es wages and WORK stipends. States must develop a system 
that ensures that WORK participants who comply fully with 

2 
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the program's rules are receiving income at least equal to 
what they would receive were they on APDC [plus the WORK 
disregard] . 

States shall have flexibility on this criteria in the 
~nterest of administrative simplicity (i.e.~ the 1ncome need 
not match to the penny for every case), but the income from 
full compliance in WORK must exceed income on AFDC for a 
similarly situated family. 

4) WORK Stipends 

Under this option, states will be allowed to pay 
participants WORk stipends when they are not in a WORK assignment 
as compensation for a range of activities to be designated by the 
state I including job search, joh clubs, and inter~m commun1ty 
service aSSignments. 

States will have flexibility in designing the stipend 
system~ The on1y requirement is that this be a pay-for-activity 
aystem~ There will be no underlying entitlement to a cash 
income. 

5) Wage SupplemenU 

As part of a WORK-outside-welfare program, states would be 
allowed to develop a system of wage supplementation in place of 
the present AFDC system. WORK stipendS cculd be provided to 
part-t1me workers either in unsubs~dized jobs or in the WORK 
program. 

States would be encouraged to develop an extraordinarily 
simple system gf supplements. For instance, states might match 
up to 25% of wages up to a certain level, after which the 
supplement would phase out. States could incorporate such a 
match into a state BITe or develop other creative mechanisms for 
getting the money out. 

For WORK participants, eligibility for the supplement would 
be contingent on satisfaotory partiCipation in WORK, i~e*, people 
suspended from WORK; or not receiving wages would not receive 
supplements. 

3 
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, 
Requirements/Structure Carried Over from General WORK Rules ~ 

1) Administrative Structure and Funding 

In its plan, the state will: 

• 	 deSignate any agency/office to run the WORK program 
(complete flexibility) 

• 	 designate bodies at the local level with private, 
public, non-profit membership to oversee the program 
(as in regular WORK program) 

Funding will be provided in similar fashion to the regular 
WORK program. There will be two streams of money: a capped 
entitlement for overhead, and uncapped entitlement covering 
wages and stipends. As in the regular WORK program, part of 
state's IV-A funds will be re-channeled. The difference in 
this option will be that states will be permitted to re­
channel all IV-A funds for its post-transitional clients, as 
there would be no residual AFDC grant. 

2) Minimum Number of WORK Assignments 

As in the regular WORK program. states will be required to 
create a minimum number of WORK assignments, calculated the same 
way. 

3) Eligible WORK assignments 

The same rules regarding flexibility in creating WORK 
assignments will apply in this option. 

4) suspension/Penalties/Due Process 

As part of their WORK plan. states will be required to 
outline a plan for handling situations in which participants 
either quit or are fired from their WORK positions. As with the 
general WORK framework, this plan must include graduated 
sanctions such as suspension from the program for an increasing 
period of time. However, this process should be structured to 
reflect "that the state is not seeking to "take away" something to 
which the partiCipant is entitled, but rather to deny eligibility 
or suspend them from a program to which they were eligible to 
apply. 

.' 
The State plan will have to include a hearing process 

through which partiCipants will be afforded the opportunity to 
contest decisions to suspend them from the program. This process 

4 




will provide that the participant be allowed to continue earning 
WORK funds unti1 their case has been heard and a fina~ resolution 
reached. 

5) Time Limit on the WORK Program 

As with the regu1ar WORK program. states would be able to 
limit the length of time a participant spends in anyone WORK 
assignment. 

States would be required to develop a process for assess1ng
participants after every two assignments. with the option Or 
returning them to the JOBS program, reauthorizing continued 
participation in WORK, or suspending the participant for failure 
to comply with the rules of the program. Detailed criteria for 
these assessments will be required as part of the state plan. 

NOr!< Support Agengy {Qptian1 

One option for states in establishing the WORK program 
independently is to establish the prog~am as a "Work Support 
Program" designed to provide support for low-income working 
famil~es~ Through the Work Support O£fice# wor~ing fami1ies 
would be able to get assistance in applying for and receiving 
food stamps~ EITe; child support¥ child careT and any other 
programs designed to helping the low-income working poor. One 
function of the work Support Office would be the creation and 
admi~stration of work opportunities for those who are enrolled 
in the WORK program. 

Case management services would be partially paid for through 
the JOBS program, which will now fund after-care services for 
individuals going on to unsubs~dized work for up to one year. 
Other administrative expenses for the Work Support Office would 
ba eligib1e for reimbursement through the capped WORK 
entitlement; 

5 
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At the end of two WORK assignments, participants who have not found unsubsidized '< 
work would be assessed on an individuai basis with three possible resulls: 

(1) 	 Those determined to be unable to work or need additional training would be 

reassigned to Pre-JOBS or JOBS. 


(2) 	 Those determined to be playing by the rules and unable to find work in the 

private sector either because there were no jobs available to match their skills 

or because they are incapable of working outside a sheltered environment 
would be allowed to remain in the WORK program [for another assignment. 
Similar assessments would be conducted following each additional assignment.] 

(3) 	 At state option, those who have had two or more WORK assignments, may be 

found ineligible for further WORK assignments if the state determines that: 


(i) 	 they are employable, 
(ii) 	 they iive in an area where there are jobs avaiiable to match their skills, 

and 
(iii) 	 they have failed to make a good faith effort to obtain available 


unsubsidized work 


B. Ineligibility for WORK; Eligibility for Transitional Assistance 

Those Individuals found ineligible for another WORK asSignment under (A)(3) above 
would be eligible to qualify for additional months of AFDC under normal rules, 
receiving one month of assistance for every four months oui of the program. 

Persons ineligible for WORK aSSignments returning to AFDC would be immediately 
assigned to intensive supervised job search. The state would have the option of 
revising Its assessment at that time and reassigning the individual to pre-JOBS, JOBS 
or WORK. 

C. Federal Guidelines for Ineligib;lity Determination 

The Departments of HHS and labor will develop guidelines for states listing factors to 
be used in determining ineligibility for WORK assignments under (A)(3) above. These 
factors will include, but are not limited to, an individual's work hislory. local labor 
market conditions, and an employability determination that takes into account 
individual skills, jobs available in the area, and the success of other WORK 
participants in securing non-subsidized employment. 



D. State Plan Requirements 

States choosing to eXercise the option to limit eligibility for WORK assignments must 
submit an implementation plan for Secretarial approval. The plan must provide: 

o a process to ensure tIlat recipients receive appropriate notice and an 
opportunity to challenge any decision to find them ineligible 

o a semi-annual report on the stalus of families who are no longer eligible for 
WORK assignments 

o assurances that ineligibility for WORK asSignments will not affect continued 
eligibility for other support services within existing program guidelines 

States will have flexibility in designing a process for conducting this evalualion. States 
may, for instance, refer individuals to job developers who can require participants to 
apply for appropriate job openings. Failure to follow up on a referral, noncooperation 
wilh the job developer Or employer, or refusal to accept a private sector job opening 
could result in a finding of ineligibility for further WORK aSSignments. The same 
process may be used for those participants who soek 10 relurn to the program as they 
qualify for additional months of assistance. 

E. National Study 

The Departments of HHS and Labor will undertake a comprehensive national stUdy at 
tho end of the first year in which the WORK program is implemented to measure the 
program's success in moving people into unsubsidized jobs, and evaluate the skill 
levels and barriers 10 work of the people who remain in the program. The federal 
guidelines In (C) above shall be reviewed and modified as necessary to reflect 
information gathered in the study. 
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JOBS, TIME LIMITS AND WORK €O!IPlflfll m "fit>.> 

lOBS AND 'DME LIMITS 

1. 	 EFFEC11VB DATE AND DOFINTIlON OF PHASIID-IN GROUP 

Leeislalive Specifications 

(a) 	 The effective date for the legislation would be one year after the date of enactment. States 
could petition to delay implementation for up to one year after the effective date (Le., two 
years after the date of enactment) for circumstances beyond the control of the State IV-A 
agency (e,g" no meeting of Stale legislature Ibat year). 

(b) 	 The phased-in group would be defined as custodial parents, including minor custodial parents, 
who were born after 1971 (in 1972 or later).· 

(c) 	 States would have the option to define the phased-in group more broadly (e.g., custodial 
parents born after 1969, born after 1971 and all first-time applicants), provided the phased-in 
group included at least the population described in (b). 

(d) 	 States would be required to apply the new rules, including the time·limit, to all applicants in 
the phllse-in group as of the effective date of the legislation. Recipients (parents) in the 
phase-in group who were on AFDC prior to the effective date would be subject to the new 
rules, including the time limit, as of their first redeten;nination following the effective date. 

2. 	 PROGRAM INTAKE 

Current Law 

The Family Support Act requires a Slare agency 10 make an initial assessment ofJOBS panicipants 
'r'Iilh respect 10 employability, skills, prior work experience and educarJonal, child care and supportive 
service needs. On lhe basis oflhls assessment, lhe Slare agency mwi develop an employability plan 
for lhe participant. The Slare agency moy require panicIpants 10 enter Into a formal agreement which 
specifies lhe partlcIpant's obllgarlons under lhe program andlhe activilies and services 10 be provided 
by lhe Slare agency. The employability plan is nol considered a contract. 

Allhe point of intake, applicants willlellJ7l of lhelr specific responsibilities and expectations regarding' 
lhe JOBS program, lhe two-year lime limll and ils relarionship 10 JOBS participation and AFDC 

\benefits 1I()1 condilioned upon work. EAch applicant wUl1I()w be required 10 enter Into a personal 
responsibility agreement 'r'Iilh lhe Slare agency broadly oullinlng lhe obligations Of each party. While 
lhe personal responsibility agreement will serve as a general accord, lhe employability plan will be 
focwed on the specific employment-relared needs Of each applicant. 
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Rationale 

Stales mwi dulnge the cuiture of the welfare system by changing the expectaJiOfLf o{both the recipient 
and the Stale agency. Thu calls/or modifying the mLrslon o/the welfare system oJ the poilll of the 
intake process 10 slress employme1l/ and access 10 needed services ralher than eligibility and benefil 
determlruuion. The mutual obligaJiofLf of the Stale agency and the participant must be spelled out and 
erlforced. JOBS programs must coll/inue to link cllellls /0 services In the community. 

Legislative Specifications 

(a) 	 All applicants (parents) would be required as pan of the application/redetermination process to 
sign a Personal Responsibility Agreement with the State IV-A agency specifying the general 
responsibilities of both the applicant and the State agency (for the applicant. following the 
employability plan; for the State, making available the services in the plan). Current 
recipients (parents), if they had not previously signed the Agreement, would be required to 
sign the Agreement as part of the redetermination process. ' The Personal Responsibility . 
Agreement for persons in the not-phased-in group would make no reference to the time limit. 

(b) 	 The Personal Responsibility Agreement would nol be a legal contract. 

(c) 	 The State IV-A agency would be required to orient each applicant to the AFDC program by 
providing information about the AFDC program, which would include (among other items) 
the nature and applicability of-the two-year time limit, the JOBS participation requirement, 
the services provided under JOBS and the availability of such services to persons not in the 
phased-in group. Each applicant in the phased-in group would be informed of the number of 
months of cash assistance/JOBS participation for which he or she was eligible (e.g., 24 for 
fLrSt-time applicants). The orientation information could be provided as part of the eligibility 
determination process or in a subsequent one-on-one or group orientation session. States 
would be required to provide the orientation information prior to or as part of the 
development of the employability plan. The information would be imparted in the recipient'S 
primary language whenever possible. Child care would be available as needed to enable an 
individual to receive the orientation information (as under CFR 255.2). 

(d) 	 The State would have to obtain confirmation in writing from each applicant that he or she had 
received and underntood the requisite orientation information. 

(e) 	 Recipients who were already on assistance as of the effective dale of the legislation would be 
provided with the requisite orientation information at the earliest possible dale but in no event 
later than at the deve]opment or revision of the employability plan (see below) or as part of 
the redetermination process, whichever came first. 

,, 
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3. 	 EMPLOYABlLITY PLAN 

Legislatiye Snecifications 

(a) 	 The State agency would be ""luind to complete tile ......m..' and employability plan (for 
new recipients) within 90 days from date of applkation. For recipients on assistance as of the 
effective date, the employability plan would have to be developed (or revised. if such a plan 
were already in place) within 90 days of the date the recipient became subject to the time limit 
(i.e., within 90 days of the redetermination; see above). 

(b) 	 The employability plan will be developed jointly by tile State agency and tile recipient. In 
designing the employability plan. the agency and the recipient would consider. among other 
elements, tile months of eligibility (fur JOBS panicipationlAFDC benefits not C<lntingent upon 
work; see DEPrNmON OF THE. TlME LIMIT below) remaining for that recipient (if that 
recipient were subject to the time limit). 

(c) 	 An employability plan ,""uld be ""l"ired for all recipients (parents) in tile phased·in group, 
incloding those in pre-JOBS stams (see below), and for all JOBS participants not in tile 
phased·in group (I.e., volunteers). 

(d) 	 The employability plan for persollS required to participate in JOBS would include an expoeted 
time frame for achieving self ..sufficiency and the activities intendo:Lto assist the participant in 
obtaining employment wiLbin llIat time period. The time frame would, in tile case of many 
lOBS participants, be fewet than 24 months. For persollS in pre-JOBS status (see below), tile 
employability plan would, when appropriate, detail the activities needed to remove the 
obetacl.. to JOBS partieipatinn. 

(e) 	 Amend section 482(b)(I)(A) by adding "literacy" after tile word 'skills.' 

(t) 	 The State agency would provide that if the recipient and the State agency staff member or 
members responsible for developing the employability plan cannot reach agreement on the 
plan, a supervisory level staff member or other State agency employee trained to mediate 
these disputes will intervene to provide further advocacy, counseling or negotiation support. 

(g) 	 To resolve disputes (regarding llIe employability plan) not settled by the inteTvention in (I), a 
State may elect one or more Qf the fu)lowing processes: 

i. 	 Permit the agency to establisb an internal review board to arbitrate disputes. 
This board W()uld have the final say. The Secretary would establish 
regulations for such boards. 

ii. 	 Permit agencies to employ mediation using trained personnel, rather than 
arbitration, to re.'iOlve the dispute. HHS would be respomible for providing 
technical a.~istance to States thai wish to use mediation. 
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iii. Provide the recipient with a fair bearing contesting wbether the State agency 
had followed the established pTOCeSl; for developing the employability plan. A 
fait bearing could be the ••elusiv. remedy or could be allowed in addition to 
the procedure in 0) or (ii). (only phast<f.ill recipients required to participate in 
JOBS would be entitled to • fait hearing) 

(Il) P"""1lS who reCused to sign or otherwise agree to the employability plan after the completion 
of the ooncUiation process would be subject to sanction, curable by agreeing to the plan. [n 
the event of an adverse ruling at a fair hearing concerning the employability plaD~ the 
individual would not have the right to a second fair hearing prior to imposition of the 
sanction. 

4. PRll-lOBS 

Current Law 

States mUM require Mn-eumpt AFDC rec/pI'IIlS to panlclpote In tile JOBS program f{) tile extell1 tIuJJ 
res""""" are oval/abU!. wmpllons und<r tile CUlTeIll JOBS program are for t/wse reclp/ellJs who 
are Ill, /J!copocitmed, or ofadvanced age; .needed in tile home b<couse of the U/ness or Incopociiy of 
onotIJer family memb<r; the carerolr.t:r ofa chUd und<r age 3 (or, m Stm. option, under og' I); 
employed 3() or more hours per week;' a depeadelll chUd under age I (i or aJ/ending an educallonal 
programjuJl time; _n in the second und thltd frimesta ofpregnancy: and residing In (U/ area 
Mllere lhe program is not available. TIle panlll ofa chUd under age 6 (but older than tile oge for .n 
exemption) who is personoJly providing care for the chUd may b< required to perticipQJe naly 1/ 
perticlpotion does /Wt uceed 20 hours per week and chUd care is guarOllleed. For AFDC-UP 
families, the exemption due 10 lhe age ofa chUd may b< applied to only one poreIIl, or 10 neIlher 
poreIIJ IfdUld care is glUJl'Ollleed. 

Under new provisions, a much grearer perCellJage Q{AFDC ,.C/P1e1llS will b< required to pomcipme 

In JOBS. Single-poreIIl and two-pareIIJtomUles will b< Ireated ,/mUoriy under tile /U!W JOBS system. 

TIle current atlmplWn policy will b< rep/I>cLd with 0 policy under which persons IWt yet ready for 

panic/patlan in JOBS will b< assigned, lemprmJrUy in ~ cases, to tile pre-JOBS pliese. Some Q{ 

the criteria for placetneIU in pre-JOBS status are based on curren! reguJalitms concernill.g exemptilms. 

but In Q number Q{ Inslances lhe definition is IlghJened slgn!flC(Ul/iy. : 


Rationale 

In order to chonge the culture ofwelfare, II is necessary 10 ma<lmiJ:e paniclpotlo. i.,he JOBS 
progrom. It is also critical to ensure 1iu1t on welfare reclple/IIS who are able 10 perticipme In JOBS 
haw such services made Dl!allable 10 them by the Stmes. E/lm/nQlWn ofexemptions sends 0 message 
tiu1t panlclpotlon In JOBS should b< the IIOnnaljiuw Q{1!Ve/IlS, and nollhe exception. TIle pre-JOBS 
poliCY does, however, give States the fiuibill1y to consider differences in the abiliiy to work and 10 
partlcipQJe in education and training activities In determining Mllelher to require an Individual to 
eII1er tile JOBS program. 
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Legislatiye Specifications 

(a) 	 Adult recipients (soo I~n Parents below for treatment of minor custodial parents) who were 
not able to work or participate in education or training activities (e.g., due to care of a 
disable<! child) could be assigned to the pre-JOBS phase either prior to or after entry into the 
JOBS program (or after eotry into the WORK program; ,ee WORK specifications below). 
For example, if an iadividual beeame seriously ill after el'IleCing the JOBS program. he or sbe 
would then be placed in pro-JOBS status. 

(b) 	 The State agency would be required to make an initial determination with respect to pre-JOBS 
status prior to or as part of the development of the employability plan, since the determination 
would in tum affect the content of the employability plan. A recipient who is required to 
participate in JOBS rnther than wige«! to pre-JOBS ,taws could r"'luest a fair bearing 
focusing on wbether the individual meets one of the pre-JOBS criteria (see below). The time 
frame for completion of the employability plan (see above) would b. waived in such cases. 

(c) 	 Persons in the pro-IOBS phase would be expeete<! to engage in activities intended to prepare 
them for employment andIor the JOBS program. The employability plan for a recipient in 
pre-JOBS status could detail the steps, such as locating suitable medical care fur a disabled or 
ill adult or arranging for an "!'Propriat. setting for a disable<! child, ncede<! to enable the adult 
to eoter the JOBS program andlor find employment. 

Recipients not likely to ever panicipa!e in the JOBS program (e.g., those of advanced age) 
might not be espected to engage in pre-JOBS aOOvitiea. The employability plan for such 
individuals might still Include steps intended to, for example, improve the family's bealth 
status or housing situation. For individuaJs who were expected to enter the JOBS program 
'shortly (e.g., mothers of young children), pre-JOBS secvices could be provided, wben 
appropriate, to address any ou!Standing barriers to successful paniclp.tion in JOBS (e.g., 
arranging for child care). 

(d) 	 States could provide program services to individuals in the pre~10BS phase, using JOBS 
funds. but would not be required to do so. Likewise, States could provide child care or other 
supportive services to persons in pre-JOBS status but would not be required to do so-there 
would be no dlUd care guarantee for individuals in pre-JOBS. Persons in pre-JOBS status 
would not be subject to sanction for failure to participate in pre-JOBS activities. In other 
words. in order to actually require an individual to participate in an activity. a State would 
have to classify the individual .. JOBS.... andatory. 

(e) 	 Petwns in pre-JOBS would not be subject to the time limit, e.g., months in which a recipient 
was assigned to pre--JOBS would not COunt against the two-year limit on cash benefits. 

(I) 	 The criteria for pre-JOBS stal1Js would be the following: 

(I) 	 A parent of a child uadee age one, provide<! the child was not coneelved wbile 
the parent was on assistance, would be assigned to the pre-JOBS pbase, A 
patent of a child conceived while on assistance would be placed in pre-JOBS 
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for a lweJve-week: period following the blrth of the child (consistent with the 
Family and Medical Leave Act). 

(Under current law, parents of a child under age three~ under age ooe at State option. 
are exempted from JOBS participation, and no distinction is made between children 
conceived while on assistance and children while not on assistance) 

(2) 	 I. ill. wilen detemlined by Ibe Slate o. Ibe basis of medical evid..ce or 
another sound basis !bat Ille illness or injury is serious enough to temporarily 
prevent entry into employment or training; 

(3) 	 is incapaciUted, wben verified by Ibe State Illat • physical or mental 
impairment, delernllned by 'licensed physician, psychologist or mental heallll 
professional, prevents the iodivklual from engaging in employment or 
training; 

(4) 	 Has an application pending for the 5SI or SSDI program, if there is a 
re&Onable basis for the application; 

(Under Ille proposed law, a pendi.g SSIISSDI application would be used as an 
alternate standard for incapacity) 

(5) 	 I, 60 year. of age or older; 

(6) 	 Needed i. Ille home becanse another member of Ibe household requir .. Ille 
individual's presence due to illness Of incapacity as determined by a licensed 
physician? pSyehologist or mental health professionaJ, and no other appropriate 
member of the household is available to provide the needed care; 

(1) Third trim",,(er of pregnancy; and 
(Under current law and regulations, pregnant women are exempted from JOBS 
participation for both the second and third trimestel'5) 

(3) 	 Living in a remote area. An individual would be considered remote if a 
round trip of more than two hours by reasonably available public or private 
transportation would be requ~red for a normal work or training day. If the 
normal round-trip commuting time in the area is more than 2 hours~ the 
round~trip commuting time could not ex-ceed general accepted standards for 
the area. 

(Same as curren! regulations, eFR 250.30)) 

(g) 	 Only one parent in an AFDC-UP family could be placed in pro-lOBS under f(l). 

(h) 	 Eaeb Slate would be permitted to place in pre-lOBS, for good cause as determined by Ibe 
State, a number of pmons up to a fixed percentage of the total number of persons in the 
pbased..m group (which would include adult recipients. minor custodial parents and persons in 
Ille WORK program). These good ","use assignmenu; to pro-lOBS would be in addition to 
those meeting the pre-JOBS criteria defined in (f). Good cause could include substantial 
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barriets to employment-a severe Jearning: disabiJity or serious emotional instability, The 
percentage cap on such good cause placements in pre--JOBS would be set, in statute, at 10%. 
A State would be able, in the event of utraordinary circumstances. to apply to the Secretary 
to increase the percentage cap on good cause placements. The Secretary wou1d be required to 
respond to such requests in a timeiy manner (time frame to be established by regulation). 

(i) 	 The Secretary would develop and transmit to Congress. by a specified date, recommendations 
regard ing the level of the cap on good cause placements in pre-JOBS; the Secretary could 
recommend that the cap be raised, lowered or maintained at ten percent. 

(j) 	 The State agency would be required to reevaluate the status of persons in the pre-JOBS phase 
at such time as the condition is expected to terminate (if the condition is expected to be 
temporary) but no less frequently than at each semiannual assessment (see SEMIANNUAL 
ASSESSMENT below) to determine if the individual sbould remain in pre~JOBS status or should 
enter (or re-enter) the JOBS or WORK programs. 

(k) 	 Recipients wbo met the criteria for placement in the pre-JOBS phase would be permitted to 
volunteer for the JOBS program. Such a volunteer lOBS participant would in general be 
treated as othel' JOBS participants ~eept that he Or sbe wou~d nol be subjcct to sanction or to 
the time limit. 

OJ 	 A Stat. egency would be required to promptly inform a recipient of any mange in bis or her 
status with respect to JOBS participation and/or the time Jimit (e.g•• movement from the pre­
JOBS pbase into me JOBS program). 

5. 	 Su..,.ANCE ABUSE AND AssIGNMENr TO PRE-lOBS 

Currenllaw does IWlspeclfically menJion substance abuse. Regu/arion.s under lhe JOBS program 
provide that a recipienl whose only activity is alcohol or drug treatment would not be cOllnted toward 
a Slale'S panlclpalton rate, Alcohol or drug treaJment may. however, be provided as a supportiYe 
service using JOBS ftmds should a Slale choose to do so. Oregol1 currently operales under a waiver 
that pennits the JOBS program to reqUire panicipaJion in substance abuse diagnostic, counseling, 
and treatmenJ programs iftMy are delennin.ed to be necessary jor self-sufficiel1CY. 

Stales will be provided wilh flexibility 10 '"l[/IIre ,"ciplents they delennine to be unable to engage in 
emplaytrU!.nI or tralnJ.l'Ig beCfUlle ofa substance abuse problem to panicipalt il1 subsuJllce abuse 
treatment as. pre.JOBS activity. StJllCtiolU may be imposed for Mn-participatlon in subSlOJlCe ubuse 
tTeatll!£nt provided IMt bolh treatment and supportive services, Including child care, are made 
availuble. 
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SUJltS repon (on an'an.ect1OlaJ basis) substatlc~ Gbuse as Q problem they encounter in their JOlJS 
populfJtlonr. It Is a barrier to se!fsuJflckncy for. number of AFDC rec/pJerrts who wU/ require 
treatmellJ if they are to suc",~/y ponIcipme in employmellJ or training activllies. 

L&glslaljye SnecjfiQljollS 

(a) 	 States may require persons round not able to engage in employment or training due to 
substance abuse to participate in substance abuse treatment as a pre--JOBS activity. 

(b) 	 Sanctions, equivalent to lOBS sanctions, may be levied ror non~participation in treatment, 
provided such treatment is available at 00 cost to the recipient. 

(c) 	 Olild care and/or other supportive services must be made available to an individual required 
to participate in substance abuse tr~ent. 

(d) 	 Provisions concerning the semiannual reassessment apply to persons in the pre-JOBS phase 
participating in substance abuse treatment as described in this section, 

(e) 	 States may also require individuaJs in JOBS to participate in substance abuse treatment (in 
""njunction with another lOBS activity or activities) as pan of the employability plan. 

6. 	 DllJ'lNmON OF TllE TIME LIMIT 

Some StfJtes (those which did IlOl hove QJt AFf)O.UP progrl1ltl In place 0$ ofSeptember 26. 198$) are 
penniJled to place a type oftime limit on partic/p<tlioJlln rhe AFDC-UP program. restricting 
eligibility for AFDC-UP to ol7W1lliu In tmy 12_rrth perilJd (Section 407(b)). Ihinee. SlfJtes 
preserrtly Impose time limits on AFDC-UP eligibility. UNkr CIU'1'errt low. howevr!r. no.oJher type of 
time limits mny be ptaced on partic/p<tlioJlln the AFDC program. 

Mosr ofthe people who errter the welfiue system do 1Wt stay o. AFDC for ""'1IJI years consecurively. It·­
Is much 1nI)re _nfor rec/pIenJs to ,""ve In and out ofthe welfiue system. staying a re/atlVt!ly 
briefperiod each time. ThI? out ofevery three persons who errter the we/fore system leave witlri. "'" 
years and fower rhon one In re. spendsjive consecutive years on AFDC. Holf oftlwse who leave 
welfiue return _ "'" years. and tIItee of"""ry four return fJt some polrrt In the ftllUI'i!. Most 
recipieJtJs llSe the A.FDC program IWt as a permanent alterMlive to ~rk, but as teinporary assistance 
during times ofeconomic dlfJlculty. 

Whlle perro.. who remain on AFDCfor long periods fJt 0 ,Ime represerrt only a nuxlt!SI percerrtage of 
oIl people who ever enter the system. howevr!r. they represerrt a high propomon of tlw.re o. welfiue at 
tmy gl"". time. Although many face "1)1 serio.. barriers to emploYl1ll:nl. Including physical 
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disabilities, others are able 10 work but Me not moving in the direction of self~sujfideIfCY, MOSllong· 
term reciple1lJs are not 011 a track. toward obiaining employtnem thai wUl etU1ble them to leave AFDC. 

ThL proposal would eslab/Ish;f()/' adull ncfple1llS tlOl placed In pre.JOBS, a cumuiaJlve lime IImIJ Of 
two years on the recelpl ofAFDC benejit.r tlOl conl/ngw upon lWl'k, with extensions 10 the time limit 
10 be gnwed undt!r certain clrcllllUlonces. Months In which on Indlvidw:Jl""" placed In pre-JOBS 
s/alus would M/ COU/JI tlgalJullhe rime limlI. The two-ytar limit would be renewable to a degree-­
OIIce an 1ndividw:JlIe/l the we/fare syslem, he Or she could begin 10 qllOlifl for addltlonoi moaJhs Of 
eligibility for AFDC bene/IlslJOBS pordclpatlon. 

ThL __year lime IImIJ Is pori of,he oYeTlllI effort 10 shf/l the focus of,he we/fare system from 
disbursing funds '0 promod.g self-sufficiency through...,r.t. 'This lime limit gives bclh ,he recipient 
and the welftJre agency a Sll'llClUre IhaJ necesslJaJes suady progress In the direction ojemployment 
and economic /ndept:ndem:e. As discussed In ,he WORK specifications below, nelpl,,",s who reach 
the __year lime IImIJ _finding an unsuhsldi1.edjob will be offered publicly suhsldi1.edjobs 10 
enable lhem 10 support theirfamllks. 

Legislatiye SpecifiQtioM 

(a) 	 The time limit W()uld be a limit of 24 on the cumu1ative number of months of AFDC benefits 
an adult (parent) could receive herore being required 10 participate in the WORK program 
(s.. Teen Parents ror treatment of young CUSIOdlal parents). In other words, the 24 month. 
would be counted from the date of authorization. Months in which"8p: individual was 
receiving assistance but was in pre-JOBS rather than in JOBS wOuld not oount against the 24­
month time limit. 

(b) 	 'The time limit, .. indieated in (a) above, would generally be linked 10 JOBS participation. 
Recipients required to participate in lOBS would be subject to the time limit. Conversely, the 
clock: would not run for persons assigned to pre-JOBS status. 

(e) 	 'The 24-month lime clock would not begin 10 run until a custodial parent's 18th birthday. In 
other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before the age of 18 would not be 
counted against the time limit. 

(d) 	 The State agency would be required to update each recipient subject to the time limit as to the 
number of months of eligibility remaining for him or ber no less frequently than at the 
semiannual asse.wnent (see SEMIANNUAL ASSESSMBN'T' below). In addition~ the State agency 
would he required to contact and schedule a meeting with any recipient who w~ approaching 
the 24-month time limit at least 90 days prior to the end of the 24 months (see T'RANsmoN 
TO WORKIWORK below). 
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APPUCABlurY OF TIm TIME UMIT 

The time limit would apply to parents (for treatment of teen parents. see Teen Parents belQw). 
A record of the number of months of eHgibiJity for cash as.sistance remaining would be kept 
for each individual subject to the nIne limit. Non"'Parent caretaker relatives would not be 
subject '" tho limo limit. 

AFDC-UP FAMILlllS AND THE TIME LIMIT 

In an AFDC-UP family~ both parents would be subject to the time limit if the principal earner 
were in the phased~in group (see below). A separate record of months of eligibility remaining 
would be kept for each parent. If one parent in an AFOe-Up family were placed in pr!? 
JOBS status, that parent would not be subject to the time limit-months in the pre-JOBS phase 
would not count against thai. individual's 24-month limit. The other parent, however, would 
stiU be subject to the time Jimit. Placements of a second parent in pre-JOBS would not oouot 
against the cap on good cause assignments to pre--JOBS. ' 

If one parent bad reached Ihe time limit and the other bad not, the parent wbo bad reached the 
time limit: wouJd be required to enter the WORK program. If the patent who bad reached the 
limit declined to participate In the WORK program, that parent's needs would no Songer be 
considered in ealculating the family's grant. His or ber income and resources would still be 
taken into account. The family would still be eHgible for the remainder of the benefit 
(essentially. the other parent and the children's portion) until the other parent reached the tw<r­
y_limit. 

If. parent in an AFDC-UP family reached tho lime limit but declined to entor tho WORK 
program, the needs of that individual would (as above) not be taken into accQUnt: in 
calculating either the AFDC benefit or any earnings supplement (if the other parem: did enter 
the WORK program; see WORK specifications below). If such a parent subsequently reversed 
course and entered the WORK program, be or she would be considered part: of the assistance 
unit for the purpose of detennining the supplement and would also be eligible for a WORK 
assigrunent. As discussed in the WORK specifications below~ a State would not: be required to " 
provide WORK assignments to both parents in an AFDC-UP family. 

Wilh respocl '" the phase-in, bolh parcots in an APDC-UP family would be considered 
subject to the new rules if the principal earner were in the phased-in group. If the parents 
subsequenUy separated, both would still be subject: to the new rules. 

10 

.' 



5119 

• 


9. 	 TEEN PA.RENTS 

Persoll.f lUIl!er 18 <Ire "'" ready to be Independent lUll! should generally be In school. Under tbe 
proposed law, mirwr p<lrenlS would Mt be alJowed to set up Independent hollSeJw/ds. 7bey would 
receive CIlSe l'IUlJUXgemtm and be expected to remain in school. A teen parent's fime clock would 1Wt 

begin to run UJl111 be or sbe turned 18 (lUll! could establish an independent household). 

Legislati~~ SnecifiCllli9llS 

(aJ 	 Stales would be required to provide case _ement services to all custodial parents under 
20. 

(1)) 	 All custodial parents under 20 who hnd nOl comple.l«d high school or the equivalent would be 
required to participate in the JOBS program. Wlth education as the presumed activity, The 
24-month time clock:, however. would not begin to run until a custodial parent turned 18. In 
other words, months of receipt as a custodial parent before the age of IS would fiot be 
counted against the time limit. 

(c) 	 Custodial parents under 20 who bud oot oomp!etnd high school or the equivalent and who bad 
a child undet one would be requited to participate in JOBS as soon as the child reacbed 
twelve weeks of age. States would be pefinitted to assign custodia] parents under 20 to pre­
JOBS status in the event of a serious iUness or other condition which precludes school 
attendance. . 

(d) 	 Custodial parents who were eligible for and receiving services under the Individual5 with 
Disabilities Education Act would receive an automatic extension up to age 21 if needed to 
complete high school. These extensions would not be counted against the cap on extensions. 

10, 	 JOBS SERVICES·AvAlLABLE·TO PAR1lCIPANTS· 

A rQllge ofsetvias and activities must be offered by Stales under the curreIU JOBS program, but 
States are 1Wt required if) Implement lOBS uniformly in all ports ofthe Sta1£ and JOBS programs vary.· 
widely among States. 1he services which nIlLft be proWtled a.r port ofa Sta1£ 's JOBS program are tbe 
following; educational activities, incilld/"g high schoa/ and equivalent education, basic and remedial 
education, and edUC<11/on for persOll.f with limited English proficiency; Job skills training; jab 
readiness activities; Job development and Job plUC!!1fJl!nt; and supportive services to tbe extent that 
lbese services are ftt!C1!ssary for porticlpation In JOBS . .Supportive services indude child care, 
transportation. and other work-related supportive services. StattS IffllSt also offer, In additwlJ to the 
qforemelllioneti services. at least 2 ofthe following services: group and /ndJvidnaijob search, ""-tbe­
job Iro/1II1!g (OrI), """* suppielMlllation progroms und community """* experience programs. 

II 
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The dejinUlo. of.orls/octory p<lrticlpation In "'" JOBS program wUl be broadened to include 
addltloMl actlvllie.r lhat are necessary lor btdivlduals 10 achleve self~sufficlency. Siales will continue 
tv have broad loritude In deJermining which services are provided under JOBS. Greor., emphasis. 
howe\.\!r, wcuJd be placed OllJob .earch aCtlvlllts. to promote ""rk and employltUlnt. 

l.&gillialivll SDecifiCl!!ions 

Up-Front Job Search 

(a) 	 All adult new rocipients in the phased-in group (and minor patents who had completed high 
school) who were judged job-ready would be required to perform job search fu?m the date of 
approvaJ. Job-ready would in general be defined as having nonnegligible previous work 
experience; States would include a more detailed definition in the State plan. Jndividuals. 
could be deemed not job-ready due to utness or other reason, A determination of pre-JOBS 
status would not be needed at this point. 

(b) 	 States would have the option of requiring all job-ready new recipients, including those in the 
llOt-phased-in group, to perform up-front job search. States would 'lisa be permitted to 
""luire job search from the dare of applieallon (as uedec CUITMt law, thl' requirement could 
not be used as a reason for, a delay in making the eligibility determination or issuing the 
payment). 

(e) 	 Extend permissible period of initial job search from 8 weeks to 12. 

Olb ... Provisions Con ....ning JOBS s.rvire< 

(d) 	 StlIIes would be required to include jOb search among the lOBS services offeced. 

(e) 	 aatify the rules so as to limit job search (as the exclusive activity, i.e., not in,conjunction 
with other services) to 4 monthiJ in any 12-month period. The up-front job search (described 
above) and the 45-90 days ofjob search required immediatcl y bell". the end of the two-year 
time limit (see TRANSITION TO WOl<lUWORK below) would both be rounted against the 4­
month limit. 

(f) 	 Amend section 482(d)(1)(A) by raplacing "basic and remedial educalinn to achieve a basic 
literacy level" with "employment'"'Oriented education to achieve literacy levels needed for 
economic s.elf-sufficiency." 

(g) 	 Self-employment programs would be added to the list of op~onallOBS activities. 

(It) 	 Increase the limit on Federal reimbursement for work supplementation program expenditures 
from the current ceiling, which is essentially based on a maximum length of participation, in a 
work supplementation program. of 9 months, to a level based on a maximum length of 
participation of 12 months. 
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(I) 	 Change the anti-displacement language to permit work supplementation participants to be 

assigned to unfilled vacancies in the private sector. 


(j) ~e State plan would be r&.luirOO to include a description of efforts to be undertaken to . 
/ 	 ~coul'age the training and placement of women and gitIs in nontraditional emp1oyment. 

including steps to increase the awareness of such training and placement opportunities. / 

(k) 	 Ame.nd the language in Social Security Act section 483(0)(1) which requires that there be 
coordination between JTPA. JOBS and education programs available in the State to 
specificalJy require coordination with the Adult Education Act and Carl D. Perkins Vocational 
Educational Aot. 

(l) 	 Where no appropriate review were made (e,g., by an interagency board), the State council on 
vocational education and the State advisory council On adult education would review the State 
JOBS plan and submit comments to the Governor. 

ReI!l!la/Qry Specifications 

(m) 	 Alternative Work Experience would be limited to 90 days within any 12·month period., 

(n) 	 The State plan would include procedures to ensure that, to the extent possible, (external) 

service providers promptly notify the State agency in the event of nOncompliance by a JOBS 

participant. e.g" failure to attend a JOBS activity. 


ll. 	 MINIMUM WORK STANDARD 

J&gisJatiye SpecificatjoN 

(a) 	 Monthr. in which an individual met the minimum work standard would not count against the 
time limit, In an AFDC~UP family, if one parent meets the minimum work standard, neither 
parent is subject: to the time 1imit.· 

OPllON A: 	 The minimum work Slandard wcuJd be 30 hours per week, wilh a Stale option 
10 reduce rhe minimwn to 20. 

0PI10N B: 	 The minimum 'WOrk Sttwiard would be 20 hours per week for parents of 
children under 6 and 3tJ hours for all Olhers. with a Stale Qption to reduce Ihe 
minimum to 20 hours across the board. 

ISSUE: 	 Should. redplent wh... AFDC grant is below • cerlain level (e.g., $100 
p<r month) be exempt from lb. requirement 10 participate in the WORK 
program (see WORK spedfic:ati<ms below)? Should the minimum work 
standard be derined in terms or hours of work per week or- the size of the 
AIDC grant or a combination of the two? 
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12, 	 JOBS PAATICIPATION 

Current Law 

Under the Family Suppa"..fa 0/1988, which created the JOBS program, minimum JOBS 
parelclpatkin sl_1is (Ihe percelllage o/Ihe non-exe1tf{Jt AFDC caseland pareiclpating in JOBS at a " 
pallllin time) were esrablished/or fiscal years 19ro Ihrough 1995. Stat,,/oce a reduced Federal 
match rate ifthose stQ/Jdards are IUJI met. In FY 1993 States were required to ensure that at least 
11 %0/the non~I caseJond In lhe Slate",,", parelclpatblg bI JOBS (In an average _hj. The 
srllMard Increased 10 15%jor FY 1994 and will rise 10 2O'1.jor FY 1995. There are no Sf_lis 
specjfil!d jor the fiscal years ofter FY 1995. IndMdlVJJs who are scheduled/or an average 0/20 
hours 'IfJOBS acrlvlJie.r per week and anend/or at least 75'1. 'If the scheduled hours are colll1iable 
for participtuion rale purposes. Slates (JJ"4 required to meet separate, /Ugher participalion sran.dards 
for principal ellJ7Uln I. AFDC·UP /amilles. For FY 1994, 0 rnmtber 0/AFDC-UP pat"eIllS eqlVJJ to 
4{) percelll ofall AFDC-UP principal ear~rs are required 10 participate in \Wirt 4Ctivities for at least 
16 houn per week. The standard rises to 50 perc.1Il for FY 1995, 60 percelll for FY 1996 ond 75 
percellljor each 'If the Fucal Years 1997and 1998. 

To trlJlUform the welfare system from (l1J income support sysrem iltto a \Win support synem. the JOBS 
program must be I!XpoIIded significalllly. 1IIIs substallllul blerease In the number 0/JOBS 
pa"icipollls will be phased In over rime. 

Legislatiye Specifications 

(a) 	 The JOBS program tlrgeting requirements would be eliminated. 

(b) 	 Individuals in self~initiated education and training activities (Including, but not limited to. 
post"'5eoondary education) would receive child care benefits if and only if such activities were 
approved thrcrugh the JOBS program. Costs of such education and training would not be 
reimbursable under JOBS. Child care and supportive services expenditures, however, would 
be matchable through IV-A and JOBS, respectively. 

(c) 	 Alter the definition of participation such that an individual enrolled half-time in a degree­
granting post-seoondary educational institution who was ~ng satisfactory academic 
progress (as defined by the Higher Education Act) and wbose enrollment was consistent with 
an approved employability plan would be collSldered to be participating satisfactorily in lOBS, 
even if such a person were scheduled for fewer than 20 hourn of class per week.. (contingent 
on defmidon of participation remaining similar to current law) 

(d) 	 Broaden the defuUtkm of JOBS participation to include participation in activities other than the 
optional and DWldatory JOBS servkes which ate consistent with the individual's employability 
plan. 
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(e) 	 The broadened deftnition of participation would lnclude participation in the Small Business 
Administration Microloan Demonstration program. As above, satisfactory participation in the 
SBA Microloan program would meet the JOBS participa.tion requirement. even if the 
sebeduJed bours per week were fewer than 20. (contingent on definition of participation 
remaining similar to current Jaw) 

JOBS Partldpatio. for the Not·I'Ilased-ln Group 

L,eejsJative Svecifications 

(t) 	 States would be required to continue providing services to a person already participating in 
JOBS as of the effective date, consistent with the employabiUty plan in place as of that date. 

(g) 	 States would be given substantial flexibility regarding JOBS services for persons not in the 
Federally-<letined phased-in group (custodial parents born after 1971). as discussed below: 

i. 	 A State would be required to s.erve volunteers from the not-phased-in group to 
the extent that Federal JOBS funding was available (i.e., the State had not 
drawn down ilS full JOBS allotment). States would bave the option of 
subjecting such JOBS volunteers to the time limit. 

ii. 	 States: could also require persons in the nol"Pbased~in group to participate in 
JOBS. but could not apply the time limit to such JOBS-maedatory persons (as 
opposed to volunteers above). In other words. a Stata that defined the phased-
in group as persons born after 1971 could require a person born in 1968 to 
partieipate in JOBS. and sanction such an individual ror failure to eomply~ but 
that person would not be subject to the time limit. Individuals (not phased~in) 
who met one of the pre-JOBS criteria could not be required to participate in 
JOBS. 

13. 	 JOBS I'UNDINO 

Cumntl.;lw 

Under currenJ law. the C!1pped enJitlemenJfor JOBS is distribuJed accordmg to the number ofadult 
recIpIents In a Stale. relative ta lire number in all Slates. SIMe expenditures on JOBS are CUf'remiy 
nwtched at three d/jferelll rates. Stares ",,,,ive Federal mtJJchlngjimds. up 10 the State's 1987 WIN 
allocation. at a 90 percent Fetleral1M1dt rate. Expenditures above the amount reimbursable at 9() 
percent are reimbursed at j() percent. In rhe C<1Se ojspending 011 administrative and ...,,-k-rdated 
supporrlve service costs. and at the higher oj6l) percent or FMAP In the case ofthe CfJSt offidl-time 
JOBS program staffand other program erpendlture.s (apart from spending on child car<• .mich does 
1lOt count agailUl the JOBS capped allotmenJ and Is nwtclled at the FMAP). The JOBS enJltlemenJ 
(FederalfwuJing) Is capped at $1.1 biliionJor FY 94, $/.1 bllllonJor FY 95. and $/ hillionfor FY 96 
and each subsequelfl fiscal year. 

I 
()..
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Legjslatiye Sowificatjons 

(a) 	 The capped entitlement for lOBS would bo allocated according to Ibe average monlhly 
numbor nf adult reelpleots (which would include WORIC participants) In Ibe State relative to 
the number in all States (similar to current law). 

(b) 	 The lOBS capped entitlement (Federal) would be set .. _ billion for FY 1996, _ billion for 
FY 1997 and billion fOr each oflbe fiscal year.; 1993, 1999 and 2000. (This capped 
entitlement includes funding to COvet the cost of JOBS serYkes to partieipants from both the 
phased~in and not'1'hased..in groups, an additional amount for servlc.es for nOOcustodial parents 
and funding to address the cost of providing case management to teen parents. The level of 
Ibe JOBS capped entitlement for the fiscal years after 2000 would be set by adjusting for 
csseload growlb and Inflation.] 

(c) 	 The Federal match rate (for each State) for all JOBS ..pendituros uudet Ibe proposed law 
would bo set .. the eurrent law JOBS malell rate (program cost) plus five to ten percentAge 
points, i.e., FMAP plus five or ten percentage points. with a floor between 65 and 7.0 percent 
(contingent on resolution of State match issues). Spending for direct program COS", for 
administrative costs and for the costs of transportation and work:~related supportive setv!ees 
would all be matched at the single rate. The current Jaw bold harmless provision, under 
which expendiwres up to a eertain level are matched at 90 pereefit, would be eliminat.OO. 

(d) 	 A State would be permitted to rea1ioca1e an amount up to 10\11 of its combined JOBS and 
WORIC allotments (WORK allotment from the capped entitlement) from its JOBS program to 
its WORK program and vice versa. The. amount transferred cou1d not exceed the aUoUneot 
for the program from which the transfer was. made. 

EXAMPLE: 
A. sw.e with .. S~ miI.liori JOBS aJloI.metIt and .. $6 million al.k:w.mc:onl from ~ WOltK CApped ~ (ilIOe WoStK 
PUNDING below) et.n alJoe&le $1, I million (rom JOBS \0 WORK or ",ic;e vena, 1'bc. Slate rmd. that tpendin,g on the 
lOBS p!'OglM'l ill NtvU.n; higher than Clpci:tcd and 10 it optI to rulIoca.lc $600,000 rrom WORK to JOBS. Tho.s:r..w 
can oow dtllw down up lO $.5,6 milliOn, dlhct than $5 million. in Federal fundina (or lOBS ellpendjfJ..u~. Ot! the 
other hand, the &au: can 00.... ~ive only $5.4 million in Federal ~hi.ng fundi, a.t tho higher ra1c. for spending on 
WORK ....... 


(eJ 	 If Ibe States were not able to claim all avallable Federal JOBS and WORIC funding (WORIC 
capped entitlement) for a fiscal year, a State would be permitted to draw down Federal funds 
for JOBS spending In excess of its allotmeJlt. 

(f) 	 Ftteding for teen case management (see TEEN PAlU!NTS .oove) would be provided nol as a 
...·asid.. but as additiOnal dollars within the JOBS capped entitlement. 
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(g) 	 If the rate of total unemployment in a State fur a fiscal year equaled or exceeded the (tbtal 
unemployment rate) trigger for eJ.teoded unemployment oompensation (currently 6.5 percent), 
and the State', tolal unemployment rate for Ibat.fiscal year equaled or exceeded 110 pe!"l>:nt 
of the rate for either (or both) of the two preceding fiscal years, the State match rate for 
JOBS, WORK and At-Risk Child Core for thal fiscal year would be reduced by .... perCA!nt 
(not by ten percentage points; e.g., from 30 percent lO 27 percent, not from 30 percent tb 20 
percent). 

14. 	 SEMIANNUAL AssESSMENT 

Legislatiye Specificatjons 

(a) 	 The State agency would be required to conduct an assessment (in person) of all JOBS 
participants and all those in the pre-JOBS pbase (i.e., all adult recipients and minor parerus in 
the phased-in group and all JOBS partieipants not in the phased-in group) on at (east a 
semiannual basis to evaluate progress toward achieving the goals in the employability plan. 
This assessment could be integrated with the annual AFDC eligibility redetermination. 
Persons in pre--JOBS status found tb be ready for participation in employment and,ttaining 
could be assigned tb the JOBS program foUowing the assessment. Conversely. persons in the 
JOBS program disoovered to be facing very serious obstacl .. to participation could be placed 
in the pre-JOBS pbase. Other revisions to the employability plan ~ould be made as needed. 

t,b) 	 The assessment would email an evaluation of the extent to which the State was providing the 
services called fur in the employability plan. In instances in wbich the State was found not to 
be delivering the specified educatio~ training and/or supportive services. the agency would be 
required to take steps to ensure that.the·servic.es would be delivered from that point forward. 

15. 	 TRANSmoN TO WoRKIWORK 

Legislative Specifications 

(a) 	 Persons would be required to engage in job search during a period of not tess than '45 days 
(up to 90 days, at State option) before taking a WORK assignment. The employability plan 
would be modified accordingly. In most cases, the job search would be performed during the 
45·90 days immediately preceding the end of the lime limit. 

(b) 	 The State agency would be required tD schedule a meetlng with any recipient approaching the 
end of the 24-m0nth time limit at least 90 days in advance of that individual·s reaching the 
limit. The State agency would. as part of the 9O-day assessment, evaluate the recipient~s 
progress and employabililY to determine if an extension were appropriate lO. for example, 
romplete a training program in which the recipient was currently enrolled (see ExrENSlONS 

below). The State agency would be required lO inform the recipient. both in writing and at 
the face--to~face meeting, of the consequences of reaching the time limit-the need lO register 
for the WORK program in order to be eligible for further support. in the form of a WORK 
assignment. Recipients would also be apprised of the requirement to engage in job search for 

• the final 45-90 days and of the State's extension policy. 
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(c) 	 States would have the option of providing an additional monlh of AFDC benefits w 
individuals who found employment just as their eligibility for AFDC benefits/lOBS 
participation ended. if n~sary to tide them over until the fint paycheck. 

Work... Support 

(d) 	 Stales would be encouraged to use JOBS or WORK funds (from the capped WORK 
a1location; see below)~ to provide services designed to help persons who bad left tlte JOBS or 
WORK programs for employment keep those jobs. 

Services could include case management. work·related supportive services. and job search and 
job 'placement assistance for former recipients who bad lost their jobs. Case management 
could entail assistance with money management, mediation between employer and employee 

"and aid in applying for advance paymenLS of the EITC. Wort·related supportive services 
could include payments for licensing or certification fees, clothing or uniforms, auto repair or 
othet transportation expenses and eme.rgency child care expenses. 

(e) 	 The State agency would notify the recipient. either by phone or in writing, of the purpose and 
need for the 9O-4.y meeting, and the Stale agency would be required to make additional . 
attempts at notification if the recipient failed to appear. 

(I) 	 For persons re-entering the JOBS program (Ulclndiag those previously assigned to pre-JOBS) 
with fewer than six months of cligibility remaining, the development/revision of the 
employability plan could be considered the 9O-<Iay meeting, if the requisite information were 
provided at that point. In the case of an individual tHDtering with fewer than 90 days of 
eligjbility. the me«ing would be held at the earliest possible date. 

(g) 	 The semiannual assessment could be treated as the 9()..day meeting, provided it fell within the 
final six months of eHgibility, Conversely. the 9O-day assessment would meet the 
requirement for an semiannual assessment. 

(b) 	 For individuals who bad received an extension to the time limit, a subsequent. similar meeting 
90 days prior to the end of the extension would not be required. unless the extension were of 
unusual duration. 

16. 	 Ex'rENstONS 

•
l&gisiatiye SQe£ifigtions 

, (a) 	 States would be required to grant extensions to pernms who reached the time limit without 
having had adequate access to the services specified in the employability plan. In instances in 
which a State failed to substantialJy provide the services, including child care, called for in the 
employability plan, the State would be required to grant an extension equal to the number of 
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months needed to. complete the activities)n the employability pl~ (up to a limit of 24 
monthfi). States would be mandated to t3k:e the results of the semiannu'al assessment(s) into 
account in determining if services were delivered satisfactorily. If"an extension were granted 
on the grounds of in~equate service delivery, the employability 'plan Could be revised, as 

.. appropriate, at that point. Disagreements aOOut revisions to the plan .would be subject to the 
same dispute resolution procedures as was the initiaI "development of the plan. . 

'. 

(b) 	 . If the State agency and the recipient disagreed with respect to whether services were 
substantially provided and hence as to whether the recipient was entitled to an extension, the 
State agency would be mandated to inform the recipient of her or his right to a fair hearing on 
the issue. The recipient would have to request a hearing (if desired)'at least 30 days prior to 
the end of the 24-month time limit. All hearings would be held prior to the end of the 
individual's 24 months of eligibility, ' . . 

(c) 	 In a fair hearing regarding a recipient's claim that he or she was entitled to an extension due 
to Stale f~lure to make available the services in the_employability plan, the State would have 
to show what services were provided, A recipient would be el!.titled to an extensio~ if the 
hearing officer found that the recipient was unable to complete the elements of the 
employability plan because services, including necessary supportive services, were not 

, available for a significant period of time, If it was determined that adequate services were not 
provided, an exteru;ion would be- granted and the recipient and State agency would revise the 
employability plan, as appropriate (see above), ' • • 

, " . 
(d) 	 , Persons enrolled in a structured learning.program (including, but not limited to, those created 

under the School-to-Work Opportunities Act) would be granted an extension up to age 22 for _ 
completion of such a program. A structured learning program would be defined as a program 
that begins at the secondary school level and continues into a post-secondary program and is 
designed to lead to a de'gree and/or recog'nized ·sk.ills certificate. Such extensions would not . '.' , 	 .. 
count against the cap on extensions (see-below)~
..' 	 . ,. . ' 

._' 	 ,: 
(e) 	 . States would also be permitted; but not requ irec:t, to, grant ,extensio~ of.the time limit under 

the circumstances listed below, up to 10%. of all adults ~d .m.inor parents r~uired to partici­
pate in lOBS. Extensions due to State failure to deliver' services, as diseuss~ above, would 

. be counted against the cap. A State would, however. be required to grant an extension if 
_ services were not provided, regardles's of whether the State waS above or below the 10% cap. 

• 'j 	 • 

(I) 	 For completion of a OED program (extension limited to 12 months). 

(2) 	 For completion of a certificate-granting training program or educational 
activity. including post-secondary education or a structured microenterprise 
program expected to enhance employability or income. Extensions to 
complete a two or four-year degree would be conditioned on simultaneous 
participation in a work-study program or other part-time work. 

The extension is contingent on the individual's making satisfactory academic 
progress (extension limited to 24 months). 
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(3) 	 For some perrons wbo are learning disabled, illiterate or who face language 
barriers or other substantial obstacles to employment. This would include a 
person with a serious learning disability whose employability plan to date has 
b.... designed '" address !bat impediment and woo consequently bas not yet 
obtained the job &kills training needed to secure employment (extension not 
limited in doration). 

The State agency would be required tD set a duration for each extension granted, suffICient to j 

for example, finish a training program already underway or? in the event of a State failure to 
provide services, to complete the activities to the employability plan. 

(f) 	 States would be required to continue providing supportive services as needed. to persons who 
had received extensions of the time limit. 

(g) 	 A State would be permitted. in the event of extraordinary circumstanees. to apply to the 
Secretary to have its: cap on e;(tensions raised. The Secretary would be required tD make a 
timely r"ponse", such ""IUW (see PRE-lOBS above). 

(b) 	 The Seeretary would develop and transmit'" Congress (see PR£-lOBS above), by a specified 
date. recommendations regarding the level of the cap on extensions; the Secretary could. as 
mentioned above, recommend that the cap be raised. lowered or maintained at ten percent. 

17. 	 QUALIFYINO POR ADDmoNAL MONTIiS OF Euomu..ITY 

Legislative SDecifi~ons 

(al 	 Pers.ons woo bad left AFDC with f.- than six months of eligibility fur AFDC 
benefits/lOBS participation remaining would qualifY foe a limited number of additional 
months of eligibility. to serve·as a cushion. An individual in this category (fewer than 6 
months of eligibility remaining) would qualifY fu, on. additional month of eligibility fo, every 
four months during which the individual did not receive AFDC and was not in the WORK 
program. up to a limit of six months of eJjgibility at any time, 

(b) 	 Persons woo left the WORK program would also be able to qualify for up '" 6 months of 
eligibility for AFDC benefits/lOBS panieipation, just as described in (a). 
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AoMlN1mAIlOIi Of IOBSIWORK 

Current law 

By sraJU/e JOBS ....t be administered by the lV-A agency. S1l1Ie lV-A agencies may delegale to or 
COnJract (ell""r throughjiMndal or non.:f/ttancl4logreemem,) w!th or""r .lI/ItIts such as JTPA 10 
provide a broad range ofJOBS services. The lV-A agency must retaln overall responsibllll'l for t"" 
program (Including program design, pollcy_g, establishing program partlcIpo/Ian requlTemelllS) 
and any actions that /II\1OIve /lldivldaals ~ncludi.g determination ofaemptlo. staoo, derermlJuUlan Of 
good cause, appllcorlon ofsanctions, and fair ""arlngs}. 

HHSIACF makes grall/' to the lV-A agency based on t"" allocorlonformula ourlland I. ,"" Slot"'. and 
hold, t"" lV-A agency occoUlllabie for meeti.g poItic/p<lllon and target group expenditure 
req_ms as well as rubmltt/llg all necessary program and finanCial reports. 

JOBS and WORK would be adminiJlered by t"" IV-A agency WIlers t"" Governor deslgnotes anal""r 
emily to adminIslet the programs. 1/the Governor designot.. an agency OI""r lhan I"" lV-A agency 
to administer JOBSIWORK, then ony plan or o.tIu!r docU/1l£m submitted 10 HHS 10 "perote the 
programs would bejolmly submitted by the adminlsteri.g enI/ty and I"" lV-A agency. 

Bosed on t"" Go.."",r', des/gnatian, HHSIACF would make grall/s to I"" adminLrtering ell/ily and 
hold that emily responsiblefor sohm/ning program andjinanclal reporls and meeting upprupriOJe 
peiformonce standards. 

In a Slate thm elects to operate OlU!.~SIOP career celtlers, JDBSIWDRK would be requiFed compcnents 
o/the on.e--SIQP career celllers. 

Legislative Specifications 

18. 	 OVERALL AOMINISl'RATlON 

(oj 	 JOBS lIJld WORK must be arlminist",ed by the same S"'te entity. 

(bJ 	 Th. Governor may designate the agency to administer JOBSIWORK. In the abseneo of the 
d",ignstion of another agency, the IV-A agency would administer JOBSIWORK. 

{c} 	 The Governor would determine whether the State bas a State-wide one--stop career center 
system. If the Governor determined that the State bad such a system, the one--stop eareet 
center would administer JOBSIWORK. Such a determination would be made at least every 
two years. 
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(d) 	 If Ibe Governor designated an entity olber Iban Ibe IV·A "lIency, Iben that "lIenoy and Ibe IV· 
A agency would have to enter into a written agreement outHning their respective roles in 
oarrying out JOBSIWORK. 

(e) 	 If the IV~A agency retained administration of JOBS, it would have the option of contracting 
with another entity to carry out any and all functions related to JOBSIWORK. AU contracts 
and agreements: with such- entities would be written. 

(f) 	 If Ibe Governor designated an entity oIher Iban Ibe IV·A "lI-y, Iben Ibat agency and the IV. 
A agency would be required to jointly submit any plan required to operate JOBSIWORK to 
Ibe Secretary of HHS. 

(g) 	 Upon notification by the Governor of the designation of an entity other than the'IV~A agency 
'" administer JOBSIWORK, Ibe Depanment of Heolth and Human Services would make all 
grant awards .and hold accountable for alJ financial and reporting requirements the designated 
entity. 

19. 	 SPECIFIC REsPONSIBfLmES OF THE IV-A AGENCY 

(n) 	 No matter what entity bas responsibility for JOasfWORK. the IV-A agency must retain 
responsibUity for: 

(I) 	 Detennlning eligibility for AFDC; 

(2) 	 Tracking and notifying families subject to the time limit of months left of 
eligibility; 

(3) 	 Applying sanclions; 

(4) 	 Making supplemental payments to eligible WORK participants and 
determining continuing eligibility for WORK and for AFDC payments; 

(5) 	 NOliiYing Ibe JOBSIWORK "lIency at leas' 120 days before an individual's 
two~year time limit was up so that appropriate steps (e.g .• job search) could 
be taken; and 

• 
(6) Holding fair hearings c"lI"ding time limits and casb benefits. 
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20. 	 ()nmR AREAS OP REsPONSIBUJrY 

(a) 	 In Stat.. wllece an entity oilier lIIan lIIe IV-A "Ilency is responsible for.IOBSIWORK. we 
propose to give States the flexibility to detennine how the fonowing functions are carried out. 
The State phUl would have to contain specific information detailing how the State intended to 
carry out these functions. 

(I) 	 Determining pro-JOBS '''''''''; 

(2) 	 Granting extensions to the time limits; and 

(3) 	 Providing secondary reviews and hearings on issues specificaUy related to 
lOBS or WORK participation. 
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WORK 

Current Law 

'lhere is ar present under TIlle IV no ~'* program oj/he type envisioned here. Stares Me presently 
permitted 10 operate OII4he,job Ira/ning, ""rk suppleme"'atlon 0JId community II<!rk o:perience 
progrmns as pan of/he JOBS program ~n 482(e) 0JId 482(f),.Socitti SeCllriry .tct, 45 CFR 
Z50.6I, 250.62, Z50.6J). Regulations, ho_r, e.tpIlcllly prohlbll States from operating a program 
ofpublic terne. employmelll under the JOBS lIIIIbTeIla (45 CFR Z50.47). 

YWml 

1he jQc", Of the transitional assistance program will be helping people moVe from welfare to 
unsuhsidiud employltUJN. the two-year time Ilmltjor cash assistance ItOt cONillgeN on ~rk is part 
of this elfan. Some ree/pielrJs will, _r, reach the rwo-year time limit wltholl1 hovlng jQOJId a 
job, despite having participated satisfactorily in the JOBS program. We an: commined to providing 
them wIlh the opponunlry to ""rk to help suppart /heIr jQmllres. 1he design of the WORK program 
will be guided /Ty aprinciple eerural to the rojorm ((fort, that persons who II<!rk should be 110 mrse 
qffthon those who are not working. 

1he WORK program would make II<!Fk asslg''''''I1/$ lhereofter WORK o.uignmems) in the public, 
private and IWnjJrojU lectors aWlllable to persons ~ hmJ reached lhe tiltUJ limit. Stales mudd be 
required to creale a minimum number of WORK asslgMleNS, but would otherwise be given 
considerable jlexibility in the _lIdllUre ofWORK programfunds. For <XI1mple, States ""uld be 
pennined to comract with privote jlrms 0JId not10r-projlls to place persOllS "' subsidized or 
unsubsidized privote sectar jobs. 

1he WORK program would take /he farm ofa _k-for.wages $I_e. Pattleiparus in WORK 
assignmerus _ be paidJar hours worW, ;"a/viduals who missed work would not be paidJar 
fMsehmus. 	 ~ 

Definition: The tenns "WORK assignments" and "WORK positions- ate defined as temporary, 
pubUcly--subsidizedjobs in the public, private or nOl-forllrofit sectors. 

21. 	 EsrAllLlSllMENT OP A WORK PllOORAM 

Legislative Speeifieations 

(a) 	 Each State would be required to ope'ate a WORK program making WORK ""ignments 
available to persons who had reached the 24-month time limit for AFDC benefits not 
conditioned upon work. 

(1)) 	 A State would be mandated to make the WORK program available in all areas of !he State 
(where it is feasible to do sa) by a specified d...,. 
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22. 	 WORK FUNOINO 

Legislatiye Specifications 

(a) 	 'fhere would be two WORK program funding streams: 

I) 	 A capped enthlement wbicb would b. distributed 10 States acrordlng 10 the 
sum of the average monthly number ofpe.mons required to participate in lOBS 
(and .ubject 10 the time limit) and the average monthly number of penons in 
the WORK prog,ram in a State retative to the number in all States. 

2) 	 An uncapped entitlement to reimburse States for wages paid to WORK 
program participantS, which would include wage subsidies to private, for-
profit employers. ' 

The capped entitlement would be for WORK operational oosts~ wbich wouJd include 
expenditure8 to develop WORK assignments, placement bonuses to contractors and spending 
on ower WORK program services such as supervised job search. 

(b) 	 A State would receive matching funds, up to the amount of the capped allocation, for 
expenditures for WORK operational costs at the WORK match rate. which would be set at the 
same level as the lOBS match rate--the current law JOBS match rate plus fiye to ten 
percentage points (contingent on resolution of State match issues). For expenditures on wages 
to WORK participants, including .wage subsidies to private employers, a State would be 
reimbursed .at its FMAP. 

EXAMPLE: 	 State A's allocatloD (annual) from the capped WORK entidement for FY 99 is 
$1.5 million. The Stale's WORK (and JOBS) ...teIl rate is 15 percent and its 
FMAP Is SO percent. The State spends a IOtal of $5.2 million on the WORK 
program~I.6 million 10 develop the WORK assignments, make performance­
based payments to placement contractors, and provide job search services and 

. $3.6 miUion on wage subsidies to private employetS and wages for WORK 
participants in the public and not-for-profit sectors. State A would be 
reimbursed for the $1.6 million in spending On operational costs at the 75 
percent capped allocation match rate, for a total of S 1. 2 mUlion in reimburse­
men( at that rate. For the $3.6 million in eXpenditures on WORK wages, lite 
State would be reimbursed at the FMAP, for $1.8 million in Fedand dollars 
from the uncapped stream and a total of $3 million in Federal matching funds. 

(c) 	 The WORK capped entidement would be oet at _ million for FY 1998, _ billion for FY 
1999, _ billion for FY 2000, _ billion for FY 2001 and _ billion for FY 2002. (The 
capped entitlement would cover the operational cost of providing WORK assignments to all 
persons who had reached the two-year time limit and an additional amount for work 
opportunities for noncustodial parents. The level of the capped entitlement for the fiscal years 
after 2000 would be set by adjusting for caseload growth and inflation. J 
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(d) 	 As discussed above (see lOBS FUNOlNO), • State would be pennitted to reallocate up to 10% 
of the combined total of its JOBS and WORK allotments from its JOBS program to its WORK 
program, and vice versa. 

(e) 	 If, is described in JOBS FuNDlNO. the States wete not able to claim all available Federal 
lOBS and WORK funding (WORK copped eotidemeot) for a fiscal year, a State would be 
permitted to dt1lw down Federal funds for WORK spending for operational costs in excess of 
its allotment from the capped entidement. ' 

(f) 	 As discussed in JOBS FUNDING above, if the rate of total unemplQymcnt in a State for a fiscal 
year equaled or exceeded the (total unemployment rate) trigger for an ..tended benefit period 
(currently 6,5 percent), and the Stale's total unemployment rate fur thaI fIScal year equaled or 
exceeded 110 percent of the rate for either (or both) of the two preceding f!Seal years, the 
State match rate for JOBS, WORK and AI-Risk Child Qu-e fur that fIScal year would be 
reduced by ten percent. 

23, 	 FLIlXIBILTTY 

J.&gisJative Specifications 

(a) 	 Stales would enjoy wide discre<lon concerning the spending of WORK program funds, A 
State couEd pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide WQrk: to those who bad 
reached the twQ-year time limit, including: 

• 	 Subsidize private sector jobs; 

• 	 Create positions in the not-fQr-profil sector (which could entail payments to 
cover the cost of training and supervising WORK participants); 

• 	 Offer employers other incentives to hire JOBS graduates; 

.
• 	 Execute performance-based COntraCts with private firms or not-for-profit 

organizations to place WORK participants in unsubskHzed jobs; 

• 	 Create positions in public sectOr agencies (wbich might include employing 
adult welfare recipients as mentors fur teen parents on assistance); 

• 	 .Employ WORK participants as child care workecs or home health aides; and 

• 	 Support microenterprise and Self-employment efforts. 

The lq)proaches above would be list«l in statute as examples, but States would not be 
restricted to these strategies • 
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24. 	 LIMITS ON SUBSIDIES TO PRIVATE SECTOR, EMpLOYERS 

Legislative Specifications 

(aJ 	 There would be a t2-rnonth time limit on any single WORK assigrunent. Ideally? after the 
subsidy ended, the private employer would retain the WORK participant in unsubsidi.zed 
employment, 

(b) 	 The Secretary may adoP4 as necessary. regulations to assure the appropriate use of the wage 
subsidy (e.g., to prevent fraud and abuse). 

25. 	 COORDINATION 

Legislative Svecifications 

(a) 	 The agency administering the WORK program would be required to coordinate delivery of 
WORK services with the public. private and not-for-profit sectors, including large and small 
businesses, United Ways~ voluntary agencies.and oommunity-based organizations. Particular 
attention should be paid to involving the breadth of the community in the development of the 
WORK program in that lOcality. 

(b) 	 The State would be required to designate in the State plan. or describe a procoos for 
designating. bodies to serve as WORK advisory boards for eaeh JTPA Serviu Delivery Area 
in the Stale (or for such larger or smaller area as the Stale deems appropriate). The WORK 
advisory board. which could be either an existing or a new body~ would provide guidance to 
the entity administering the WORK program in that area. 

The board would work: in conjunction with the WORK program agency to identify potential 
WORK assignments and opportunities for movement into unsubsidized employment, and to 
develop methods to ensure oompUance with the requirements relating to nondisplacement and 
working oonditions. WORK advisory boards would have to include union and private, publi;: 
(including local government) and not~for"Profit (including CBOs) sector representation. 

(c) 	 States would bave 10 establish a process by which local WORK advisory board, ""uld ,ubmi( 
oomments regarding the development of the Slate plan. 

(d) 	 The WORK agency would be required to include in the State plan provisions for coordination 
with the State comprehensive reemployment system (including the employment service) and 
other relevant employment and public service programs in the public, private and not-for­
profit sectors, including efforts supported. by the Corporatron for National and Community 
Service. 
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26. 	 RJrr:El'mON REQUlIUiMENTS 

. LeCislative Specifications 

(a) 	 states would be required to keep a n:x:ord of the rate at which employers (publk:. private and 
""t·for-profit) ....Ined WORK program participants (after the subsidies ended). Similarly, 

" States would be mandated to monitor the performance of placement firms. 

27. 	 NONDlSl'I.ACl;MENT 

(a) 	 The assignment of a participant to a subsidized job under the WORK program would not ­

(I) 	 result In the displll<:<llDellt of any currently employed worker, including partial 
displacement such as a reduction in the hours of non-overtime work, wages or 
employment benefitsj 

(2) 	 impair existing contracts for services or c:o:l1ective bargaining agreements; 

(3) 	 Infringe upon the promotional opportuoiti .. of any currendyemployed 
worker; 

(4) 	 re3:ult in the emp!oyment of the participant or fining of a position when ­

(a) 	 any other person is 011 layoff, on strike or has been locked out from, 
Or has recall rights to. the same or a substantially equivalent job or 
position with the same employer; or 

(b) 	 die employer bas tennlnated any regular employee or otherwise 
reduced its work force with tho effect of filliog the vacancy so created 
with such participant; or 

(5) 	 result in filling a vacancy for a position in a State or JoeaJ government agency 
fur which State or local funds have been bodgered. unless such agency has 
been unabJe to fiU .such vacancy with a qualified applicmt through such 
agency's regular employee selection pt'OClXlure during a period of not less than 
90 days. 

(b) 	 A participant would not be assigned to a position with a pd~ not-for-prof'it entity to carry 
out activities that are the same or substantially equivalent to activilie3 that have been regularly 
carried out by a State or local government agency to the same local area., unless such 
placement meets the oondisplacement requirements described in this section of the 
specifications. 
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28. 	 GRIEVANCE, ARBITRATION AND R8MEmIi!S 

(a) 	 Each State would establisb and maintain grievance proced'ures for resolving complaints. by 
pattlcipants. regular employees or their represe.nta.tive.s, alleging violations of the 
nondisplacemem provj.sjon,s descri~ above and the requirements relating to wages, benefits 
or working conditions described in these specifieations. 

(b) 	 Hearings on any grievance filed pursuant to the provision above would be conducted within 
30 days of !he filing of such grieV8nC<, Exoep. for complaints alleging fraud or criminal 
activity. a grievance would be made not later than one year afie.r the date of the alleged 
occurrence. 

(e) 	 Upon receiving a decision. or if 60 days bas el~ed without a decision being made, a 
grievant may do either of the following: 

(1) 	 file an appeal as provided for in !he State's procedures or in regulations 
promulgated by the Secretary ~ or 

(2) 	 submit such grievance to binding arbitration in accordance with the provisions 
of this section. 

Arbitration 

(d) 	 In accordance with the appeal/arbitration provision above. Oil the occurrence of an advetSe 
grievance decision, or 60 days after the filing of such grievance jf no decision has been 
reachEd, the party filing the grievance would be permitted to submit such grievance to binding 
arbitration before a qualifiEd arbitrator wOO was jointly &elected and independent of the 
interested parties. 

(e) 	 If the panies could not agree on an arbit.rator. the Governor would appoint an arbitrator from 
a Jist of quaHfled arbitrators within 15 days of receiving a request for such appointment from 
one of the parties to the grievance. 

(I) 	 An arbilnltion proceeding conducted as d",cribed here would be held oot later than 45 days 
after the request for such arbitration, or if the arbitrator wece appointed by the Governor (as 
described above) not later than 30 days after such appointment, and a decision concerning 
such grievance would be made not later than 30 days after the date of such arbitration 
proceeding. 

The cost of the arbitration proceeding conducted as described here would in general be 
divided evenly between the parties to the arbitration. If a grievant prevails in such an 
arbitration proceeding. the party found in violation would pay the total cost of such 
proc«ding and !he attorney'. fees of the grievant. 
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(h) 	 Suits to enforce arbitration awards under this section may be brought in any district court of 
the United States having jurisdiction over the panies. without regard to the amount in 
controversies and without regard to the citizenship of the parties. 

Remedies 

(i) 	 Remedies for a grievance filed under this section inelude ­

(1) 	 suspension of payments for assistance under this title; 

(2) 	 the termination of such payments; 

(3) 	 the prohibition of the placement of a participant; 

(4) 	 reinstatement of a displaced employee to the position held by such employee 
prior to displacement; 

(5) 	 payment of lost wages and benefits of the displaced employee; 

(6) 	 reestablishment of other relevant terms, conditions and privileges of the 
displaced employee; and 

(7) 	 such equitable relief as is necessary to correct a violation Of to make a 
displaced employee whole, 

29. 	 CONSULTATION AND CoNCURRENce Of LABOR QROANlZATIONS 

(a) 	 Where a labor organization represents a substantial Dumber of employees who are engaged in 
similar work" in the same area as that proposed to be fuDded under this part, an opportunity 
would be provided for such organization to submit comments with respect to su.ch proposal. 

(b) 	 No assignment of panicipants to positions with an employer would be made unless any local 
labor organization representing employees of such employer who are engaged in the same or 
substantially similar work" as that proposed to be carried out by such panicipants either ­

(1) 	 concurs in writing to such assignment, or 

(2) 	 fails to respond to written Dolification requesting its concurrence within 30 
days of receipt thereof. 
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30. 	 NUMBER OP WORK ASSIGNMENTS 

Legislatiye Soecifications 

(a) 	 A State would be required to.provide a number of WORK assignments equal to either a 
number set by the Secretary based on the State's capped allocation or to a number equal to 80 
percent of the average monthly number of persom in the WORK program. whichever is 
lower. WORK assignments would be defined as subsidized positions in the public, private 
and not-for-profit sectors. 

31. 	 WORK ELiOIBILITY CRTrnRIA AND ApPLICATION PROCESS 

Legislative Specifications 

(a) 	 Recipients who had reached the two-year time limit for AFDC benefits not contingent upon 
work and who otherwise met the AFDC eligibility criteria (e.g., income and asset limits) 
would be eligible to enter the WORK program. 

(b) 	 States would be mandated to describe the WORK program. including the terms and conditiom 
of participation. to all recipients at least 90 days before they were slated to reach the 24­
month time limit (see TRANsmoN TO WoRK/WORK above). Recipients who had reached the 
24-month time limit would be required to register for the WORK program in order to be . 
eligible for either a WORK assignment or for AFDC benefits while awaiting a WORK 
position (see ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSIONMENTS/lNTERIM ACTIVrnES below). 

(c) 	 States would be required to establish an application/registration process for the WORK 
program. The application/registration process would in general include an. assessment for the 
purpose of matching the participant with a WORK assignment which the individual has the 
ability to perfonn and which will assist him or her in seeuring umubsidized employment. 
The agency would be expected to draw upon an individual's JOBS case record in making such 
an assessment. States would be prohibited from denying an eligible individual (as described 
above) entry into the WORK program. provided he or she followed the application procedure. 

(d) 	 Only one parent in an AFDC-UP family would be required to participate in the WORK 
program. States would, however, have the option of requiring both parents to participate. 

(e) 	 An individual who had exited the system after having reached the time limit or after having 
entered the WORK program, but did not yet qualify for any additional months of AFDC 
benefits/JOBS participation (see QUALIPYINO paR AOOmONAL MONTHS OF ELIOIBILITY 

above) would be pennitled to enroll, or re-enroll, in the WORK program. 

EXAMPLE: 
A WORK program partieipant ruwb a privlll.e soctor job and lcavca the WORK program, bul illa.id off alter just one 
month, berore qualifying ror any months or APDC bcncfillllJOBS participation (lICe above). TbiI penon would be 

eligible for the WORK JllOgl1lm. 

31 



.. 
, 

5119 

(I) 	 States would be required, fur PerllOns in WORK assignments, to coeduct • WORK eligibility 
detetmination (similar to an AFDC eligibUity detetmination in all respects, ex"'Pt that WORK 
-wages would not be included in OOWItable income; see below) on a semiannual basis. If the 
circumstances of an individual in a WORK assignment changed (e.g •• increase in earned 
income, marriage) such that the family were no longer eligible for APDC, the participant 
would be pecmitted to remain in the WORK assignment until the semiannual redetermination. 
An individual round to be ineligible for the WORK program as of the redeterminadon~ 
however. would not be permitted to oondnue in a WORK assignment. PerSOM found to be 
ineligible for the WORK prograro would not have ac<ess to • WORK asslgrunent, other 
WORK program services or to the AFDC benefits provided to persom in the WORK program 
who were not in WORK assigrunents. 

. 
(g) 	 WORK wages would not be included in (;Quotable income for purposes of determining WORK 

eligibility. 

32. 	 ALLOCATION OF WORK ASSlONMENTSI1NTERIM ACTIVITIES 

Legislative Snecificatjons 

(a) 	 The entity administeriog the WORK program in a locality would be r"'luired to keep an 
updated tally of all WORK registran.. awaiting WORK assignments (as opposed to, for 
example, WORK participants who had been rererred to. placement conttaetor). WORK 
posilions would not be alloeated strictly on a first-eome, fust-served basis. An individual 
whose saootion period had just ended would be plaeed in • new WORK assignment as rapidly 
as possible. Among other WORK participantS, persons new to the WORK program would 
have priority for WORK assignments over persons who had previously held a WORK posi­
tion. Subject to those two conditions, States would be permitted to allocate each WORK 
assignment so as to maximize the chance of a successful placement, provided that the 
allocations were made in a non..<fiscdminatory manner. 

(b) 	 States would have the option of requiring persons who were awaiting WORK assignments to 
participate in other WORK program activities (e.g., mdividual or group job search, arranging 
for child care, self-initiated activities), and to establish mechanisms for monitoring 
participation in such activities. Persons in this waiting status could include both WORK 
participanu who had completed an initial WORK assignment without finding unsubsidi.z.ed 
employment, participants: whose assignments ended prematurely for reasons other than the 
participant's misconduct. and individuals awaiting a hearing concerning mlsoonduct. 
Individuals who failed to comply with such participation requirements would be subject to 
sanction as described below (,ee SANCTIONS). 

(c) 	 States would be r&jUiced to provide child care and other supportive servi.,.. as needed to 
participate in the interim WORK program activities (described above). 

(d) 	 The family of. person wllo was in the WORK program but nol in a WORK assignment (e.g., 
awaiting an assignment or in an alternate WORK activity) would receive AFDC benefits, 
provided that the individual were complying with any applicable requirements (as described 
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above), 

(e) 	 Participants who left a WORK assignment for good cause (s.. SANC'llONS below) would be 
placed in another WORK assignment or enrolled in an interim or alternate WORK program 
activity (e,g" job search until a WORK assignment became available). Such persons and 
their families would be eligible ror AFDC benefits (as oudined above). 

(0 	 I. localities in which the WORK program was arlminlSlered by an entity other than the IV·A 
agency, the rv·A agency would still be responsible for AFDC benefits to families described 
in 10(d). Swes would oot be permiued to distinguish between such families and other AFDC 
recipients with respect to the dete.rmination of eligibility and calculation of benefits-States 
could no' apply a at.ricter sLmdarrl or provide a lower level of benefits to persons on the 
waiting list, 

33. 	 HOURS OF WORK 

Legislative Specifications 

(a) 	 States would have the flexibility to determine the number of hours for each WORK 
assignment. The number of hours for a WORK assignment couSd vary depending on the 
nature of the position. WORK assignments would have to be for at least an avetage of 15 
hours per week during a month and for no more than an average of 3S hours per week: during 
a month. 

Each State would be reqUired, to the ..tent possible. In set the bou", for WORK assignments 
sueh thal the average wages from a WORK assignment represented at least 75 percent of the 
typical AFDC benefit for a family of three in the State. This would be a State plan 
requirement. 

34. 	 EARNlNGS SUPPLEMENTATION 

l&!!islatiye Specifications 

(a) 	 In instances in which the family income, net of work: expenses, of an individual in a WORK 
assignment were not equal to the AFDC benefit for a family of that size, the individual and 
hislher family would receive an earnings supplement sufficient to leave the family no worse 
off than a family of the same size on assistance (with no earned '''''''mo). 

(b) 	 The earnings supplement would be in the form of eithe< AFDC or a new program identical to 
AFDC with respect to the determination of eligibility and calculation of benefits, Tho level of 
the earnings supplement would be fixed for 6 months. The level of tho supplement would not 
be adjusted either up or down during the 6-month period due to changes in earned income or 
to nonoopennanent changes in unearned income, provided the individual remained in the 
WORK. assignment. 
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(c) 	 The work: expense disregard fur the purpose of calculating the earnings supplement would be 
set at the same Jevel,3S the standard $120 work ~pense disregard. States which opted for 
more generous earnings disregard poUcies would be permitted but not required to apply these 
policies to WORK wages. 

35. 	 1"R.HAThUIN'T OF WORK WAilES wmI R£sI>IlCT'I'O BENllPITS AND T..-

Legislatiye Specificft1iQOS 

(al 	 Wages from WORK assignments would treated as earned income with respect 10 Pederal and 
Federal·State assistance programs other than AFDC (e.g., food .tamp., Medicaid, public and 
Section S housing), 

(b) 	 Participants in WORK assignments and their families would be treated as AFDC recipients 
with respect to Medicaid eligibility. i.e.. they would be categorically eligible for Medicaid. 

(e) 	 Persons in WORK assignm..", would be subject 10 FICA tal<es. States would be required 10 
ensure that the con"esponding employer contribution for OASDI and HI was made. either by 
the employer or by the entity administering the WORK program (or through another method). 

(d) 	 Earniogs from WORK positions would no. be trea!ed as earned income for the purpose of 
calculating the Bamed Income Tax Credit. 

(e) 	 The employment of participan'" uoder the WORK program would not be subject 10 the 
provisions of any Federal or Stale unemployment compensation Jaw. 

(0 	 To the extent that a State workers' compensation law were applicable. workers' com~on 
in accordance with such law would be available with respect to WORK participants. To the 
extent that such law were not applicable, WORK participants wouXd be provided with medical 
and atcident protection for on~site injury at the same level and to the same extent as that 
required under the relevant State workers' compensation statute. 

(g) 	 WORK program funds would not be available for rontributions to a retirement plan on behalf 
of any participant. 

(b) 	 With respect 10 the distribution of wild support, WORK program participants would be 
treated exactly as individuals who had reached the time limit and were worklng in unsubsid~ 
ized jobs meeting the minimum work standard, In instances in which the WORK program 
participant were receiving an earnings supplement in addition to WORK program wages, child 
support would b. treated just as it would fur a family receiving APDC beoefj", (generally, a 
$50 pass...fbrough, with the IV~A agency retaining the remainder to offset the cost of the 
earnings supplement). 
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36. 	 SUP""O'l'!Vll S••V1Ces!WORKE. SUP""1<1' 

Legislative Soecifications 

(a) 	 StaleS would be required to guarantee ch~d care for any person in a WORK assignment, .. 
with JOBS program participants UMar current law (Section 402(g)(1), Social Security Act). 
Similarly, S..... would be m""dated to provide other work-related supportive services as 
needed fur participation in the WORK progrlllll (as with JOBS participBllts, Section 402(g)('2). 
Social S....rity Act). 

(b) 	 StaleS would be permitted to make supportive services available to WORK partieipartts wbo 
were engaged ill approved education and training activities In addiJion to a WORK assignment 
or other WORK program activIty. In other words, a Stare could, but would not be required 
to. provide child care or other supportive services to enable a WORK participant to~ for 
example, also take a vocational education course at a community college. 

37. 	 WAGES AND WORKINO CONomONS 

Legislative Specifications 

(a) 	 PanieipBllts employed under the WORK progflllll would be compensated for such employment 
in accotdance with appropriate Jaw, but in no event at a rate less than the highest of­

(I) the Federal minimum wage specified in section 6(a)(I) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938; 

(2) the rate specified by the appropriate State or local minimum wage law; 

(3) the rate paid to empJoyees of the same employer perfonning the same type of work and 
baving similar employment tenure with such employer. 

(b) 	 Except .. otherwise provided in these Specifications, panicipartts employed under the WORK 
program would be provided benefits:. working conditions and rights at the same level and to 
the same ~tent as other emp10yees of the same employee perfonning the same type of work 
and having similar employment tenure with such employer. 

(c) 	 Employers would b~ permitted but not required to provide health insurance coverage to 
WORK participants. 

(d) 	 All participBllts would be entitled to a minimum number of sick and personal leave days. 10 
be established by the Secretary. These would be provided by the employer. if they were 
provided 10 other comparable (as described in attached dral\) employees (employers may offer 
more days). The agency ndministeriBg the WORK program would be required 10 design a 
method of providing the minimum number of sick: and personal days to WORK participants 
whose employers did not provide such a minimum number. A person in a WORK assignment 
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who becomes ill and exhausts her\his sick leave. or whose child requires extended care, 
would be placed in pre-JOBS if s\he meets the pre-JOBS criteria. 

(e) 	 A parent of a child conceived while the parent was in the WORK program (and/or on AFDC) 
would be placed in pre-JOBS for a twelve-week period following the birth of the child (or 
such longer period as is consistent with the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993), 

(0 	 Health and safety standards established under State and Federal law that are otherwise 
applicable to the working conditions of employees would be equally applicable to the working 
conditiorui of WORK participants. 

38. 	 SANCTIONSIPENALTIES (JOBS AND WORK) 

Current Law (JOBS) 

'The sanatonjor.lhejirS( instance offallure 10 participate In JOBS as required (or failure to accept a 
prlwue seaor job or Other occurrence of noncompliance) Is the loss of the rwn-complianJ Individual's 
share o/the gran! lUIlil thefailure to comply ceases. 'The same sanction I.s imposed, but/or a 
mInimum 0/3 monJhs,/or the second/allure to comply and/or a mlnimwn 0/6 monJhs/or all 
subsequenJ Instances 0/ rwn-compliance. The Stale, howe~r, cannot sanaion an individual for 
refwing to accept an offer 0/employmenJ, if IhtJl employmem would result In a net loss 0/ Income for 
thefamUy. 

For sanctioned AFDC-UP /amilies, both parems' shares are deduaedfrom the/amity's granl, unless 
the second parenJ Is partlciparing in the JOBS program. 

Legislatiye Specifications 

JOBS Sanctions 

(a) 	 A State's conciliation policy (to resolve disputes concerning JOBS participation'only) could 
take one of the following two forms: 

(i) 	 A conciliation process that meets standards established by the Secretary; or 

(ii) 	 A process whereby recipients are notified, prior to the issuing of a sanction notice, 
that they are in apparent violation of a program requirement and that they have 10 
days to contact the Stale agency to explain why they were not out of compliance or to 
indicate their intent to comply. Upon contact from the recipient. the State agency 
would attempt to resolve the issue and would have option of not imposing the 
sanction. 

(b) 	 Program Interactions: 

I. 	 Individuals sanctioned within the JOBS program would sti1l have access to other 
available services, including JOBS activities, child care and Medicaid. 
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2. 	 Sanctioned months would be counted against the 2oknonth time limit. 

(c) 	 The sanction for refusing a job offer without good CIIuse would be changed from the current 
penalty (removal of the adult from the grant) to loss of the family', entire AFDC benefit for 6 
months or until the adult acceptS a job offer, whichever Is shorter. The Secretary would 
promulgate regulations concerning good cause for refusing a private secmr job offer (see 
SAHCTlONS below); the definition would encompass the criteria in current regulations (CFR 

. 250.30). 

(d) 	 Change the statute such thal fur sanctioned AFDC-UP families, the ,erond parent', ,hare of 
the benefit would not also be deducted from the grant, unless. the second parent were alS(} 
required to participate in JOBS and were similarly non-rompliant. 

(e) 	 States would be required to conduct an evaluation of any individual who failed to cure a first 
sanction within 3 months Or received a second sanction~ in order to determine wby the parent 
is not complying with the program requirements.' Following such an evaluation, the State 
would? if necessary, provide counseling or other appropriate support services to help the 
recipient address the causes of the non-rompHance. 

Inellgibility for a WORK Assignment 

(f) 	 Persons may be declared ineligible for a WORK assignment due towillfuJ misooeduct rcl_ 
to the program. Misconduct would include any of the following. provided good caus. does 
not exist: . 

l. 	 Failure to accept an offer of unsubsidlzed employment; 
ii. 	 failure to accept a WORK assignment; 
m. 	 Quitting a WORK assignment; 
iv. 	 Dismissal from a WORK assignment; 
v. 	 Failure to engage in job search or other required WORK activity (see ALLOCATION OF 

WORK ASSIONMENTSlINTE.RJM·Acnvmes above). 

(g) 	 The Secretary would establish regulations defining good cause for each of the fullowing: 

t 	 Refusal to Accept an Offer or Unsubsidized Fnlploymeat or a WORK Assignment 
or 10 ParIlclpate in Other WORK Program Adl.lty. Such delinition would 
include the reasons provided in 45 CPR 2S0.3S for refusal to participate in a required 
lOBS activity or to aCC<pt employment. 

ii. 	 Quitting a WORK Assignment or Unsubsidized Job. These regulations would 
include the provision that an employee must notify the WORK agency upon quitting a 
WORK assignment. 

iii. 	 DIsmissal rrom a WORK Assign_I. The regulations would allow. Stale. subject 
to the approval of !he Secretary, to apply in such instances the delinition of 
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misconduct utilized in Its unemployment insutlHlCe program. (A IV·A agency might be 
allowed to contract. with the State U hearing system to adjudicate these cases.) 

(h) 	 A WORK participant would be notified of the agency's intent to impose a penalty and would 
have a right to request a hearing prior to the imposition of the penalty. The Secretary would 
establish regulations for the conduct of such hearings, which would include setting tlme 
frames Cor rcaching decisions (e.g., 30 da)'ll from date oC request Cor h ..... lng). A State would 
be permitted. to follow the same procedures it utilizes in bearings regarding claims for 
unemployment compensation. 

(i) 	 Recipients awaiting a hearing for alleged misconduct may be required to participate in interim 
WORK program activities. Refusal, pending the hearing, to participate in such WORK 
program activities on Ihe same grounds (e.g., bedridden due to illness) claimed1as cause for 
the original alleged misconduct would not constitute a second occurrence of potential 
misconduct. 

Ol 	 Penalties imposed would be as follows: 

i. 	 Refusal 10 Acupl nn Orrer of Unsubsidized Ilmployment, A WORK participant 
wbo tums down an offer of an uDSubsidized job without good cause would be 
ineligible for a WORK assignment, and the family ineligible for AFDC benefits, for a 
period of 6 months (coosistent with the JOBS snnctio. for refusing a job offer). Such 
an indiyidual would be eligible for """Ices, such as job search assistance, during this 
period. 

ii. 	 Qulttlng, DismIssal rrom or Refusal 10 A_pi .. WORK Assignment without 
Good Cause. A person who quit a WORK assignment without good cause. who was: 
fired frqm a WORK assignment for miseonduct related to the job, or who refused to 
take an assignment without good cause would be subject to the penalties described 
below. 

For afirst occurrence: The family would receive 50% of the AFDC grant that would 
otherwise be provided (i.e., if the indivjduaI were not sanctioned and were awaiting a 
WORK assignment) for one month or until the individual accepts a WORK 
assignment+ whichever is sooner. 

For a seroM occurrence: Fifty percent (50%) reduction in the familY"1i grant for 3 
months. The individual would not be eligible for a WORK assignment during this 
period-this penalty would not be curable upon acceptance of a WORK assignment. 

For a third occurrence: Elimination of the family's grant for a period of 3 months. 
As with a second occurrence, the individual would not be etigible for a WORK 
asslgnment during this period. 

For a /otlt1h and subsequent occurrence: Same as the penalty fur a third occurrence, 
except that the duration would be no less than 6 months, 
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The State would be required to make job search assistance (and supportive services, as 
needed) available to such penalized persons (any occurrence, fll'St or subsequent) if 
reque8ted. 

iii. 	 ReIWal to Participate In Job Sear<h or Oth... Required WORK Program 
Activity. An individual who refused to participate in job search (e.g.! following a 
WORK assignment) or other required WORK program activity would be subject to 
the same penalty as persons who quit or were fired from WORK assignments, with 
each refusal to be considered one occurrence. If such a refusal constituted the first 
occurrence, the penalty, as above, would be curable upon engaging in the required 
activity. 

iv. 	 Quitting an Unsubsidized Job "",thout Good Cause, Individuals who without good 
cause voluntarily quit an unsubsidized job that met the minimum W()rk standard (e,g., 
20 hOlll'S per week) would not he eligible to register for the WORK program for a 
period of 3 monilia following the quit. 

(1:) 	 All penalties (any occurrence. first or subsequent) would he curable upon acceptance of an 
unsubsidizedjob meeting the minimum work. standard. In other words, a sanctioned 
individual who took an unsubsidiz.ed job meeting the minimum work standard would be 
treated exactly the same as an unsanctioned individual with respect to calculating the earnings 
supplement. If the family's income. nel of work expenses? were Jower ilian ilie AFDC grant 
for 3 fnmily of iliat size, the family would receive an earnings supplement sufficient to make 
up the difference (see EARNINOS SUPPLEMENTA1'10N above). Such an individual would still 
not, however1 be eligible for a WORK assignment during the penalty period (e,g., s.ix months 
for refusal to take an unsubsidized joby three months fur a second occurrencc of another type 
of miscooduct). 

0) 	 Food stamp and housing law and regulations would he ameaded as nee<SSary to ensure that 
neither food s.tamps nor housing assistance would rise in response to a JOBS or WORK 
penalty. 

(m) 	 A person ineligible for the WORK program. and the family. provided they were otherwise 
qualified, would still be eligible for other assistance programs, including food stamps, 
Medicaid and hoUSing assistancc, 

(n) 	 The State would be required, upon a second penalty. to conduct an intensive evaluation ofilie 
participant and the family to ascertain why the Individual is not in compliance and to 
determine the appropriate services, if any. to addte55 the presenting issues. The evaluation 
would include, when appropriate. a Child Proted.ive Services: abuse and neglect investigation. 
The WORK administering agency could, as a result of the evaluation, decide, ror example, 
mat the parent should be placed in pre-lOBS or that he or she should receive intensive 
counseling. 
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39. 	 lOB SEARCH 

(a) 	 WORK program participants would generally be required to engage In job search at the 
conclusion of a WORK assignment or wbile otherwise awaiting; a WORK assignment or 
enrollment to a WORK program activity serving as an alternative to a WORK assignment (see 
ALLOCATION OP WORK ASSTONMENI'SIItn'BRIM AC1lVr'I'lES). The number of bours per week 
(up to a maximum of 35) and the duration of periods of r<quired job search would be set by 
the State, consislent with regulations to be promulgated by the Secretary. 

(b) 	 The State could aIro require WORK participants to eagage in job semh while in a WORK 
assigoment, provided that the combined hours of work and job search did not exceed an 
average of3S per week and the requirement was consistellt with regulations to be promulgated 
by the Secretary. The number of boutS for job search would be the ..peered time to fulfill 
the particular job search requiremeot, i.e., if. WORK participant were expected to make S 
contacts per week~ the number of hours of job seatcll would be the estimated number of hours 
needed to malte the contacts. 

40, 	 TlMs LtMrr ON PAJlnclPATION 'N mE WORK PR()(JRA,M 

(a) 	 Individuals would be limited to a maximum of 12 months In any sing~e WORK a.s.sign.ment. 
after whl<:h they would be required to perform supervised job search (lOr a period of time to 
be set by the State) prior to placement in another WORK assignment. 

(b) 	 States would be required to conduct a comprehensive assessment of all)' person who had . 
completed cwo WORK assignments or who had been in the WORK program for two years. A 
State could, following the reassessment, require the individual to continue in the WORK 
program, assign the person to the JOBS program or to the pre-JOBS pIwJe or impose 
penalties (i.e., ineligibility for a WORK assigoment). Such penalties could only be imposed 
in the event of misconduct related to the WORK program (see SANCTIONs/P."ALTIlIS ahove). 

For example, an individual judged to be job-ready would be required to take a.new WORK 
assjgnment~ while a participant found to be in need of further training in order to obtain 
unsubsidized employment could be returned to the JOBS program for a limiind periOO. 

(c) 	 The criteria for placing WORK participants in the pre-lOBS phase would be identical to the 
pre-JOBS criteria lOr persons who had not yet reached the cwo·year time limit (see PIUl-IOBS 
ahove). Persons who were assigned to pre-JOBS after reaching the time limIt would be 
eligible lOr AFDC benefits. Suob individuals would be tteaind exact! y the same as persons 
assigned to pre-JOBS before reaching the time limit, e-.cept that if the condition necessitating 
placement in pre-JOBS ended~ they would enter or re-enter the WORK program, rather than 
the lOBS program. Adult recipienlS placed from the WORK program into pre-JOBS would 
count against any relevant cap on the number of pr&-JOBS placements (see PRB~JOBS above). 
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, 
Issues concerning child support enforc~menJ and issues concerning lWIt-cusrodiaJ parents crOSS-CUlIO 
a great degree. The well-being ofchildren w/w only I/ve wiJh one parellt will be enhanced If 
emotional and jirumci.al support wert provided by both oftheir parents. 'There are rruury retlfons tJuu 
such support is net provided. In some ClUes /W1t-tustodiaJ perenil art Wfwilling 10 provide financial 
suppOrt. Proposed Improvemerus in the child support enforcemem system \411/1 reduce such wlllftd 
denial offifl4llClai support, 	 . , 

Olher partlUS have inadequate skills and resources to provide adequate support for theIr children. 
. 	There parents (Ire often part ofthe growing number 0/ 'WOTkers with low aM very low incomes. 

Young 'WOrkers, the less well-edllcaled, and minorities in particular have disproportiolUllely borne the 
brum 0/ the eCOlWmic changes of the past few decades. 'J'hese parelUs need help in obtaining skills 
and jobs which will help them meet their financial child supporr ,esponsibllltles, 

Finally. some non-custodiaJ parents have diJficullJ understanding their rights and responsibilities as 
parents. becaul'e they had missing or inadequate role models when tfury were children. 'These parents 
need programs to help them reconneCt to aJamily structUre in which tfury can nurture and suppon 
their children, I Strengthening the non-custodial parenl's involwTnenl with his children is an Important 
beginning to strengthening attachtnent to work aM a willingness It) provide ftmmcfal suppon. These 
programs will help communities andJamilies wrk together to i.mprove the well-being ofour most 
vulnerable children. 

As there is nal a long trael: record ofresearch aM eWuualion on programs Jar ncm-cusl.OdiaJ parenls, 
it is envisioned th¢ new programs shmdd be modest and flexible, growing onJy as evaluadonjlntiings 
begin tf) identify the most ~ctive strategies. . 

41, Tlw.NING AND EMPLOYMENT POR NON.-cUSTODIAL PAR.ENTS 

Current Law 

Secti{)li 482 ofthe Sf)ciaJ Security Act (ntle [v~F) permits the Secretary tofund demonstrations to 
provide services to non-custodiaJ parems. 'The Secretary is limited as to the number ofprojects thai 
CQII be funded under this pfl.?lMion. EvaiUOJif)lU (If'C required. This provision. along with section 
1115 of the Social Security Act. provide the authority/or the Parems Fair Share DemonstraJions 
currently undef'Y./a'j. 

Stales would be provided with lhe option ofdeveloping JOBS aMlor work programsJor the non­
custodial parents of children who are receiving A.FDC or h.t:Ne child support arrearages owed to the 
SliJJefromprior periods ofAFDC receipt, Slates will be given tlteflexibility /0 develop different 
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models of non-cuslOdial parenI programs which could best address the needs of children and parenIs 
in their stale. EvaJUiJlions will be required as appropriale for the options developed by the States. 

Rationale 

As the child support system becomes more vigorous in irs pursuiJ offinancial support for all children, 
recognirion needs to ~ gillen to the fact tJuu somefalhers are as poor as the mothers and children 
who are receiving AFDC. These parenIS need to ~ provided with opportunities to julfilltheir role as 
financial providers for their children. 

There is evidence tJuu one of the primary reasons for non-supJXJrt by some non-custodial parenJs is 
unemploymenI and underempfoymenI: In a recenI GAO repart evidence was presenIed tJuu abow 29 
percenI ofnon-custodialfalhers under age 30. many of whom }t)t're non-maritalfalhers:~had income 
~/ow the poverty level for one or no income aI all. It will ~ difficult for these falhers to conJribwe 
much to the financial ,support of their children withow additional basic educalion, work-readiness and 
job training which would enhance their earning capacity andjob security. 

J 

Legislatiye Specifications 

,(a) 	 A Slate could spend up to 10 percent of its JOBS funding and WOR,K funding (allotment from, 
the capped entitlement) for training, work readiness, and work oppOrtunities for non-custodial 
parents. The State would have complete flexibility as to whfch of these funding streams 
would be' lapped. 

i. 	 Slate option must be specifically approved by the Secretary. . 
ii. 	 Additionally, Slates may submit an applicatioD to the Secretary to conduct a random 

3.')signmem evaluation of its non-custodial program. 
iii.' 	 Parenting and peer suppon services offered in conjunction with other employment­

related services are eligible for FFP. ' 
iv. 	 A State could, for example, provide services to non-custodial paren~ 

through the JonS program and a non-custodial parent work program, or through a 
single program. 

(b) 	 A non-custodial parent is eligible-to participate (I) if bis or her child is receiving AFDC or 

the custodial parent is in the WORK program at the time of referral or (2) if he or she is 

unemployed and has outstanding AFDC child support arrears. Paternity, if not already estab- , 

Iished, must be voluntarily acknowledged or otherwise established prior to participation in the 

program and. if an award has not yet been established, the non-custodial parent' must be 

cooperating in the establishment of a child suppon award. Arrears do- not have to have 

accrued in order for non-custodial parents to be eligible to participate. For those parents with 

no identifiable income, participation could commence as part of the e.<;tablishment or 

enforcement process. 
 ....-

(c) 	 The state must allow, a non-custodial parent to complete the program activity or'activities in 

which he is curreri"tly enrolled even if the children become ineligible for AFDC.. However, if 

the non-custodial parent voluntarily,left the program, was placed in a job, or was terminated 
,- ,-,' 	 -, 

42 



5/19 

J 
, 

from the program, he would bave to be redetetmint;,~:1 as eligihle under the ;,;riteria in (b) 
above, 

(d) 	 States are, not required to provide aU the sarpe JOBS 01' WORK services to custodial and non­
custodial parents, although they may choose to do so. Participation in the JOBS program is 
not a prerequisite for partIcipation in a oon--tustodial parent work program. The non~stodial 
parent's PartIcipation will not be linked to self-sufficiency requirements or to JOBSIWORK 
participation by the custodial parent.· 

(e) 	 Payment of stipends for wori: will be required. Payment of training stipends is allowed. All 
stipends are ,eligible for PFP, 

i. 	 Stipends must garnished for payment of current support. 

ii. 	 At State option, the child support obligation can be suspended or reduced to the 
nunimum while the nono.eustodiaJ parent was participating in program activities which 
did not provide a stipend or wages sufficient to pay the amount of the current order. 

" 

iii. 	 Participation in program activities can be credited against AFDC cbild 

support arrears owed the State. 


iv. 	 State-wideness requirements will not apply . 


., , 


42, 	 DEMONSTRATION GRANTS FOR PATERNITY AND PARENTING PROGRAMS 

Current Idw 

None 	 . 

This propasal Wl?uId foe.. on helpIng faJlu<rs (primarily poor. JO""8. IIOn-mar/rai !aJlu<rs) undersrand 
and accept the{r responsibilities to nurture and support their children. In the long run, increasing 
fa/hers' attachmem to their children should help in increasing their \oW)rk effOrt andjinancial support 
for their children. 8uilding on programs which seek to enlum.ce the weJl~being of children, such as 
Head Sian. Healthy Start. and Family PresefWllion. this proposal would facilitate the developmem of 
parenJing componenJs aimed specfjicaIly oJ fathers whose paniclpoJion in the lives Of their children is 
often ignored or even uninJentionaUy discouraged. 

Rationale, 

There is considerable evidence that increased poverty -is not lhe only adverse affect on children 0/ 
fatherless families. Fathers have an imponanJ role to play in fostering self-esteem alld self~conJrol in 
children aM in increasing 1.J.f2l1 protnoling Ihe career aspiraJions ofbolh sons and daughras. Some 
dinicaJ researchers and social conmumtators believe IhaJ much of the increase in vio/em behavior 
among teenoge boys is aJ least in pari due to the lack a/positive male role~models alUi supportive . 
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fathering In many communilies. Dill good faJhering Is especlaiiy dilJicull for lhe l1Ul!Iy men wlw 
lhem.selvu belong ro a second and third generalion 0/ 'latherless· families or whose own role models 
for parendng were abusitJIt or neg/ecljul. 

yIDslative Specifications 
.. 	 ,

(a) 	 Demonstration grants will be made availab'e to StateS andlor corrununity based organizations 
to develop and implement non"custodial parent (father) components for existing programs for 
high-risk families (e.g. Head Start, Heallhy Start, Family PresetVation. Teen Pregnancy and 
Prevention) to promote responsible parenting. including the impottance of paternity 
establishment and economic security for cldldren and the devclopment of parenting skiUs, 

(b) 	 Grants. must last three years, have an ev3Juation CQmponent and be replicable in similar 
programs. " 

(c) 	 Funding appropriation wlll be a capped set~aside within JOBS. 
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ADMINISTRATION Qf lOBS/YiQRK 

CUrrent tall' 

By statuJe JOBS must be administered by the lV-A ageney. SttUe lV-A agencies may delegate 
to or COntract (either through financial or non-filUlliCial agreements) with other entities such 
as JTPA to provide a broad range ojJOBS services. The IV-A ageney must retain overall 
responsibility Jar the program (including program design, policy-making, establishing 
program participation requirements) and any actions thill involve individuals (including 
determination oj eumption stmus, determination ojgood cause, application ojsanctions, and 
Jair hearings). 

HHSIACF mal<es grants to the IV-A agency based on the allocationJormula oUJlined in the 
statUle and holds the IV-A agency QCCoU1ltable Jar meeting porticipation and target group 
expenditure requirements as well as sabmitting all necessary program and financial repom. 

JOBS and WORK would be administered by the IV-A ageney unlt.os the Govenwr designates 
another entil)' t() administer the programs. If the Govenwr designates an ageney olher lhan 
the IV-A agency to administer JOBSfWORK, then any plan or other document submitted t() 

!lHS to opame the programs would be jointly sabmitted by the administering entil)' and the 
lV-A agency. 

Based on the Govenwr's designation, HHSIACF would maI<e grants to the administering 
entity and Iwld that entil)' responsible Jar submitting program andfifUlnciai repom and 
mwing approprime peTjormance standards. 

In a State that elects to operate one-slOp career centers, JOBSfWORK would be required 
componelUS of the one-slop CIlreer eemers. 

l&gislillive SJl!:Cifications 

1. Overall administration 

<a) JOBS and WORK must be administered by the same Slate entity. 

(b) Unless tbe Governor designates otherwise, the IV-A agency shall administer 
JOBSIWORK. 

<c) If the Governor designates an entity other than the IV-A agency, then that agency and 
the [V~A agency must enter into a written agreement outlining their respective roles in 
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carrying out JOBS/WORK. 

(d) 	 If the IV-A agency retain. administration of JOBS, it shall have the option of 
eontracting with another entity to carry out any and all functions related to 
JOBS/WORK. The eontract or agreement must be in writing. 

(e) 	 If the Governor designates an entity other than the IV-A agency, then that agency and 
the IV-A agency must joinUy submit any plan required to operate 10BSIWORK to the 
Secretary of HHS. 

(f) 	 Upon notification by the Governor of the designation of an entity other than the IV-A 
agency to administer JOBS/WORK, the Department of Health and Human Services 
shall make all grant awards and hold accountable for all financial and reponing 
requirements the designated entity. 

2. 	 Specific ....ponsibillties of the IV-A agency 

No matter what entity has responsibility for JOBS/WORK, the IV-A agency must retain 
responsibility for: 

<a) Determining eligibility for AFDC 

(b) 	 Tracking and notifying families of months left of eligibility in a time-limited system. 

(c) 	 Applying sanctions 

(d) 	 Making supplemental payments to eligible WORK participants and determining 
continuing eligibility for AFDC payments 

<e) 	 Notifying the JOBS/WORK agency at least 120 days before an individual'. 2-year 
time limit was up SO that appropriate steps for job search, etc. eould be Implemented 

(f) 	 Holding fair hearings re time limits and cash benefits 

3. 	 Other areas of responsibility 

In States where an entity other than the IV-A agency is responsible for JOBS/WORK, we 
propose to give States the flexibility to determine how the following functions are carried 
out. The State plan would have to contain specific information detailing how the State 
intended to carry out these functions. 

(a) 	 Determining JOBS Prep status 

(b) 	 Granting extensions to the time limits 
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(c) 	 Providing secondary reviews and hearings on issues specifically related to JOBS or 
WORK participation 

(NOTE: This proposal continues the policy of flexibility and reflects the fact that 
there are valid reasons for having either the IV·A agency or the administering agency 
perfonn any or all of the above functions. Therefore, giving States flexibility in the 
operation of their programs seems like the best approach.) 
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-Key Questions for the WORK speCS! 

What actually happens to a person's AFDC the day after the time 

limit? 


A. 	 The AFDC grant automatically ends. Any further payments 
from the state are now made under the auspices of the WORK 
program -- either as wages from an employer or as a WORK 
stipend for job search or another WORK program activity. 
Any payment in addition to wages is not an AFDC payment but 
is instead a WORK supplement. t~ 

8_ 	 AFDC continues until the WORK participant starts receiving 
paychecks~ Normal AFDC rules regarding income calculation 
apply~ and adjustments to the AFDC check occur after a 
normal monthly review~ participants continue to receive 
AFDC as a supplement to their WORK wages in most states. 

What happens if the participant's WORK pOSition ends and s/he has 
not found a private sector job? 

A~ 	 The WORK program must offer the participant the opportunity 
to 'take part in paid job search or some other activity for 
which they will receive a WORK stipend. Participants would 
be paid only for satisfactory participation. Failure to 
participate satisfactorily would mean no WORK payment. 

B. 	 The participant's AFDC check goes back up to its normal 
level while on the waiting list. Participants could be 
sanctioned for failure to participate. A percentage of 
their grant could be taken away after proper notice and the 
opportunity for a hearing. pending the outcome of the 
hearing, the participant would continue to receive the AFDC 
check_ 

What happens if a participant is fired t but claims it is without 
cause? 

A. 	 The WORK program must offer the participant either another 
WORK position or the opportunity to take part in paid job 
search or some other activity for which they will receive a 
WORK stipend. This would continue until a determination is 
made on whether the firing was for cause. If the 
participant chooses not to accept the offer pending the 
hearing, they would not get paid. 

B. 	 The participant's AFDC check would go up to its pre-time 
limit level until the determination of cause is made. There 
would be no penalty for non-participation. 
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CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY 


MEMORANDUM 


To: Mary Jo Bane, David Ellwood, Bruce Reed 
From: Mark Greenberg 
Date: April 17, 1994 
Re: WORK 

For some time, I have been struggling with the difficult issues presented in trying to fill in 
the details of the work-for-wages structure. As I have explored alternative approaches, it 
has become clear to me that many of the problems currently faced in designing the structure 
do not flow from the work-for-wages decision, but rather from the decision to have AFDC 
eligibility end at the two year point. An alternative approach would retain the work-for­
wages design of the WORK Program, but have WORK participation become an AFDC 
requirement at the two year point. As this memo discusses, taking that approach would 
address or make less serious many of the design problems currently raised by the WORK 
Program. 

This memo summarizes the proposal, explains its advantages, and discusses why it would be 
fully consistent with the President's campaign pledge. 

Proposal: Require WORK at the Two Year Point ror AFDC Recipients 

In this proposal, an individual who reached the two year point of AFDC receipt (however 
you define the two year point) would continue to receive AFDC, but would become subject 
to WORK requirements. 

States would be required to generate some number of WORK slots for those who reach the 
two year point, and states would still have discretion to determine the number of hours of 
a WORK slot. An individual required to take a WORK slot would be paid work-for-wages 
in the slot. The wages would be treated as income for AFDC purposes. You could choose 
(or perhaps let states choose) the extent of earnings disregard to apply. But, for example, 
suppose Ms. Smith were paid $370 for a 20 hour a week job, and $120 were disregarded for 
AFDC purposes. She would then have $250 in countable income to be set off against the 
AFDC grant. In some states, she would still be eligible for a residual AFDC grant; in 
others, she would be treated as analogous to a work supplementation participant, where 
because the subsidized job places her above income eligibility guidelines, she is still deemed 
an AFDC recipient for child care and Medicaid purposes. 

In this approach, you might consider saying that WORK requirements could be met by 
WORK participation, or by unsubsidized employment of some minimum number of hours 
per week. You might also consider allowing states to use alternative work experience 
programs for a limited number of slots. (Alternative work experience slots could be used 
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as a transition to WORK slots by those with limited or no work experience, or could be 
used as the placement for individual.! who had been in WORK for some time a.nd had not 
engaged in sanctionable conduet but were no! able to meet employer expectations in a work· 
for-wages job). 

, 
In this approach, an individual who mlssed work without good cause would Stm have the 
WORK earnings she was eligible for budgeted as ineome for AFDC purposes. However, 
an individual who was fired from a job and did not have good cause would b. subject to an 
AFDC sanction, which could be the same as a JOBS sanetion, or perhaps more stringent 
(though I would argue strongly against a full-family sa.nction). 

How the Proposal Helps 

This approach would belp address five basic problems currently faced in designing the 
WORK program: 

The 'Hold Harmless' Problem: States wiU often select a number of hours for a WORK 
Program assignment that results in wages below the family'S prior AFDC grant. This forces 
you to choose between families being worse off In the WORK Program, or designing some 
form of hold harmless supplement requirement. But the hold harmless supplement may be 
complleatedto design and administer, and would force the WORK Program to attend to 
virtually all the same means-tested accounting issues as AFDC; moreover, Some states may 
oppose the vel)' idea of a hold harmless supplement In addition, you are forced to "justiCy" 
why a hold-harmless supplement is provided to families who are not eligible for welfare, and 
are subject to the charge that you are injecting welfare principles into the WORK Program. 

lf WORK earnings are treated as income for AFDC purposes, then there is no need for a 
new administrative structure, and no dlfficulty in administering the hold barmless principle. 
Moreover, the issue will be squarely framed to states: the more hours of a WORK 
assignment. the less will need to be paid in AFDC. 

The Wailing Ust Problem: At this stage of planning, it is impossible to know how many 
people will reach the two year point and be awaiting a WORK slot. The number mayor 
may not be substantial .. it could be Significantly larger than the number in WORK slots. 
If people are awaiting WORK slots. there is a need for a structure to provide assistance 
while .waiting. In addition, I assume there will be some sort of requirements imposed on 
people on the waiting Jist. If those on the walting list wiU be eJigible for the same level of 
assistance as AFDC, there is a need for a means-tested assistance paymentS structure, and 
little rationale for creating a new duplicative one. Moreover, there is Itttle rationale for 
having the WORK Program determine whether an individual is meeting walting list 
participation requirements which may be similar or identical to AFDC requirements. In 
short, it makes more sense for those on the waiting Itst to be in the AFDC system. 

The Child Care/Health Care Problem: At present, there is recognition of the need to 
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. provide child care and health care for WORK participants. However, there is a perceived 
equity issue In that this group of workers would get "guaranteed' child care and health care 
when other poor workers do not. Under the proposed structure, since AFDC eligibility 
continues for WORK participants, the question of wbether AFDC-related child care or 
health care continue should not arise as a disputed issue. 

The Sanction/Penalty Problem: There are ongoing disputes about the nature of the 
sanction/penalty for those not complying with WORK requirements. I appreciate that one 
issue Is whether or not full-fam.ily sanctions are desirable. But among those who do not 
consider them desirable, there seems to be the intellectual difficulty posed by the question 
of how any level of aid can be justified for families no longer eligible for AFDC and not 
complying with WORK requirements. IfWORK were an AFDC requirement, this problem 
would not arise - instead, it would seem logical that those violating requirements are subject 
to the same sanction structure as others who violate program requirements. The sanction 
would be analogous to tbat imposed on an individual who, for example, quits a work 
supplementation slot without good cause. 

The Part-TIme UnsubsldizedWorker Problem: The controversy over how to treat individuals 
working, e.g., for:as hours a week arises because they reach the point of AFDC ineligibility. 
The issue is of tremendous concern because If sucb workers no longer qualify for AFDC. 
then one effect of welfare reform will be to Ingease poverty for one group of working poor 
families. If WORK became an AFDC requirement at the two year point, the sa.me Issue 
would not arise, because it would seem logical to treat unsubsidized employment as . 
satisfying the WORK requirement. 

Objections and Other Issues 

I understand this approach will be viewed by some as having One major limitation: it does 
not end Al'DC at the two year point. But the President never promised to end AFOC at 
the two year point; be promised to require work al the two year point. This approach would 
surely implement that pledge, in a way that is faithful to the work-for-wages principle, 
administratively simpler, and without risking opening the door to some of the most extreme 
and potentially destructive proposals that are invited by the end-AFOC. work-for-wages 
modeL 

Note that this is not vulnerable to political attack from House or Senate Republicans for 
failing to end AFOe, since both their approacbes simply require work-for-welfare at tbe two 
year point. Moreover, reducing the AFOC grant by the parent's sbare is a sanction 
approach quite similar to that taken in the Senate Brown bill. 

I hope this is helpful to you. Please leI me know if I can follow up in any way. 
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1. 	 ProIl'8lll Enrollment (social contract): An alternative name for the 1m ColUract will be 
developed. One possibility is the term Personal Responslbil Agree",e 

2. 	 Der ...... 1s Und... JOBS (case review): Language requiring that States must review all 
deferrals: after a specified period of time will be added to the specifications. An option 
available is to tie this in with the 3-month accounting period, or the l-year face-to~face 
recertincation requirement. Both.of these provisions are included in the REINVENTING 
GOVEItNMENT ASSISTANCE section. 

3. 	 Deferrals Under JOBS (dererral criteria): There was consensus Ulat States would not be 
required to defer individuals matching the criteria outlined in the specifications draft. These 
criteria are intended to be guidelines. Regarding the proposed guideJine that participants 
living more than 2 hours rOUnd-trip travel time from the nearest JOes site be deferred. there 
was consensus that this provision will be amended to reflect "remoteness" and that this change 
will be addressed in regulation. 

4. 	 Dererrals Under JOIlS (percentage or OlSeioad to be dererred): There was some 
discussion regarding what the appropriate percentage of deferrals available to States: should 
be. There was discussion that the numbet should be set in statute with some mechanism for 
State flexibility. Staff was asked to undertake background research to aid jo formulating an 
inforined answer. 

5. 	 nerer..1s Under JOBS (pre-JOIlS): Ther. was discussion regardiug the notion of apr.,. 
JOBS component to the JOBS program. There was wide consensus that every adult recipient 
ought to be engaged in some activity. including deferred recipients (i.e., taking care of a 
child). The proposed specifications language was amended 10 have States expect deterred 
participants to be engaged in pre-JOBS activities, but such individuals would not be required 
to engage in such activities. Additionally. there will be no sanctions for non-<:ompliance. and 
States: would be monitored aoo:H'!Hng to this provision. 

Dererrals Under .JOM (dependent children): There was consellSUs 10 allow SUItes to defer 
. ; ...<fepenaent ~hiWren l6-and older who .,ellO\ in hlghCschopl'from IOBS.participation:· Ujld.... 

current law: 'dependent children Hi and older ·are·JOBS 'mandatory ~ .' .. .: '.. . , 

7. 	 Dererrals Under JOBS (serving volunteer.;); There was SOme discussion regarding the issue 
of how to ensure that VOlunteers would receive adequate services, Volunteers would be 
served on the same basis as mandatory case-load. The act of volunteering is waiving deferral 
status; the individual who waives deferral status is now subject to the time~Hmir and is simply 
part of the 10BS-mandatory pool. 

8. 	 Deferrals Under JOBS (serving volunteers): There was discussion regarding the issue that 
deferred volunteers should be allowf(ho receive JOBS services without being subjel.'t to the 
time-limit, particularJy as this pertains to people with disabilities. Under the current proposal~ 
deferred participants who volunteer for JOBS would be subject to the time~limit; JOBS 
participation automatically sets the 2~year clock running. One point of view is that there 
ought to be some middle ground between no services at all and a 2~year limit. There was 
general consensus that a potential solution to this dilemma is to allow some specified sub­
group to volunteer in JOBS without a time~limit. at State option. This could be done through 



9. 	 Deferrals Under JOBS (thild care for seJf ..lnitinted activities): There was consensus that 
States (at State option) could provide child care for volunteers who pursue self~'nltiated 
activities, 

10. 	 Tefft Parents: Specjfications language was amended to read: Teen porcnts who would have 
otherwise leached the ,iJne..limiJ will receive an auronuJlic ixtension to age J8 (J 9 ifenrolled 
in high school or pursuing g GEDJ. 

11, 	 Part-'rime Work: There was consensus that the ru1es which result from welfare reform 
should not be restrictive regarding such programs as National Service, and that States ought to 
be encouraging these activities. Additionally, months in which persons working part-time 
who volunteer (or JOBS would not be counted against the time-limit. 

WORK 

1. 	 Administrative Structure: The discussion of the WORK specifications focused on the three 
options for the administrative structure of the WORK program, The consensus of the gr'OUP 
was to pursue Option Three, wbtt$ would require States to administer both the lOBS and the 
WORK programs Ibrough Ibe IV-A agency but.would encourage Ibe IV-A agency", 
subcontract with the JTPA system ror delivery or services. 

There was also support for atablishing a meehanu;"m for granting waivers from this 
requirement f'Or States that l for example, had opted for full integration of the JOBS and JTPA 
systems.' " 	 , 

2. 	 Funding: With respect to WORK 'program ftinding, it was suggested thaI the counter-cyJicaJ 
funding provision would have be established by statute rather than regulation • 

."" ~ . , .' .
"i 
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'1'0 : Leqisiative Specifications Group 
FROM: J'OIIS/TJ.ma LiIn1tsfflORK Teams 
DATE: February 7, 1994 
SUBJECT: Attaehments to JOSS ang Time Limi$s and 

~ Specifications 
--------------------------------------------------------~--------
Enclosed are three attachments to the JOBS and Jime Limit§ and 
HQBK speo~f1c&tiQns~ 

The first is an attachment discu881nq partiCipation standards, 
which is a oompanion pieee to both the JOBS Ind Tima L1mits and 
the ~ specifications. The second is an introduction to the 
~ specifioations, whicb should be read in advance of the HQRK 
speeifications. The third 1. a ooncept paper which should serve 
as a companion piece to the WORE specifications. 

http:J'OIIS/TJ.ma


U'202 690 6562 I>HIIS/ASPE/HSP 

DRAFT: For di~sion onJy FeblUlll}' 8 

Attad""...! 1 to lOllS and Tjme Limi~ and lYORI> 'pecilicotion<: 
PARTICIPATION REQlllRl!MENTS ANI> STANI>ARDS 

Table 1: Summary of I'artidpa!lon Requiromeo!A 3IId Standard, 

-
Category Roqulndto Partldpatioo Standard 

, l'articlpate 

Carerater Relatives N/ANo 

Not Pbased-Ln Curre", Law jCWTeotLo>or 


PHASED-IN 


Deferred from JOBS or WORK Partlci-
 No NIA 
, palloo , 

Working 1'",,-11... (at I""" 20 !>our< N. N/A 
,per wed<) 

Not Deferred, <: 24 Month, of JOBS y"" 50% 
Participation 

Recei.ved an Extca.sion to Y.. 75% 
,~ Time Limit 

, 

Y",Nor Deferred. 24 Month.l of JOBS. 100% OS% in WORK 
<: 24 Months .fWORK Asslgmneots) 


NQI Defem:d, > 24 Months of WORK 
 y", StlIIIdard to b. Escab­
i lisbed 

: 

Ou<Jt1XLr Re/arlw:s 
Noedy and Iloo,nocdy caretal:et relatives would not be con<iderod dcfcrnd but rather CUls/d;J the pool 
of pelS.n., who CtJuId b. roquired 10 participate i. the JOBS pro&ratn, They would be "'" be include<! 
in either the numerator or the denominacor of any dd'erral or participation rare c;.aIaJ.latioDS. 

NQl Plwlld.J. 
Until tile phase-In of the provisions in the ....fare .efom pa<lci&e is ",,,"plot"'••..,Ipion!> not phased­
in would be subjfX.'\ 10 current law requ1remems with respect to JOBS participation. Exemption 
criteria lOr !bose not pbased·in would be as und... CIIrrem law. 

There ilIe. 00""""'. in <:U"'.... law no partiei{'lllkln staDdarlls lOr the JOBS program for FY 96 and 
beyond, S'l'orare particip.&tion SI!IIldards W01Ild !lOt be esublisbed for persons net yet ,object to the 
new 1111... eo.,,,,,uently. S..... would. 10 effec:r, ItO, be required. after FY 95, to serve any 
reelpienlS not phased-In, 

I 
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DRAFT: For discussion anly February 8 

IJejermi 
States would be required to dofer pareut. of eblldrca WIder One and would b. ptmlltt<d 10 der.r. In 
addl!loD. up to 20'; of 311 c!lsibJe adult recipient> (iru:!udlll& t... cuslOdioi parents). The 
denomiDator ror this ClIlculalion would be lb. number of adul, r""lpI_ and ""'" <:uBtOdial p....... 
phased-in. Including tho•• ilIth. WORK program and those worting part-llmo, I"".lh. number of 
~c< relatives. The numen!/llr would be lite .Wllber of pmon. deferred from JOBS and WORK 
participation. loss the number of parents of <bUd.... Ullder.M (Including parents who are de(..,.ed for 
120 days following the birth of. <bUd after appHoation for ...istancel 

Wort:lng /'an-T... 
Adult reoipien .. working part-time (at 1_ 20 hoon p..- woelc) would .., be required to par!lcipate In 
JOBS but would oot be CODSi<lered de!'em>l. I\JJ d......ed abe... persons working Part~. would 
be Included in lhe d...,miDator but DOt lite n""""",,,," or the d......,01 ClIlculalion. and would Iltlt be in 
erthet me numcmor or lbe <IencmlIuIor of me JOBS par!lcipll!ioa rate ClIlculBlion. 

Not Defermi. Less ~ 24 tII01IIlr.s ojJOBS PllTfldpalton 
Phased-in adul, reclpl ..ts. which would include teen custodial par..... ",ho h>d oor re:acbed lbe 24­
mouth limit and were DOt deferr~ would he required to participate in JOBS. 

States would b. ""pected to ..... ,lOBS program par!lcipati<>n nandard of 50ll for petsons who had 
not reaebed the lime limit. The DUmeramr for the ClIlculalioD would b. pbased-in ..WltBble 
participants in the lOBS program, Jess those with exteoSloll£. The denominator would be pba!.td-in 
pmoD5 requited '" par!leipate in JOBS, leu Wo.e with .,,,,,..;0... 
NOTE: A panlcipatlon .utodard of SOli. a., d.fi.c:d by ""oDtabie participantS, ttlWlates Into • 
participation <raodard of ~ 10 and 80% as defined by .otal participants, CountBbl. participants 
basically rcpr .._ tho.e scl!e<luled for 20 boo", pet week. wbUe tot,1 pllltielplm" are all those wbo 
engaged In iiny JOBS aeUvity at any point during the month. As part of the welfare reform offint. the 
tw£nty-hour rule would be modified by Tegt.Iladon to better mwurc participation. 

Re""lwrJ ExwlSicllS W the Tune LimIt 
1110 number of extensions, as discussed in the lOBS IUId Time Limits specifications. would be limited 
10 • fixed pet<:ell!.age of adult recipients. The Qum«atOr for the calculation would belli. average 
montbly Dumber of persons in extefI.SiOn status. Tbe dCOOQllnator W01.1Jd be all adult rcciplems 
phased~in, including those in the WOR.K program and those working part-time (i.e., identic.al to the: 
dellO!llia.lor for the <1er.,,01 calculation). 

Sw<& would b. ""peered to III"" a 15'; JOBS program participation nandard fot p''''''' in 
e.xtcnsion status. The. numerator would be the Dumber of countable. JOBS participazlti with .......1.... The deoomlllalor would be the toW nWDbet of persons wilh <Xl...inllS. 

Nor DqefTed. 24 mDlItI!.! 0'JOBS Panicipalion. ws l7ran 24 MDrrth> a/WORK PtJTti<;jpadon 
s ..... would be rcquin.! "' plac. 75'; orWOl<K prognun participants who bOd been i. the WORK 
program for fewer than 24 total mootb, Into WORK as,igmneD". As dil<Ussed in the WORK 
.pedfiwio"'. all p.......ub)"", to the .... ,. requirement would be expected to be partlcipa!log In l!lI 
approved II<tivlty (e.g.••elF-i.itiated conununity .ervice. Job searcb). 

1 
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DRAFT: For di$cu.<sion ooly Fohruaty 8 

The 75" participation standard wouId be trlDSlll'tJ)d iruo a Jllinimum average monthly number of 
WORK ..,igmu_ • State would be ape<.tod '" provide. For exwple, If during tho previous 1lsca1 
year there was an llYeroge (mollthly) of 2000 WORK program partlo!pants who bad bOM in til. 
program fur fewer than 24molllh., a State would be ""Pec:t«I '" provide an ."""". (again, monthly) 
of ISOO (.1S'2000) WORK ...1_duriDg the eurtent fiaca1 year. S_ ","uld, as dls<u>sed in 
the WORK ,peoifteatlO!l'; be requirtd 1l> give prefereo<o lilt WORK ...Igmu..... to perso.. who 
were new III the WORK I"ogram, as oppoud III lho.. who had alrudy had at 1_one WORK 
wipmeot. 

&;, Deftrred, More 11uvJ 24 MonJIrs OfJOBS PllrIfcip<ltlo., LUI 11uvJ 24 MOIIfhs ofWORK 

Partlclpt1llon 

StlIl.. would be requirtd ., provide WORK assignmenlS to persall> who had been mthe WORK 
progmn for over two y ...... A participation SI3Ddird with respect to plaoemellt In WORK 
assigWllents, however, would IlOl be put I"'" pi""" by the Seorec:ary Wltil phase-in "'"' oompl<:tlod and 
tbere was • better ..... about the _ of pecsoDS in the WORK program in th. steady _. 
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VISION: WORK PROGRAM (Attadunent 2) 

Designing. program to provide ""'k oppommiti... for Ih... rw:bing the time limit for 
"""itional ...i'tan"" is • centro! cballonge of wdfm reform. 111. WORK prognun proposed in ~le 
following s.pccificarlo1l$ outlines a ftamework thr such a program char gives st:atD!> and loW a4.1:On 
freedom 10 use federal dollars creatively to mulmi7..l!. the nomber of 'NOrk opportunities. 

BefiJre getting to the specifieations, w< thou,ght it migbt b< helpful to review .ome of lb. 
bo:iic principles that underiy the program: 

Private __ FOCWI 

• 	 11J& eentt>lpurpose of the WORK progra.m at the local I...! IihDuld be to pl.", participant'llD 
prIVate sector joM. From tile outs«, WORK must M designed, sold .ad ....aged with 
priv.to sector jobs in min,L Col!1lllUlllty ,CNiGe will obviously be a signifiant part of this 
prognun, but sbould b< approached not as I.. cutraI focus, but as • last rtoo" ronIe to 
pdvate employment. 

Flexibility 

• 	 WORK doll"" should he p_lded !O !he Sf"'" .ad localleve! with as few federal string.... 
possible. Fcd.ral ov,,"igb! should foeus on outtQmes: how many people et. placed in jobs, 
how many positiol:t$ are created~ etc .- in a W"dY which recogniz¢s local labor market 
varl.tion. Federal rcgulatlon othow tile proJ:nllllls "'" at !he loeal level should be 
ntiniallze<l, though c<rtaln standards regJltding work ",I.., etc. will be ~. 

• 	 Pooling the participant's benefit doll~ with _ funding for the overhead of the WORK 
program .ad giving states the 'bUity to use that pool ftexibly to pay for placem.... is critical 
'0 the progouo's d ..,ign. WORK doll." wUI bell••;bly available to pay for placomont 
services, to subsidize on the job tralning, or for any other m.echa.Illsm to place a: person in the 
priv.a%:e lector, 

• 	 The financial incentives to s:tates of the wdoo syswn as a whole must favor early 
placements. Therefore, the "". to the ..... of baving 1I!l indivIdual i. the JOBS prognun 
sbould bol"" than in Ibe WORK program, which in tum ,hculd bel"" then an indjvidnalon 
the waiting list. 

WORK Pasiti'''''' Are Real Work 

• 	 WORK positio"" should pay wag.., be for lixed munbet> of bours and provide \he same 
work pi_ roles .. othor pasino.. with the ""'" employ«, WORK participant> get paid for 
the hours they work ud they can be fired. fur IlQn..pertMi:nante. These pri.nctplcs bold in 
priv3.te sectOr p'accments as well as col'MlUnity service:. WORK positions arc an opportunity 
not an enaUemem. 
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• Busmess owners are clear: they dllo't want the. b~~l6 of dealgnina: and running this pt\')gram~ 
they don', want hiring WORK participants '" b. comple<; they simply want to be supplied 
with employees wbo meet their neecb. IncentJvea win belp, but won~t substitute fur qualified 
employ.... 

• 	 lWttmediaries such as non-profit traInIng/pia""""", groups (Pmj<CI Matcll. Training Inc" 
CET, etc.) as won IS fu"l'rofit pl._em 1i"",1.. have .. important role", play in placing 
WORK pmicip8DlS. DouoJ of progrlllDS around th. ,,,,,,.tty have b_ 6UCU$5luI .. bridging 
Ill. need. of the public _ In pi.... p«>pl. aDd the prlv", _r to hlro people. The 
WORK p_ mu>' ....Imlze the us. of III... play... aDd rowan! llIeir success. Througll 
..paruled funding of such <fi\IrtlI. the nWllbet of provid... can be oxpeded m grow. 

• 	 WORK proar..... at the I""" level should wort DOl only with prillile .... ploycn. but, wbece 
possible. wltll ""llIlllunity ba$ed develop",... Orpnlt2lioDl pursuing economlc developme.t 
activities that are cr6atiJlg jobs and assisting individuals in self-«Dployment and 
microeatecpr1se VeaturCi. 

Cusw ...... CbolcelCompet!llon 

• 	 The <tnIctunl of the WORK program should ""'"'UtlIll. cholc.. for tb"", enrolled and 
competition among providers. If ,evenll entiU.. in • loeality (mr profit or "",·for·proflt) 
w..t 10 provide WORK oppurtuniUes. they should all be pctI!Iitted 10 do .0 on a pay-for­
selVie.. basis. W. propose eonsiderillg the ooocept (itttrodueed in DOL', 0 .. Stop Program) 
of 'cb"""'lna:" provider. who would tho. be able to "".uP'"" for WORK particip..... 
Succes,ful plauments (and ,....no.) woukl b. paid fhr by the WORK prot"'" according to 

te1'1ll'I: agreed to in the charter. 

• 	 Public entities (such as a JOBS office or other t:mploymeot office) would be eligibla to be 
chanered. 

Maximlze Use .r Publically Created Opportunlti.. 

• 	 The WORK program must tap into and make tull tJ.Se of such initi81ivts as. National Service, 
Job Corps, School to Work apprenflCMhips, iUld Olbet state and local job crc.adon &ad se.rvi~ 
initialiv... WORK fund5 should b. used 10 JovOfage other publIc and private fuoding to mal:• 
•uch li1lI<;a,i.. _",Iv.. Th... progrlllDS should all be .tnlClllred to provide a palh to 
permanent private sector employment. 

• 	 The WORK program at Ibe locall.v" _ establish Ilnkag.. with the vostIy <<paDded 
_""'or!< of chUd oarc progrlllDS b<ing funded thrnugll welfare rellmn. ChUd CIte progtallll 
must ""'Ni/ arullrain par ...... from the JOBS aDd WORK program, tIlId 1ll. WORK program 
must ammg. imemships and other placemcot opportunltl<o with child care progTamll. 

2 
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CONCEPT PAPER: CHARTERING WORK PROVIDERS (Anacbmont 3) 

W. are proPOI"" 10 include rhe _, of 'ch_lI" WORK provide ... at the loeallevel '" 
a centnl dome'" of rhe WOJ!K prognm. The proposal ""poods to CODW1lS ",!sed at the outreach 
meetinj:; with the priv... sector and COlllmunRy baseCI employment progrlllN, It is borrowed from 
Ule DOL On. SlOp c.reer Center proposal potmitting Workforce InvtStmem Bouds to charter C..- ­
Centers 10 compete for CUlItOmers and lot paid for HtViCOll provided, 

"Chattering" funhm two elemen.. of our vision of the WORK prognm: (I) I. pro"""", the 
conupt of ...lOmer choice by ensuring that. where posslbl., WORK provld........ c:ompctin& for 
WORK particip.....; and (%) It r_galz", ~ <elllnl role of "Intetm<dI"Y" orpnJ:atio.. In pl••"" 
WORK parti.ip.... in the privata ._r, 

The fullowlng is an outline of bow. WORK program ina>tporating ·ch.....,.;n!· could work. 
Pi.... note: this is. COllCOplUai framework for di......lo. by the Working Group cIla.in. Many 
specirIC d...U. boY. DOt boeo lleshed. BasAd on S~ ",.".rIo. to the "".copt. ~ WORK u:am will 
produoe ftlnher d"",U after the fi.m: 7:30 dis=Io•. 

I. 	 WOItK BOAlID. Every lo<aIlIy (10 be defined comparably to SM. under lTPA) _uld be 
required to desi,""'" • 'Board" 10 ov...... the WORK program. Thl. Board would have 
privatc~ public, ,llOD-profit and orpz!:i%ed Jabot repre&entatlon, and could be the PIC, WIB. or 
SOUle other existlrq; or new strUCtUre, 

2. 	 CHA.R::rERS. A Ch.....r is an &&tC<Ul.... b_ rile localil)' and the orsani:utiun to pay a 
f ... for finding work for "" eligible WORK parti<ipilllt. Chaners can specify services that the 
org""imioo will deliy",: work prep (if any), pl...."ent .ervices. follow-up, linkaieo to ather 
agencies (child <:ate, trmISpOrtatio•• ell:.j. CQarterl< permit the org-.uUzaUon to serve eligible 
WORK parti.ipants and sp..:ify pcrfolWlDce SWIdards OJ! whkh riley will be paid. n ... 
per(ormance staruIard.s ",,'OUld be based on placement and retention measU'f1$ poS!ibly 
dev«loped at the fed..-.J level. 

[We will be exploring further wbcrl!er there >bould be one staodard Chaner per locality and 
on. standard fee or if they should be ."""atcd .. Individual "on<nlCtS. with vary"" fees and 
services.] 

3. 	 CHARTERED ORGA.NIZ.ATlON5. ""yotrmlzation (placement agency, CliO, private 
...ploy.... or public .,eney) would be permitted "' ""piy 10 the IIoaId for a Ch""", as a 
WORK proJflllD. 

4, 	 "WAlIDING 01" CHAItTEltS. Chact= would be granted by the Board 10 eD!ili.. rIIar 
meet eJigibility criteria (federal miobnulnS plus state and locaJ factors.) C1la.r1:m could be 
.warded competitively. to lIllY organization meetl.g tMalD staodards, or in some other 
mlllUler possibly detetmincd at the locallovel. 
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S. 	 CERTIFICATION OF WORK PAltTIClPANlS. The WORK offi .. would d .......lne me 
dli1bility of individual. "I'P1yios for WORK IIld provide mem wiU, • "..ru!1eatlou" of 
eligihillty and with inlbrmad.n about _nd proJlt"'DS. WORK panlclpant.s wwld 
appmacl! provide<. wIlo could serve 1my "cettiflc<l" applicant. Pamcip1m1> ,""uld have the 
Weendve to fl.d • provider since they unly get paid wben wormg. Proeram< would bave tho 
I....tiv. to acupt them ........ they would only gOl paid fur setVing people. 

6. 	 TIMING. Once certitlnd .. dlgible, WORK pamdpllllls would have • spe<:ifind period of 
time (30 days1'?) '" link with a WORK provider and get plaond in • job. 

!.<su.: How to bandle _ during ibis tlme1 (I) Duriag thlll time, the participant cunId b. 
paid _ as if OD tho waiting lilt (hi&her ,tala match • lBct:otive to malte P"""'" move 
qulcldy). (2) S..... eould !1m the WORT( certifi..tion pro .... and the link to • WORK 
provider and job during the last (4S'1) days of the JOBS proll"'lD. SO that when the time IUolt 
bitt, tho penon is ready to ltI()Ve rilbt into their WORK ossigmrumt. 

7. 	 PROVISION OF COMMIJNlTl( SERVICE WORK. If no cb_ program ~Ils the 
lndivitluaJ within the timefiame petmlmod bee above). the WORK aaeecy wwld stU! bave '" 
provitl. a work opporrunity dlrertiy - .ither an offer of. private Sed.O' job or a <X>lDIIIUllity 
scrvh::e posItlon. 
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PACBJNILlI R£QUlIST 

: FAX ""CHUIE PIlorm II1IKlIII UP KNOWN) i DATB liSP VAX IltIMIIBR 
i 	 I: Var~6us 	 217/94 2112/6110-6562 
i 	 1 

AttacluDe"t to, JOBS lIJ1I) TIIIB LIMITS anel II'OIUt 

)DRBSSBB, (Hame, OrganizatiOD, City, 
stata & Ptone Humber) 

Welfare Ilel'orm 
~raD&itioDal Assistaace 

Addres&ees, Below 

441:a......... 


\~ Bruce Reed 
1 	 Dth! Way 

Isacc Shapiro, DOL 
Larry Katz, DOL 
Dolores Battle, DOL 
Roxie Nicholson, DOL 
Judy WUrtzel , DOE 
Bonnie Dean, NEe 
Bob Dalrymple, PHS 
Ellen Baniian, PHS 
80 Cutter t Trea$1,!l'""J 
Richard Bavier # OHB 

456-6515 
456-7777 
219-8271 
219-5108 
219-6236 
219-76" 
401-3281 
456-l471 
305-2135 
30-2762 
622-2010 
395-3UO 

FROM. (Hsma, organization & Pbona I) 

FAX 456-7028/7739 
FAX' 456-7028/7739 
FAX 219-1971 
FAX 219-7659 
FAX 219-7190 
FAX 219-5455 
FAX 401-3095 
FAX 456-2223 
FAX 305-2576 
FAX 305-2454 
FAX 622-1294 
FAX 395-3910 

Job wolff 
OS/ASPB/BSP/Buman services Policy 
_ 40411: IIWIIpbro:r Buildi,;g 
690-75117 
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WORK 

Curren! Law 

There Is at prtsenJ ""thing 111 1IrteW of IhI! SocIiJJ StcWiI)I Act conrernillg Q work progrOJll of IhI! 
'YP' Dn4.!loned here. Srates.,.. presenJly pel'lllilt<4 to operalB .,..rfls..Job tralo"g, work 
,1IppI__• ai!d """""""ry wo'* e.rperiena programs as parr .fthe JOBS program (Section 
482(e) ai!d 482(f), Socioi s.,..,.ily Act. CFR 2JIJ.6J, 25D.62, 250.63). Regu/atic)/U, iwweYer, 
"'1'licltly prohibit Stat.. from operwg Q proVO'" ofpublIc mv/r:e empluymenJ under IhI! JOBS 
umbrella (CFR 2JIJ,47). 

I. 

The jbcus ofthe translzlolllll asslsl"""" progr_ will he helping people """'" from welfiu< to self 
suffidency through wo'*- The twt:ryear IImt! /lmJr Is parr ofthJJ ejftln, Sow welfare redpielJlS ..aI, 
iwweYer, "",r;h the __year IImt! IImJl witlwur """'0, ftJmd aJ/lb. d'fpik IoaW!g patt!cIpor<d 
.u/Wu<"/Orily bJ the JOBS program. W. <U/! _<4 to provItJlng them with the "PP"1"IIUW)I to work 
to ._ their/ami/i... 

The WORK progrom ....u/d mDi<e work ",'/g1!lMnJS (hereaft., WORK axsl,."..nJs) I. the public, 
prlWllll ai!d 1IIJ1li1T"0jll sectors aWJilabi. to pmO/U W/ID hod re_ tilt IImt! limit for traJlSlstoIIIlI 
a,sin=<e. StIlUS wtlIIId be requ/r<tlto create • minimum rumrbcr of WORK asslg."../IlS. bur would 
otht!""'-" be gl.... t:O/U/ikrubl. jitxlblliry 111 the e.rp<nditure of WORK progromjjJlllJs. For e;wrppl£. 
StOleS would be pel"1llilrtd to C<lII/I'Ga wiJh p_JlmlS oNllllJ1li1T"aftrr to p/4r:o p<rsollll1l 
l<IlSubsidiad prlWllI! 1eeror j/lbs. 

n.finjtion: Th .......... "WORK assiJlllm'llll$" and "WORK posltions" .... deHned lIII \ellJpurary. 
publicly subsidized jobt< in lb. public. priv... and non-profi! 50<10", 

~;;.~ 

~ 


(a) 	 Each State would be required 10 operalO a WORK program which would make at lea<'< • 
mlnJmum number of WORK asslgnmetrt.s .vailable 10 persons who had reached th. time limit 
for tramitional 8.&Sist.an1!6. 

(1)) 	 Statell ww1d be requlud to assip administration aflb. WORK progra/ll to. siogle S_ 
ageoty. Th. admlnil!trative structure of the WORK prognm at !b. S.... lev.1 ww1d """ 000 
af the following ihr<e forms: 

OmONONE. 
SflItO> would bave .ompl .... aoxibility IS III wbich ogeney would edmlnlstet the WORK 

program. -bleb would pennit States 10 administer th. JOBS aed WORK prolT_ .idler 

tbtouah 111< >lIIlle ageucy or through difforOlll asene!... 


I 
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0P110NTWO. 
States would be required til odmilli.tor tho JOBS and WORK programs through Ill. _. 
ag..,cy, but !he pmyilion in curren. law 1I1lIIIdlIliDi S..... '" administ..- lb. JOBS pmgtlllll 
tluough the IV-A agency would b. elimln.ted, whlcb would, for ..ample, allow States to 
ope"'" hoth progr_ through thelTPA S)'lltom. 

OPTION 77lREE. 
S..... wuuld be required to adminl!lor _ the JOBS and WORK pmgmms through the IV-A 
qeocy, bu. the IV-A qency would be encouraged '" .ubeOlIIrD<:I with tho SIllte JTPA 
prol'am to plOVide .......... including buth WORK assignm_ and job sear"" lIStIistarn:e, to 
WORK progmm participants. 

PROS AND CONS OF THE OmONS. 
Operating the JOBS and WORK programs throu!lh different agencies, as States WQUld be 
permitted to do .00", 0(Il100 One, could present serious ad_tratly. beadach... The 
agency II! charge of the JOBS proar"'" would ba••• mung inceutlye to """"'_ on dI. 
m,,,,, _klyable partlclpaIIlIl, leaving the more difficul.-IO-SOI'Ve for !he WORK program. 
The agency operating til. WORK progmm would have an equally stroll/l inceotivelO pur til. 
blame fot lOY cIlftl""ld.. It was experiencing in moving WORK pmsram partleip .... iJIto 
u••uh.ldizedjob, o. the lOBS prosram', fl!iIure to adeq....ly prepare them !or ompl<>yment. 

On the other hand, a'State migbt condud.lha: ODe agency is be...t suIted for tmlviding 
oduClilion and training "","cos and moving r..lpi_ i.., wnt~. wilDe anoth....i, bear 
equlpped to genorm WORK ...ignnt.... whleh wllliead to UIlSUbsidized pri..... sector 
""'ploymeIrt. _v.... "",aratinalb. adm.inistration of tile rwn pro"'.... would _h..iu 
tile di.tinctloo between <asb wi""""" and tile WORK program. A Sw.o might be aw-"," of 
lhe potmtial for """rdination pmhlems and Y<I judge !hal. the benefits from administerinJ tho 
two progmms tbrough differe.t .ntiti<> might outweigh til. co.ts. II is not clear mat such • 
s .... mould be precludod from opting for thi3 route. 

Uad..- Option Two•• Stat< WQ"ld b. requited to operate both programs through a .Ingle 
agoru:y, hut that agency could be an entity other til"" the IV-A a8"'Y. Apart Crom th. i..... 
conceroing moving the JOBS program 0lIl of the IV-A agency, there iJ tile qUOItI•• of 
oo<>tdlna!lon betw_ lb. WORK proBf3l'l and lIle waiting list, Reaardl... of which ..lily 
admlnhten tile WORK pmgram, lhelV-A agency would likely _10 be involved with 
respect to the waiting list, Biven !hal. "'... monitoring of Ibe "'ivitl.. requited of per,ons on 
the waltiag Ii<t would be need"" (, .. Al!oca!loo pf WORK A"'igrunenu/Wa1l11U! UII below). 

A«lgniDg ""'p,,,.sibili'y for tho WORK program 10 lilt IV·A qency would not preclude 
......1•• invol"""",". by !he JTPA .)'Item in the WORK progrll!ll, UDder Option Thr.., lIle 
IV-A "P'cy could, for ..ampI., .ub",,,,,,,,,. wllb thelTPA IImg..... to ' ........ Ih. WORK 

IlSlIignmems in tile priv.., and non-proflt .ectors, beplng lbe wk of ",eating puhllc sector 
WORK iISlIlgomeots for ..elf. 

2 
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Option Three woald give overull co""ol of the WORK program 10 !be IV-A lIIlem:y. A State 
might mangly prefer '" give th. flnal lay over tlte WORK prollfllll! to !be /TP A program or 
aamIl", entity aDd again. k Is GO! olear !bat • S_ sbould bO upllcitly prohibIted from doing 
$C. 

(e) 	 Lo<aIlti.. would bO ceq.""" '" desienm • body witIJ balaru:tJd pm....ector. uQion aDd 
co"""';ty (e., .. coD\I1lDIIit:y-based orgon!""ion) repr~on...ch as th. toea) Private 
lraIu.try Counoll (pIC). '" provide BCidanco and ovCt'$ight 10 th. WORK PmgIlIIII. 

(d) 	 Each Stato would b. ""'I"lred 10 ..... the WOJU( proif1lD1 available in all ..... of the Sm. 
by a specified date. 

(e) 	 SllIte> would be perm!\ted but not ""'I"1rod to bave the entity edmiDistming !be WORK 
program act II tho employer 01 WORK program participants with r<.$poet to disbursing 
paychocla, Worte,.· Compeooation and '" forth. 

2. 	 F'VNDlNG 

The actual «lsi of the WORK program, for bedp purposes, is th. additional """I of placing pCBOD.! 
in WOJU( a&&ignmelW< relative to paying !hem cash benefits. The term 'WORK program funds' as 
used bOIow refm ouly '" tho new funding for dlMlop!ng and malntalnlng th. WORK ...ignmenl!l. 
[The method or _U"'''11 8mtell ror wqes pald to _ In WORK ."'_IS wiD be 
.....d<nd .. part or \be di!lCOlllSlon .r all maI<h ..tell (AIIDC, JOBS and WORKlI. be h<ld 
sopo.ralolJ'.J 

ral 	 Fedoral WORK program fueds W(JUld bs alto<:llted to Stale< by tb.lOBS formula (leo chart 
showin& Stato a110tm0nts us!ng lholOBS w:uI /TPA farmul..). 

RATIONALE: 
Using a foromIa OIher tbilll th. JOBS meebJmlsm 10 distribute WORJ{ program funds would 
entIure a fOrmula buUl.. An "'BCmeot call bs mod. fot u.<ing the sam. formula II>t both JOBS 
w:uI WORK Cued.... botb progranu ..... _ally tit • ..",. population. Employing the 
JOBS II>rmul.. but witb. _cyclical provision", dIs....ed bolow, would to some ~.gr.. 
tata local economic oondltlons Into oonaideraticm. without igniting a fuU~sc1lle debate on the 
II>rmula question. 

(b) 	 Tola! federal fuuda available fur the WORK program would be capped. 

(el 	 A State', .1IQ1:l!llon of WORK program fund. would be increased ifunemploylllOll! in tbe 
State rooo above. specified levol. 10 .!'e _ bX the Secrel!!1. The ovonll cap on 
WORK program fuuding would bO ralsi! 8Ct<lrdinlliy. '1 

3. 	 I'lnU:UIJTY 

ra) 	 _ would oojoy wide discretion con<trnlog the sPandinll of WORK program funds. A 
S..,. could punue any 01. wide range of strategies '" provide work to thMe wbo bad 

3 




DRAFT:Ford~.wnoruy 	 February 8 

.....bed the two·y... time limI~ witIi th. Slipulatlon '!bat tho wml!inatioll of 'tt"""l.. 

empk>yed by tho Stat. would bave to g_!be minimum number o,WORK ...ignmel1lll ~.. 

(.!te li'IImIla' of WORK AWmema below). ..#:~ v"'( 


Appma<lles ",uld mclude!be foUowlog: 	 (.-::;".~\<J.. 

• 	 Subsidize lIOI·rorl'mfIt or private sector jobs (for "empIe, tbr01lgh expanded r _ ~ 
us. of on-1ho-joh trni1ling vouchers). .....\.t.~ ~ 

• 	 Offer emplol""s OlItor 1noon!lv,," tv hit<> JOllS grad....... 


Exearte porformance-based "'_ wi1l1 private flrms or lIOI-for-profI, 

Qrganizati.... tv place WORK program particlpillts in u.subsidized jObs. ..t:J 

Create pcsitions In public _ agoncl... 	 ~' ~~"" I:: 
Support micmenW'(lrloe 8I!d self •• mplo)'llWlt effortli. ..-Jr~ 

,,\\.fS l' 
Set up com:munltyl service projectS empltJying welface reeipients 85, fut 
example, health aides in cliDleslocated In undonerved oommunlti... 

Employ adult welfare redpieolJ .. m ........ for ..... par",,!:; on .... i.tanc •• 


The opproadles above would be liS1lld In atalUte ....emples, but States would DOl be 

r..lr1olo:I to 111....ttateg\<!s. 


(b) 	 SIlItes would b. required ., ",bmit. WORK plan, similar to the SIlIIe lOllS plan, ror Ibe 
approval of lb. Secretary. 11le Secretary would, .. with the JOBS plan, """"ult with the 
Seeretlity of Labor on plan roqulroments and criteria fur approving St.tIe pI..... 

4. 	 Lnm's ON Sl!ll.WIES TO I'IlIVA'I'!: SIlcmK EMrI.oY:Ells 

The WORK program .ubsldy for • position in a private, for-pmlit firm would be 1lmJte(! to 
SO percent of the wag.. paid ttl th. pweipant, 

(II) 	 For WORK ...1,..,.- in lIle priVllle .ectm', the woges of. pwcipan, could be subsidized 
for no mo", than 12 moOllts, con,;'_ with lb. IZ....,.1b time Ilmlt on any slngl. WORK 
..si_1lI (see below). If on employer <:b... to main • pwcipant after lb••ubsldy ended, 
lIle posilion would DO longer be coll5idued • WORK assignment, but rather UII$\Ibs.idi•.ed 
employmeat, 

S. 	 COORDINAnON 

(a) 	 SIal.. wuuld be requiIed '" coordinate II!<: WORK program with other emplo)'llWlt prOSt-, 
in<ludlng !.he Employment SeNi.., Qne.Srop Shopping and S<:boo/-lo·Wort. .. well .. wIth 
the effot1S of !be Corporation for NatlooaJ and Community Service. 

4 
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Swes .... uld b. requited fI) track and moni"" lb. potformanu of prlvam. for..ptofil 
employ"" ill _in;ng WORK prosram partlcJp8ll!S aft... the subsidy ended. Employers who 
bod demonstraJ:Ocl. patiOI'D of failing .. retain WORK program panicipants at wages 
oomparabl. to 1110.. of sImllarly .1.._ ..,ploy... would b. ucluded from the program, 
Prohibited employ"" would DOt be eligible for WORK progr_ I\md$. Th. deftnition of • 
P"'= of not retaining WORK pMsram plftl<:ipanU would be left tlJ the dis<:ntion of tho 
S_. 

States would similarly be required t() moniUlr the parformance of fur'profit finDs or nol·f.,· 
profits with ",nita<!! to piau WORK program panldpan" into un:sub'ldized employment. 
ContradOrs !hilt demonstrated a P"'= of poor parfonnan<e In placing WORK propoun 
pardcipant> into lasting unsubsldiUd job. would likewise be prohibited from COll!raalng with 
the WORK progrBlll. The definition of poor perfun:na/lCO woold, as _. be dclomtinod by 
the State. 

Non-dlsplacemeulllUlguag.....uld b. b...d on curteDllaw (Soc:tion 484«). Soeial S,,;urity .,\\..J ~ 
Act). """'PI that WORK prognun panlclpants oould be placed led v.....cl.. in the • i~ 
prlvaro seaor. pM.lded tile ."""'-.,.. 111.... nOI =ed oft's .R. 11 would bave J>""- ""'" 
""min.ted the r..triction on pl..ing Work Supplement8!ioD ts In WJliIled va""""les r l., ~~J 
in the private sedOr). -= ? •~. 
Allti-displ""""""" langui\P applying fI) the public _or would be edaprod from the non-
displacement language in the National .... Community s.rn", Trtal Act. 

The participation <taudard for the WORK proSt"'" .... uld be expr...ed as • minintom average 
monthly number of WORK as.ignments ""'" S",," would be c>peetcd II> provide (.e. 
attacIunent on pattlclpatinn 'tandard&l. 

RATIONALE 
A Slate. ooting In good liIith. might easily expend tile majority of its WORK program 
fund, on placemeDI '"1lI''''''''' with prlvam flnm. only to lind that. tho finDs were 
placing participants wbe would bave found jub. On tholt own. l....ing the State with 
DO ..,ney for WORK assignments ..... ,izeable waiting list. Spending on, for 
example, economic dcvclopmOllt mlgbt prove equally ineffectivo and leave a Stat. In 
the sam. p,odi......... HHS WQuld !Ii"" b. held ilCcountlIblelbr what 1IIould be

I J:'CGVded as a waste of fndornl furuh. 

A WORK prosram which gr8!I!s StaI<S a1""". "'mplcte fI""ibility with no .tandard to 
meet may prove nlhor difficult'" detent!. All approach whlcll might gamer wider 
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._would bo It) grant Statts great latilUd. provi<led,ome basic starulard, '.8.. 
providiog a minimum Dumber of WORK awpmeots, wtle met. 

(b) 	 S~ would DOt be pennlftCd 10 COftn! UD$Vbsldizcd prlVllJO Jector Job< toward the minimum 
number of WORK wipments. 

RATIONALE 
Counting placement! into UIlS1.1b!idized job8 toward the minimum number of WORK 
.<SIgnm..!:! would be problematic. h would be difficult to diSlinguisb WORK 
paztit!pant1 who foUtlll, or wowd bave foUtlll, jobs througb their own efforts from 
tboso who•• ""'plO}'mCllI wu alUibutabl. to S... job placemODt strategies. 
eoasequelllly, • Stat. wblch w.. especially <reati". at counting could claim to bav. 
provided th. minimum 1l1Imber of WORK ...Ign...... while .till having. lengthy 
waltlng Ust. 

Moreover. States whidt were baving difflcwty generating the minjmum Dumber of 
WORK assipments would have III ~\'e to delay the movement of JOBS partid.. 
p""'" imo private .ector emplo}'IIWII, in onl", to count these place_ as WORK 
program pooltiOIlS. 

(e) 	 The minlmum number of WORK ll1I$igDJnelll$ for ""'" Stale would b.... by !he Secrewy, 
based .n ill. paztieipatin.....d.ud and ill. number of persollS who had boon in the WORK 
program for I... than two yean (s.. _em on participation .....). 

The minimum DU1!\bu would be set such that State8 coUld meet me standard and stili ha"" 
WORK program funding available for supervised job ......b and other _glcs (e.g., perfor­
IIWlce-based placement romra.... with privl!te firms). 

(a) 	 If the number of pen<>II! "'ho w.... e1lgibl. ae<I applied for WOllK positions ""oee<Ied the 
_ of WORK assil:l'....... av:lillblelll that point, a StAte would be requizcd to alIo_ 
WORK assignments tu:CQrding: to a syswn and to maintain 8 Il~ of persons ~waitiog a 
WORK ...igomen1. 

(b) 	 Eacll State would b. requln:d tD establisb a uniform s.t of tul.. by wbich the priority system 
would operate and Inform all per.... on the waiting list of these rules. 

(c) 	 In localldes'" wbid! the WORK program was not edmlol$tued by the IV-A .ney. the IV-A 
agency and the entity operating the WOllK program wouhl maintain the waiting list jointly. 
The WOllK prollfll'l' agooey wouhl be r..ponsible for placinll penons on th. wa1tIIlg list imo 
WOllK assignmMlS. while the IV-A agency would be responsible fi:or ensurinB that persons 
on the waiting I1st' were participating in the required actMtlcs (e.g., .olf-ill!tiate<i community 
"""I••). 
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WaltlD& list policy could take one of the following thr.. forms: 

OP11ONONE. 
""""''''' on the WlIltlng list 1l>r a WORK ...I_twould be expeacd to find volunteer wort 
I. the conummity for aile&! 20 I\oun per weoi; in order t(> be eligible for casb belIefits. 
'Ibis volunteer wOO: would be distinct from a WORK ...,lgnmOlll. The recipient would b. 
wholly retlpolllllble for atr~ th. plaoe(s) and ~ours, and would not r""lve wag.. for 
hou.. worked. The wb ...1.."""" chock would continue to be trested as b<mefit> ralb... than 
eamiop for all P"1'JlOW. 

OroON ?WO. 
S'""" .. OptIon One, except lba' • cap, to be SOl by the Secreta.ry, would be placed on 11>. 
IIWDhet of i""'"''''' who were required In perfu= vol._ work in e,,,:I"III,o for b....m... 

OPTiON THREE. 
SlIDe .. Option One, "'«pt thlll indlvldue!. who for &nod ..... were uuable ., find vol­
umeer wort (e.g., perso"" unabl. to ""'"'go ror child care, individual.lacl:!og suitable.ib:s 
at which to vol=) would be eligible ror benefits provided they pankipatod i. another 
approved ""'vtty for at least 20 hour. or 3 days per _. The filIISO of allowehl. approved 
activities would be ....bUshed 31 the S1a\o level, but could lru:lnd. ~uman deveinpllWll 
activitl.. such .. parentlng .kilis ellIS... or dom...l. violence _ing, or self-initiated 
education Of tralning. The State would not be required In fuod partlciplItio. in Ill... 
activities. 

DISCUSSiON OF THE OroONS. 
Option 00. presents &omething of. CaIeiJ-22. In ordar 10 ..Uself-initiated commumty 
sarvic:e as work, roughly equivalent to a WQlUC 8S11gnmeht~ it would b6 necessary to monitor 
complil\1lee with the requirement faUly closely. lfpar",.. were required to volunteer for a 
minimum of 20 bour.! per w..c, child car. would have In be »rovided. Monitoring""" child 
care, bowever, ,,,,,os,,,,, th. hulk of lbe "'51 of. WORK assignment. A strict 2()'haUT per 
w..c volunturing requirement" DOl consist"'" with the strategy of limiting tho COst of the 
WORK progrllD by not meetlng tho full d....nd for WORK positlnns. 

Requiring pmo", on lb. waltloillist '" """'8• ., volumeer at a non-profit wbU. the WORK 
program "II""CY is approaching th. som. n ..-profit> about providing WORK ...igma_ is 
not an ideal ,i...allon. While rtIallvdy few noD-profits would be willing ODd .bl. to tiel: in 
part of the wag. ""lit for WORK ..siSO_, thlll number would full ., viltUally ,.,.", If non· 
profilS <'Quid as easily take on boon! """,,lIS eager., offer their tim. for free. 

Unions (AFSCME, SEn/) COn<:lTlled about WORK program participant> working .. below th. 
provailin, _ would likely be even more alarmed about a .trlc! aelf-lnItiatod oommunity 
servlCtl rtqulrcment, whidl could aive nou-profits and BYe.tl pub1ie $tlCtOr agem.ie& easy ilCCC3S 

1.0 'free labor, without the administrative responsibilities 8£.':IOc1.Ued. with a WORK USI,a:nment. 

7 
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WhU. the!:e aro .erI"", pmbl""" wlm IIIt!'1Dp!lng to .ell .elf-initiated "'lDIllIIllity ,ervlce os 
work, It can bo preoented as ona ma nwaber uf appropriate actlvitles for per5QUS to engage in 
while awaiting. WORK wlgnment, "" DOtivity mat ..... yield bolb penonal .... ""cleta! 
benefit.!. Option Thr"" iJ an attempt to adapt Ibe Micblgen 'Social Contrad:" "'''"''Pi to dl. 
WORK program walllng list. VuluntfOt work would &till b. me prcf=e4 activiIy, but 
persons unabl. III II"" volunteer war!: would be penuiu..l III _eln olber approve4 
.aivida! similar to !he more infomW Michigan ",udal 00,,""'<:1" activitl......lf-ini!l.IIted 
education and tnlning or b ....... developlllOll! actlvltle8. 

(d) 	 SUtei would not be required to panwtcc child care or supportive services to persons on the 
waiting Ii" for piltic.ipallnn in approved activities. Statco would, however, be required ID 
provide child care IUld/or other 8upportiw: services jf needed to enable a pmon on the waiting 
list III pilticip... In superviJed job """'b. 

(e) 	 The Stote TV-A agency would be required to ..tlbliab procedur.., sobje<:! to die approval of 
the Sectewy. for lMlIitoriog pattleipallnn In approved activities. 

(I) 	 S""", would !lOt be p<:tmiu..l to distinguish b_pmoDS un Ihe wai!log lI't .... oIhot 
roclpllllllS of \laSh .......... wilb ""I'"t III Ill. determination of e1lgibHily aDd o::dcu121ion of 
benefirs-States <ouid not provide red.... benefit.! to p...... on Ibe waitlJlg 1I,t. 

(J) 	 Th.IV·A agen<:y would be reqolred to _e at least quarwrly contacl wilb in<llviduai. on the 
wai!l.IIg list 1\>•• WORK os$ipmenl .... tn mike cas. !IIlIIllIiemeot !6!Vlces available to Ib... 
persOD8. Persons on tho waIti.na list would be required to engage ill supcrvi8td joh search 
either periodi<aJJy Of ""nllnuousiy. wlm the nticiroum number of hours to be ,e' by Ibe State 
(_lob Sms:b below). 

10. 	 TIME Ll>oT ON PARTICIPATION IN THI! WORK PROORAM 

.) 	 Individuals would be limited to .....!wilt!' Of 12 ..,nlbs illeoy ,mgl. WORK "si8lJmeu!, 
after whiell they would be pi"",", On !he waitinB liS! for a new WORK position. 

There would be "" tim. limit on overall pilticlpation in the WORK program. 

S ....... would be required III coDduct an .......mont of """" person who bad completed at least 
, two WORK ...ijMI_ o. b>ll been In Ibe WORK program for .,1..., two ycm tn 
dewmln. if my i!!<litlonal !6!VlC!!!i, mliht be _ to "",ble dial in<livlduai to ,ecure prlvtIIC 
sector employteent. Il1lDSlaIltltIO in whi<h ..rvlces otller thllll • WORK ....ignm.., or job 
searcI1 were deemed necoswy, persons would b. permitted to participate in s.eIl activltl .., in 
lieu of ~f-lnlliatcd community service. whlle on the waiting Jist (WeD if volunteer wnrk were 
readily avallable). S..... wuuld bavo!he option of malcin: funding availabl. for such activi­
ties. including ed...tlon and !rai,"",. 

II. 
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(a) 	 Adult ....Iplems who !lad rtaclled tho lime limit fOr Ci1$h ~i'tIIllCe and who oth ..... I'. met th. 
cash ossIstaDco ellglhUlty critet.. (e.g., _ and ..... limito) would he dlglble fur a 
WORK wlgmi.eot. 

(1)) 	 States wauld be mandatecl to describe the WORK program, including lIle temIS and conditions 
of pmlclpatiou, It> all adult reelplents who bad rcached the lime limit for cash heeefl ... 
Stat", would b. permitted to e>tabIisb '"' appllca!lon p""""" for the WORK program separate 
from tho appll_ for cosh ben.nl>, but would be prohibited from denying digibl. Per<Ons 
..tty iIItn the WORK program, provided th")' 8graer.i to comply with all WORK program 
ruI.. and rcqulrelllOlll5. 

(c) 	 In ius...... In which the Ci1$h beneflt III the family did IIDt _ SIOO per month, the adult 
reclplcnl(s) would IlOl b. subject to the work r"lul_. 

(d) 	 S.- would bay. the OptiOD to apply the war!: requ_ IX) only ODe p..-..u in 8 two-parem 
family-only one parODI would be pennitted to partiCipar.c i. the WORK program. 

An IndividWll who bad left th. WORK pru¥J1l"l bet had not """"'" back "'Y montba of cosh 
wist.ance wauld be permitted to re-eorollin the WORK pro¥J1l"l, provided he or abe did I1<Jt 

quit a priv,", ",""', job without good ....... 

BXJ.MPLE: 
A won prtJll'IIl'I'l pMiclputt. i'bldt. II prlnto ..c::txn' job and loavet !'he WORK pm&mm. but it b.ld off aftl!I' jua 0f\II 

mondt. beforo CIIInlln& bIo:k my mom.bt of cub a,wi&uICD (IN J08S and Time Limill tpeeitka.li0lW tor d.if.w.Aion of 
11» ~p~), nu. P*ROi" -W be ~ for. WORX Uf~. 

(f) 	 S_ would bave the optlon of asalgning WORK program r...",,_ '" 'upenised or 
unsupervi,ed Joh se.an:I! fOr up to 3 mom. befonl placing them on the waltlng list for WORK 
...Ignm.... (thes. WORK program ~ would h. dlgibl. for casb beoe!its while 
participating in joh se.an:I!). 

Peno... who had left th. WORK program but wbu voluntJltUy qnit • job, otherwise reduced 
their earned income without good ..... or refused 8 bona fide offer of pri.....ector 
employment would !lOt b. ~:.d to tHatel 11>0 WORK program tbr • period of 'Imo '" he 
set by the ~(""'" to'~.ea 3 ~ 

If the f.m:iIy income of an individual in • WORK ..signment ros. (e.g., through mamas. or 
on incr.... in unearned income) such that the fiIlnlly', income, less WORK program was", 
oxc;;aiid the lOCO",e limitror casb benefits, the particlp... would still he petml:.d to 

\XIlIIplete the WORK assignment. At the colI<lu>ion oftha! assignment, bowever, the
? , 	 indi.idWll would DOt b. di&ible fOr th. WORK prognom Olld =dingly wauld !lOt he placed 

on the waltlng lis, for 8 MW position (WIless 1ll. fiIlnlly" Inco.,. bad fallen back below the 
income limit befOre the conclusion of the WORK wllllUDet1I). The .am. provision would 
apply if. fomlIy" cln:um........ o!herwl$e th""Sed (8.8., 8 thUd', I""vuli nome) such chat 
tho famHy "" longer mel the eI\illbUity orl..n, Ibr cub beoe!its. 

9 
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PardtlP"'l1S in WOR!( ..,igmoonts .....uI be c(,,"pe.tl8<!lOd for ho... worted at no los< Iban 
the blaher of Ill. Fede.-.! mlnlm... w"", awl any applicable State or local minimum wage 
law. S_ would have ihe uption!tl provide WORK ....igmo_ which pay an hourly wage 
higber Illno lb. mlninnn!I woga. 

The oamInp dlsreprd for WORK ...lfII""'" w"'.. would be .., at • flat Sl00 per _. 
Individual. In WORK ...Ignmonts would not be eligible fur the oilier disrepnl. (e.g .. Ibirty 
and.o_Itd). 

Wag.. from WORK ....igDments would treate<! as ...-...J in"".,. with respocr \.0 Worker', 
Compensmlnn awl Foderal ...istan'" progr_ (0.1., food stamps, public and Sectlon 8 
bouli..). rrr,*lmllll 01' FlCA awallln, ....1,... by CEAI 

IlamiDp from WORK posIIlons would DOl be includod ill Aggregate Gross lnoome, awl 
",_""Oy would 001 be treate<I as ...-...J I"""",. for ihe pmp"" of calculating lb. Eomed 
lnoome T"" C,odit. 

For WOR!( proJlHm pMtlcipalllS not ..-ivloa' casb .,.ist>nco In ad<Iition '" WORK program 
wag"" mild .uppon coll_ would b. pald dlro<.lIy 10 lb. WOR!( program panlclpant. In 
lnttaDtc:s In which lb. WORK prognun pMtlcipant was receiving cash be.nef'1lS in ad<Iition '" 
WORK program wages, child suppun would b. trw.ed JIIIII as for lillY ulll... family receivloa' 
cash benefits. If child support ",11_ exceeded Ill. cash bOllefit. Ill. differen"" would b. 
paid tu III. partldp"",. 

Wag.. would be paid ill lb. form of _l:Iy or bi-w•.,ldy checb. In Instances in which an 
Individual was .....lving bntb wageo Ill!d cash benefits Ill.... would be '<!laTl"e cbecb for 
wag.. Ill!d for be.aefit8, ""anll... of 1be entity issuing the cbeck fur 00"'" warted (i.•.• ""en 
Iflb.IV-A ageocy ...er. "",,"..Ibl. fur hoIb paying w""'.,., disb...illg supplememary 
booefi... tho two would DOt be """,binell boo one ob«k). 

Ho\JllS OF WOIlK 

states would bave Ill. fl""lhUlry tu deterlllinc til. number of bours for each WORK 
wigmoent, which could V1lr'J d~ing on lb. 1l2IIIT< of lb. position, WORK ..signme.ats 
would bave III be fur • I!Iinimum of 15 boun per week 01 65 bours per monlh. whicl1ever is 
Jll'e&er."" fur no _. than 35 hours per week or ISO ho"", per month, whichever I. 
&Teaut. 

1\ Stalo could, for ."""'Plo, _1111 WORK asslgnmenlllllle same number of bours (e.g.. 
20). reganlless of tile size of th. gram. and suppl.",..1 wages ...ith cash be.aefits such that 
persons in WORK assignments ate DOt worse off than tlw:e on the wi.$t..:nce. High-benefit 
States m1aht choose to maD !he number of houri 30 or 35, as opposed to IS or 20. Stat'" 
could aI", opt '" c.lcub!e tho !lI.Imher of bouTS for tACh pMtlclpan, by dividing the AFDC 
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gran. by the minimum wa,go (u under CWEP). provided tIIat eacl! p.mcipant was ""IU1red to 
work ill I..., IS and DO more than 35 _ per week. 

NOTE: The marginal COlt of emoIlinI an illliivtduallD • WORK auignmen' Wlluld not in I 
general vary bued on lite DUlllber of houn of Ih. WOR!( asslgnme., (.iDee wages would 
lIIpl<o... cash bcnofits On • <IoU",·fur-<loliar bui•• apan limn the dilropnl). 

Th. marginal coli would vary with tho houn of th. WORIC ...Isnm.... if Ihe WORK "",Ign. 
men! w'8"I. lipan limn Ibe djsreJllllll, ___Iy higherlhllll the cash b.nefi", provided to 
lb. family ( •. ,., 1fT.... ..."IIed an Individual in. tlttoe-persoa family in. 3S-bour WOllX 
.....ignm..t). A _ would. h.w....., .tHl be required III generate the minlmum !lUmber .r 
WORK asslgnm..... reaardl... of lb. number of h."",. 

14. 	 SANCtIONS 

(.) 	 WORK program partl<:ip..", would receive wag'" for hOurs worked. Failure to work Ibe $<I: 
number of hOurs fur a WORK ",ignmcm would result i:o a correspnllliing I... in .....mgs. 
Cub as,istancCI would !lDt "" to ul!iiet !he drop in WORK program earainga, for .Ither 
WORK program participants who _. already recoivinl 'UW1emonta! casb bcnefl'" or fur 
partielpan'" for whO.. du: reducd"" in income would omerwh. have lXUIde them eligible for 
cub assistance. ~ loss in wage:; would be ue.atM as a dcdine in e.arned inwme wIth 
respec:t to other assis~e proar.uns. 

lb) 	 A WORK program parllcipanl wIIo r"l'_ly failed to show up for wort or whose 
pcrforman<:e w.. nthcrwl•• WlSIIi,fa<Iory o:ould bc.l!!!!!:.. The entity edmlnislllriDg the 
WORK program would be ""IU1red ., dewmlne if the individual Wa1 fired f.r ...... Ourinl 
tho period In wbich Iho dote<mlnatloo was bein; PlOd., Ihe family ....,.Id ",.tinu • ., b. 
elialbl. for cash benoftts. Individuals whO were detennined to have boon fired f.r cau,. 
would hav. the right to • fair hearing from !be WORK pr.grom upon request. (MIchael 
Wald will be cleveloplnc IanflUOit tor l1li. protiolM1 

(I) 	 An individual who was fired fr.m a WOR.!( ...ignment for CIIlI5C wr the II", 
tim. would b. pl><:ed at du: eIlli cd lb. waiting lisl fur WORK assignments ODd 
lb. family would not be eligible fur cub bonc£ib fur a period of 3 lI100tltt 
aftOlIho date of do=millllliolL State; would be required to make vendor 
paymeD'" to landlords and utill~.. If _eel to proven, homeIessn..& or utility 
shul..,lf. 

(2) 	 A person fired from WORK asslgnmen' fur • ,ecollli time for c_ w.uld be 
pl_ aD the wal,lng list ollly after 6 month•• Ourin& lila! ,ix·m.nth petiod, 
Ibe family would not b. elill''ble for casb benefits. StaleS would, as lIbov., he 
""IUired to make vellllor paym<nlS wben neceosary. 

(3) 	 Perso.. fired for • third rime would not be abl. to enter tile waiting Ib, or 
rcQetve cam benefits ror Ii period at one year (vendor payment as above). 

11 
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"!lIle in sanction .taM would oot be counted as dm. Dot ill the WORK program for purpo"" 
of earning baok eligibllity lOr cash ..si."",... 

(c) 	 SIal<!S would 1>0 required to mer for Inttmlvetnterventlon pcrso.. fired fur OIlUSe more than 
0"" (... Referrals to SIII'VIg!; til! UnsuS<CSSfu1 WOlIK PMjIcipjjIUIl below). 

(d) 	 Persons ,ubject '" Ille work requirem<nt who were not eligIble for cash beneAu due ro 

....CIio. would <till b. abl. '" receive food stamp., Medloaid and otber iJl.kind aulstanu. 


(0) 	 AIl Individual otberwise ellslble!\lr tho WORK program who refused all offer of~? 
private _ employment wilhout good cause would ..t be oIilihle lOr a WORK~ 
lOr ,i, ...olhs from tho <lata of relllllll. CIUh benefits durl"i this ,ix-"",nth period would be ] 
"'cul_ as if the job offer bod boeo~, Wben cah:ul.tlng bODeftts for famlI!eo so ~ ? 
sanc:tinned. tbeJiisreJlltd..q would apply, 'The sanction would end upon &!;(:eptaDee of II private 
secIOr job. WORK program partlC'I'.... ate pennlrud to refuse a job offer If aeecptlng rho 
offer would resUlt ill a net loss of ca<b illcome (II> under ourem law. Section 402(.). SocW 
Security Acl), 

IS. 	 Wmuc: PL.\CII RlJUll 

(a) 	 Provido.. of WORK as.ip........ wbether public. private at 1I00-profit. would be required '" 
treat WORK program pmioipaDlS os othor .ntty~.v.1 empl<>yees with respec' '" .Iok and 
annual leave aDd other workplace rulea. A State would bave the option to waive this 
""IIIlremeru fur speclfle employers of WORK program participants. provided that "'• 
..,pIoyer were comply"", wiIh all "I'pllesble Federal and Sial<: law. collt01'Dillg worlcplate 
rules. 

16. 	 JOB SEAIICH 

(a) 	 WORK program pmioiplllllS would be required tD eosag. ill Job se.m:h eilher coolinuou>ly 
(O.g.• 5-10 bo~.. per _) Or periodIcally (e,g.. ft>r four weeks Immediately after COD!pleting 
a WORK assigmn""') or a eombinatioo of rho two, lob s .... eb requirements for pers.... In 
rho WORK program wollid be set by the Stale. Wblle job """,cb lOr persons 00 the wailing 
1I<t Is dlsou...o above. that ptovlslon sbouId not be read as Frecludins sunes from requiring 
persoDS in WORK ...'_ODII t1> "bo simultaoeou,ly participerc in .upervlsed job _. 
The eomblnatiOo of supervised job ,oatdl an<! • WOIlK ...Ignment or ""'{-initiated 
community """Ice/approved activity-I.e,. of all WORK program ..;nvi.ies-oould nor ..cecd 
an average of 3' bours per weel: in aey mooth. 

(lI) 	 States would 1>0 required to guarantee ebild car_ for .ny P""'" in • WORK ...'1'.....1... 
wid! lOBS proST'''''' pattlclpao13 under current law (Seetin. 402(&). So.W Security Act), 
States at~ alw mandated to provide other supportive $eI"Yk:es as needed for participation in a 
WORK position (as wiIh lOBS participants, Soctloo 402(&). Social Security Act). 

12 
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18, 	 DEPJIIlRAI.& 

(a) 	 l'cn<!1lIi who had roadlod the '_year time lilnit and would otherwise be subl"'" In the work 
cequtrem"'" ,",uld be do:f........t from panlclpllllon in !he WORK program. The cri .... ta for 
dcferrol ftOln th. WORK program would b. identlcal ro the <riterho fur deferral from lb. 
lOBS program (""O§~ fjl!I Tim. Limig; spKifi_...). Parents of ....born ebildren 
would be defllued for a l»day perIod following !h. birth of rho d!Ud, 

(b) 	 In Iocalitl.. In wbid! the IV·... '8tJlCY did !lOt aIlminillter the WORK program, Ill' entity 
operlillDB the WORK prol'''" wauJd refu peno", meotlng the defeml criteria to th. IV-A 
_, whld! would make !he detonninatlon .. to whether the individualllhould b. deferred 
j\vm WORK program partit:ipation, 

(e) 	 Deferred person. "'OUId be eligible fur cash bcocfi", (not WlIg..), without a fequiremoot to 
find volunteer wnrlc. for as long Mthe eondlt1on nec;ssita1inB the deferral contiaued. 

(d) 	 !'<roo.. d_ from tile WORK program would be ueated as peno.. der.rred from tile 
JOBS progrillllin all n:;pOCtll...cept !bat 0.'" tile dermol eoded, 1IIoy Would -mer the 
WORK pwaram. radler thao rile JOBS pUlllfam, lIIdividu.!. deferred from 111. WORK 
proaram would ,",un! agalmt rile cap on the .WIlber of pmo.. wbo could b. defured from 
panicipation in the JOBS proaram (_ JOBS and TIm. Llmia specifications). 

19. 	 REFI!IlILWl ro Sl!JlVICES roll UNSUCCESSFUL WORK PAIlTlCll'ANTS 

(a) 	 The emity iUlmlnl.teriq' the WORK PfOl!fBm would be requiIed 10 ru:raJlge for Inr£nsive 
In!ervenoon, by. for example•• preventive """I", agency, fur WORK program participants 
wbo had b... !1red from • WORK program position more mao Olle<, The agoocy rMpomlbl. 
for the iIItervemioo Would attempt to "",I.. !he oUllltnodlng i.."", 10 enable the individual to 
bold. WORK ...,Ignment. In lnstanca'! III wbieb an individual bas left tho WORK program 
entirely, the agency would _, the tamIIy" fuoIl. bouilog end clothing need! end milke 
reftmls to chUd proteGtive ,,,,,,I,,,,, If lb. children were at risk of abuse or lIOfIlcet. 
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WORK 

The focus of the transilional assistance program will be helping people move from welfare to self~ 
nifJiciency through work. The t'W{}-year time limit is pen ofthis effort. Some weI/ale recipients will, 
however, reach the __year lime limit withoW /wvingfound ajob, despite having participated 
satisfactorily in the JOBS program. We are committed 10 providing them with the opp<.munity to 
work, through both economic deve{opmeiU efforts 10 create privale sectorjobs and '"7rk assignments 
for those who CQ/l1U}t find private sector emplaymenJ. 

WORK PROGRAM 

Current Law and General Direction of Pronosal 

There is at present nothing in l1l1e tv oflhe Socid Security Act concerning a work program of the 
type envisioned here. Sfates are presently permitted 10 operate Q/J-Ihe-job training, work 
sU{Jplementation and community l4!Ork experience programs as part of the JOBS program (CFR 
250.6/.250.62,250.63, SectiGn 482(e) und 482IJ), SocWl Security Act}. R£gu/aJiollS, however, 
explicitly prohibit States from operating a program ofpublic service employment under ehe JOBS 
umbrella (CFR 250.47). 

The WORK program 'fW>uid make IuJIf-time, minimum wage work assignntitnJs (hereqfter WORK 
assignntitltts) in the public. private and non-profit sectors avaIlable 10 persons wIw had reached the 
time limit for transitional assistance, Stales '"7uid be required to create a miflimum number of WORK 
assignments, buJ 'rIXJuld orherwise be given considerable flexibility in the expenditure of WORK 
programfund~;. For example. Stales would be permitted to contract with prlvaleflrms aM non-projils 
to place persons in unsubsidiz.ed private sectorjobs. 

Definition: The tenns HWORK assignments- and ·WORK positions" are defined as aU apptoved 
WORK 	progl1l1ll activities except seJf~initiated community service (see below). 

I. 	 Administrative Structute 

(a) 	 Each State would be required to operate a WORK program which would make at least a 
minimum number of temporary paid WORK assignments available to persons who had 
reached the time limit for rrans.itionaJ assistance. r 

(b) 	 States would be required. to assign administration of the WORK program to a sing'le Stale 
agency, but would otherwise have considerable flexibiUty with respect to the administrative 
structure. For ""ample. the WORK program could be administered through the local IV-A 
agency, with the local lTPA Service Delivery Area (SDA) contracting to provide some or aJl 
of the WORK positions. 

ISSUE: Should States be requited to administer the WORK program through 
the .~.~V-A agency? [!! not. should localities be required to 
~e JOBS and WORK programs through the same entiry?} in, 1._1­

- ""-<>< . (:... __,~ , 1""''- '<k do.', _j.\~ 
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ISSUE: 	 Should the IV-A agency or other entity operating the WORK program 
be encouraged to contract with the local JTPA SDA to provide WORK 
assigrunents1 Should the SDA be designated as a "presumptive 
provider- of WORK positions? 

(c) 	 Localities would be required to designate a body with significant private sector, union and 
community (e.g., not-for-profit) representation, such as the local Private Industry Council 
(PIC) to provide guidance and oversight to the WORK program. 

ISSUE: 	 How much power would the oversight body wield? Would it have 
any sort of veto power over a locality's plan fOf operating the WORK 
program? Would its respomibilities be specified to some extent in 
statute or left entirely to the discretion of Stateslloca1ities1 

(d) 	 Each Slate would be required to make the WORK program available in all areas of the Slate 
by a specified date. 

ISSUE: 	 Would States be required to distribute WORK program funding 
throughout the State by a fonnula similar to the formula by which 
FederaJ WORK program matching funds are distributed to States? 

2. 	 Funding 

(a) 	 FederaJ matching funds for the WORK program would be aJlocated to States by a formula 
based on the number of cash assistance recipients in the State (similar to the JOBS distribution 
formula). 

ISSUE: 	 Should the WORK program funding formula take into consideration 
the number of individuaJs expected to be subject to the work require­
ment (i.e., differences in welfare dynamics among States)? 

(b) 	 Total Federal matching funds available for the WORK program would be capped. A State's 
aJlocation would be increased if its unemployment rate rose above a specified level. 

ISSUE: 	 Should countercyclical relief be provided by raising a State's alloca­
tion of WORK program funds? 

3. 	 Match Rate 

(a) 	 Expenditures on the WORK program would be reimbursed at the JOBS match rate. The 
Federal match rate for the WORK program only, not the JOBS program, would be increased 
by 10 percentage points, up to a maximum of 90 percent, if unemployment in the State rose 
above the designated level (see fundine above). 

1 
ISSUE: 	 Should countercyclical relief be provided through increasing the 

Federal match rate? 

2 
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4. 	 Fle;sibjlity 

(a) 	 States would enjoy wide discretion concerning the spending of WORK program funds. A 
State could pursue any of a wide range of strategies to provide wort to those who had 
reached the two-year lime limit, with the stipulation thai the combination of strategies 
employed by the State would bave to generate the minimum number of WORK assignments, 
States would be sanctioned for failure to meet this minimum standard (see Numb« of WORK 
Assignments beJow), 

Approaches could include the following: 

• 	 Subsidize not-for-profit or private sector jobs (for example? through expanded 
use of on--tbe-job training vouchers). 

• 	 Offer employers other incentives to hire JOBS graduates, 

• 	 Execute performance-based contracts with private finru or DOl-for-profit 
organizations to place WORK prog~ participants in unsubsidized jobs. 

• 	 Create positions in public sector agencies. 

• 	 Support microenterprise and self-employment efforts. 

• 	 Set up community service projects employing welfare recipients as, for _\,ll- ~tt,,'-1 
eumpie. health aides in clinics located in underserved eommunities. \ - \ 0'1'" Y'"

i .. , ­
5. 	 CoQrdination 

(a) 	 States would be required to coordinate the WORK program with other employment programs, 
including the Employment Service. One-Stop Shopping and Scbool-to--Work. as wen as with 
the efforts of the Corporation for National and Community Service. 

6. 	 Retention Requirements 

(.J 	 A private sector employer of a WORK program participant would be expeaoo to retain the 
participant once the wage subsidy endoo, unless the employer could demonstrate that the 
individual was performing unsatisfactorily. States would be required. in Jeveloping contracts 
with employers to subsidize positions. to include provisions for retaining the WORK program 
participant after the subsidy ends. 

7. 	 Non:ilisplacement 

(oj 	 Non-displacement language would be based on current law (Section 484(c), Social Security 
Act). except that WORK program participants could be pXaced in unfilled vacancies not 
created by layoffs (H.R. 11 would have eliminated the restriction on placing Work 
Supplementation participants in unfilled vacancies), 

3 
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ISSUE: 	 Should non-displacement language be based on the stronger wording 
found in the NationaJ and Community Service Trust Act (which 
prohibits participants from engaging in activities that would supplant 
the hiring of employ.xJ workers)? 

8. 	 Number of WORK Assignments 

(a) 	 Each Stale would be required to provide at least a minimum number of WORK assignments. 

(b) 	 The minimum number of WORK assignments for each State would be set by the Secretary, 
caJculated by dividing the amount of FederaJ funding aJlocated to the State by a fixed cost per 
WORK assignment, which would he set at the FederaJ level. The cost per WORK assignment 
figure would be equaJ to the annuaJ wages payable for a 20 hour per week, minimum wage 
job plus an aJlocation for administrative costs. The administrative aJlocation would represent 
the expense of creating and maintaining the WORK assignment. 

EXAMPLE: 	 A State receives $750,000 in FederaJ WORK program funding and the State 
match is 25%, for a total of $1,000,000 in WORK program funding. The 
administrative cost figure is $2,000. per position and the annuaJ wages for a 
20-hour per week minimum wage job are roughly $4,200, for a total figure of 
$6,200 per position. A State would be expected to provide 160 ($1,000,0­
00/$6,200) WORK assignments at any point in time. 

(c) 	 States would be encouraged to generate additionaJ WORK assignments beyond the minimum 
number, but available FederaJ matching funds would be capped. The FederaJ government 
would provide technical assistance to States to help them generate more WORK assignments 
than the minimum number through cost-effective expenditure of WORK program funds. 

(d) 	 In the event that a State failed to provide the minimum number of WORK positions, the 
FederaJ match rate for that State would be reduced to 50 percent, unless the minimum number 
of WORK positions exceeded the number of persons suhject to the work requirement. 

(e) 	 A certain percentage (e.g., 5%) of WORK assignments would be reserved for noncustodiaJ 
/parenL<; who were in arrears on child support. 

9. 	 Allocation of WORK AssignmentslWaitjng List 

(a) 	 If the number of persons who were eligible and applied for WORK positions exceeded the 
number of WORK assignments available at that poiot,.States would be required to aJlocate 
WORK assignments either on a first-come, first-served basis or according to a priority system 
and to maintain a list of persoll'> awaiting a WORK assignment. 

(b) 	 The IV-A agency would maintain the waiting list, even in 10caJities in which it did not 
administer the WORK program. 

4 

~~I 


http:employ.xJ


DRAFT: For discussion only 	 [2120 

(c) 	 States employing a priority sYStem would be required to establish a uniform set of rules by 
which the priority system would operate and inform aU persom on the waiting list of these 
rules. 

(d) 	 An individual awaiting a WORK assignment would be eligible for cash benefits provided be 
or she found volunteer work in the community (or at least 20 hours pet week. This volunteer 
work would be distinct from a WORK assignment. The recipient would be wbolly 
responsible for arranging the place(s) and hours, and would not receive wages (or hours 
worked. The cash assistance check wou1d continue to be treated as benefits rather than 
earnings Ibr all purposes. 

ISSUE: 	 Sbould persons on the wailing Jist be required to perform selMoitiated 
community service? 

ISSUE: 	 Should there be a minimum number of hours for self~inhiated 
volunteet' wort (as opposed to~ for example, a requirement that the 
individual volunteer for at least two days per week)? 

(e) 	 The Slate IV·A agency would be required to establish procedures, subject ro the approval of 
the Secretary. for verifying the volunteer arrangements for persons on the waiting Ust. 

ISSUE; 	 Jf there is a minimum number of bours for volunteer work, should the 
IV-A agency be required to monitor the number of bouts (in which 
case the organization for which the individual was volunteering would 
have to record the number of hours)? 

(1) 	 The Federal match rate for cash benefits paid to recipients on the 'waiting list would be equaJ 
to the federal Medicaid Assistance Percentage (FMAP) minus ten points. 

ISSUE: 	 Should States be required to absorb a greater share of the cost 0 rcash 
benefits for those on the waiting list'l 

(g) 	 The entity operating the WORK program would be required to maintain regular contact with 
persons on the waiting list for a WORK assignment. Recipients on the waiting list would be 
required to engage in concurrent job seacch, 

10. 	 lime Limit on Participatjon in the WORK Program 

ISSUE: 	 Should there he a time limit on participadon in the WORK program? Should 
there be a time limit on individuaJ WORK assignments? Should there be time 
limits on both individual WORK assignments and the overall stay in the 
WORK program? 

EXAMPLE: Individuals would be limited to a maximum of 9 months in any single WORK 
assignment, after which they would be placed on the waiting list for a new WORK position 

'and would be expected to perform 20 hours of self~initiated community service per week in 
order to receive benefits. 

5 
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EXAMPLE: Same as above, e,;cept that States would have the option of reducing the cash 
benefits of redpients who had spent a total of at least 18 months in WORK assignments and 
were on the waiting list for a new WORK assigrunent. States would be petrnitted to reduce 
the cash benefit by up to 20 percent. provjfJed that the combined value of AFDC~ food stamps 
and housing assistance did not faH below gO percent of the poverty line. 

11. 	 Eligibility Criteria and Ap,plicatiQn Procedure 

(a) 	 Persons who had reached the time limit fur cash assistance would be eligible for a WORK 
assignment. 

(h) 	 An individual who bad left the WORK program but bad not eamnd back any months of cash 
assistance would be permitted to rewenroll in the WORK program, provided be Of she did not 
quit a private sector job without good cause. 

EXAMPLE: A WORK program participant ftnds a private sector job and leaves the WORK 
program. but is laid off after 11 months. before earning bad any months of cash assistance 
(an individual would bave to stay out of the JOBS and WORK ptograms for at least a year to 
begin earnIng back: assistance; see Time::Llmited Assistance specifications). This person 
would be eligible for a WORK. assignment. 

(c) 	 States would be mandated to establish a simple application procedure for WORK positions 
which insured that all individuals enrolling in the WORK program understood the teons and 
conditions of participation. 

12. 	 Wages and Benefits 

(a} 	 Participants in WORK assignments would be compensated for bours worked at no loss than 
the higher of the Federal minimum wage and any applicable State or local minimum wage 
law. States would bave the option (0 provide WORK assignments which pay an hourly wage 
higher than the minimum wage. 

(b) 	 States would be required to supplement earnings from WORK positions with casb assistance if 
net income from the WORK assignment were not equal to a cash benefit for .3 family of that 
size with no earned income. States would bave the option to calculate ben'eflij for persons in 
the WORK program without applying some or all of the disregards (e.g., thirty and one­
third). 

(c) 	 Wages from WORK assignmems would treated as earned income with respect to Worker's 
Compensation. FICA and Federal assistance programs (e.g., food stamps. public and Section 
8 housing). 

(d) 	 EarnIngs from WORK positiOns would not be included in Aggregate Gross Income, and 
consequently would not be treated as earned income for the purpose of the Earned Income 
Tax Credit. 

6 
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(e) 	 All child support collected, notwithstanding arrears, would be paid directly to the WORK 
program participant. 

ISSUE: 	 Should child support collected be paid direcliy to WORK program 
participants? 

(0 	 Wages would be paid in the fonn of weekly or bi-weekly checks. In iru;tances in which an 
individual was receiving both wages and cash benefits (see above) there would be separate 
checks for wages and for welfare benefits, regardless of the entity issuing the check for hours 
worked (i.e., even if the IV-A agency were resporu;ible for both paying wages and disbursing 
supplementary benefits, the two would not be combined into one check). 

13. 	 Hours of Work 

(a) 	 States would have the flexibility to determine the number of hours for each WORK 
assignment, which could vary depending on the nature of the position. WORK assignments 
would have to be for a minimum of 15 hours per week or 65 hours per month, whichever is 
greater, and for no more than 35 hours per week or 150 hours per month, whichever is 
greater. 

ISSUE: 	 What should the minimum number of hours be (elsewhere in the 
documcnt, part-time work is dcfined as 20 hours per week; using 15 
here might seem odd)? 

14. 	 Sanctions 

(a) 	 WORK program participants would receive wages for hours worked. Failure to work the set 
number of hours for a WORK assignment would result in a corresponding loss in earnings. 
Cash assistance would not act to offset the drop in WORK program earnings, for either 
WORK program participants who were already receiving supplemental cash benefits or for 
participants for whom the reduction in income would otherwise have made them eligible for 
cash a'>sistance. The loss in wages would be treated as a decline in earned income with 
respect to othcr assistance programs. 

(b) 	 A WORK program participant who repeatedly failed to show up for work or whose 
pcrfonnance was otherwise uru;atisfactory could be fired. 

(I) 	 An individual who was fired from a WORK assignment for the frrst time 
would be placed at the end of the waiting list for WORK assignments and 
would have to perfonn community service for 20 hours per week to receive 
benefits. 

(2) 	 A person fired from WORK assignment for a second time would be placed on 
the waiting list only after 6 months. During that six-month period, the 
individual would not be eligible for cash benefits. 
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(3) 	 Persons fired for a third lime would not be able to enter the waiting list or 
receive cash benefits for a period of one year. This one year would not be 
counted as time not in the WORK program for purposes of earning back: 
eligibility for transitional assistance. 

ISSUE: 	 Should persons fired from WORK assignments be 
eligible for new WORK assignments? 

(c) 	 Persons subject: to the work: requirement who were !lOt ellgibJe fur cash benefits due to 
sanction would stm be able to receive food stamps, Medicaid and other in~k:ind assistance. 

(d) 	 An individual otherwise eIigible for the WORK program who refuses an offer Qf unsubsidized 
private sector employment without good cause would not be eligible for a WORK assigrunent 
for six months from the date of refusal. Cash benefits during this six~month period would be 
cakufated as jf the job offer had been accepted. When calculating benefits for families so 
sanctioned. the disregards would apply. The sanction would end upon accept:ance of a private 
sector job. WORK program participants are permitted to refuse a job offer if accepting the 
offer would result in a net loss of cash income (as under current law, CFR 250.35, Section 
402(.), Social Security Act). 

15. 	 Ylork Place Rul.. 

Providers of WORK assignments. whether publiC, private or non~profil, would be required to treat 
WORK program participants as other entry~level employees with respect to sick and annual leave and 
other workplace rules. A State would have the option to waive this requirement for specific 
employers of WORK program participants, provided that the employer complied with aU applicable 
Federal and State laws concerning workplace rules, 

16. lob S£mb 

WORK program participants would be required to engage in job search either continuously (e.g .• 8 
hours per week) or periodically (e,g .• for one week every 3 months or immediately after completing a 
WORK assignment), As discussed above, recipients on a waiting list for WORK assignments would 
be required to engage in continuous job search. The required number of hours of job search for both 
persons In WORK assignments and on the waiting list would be set by the State. 

t7, Suwonive. Services 

States wouJd be required to guarantee child care for any person who is either in a WORK assignment 
or is on the waiting list for a WORK assignment and. is VOlunteering in the community. as with JOBS 
program participants under current law (Section 402(g): Social Security Act). States are also 
mandated to provide payment or reimbu.rs.emeot for transportalion and other work:~related expenses 
associated with participation in the WORK program (as with JOBS panicipants, Section 402(g). Social 
Security Act). 
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18. Deferral. 

(a) 	 Persons who had reached the two-year time limit and would otherwise be subject to the work 
requirement (a WORK assignment Of self-initiated community service) could. under certain 
circumstarlci'Z. be deferred from participation in the WOr.K program (much as persons would 
be deferred from the JOBS program). 

(b) 	 Deferred persons would be eligible for cash benetilS (not wages), without any requirement to 
find volunteer work, for as long as the condition necessitating the deferral oontinuoo.. Once 
the deferral ended, these persons would enter, or re-enter. the WORK program. 

Deferral policy eculd talre one of two forms: 

1) 	 The criteria for deferral from the WORK program would be spedfied in statute. 

2) 	 States would be permitted to defer a certain percentage of persom subject to the work: 
requirement for conditions arising after entry into the WORK program. The 
maximum percentage deferable from the WORK program would likely be lower than 
the percentage deferable from the JOBS program, given that the situation necessitating 
the deferral could only have arisen after the individual had reached the two-year time 
limit. 

rsSUE: 	 SbouJd the criteria for deferral from the WORK program be 
spe.cifled. or sbould States be pennitted to defer a percentage 
of persons subject 10 the work requirement'! 

ISSUE: 	 How should person..o;;: who do not meet the deferral criteria (e.g., caring for a 
disabled child) but are still deemed not job-re3dy by the WORK program be 
treated? Should intensive services be provided. perhaps by a not-for-profit 
such as Project Match? 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Economic development specifications will be discussed during the next round of meetings, after the 
first of the year" 
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ALUX:;ATION OF WORK PROGRAM F1JNDS 

The Question: 

What is meant by the terms "WORK money" or "WORK funding"? ]s it some amount of new money 
(e.g., $2 billion) to help States develop the WORK assignments, or is it that new money and an 
amount equal to the benefits that would otherwise be paid to persons in WORK assignments? 

The Issues: 

The WORK funds will have to be allocated in advance. Accordingly, if WORK money represents 
both the new money and the benefits" the Federal government would be block granting to States an 
amount equal to the benefits for the number of people we think. will be in WORK assignments during 
the coming year, not the actual number of people in WORK positions during that year. 

The two are exactly the same if the number of WORK assignments a State would be expected to 
create is known in advance. If, however, a State is expected to provide WORK assignments to some 
percenJ of persons in, for example, their first two years in the WORK program, it would be necessary 
to estimate the number of people who would be in their first and second years in the WORK 
program. 

Let's say we estimate State A will have, in FY 99, 1000 persons who are in their first or second 
years in the WORK program. If a State is expected to provide a WORK assignment to 75% of such 
persons, State A 'would have to provide 750 assignments. The block grant for State A would then be 
equal to the product of750 (or a slightly higher number, to permit a State to provide some WORK 
assignments for those in the WORK program more than two years) and the average benefit level in 
the State, plus some amount of money for the cost of developing the WORK assignments. We would 
then add up the allocations for all the States and set the cap at that level, or somewhere in that area. 

What if State A actually wound up with 1200 persons in the WORK program and had to provide 900 
WORK assignments? If the capped funding were only adequate to fund, for example, 800 positions, 
the State would be left with the tab for both the wages and the administrative cost for the 100 extra 
positions. 

To :~rite the capp~ levels into law as part of the Administration's, bill, it would be necessary to 
estimate the number of WORK assignments needed for the next several years. The capped levels 
would then be allover the place, particularly during the phase-in period (even estimating the number 
of assignments for each year of the phase-in period would be a full day's work). .' 

The alternative would be to set the level of the cap annually, in which case it might not be much of a 
cap. If the number of persons in their first two years in the WORK program rose, the "capped" 
funding level would rise accordingly. 

One solution would be to fix the number of WORK assignments a State would have to create, 
regardless of the number of people in the WORK program. In other words, in the example above, 
State A would only be expected to create 800 WORK assignments in FY 1999, even though there 
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were 1200 persons in their first two years in the WORK program and a 75% participation standard 
for such persons (which, as mentioned above. would imply 900 posjtions). 

Opting for a minimum number rather than a percentage as the participation standard would give States 
no incentive to genetate additional WORK assignments once that minimum was mett regardless of the 
number of people in, for example, their first two years in the program. If. however. States face a 
higher match for benefits to persons who have reached the time limit and who are nnt in WORK 
assignments~ a State would be Jeft with the choice of paying the fu11 cost, jncluding wages, of the 
additional WORK assignments or incurring that match rate penalty. 

States are not likely to be 100 happy about any block: granting scheme that saddles them with the full 
cost associated with unanticipated jumps in the case10ad or erroneous estimates by HHS. 

The Proposal: 

WORK funds should be del""" as only the new money for the enst of setting up the WORK 
assignments and not both the new money and the Bmounl that would have ...... paid In beneJilS. 

Money for operational costs would be capped and distributed according to the average monthly 
number of JOBS participants subject to the time limit in a State, relative to the number in all States. 
WORK operating coslS would be 100% Federally runded. with 110 State mateh-the WORK 
administrative money would be block:~granted to States. 

Federal matching money for wages to persons in WORK assignments would not be capped. The 
Federal government would reimburse States for expenditures on wages at the FMAP, with no limit on 
Federal matching funds, 

Capping only the funding for operational costs would likely make a cap more palatable to Stales. and 
moreover the capped levels would not fluctuate quite as widely, in absolute terms~ during pbase--in 
(e,g" from 5500 million to 51 billion 10 $2 hillion, as opposed to from $1.S hill ion to 53 hillion to 56 
billion). 

States would be required to provide positions to some percentage of persons who had been in the 
WORK program fo.r less than two years or had held fewer than two WORK. assignments. States 
would face a higher match rate for benefits to persons who had reached the time limit and were not in 
WORK assignments. 

Let~s say, as in the example on the previous page, operational funding is sufficient for 800 
assignments, but the State actually has to provide 900. The Stale would have to pick: up the full 
administrative cost of developing the additional 100 posilions~ but the Federal goverrunent and the 
State would share the cost of wages for these 100 extra assignments. The State would still be left 
holding the bag to some extent. but it would be a smaller bag. 

Another possibility, mentioned above, would be to require States to provide a minimum number of 
WORK assignments, ramer man to serve a percentage of persons in their first two years in me 
WORK program. The number could bo calculated hy dividing the State'. allocation of WORK 
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operational money by an operating cost per WORK assignment figure. States would then not be" 
confronted with what would effectively be an unfunded mandate to generate additional WORK 
assignments, The disadvantage, as noted previously. is the relative lack of incentive to generate 
assignments above the minimum number, regardless of the number of people awaiting assignments 
(and the State still faces the match rate penalty for persons not in WORK assignments). 

Either way I WORK program wages would still be replacing AFDC benefits On basically a one­
to-one basis, so wages would not represent any additional cost, but we W9uJd avoid the messy 
business of trying to estimate in advance the amount that would have been paid in benefits and 
blod< granUng that ,urn, 

States would still have the flexibility to expend WORK administrative dollars on a wide range of 
strategies (e.g •• performance~based placement contracts with America Works-type entities), There 
would be few WORK assignmenl~ available for persons who had been in the WORK program ror 
over two years and States would have to pay a higher match rate for benefits to persons not in 
WORK assignments. Consequently* States would have a legitimate incentive to pursue strategies that 
would move WORK participants into unsubsidiz.ed employment as rapidly as possible. The more 
persons a State placed into unsubsidized jobs, the smaller the denominator for the participation 
standard calculation, and the smaller number of WORK assignments the State would have to create. 

If a State were required to create a minimum number of WORK assignments rather than provide 
assignments to a percentage of short-term WORK participants, however, there would be a disincentive 
to pursue strategies such as performance-based placement contracts. for fear of not generating the 
minimum number of actual assignments (there are fairly compelling reasons not to count placements 
into unsubsidized private sector jobs as WORK assignments; see WORK specifications). 

One solution would be to set the minimum number Of WORK assignments such that the State could 
meet the requirement and still have WORK money available for job search assistance and for other 
strategies, The higher match rate for persons who had reached the time Jimit and were not in WORK 
assignment~ would serve as an incentive for States to find the most effective means of moving 
individuals from the WORK program into unsubsidi:ted employment. 
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WORK Program 

Key Elements: 

Work and Pay: 

I. Work for Wages: Persons are paid an hourly wage rate, set by the state., not less than minimum 
wage. Hours are sel by lhe state, minimum 15 hours, ma.xirnum 35. 

2, Supplementary AFDC and Food Stamp benefits calculated according to existing state law on a 
3 month prospective basis, assuming the person does in fact work the hours required, at the wage 
set. 

:3. Maximum of 12 (181) months subsidized work in each assignment. States are encouraged to 
find placements what will lead to unsubsidized work a1 the same establishment after the initial 
placement. 

4. Persons in subsidizoo WORK assignments do not collect the EITC 

5, Persons who become temporarily ill or face a new major new tempora iment to work 
such that their pay is likely to fan significantly may apply for temporary efe~ atus and then 
collect equivalent some addilional benefits during the period_ Persons in IS status eount against 
the limit on pre-JOBS / deferrals. 

'7 
6. Persons whose status dhanges p~ty~a;' apply to be placed in Pre-JOBS program, but 
they cannot rcqualify for j'l:mS-Ull!essthey have earned addcd credits by being off of welfare. 

7. Child car. to be determined. 

Administration 

J. Slates are required to have WORK advisor.y panel with membership from Labor, Business, 
Community Organizations, etc. The advisory panel must approve the WORK plan. 

2, States submit a WORK plan to feds, 

3. 	 Slates are reimbursed as follows' 
For each WORK placement: 
-- flat amount fOf administrative costs 
-- expected earnings (hours times wage) reimbursed accoding 10 standard AFDC match 
-- any supplementary AFDC and Food Stamps as per current law 
States are not expected to track actual expenses or costs of wages fOf each placement thus 

states may usc the monies to subsidize work and create jobs in any fashion they choose 



4. National Service displacement Language lncluding labor veto over placements in existing 
bargaining unit poisitons 
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WORK 

Vision 

Some welfare recipients ~ill reach the end of their time limit 
for receiving cash assistance without having obtained a job in 
the private sector, even despite their and the system's best 
efforts. These recipients must have the opportunity to support 
themselves and their families. At the same time, it is 
reasonable to expect work in return for support. The WORK 
program will make the expectation of work real, by providing 
opportunites to work. 

We have very little experience to build on in providing work 
opportunites for the population of welfare recipients' that is 
likely to reach the time limit. For this reason, and because of 
the diversity of local situations and client populations, it is 
important that the progrma be designed in a very flexible way, 
with the opportunity for planning, demonstration, and ongoing 
assessment and modification~ Several principles, however, are 
very important: adequate work opportunites for all who are past 
the time limit, a preference for private sector work over public, 
a preference for work for ~ages over work for welfare benefits, 
and non-displacement of current workers. 

Program Timing 

Assumes october 1994 passage of welfare legislation; 
demonstration authority for secretary to give grants for 
demonstration projects; one year planning period (preferably with, 
implementation grants) for all states before first program 
participants hit the time limit. Assumes a seven year 
authorization period for the legislation, with required reporting 
by the Secretary "eighteen months before the expiration dat~. 

July 1995: First states imp~~ment TAP 'for applicant~ and 

reCipients born 'after 19}O 


July 1995: Selected states begin implmenting demonstration 
WORK program for volunteers or selected subpopulations < 

! 
July 1996: Early states begin implementation planning for .:. 
WORK program 

october 1996: All states required to implement TAP for 

applicants and recipients born after 1970 


January 1997; Second Clinton administration begins 

July 1997: First recipients hit time limits in early 
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implementing states 

October 1997: Last states begin implementation planning fOr ~ 
WORK program 

October 1998: First program participants hit time limit in 
late implementing states 

December 1999: A maximum of 230 / 000 participants are 
enrolled in the WORK program (if all states implemented 
october 1995) 

April 2000: secretary submits required reports on 

implementation of the legislation and suggested 

revisions 


January 2001: First Gore administration begins 

october 2001: Authorizing legislation expires 

February 2002: Mary Jo reaches age 60, retires to the 
Maine woods t and applies for LIHEAP benefits. 

Targetting on young applicants and recipients ensures that the 
numbers of program participants hitting the time limit will be 
quite modest even five years after implementation: Early 
establishment of demonstrations will enable some knowledge to be 
gained before required participants hit the time limit l at least 
on implementation and design issues. Establishing a defined 
planning period for states will focus their attention before that 
time on the JOBS program, but will also encourage them to devote 
serious attention to designing the WORK program. A defined 
authorization period ensures assessment of the legislation and 
revision if necessary, before the program reaches an unmanageable 
scale. 

,Program 'Oesign 

o 	 By two years after the date of'sfate implementation of 
the TAP program, states must have in place a WORK 
program of sufficient scale to serVe all program , 
participants who hit the time limit but are unable to , 
obtain work in the private sector. 

o 	 The program must have an administrative and governing 

structure that is certified by the governor to: 


ensure accountability for serving eligible 
recipients; 

ensure smooth coordination with and handoff from 
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the JOBS program; 

ensure coordination with other workforce 
development programs in the state; 

ensure participation in policy decisions by the 
business community, labor unions and recipients. 

The IV-A agency will be assumed to be the 
administration entity for the WORK program as well as 
the JOBS program unless a waiver is specifically 
requsted by the governor. In states designated for 
One-stop Career Centers, the WORK program will be a 
memeber of the State Human Resource Investment Council, 
which will facilitate coordination at the local level. 

o 	 The program will be funded through a~apped entitlemen~ 
allocated to the states on the same basis as JOBS 
funds. States will be reimbursed for x percent of WORK 
program expenditures (same as JOBS matching rate) up to 
the cap. Wages and/or benefits to WORK program 
participants will be reimbursed at the AFDC b~~~~ 
a hing rate. States may choose to receive ~ 
ran of funds for the WORK program which covers elther~ gram operation only or program operation plus 

estimated wage/benefit costs. The secretary will study 
the potential effects of other reimbursement systems, 
including various kinds of incentive systems, and 
report to the Congress on her findings one year before 
the expiration of the legislation. 

ISSUE: AMOUNT OF THE CAPPED ENTITLEMENT. IT SHOULD PROBABLY BE 
BASED ON PREDICTIONS OF THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE WHO WILL HIT THE 
TIME LIMIT IN VARIOUS YEARS ASSUMING NO BEHAVIORAL EFFECTS OF THE 
PROGRAM, TIMES AN ESTIMATED REASONABLE COST PER SLOT, PERHAPS 
WITH A SMALL CGSH::LON. THIS WILL PUT AN EFFECTIVE CAP ON THE 
NUMBER OF PEOPLE WHO WILL BE SERVED WITHOUT ESTIMATING OR 

ALLOCATING A SPECIFIC NUMBER OF SLOTS. AN ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE 

'TO LIMIT.THE NUMBER OF SLOTS AS WELL, BUT THIS COULD .SEEN AS IN 
CONFLICT WITH A COMMITMENT TO SERVE EVERYONE. 

o 	 States may provide work opportunities for participants 

through the following mechanisms: work supplementation 

to private sector employers; public work slots paying 

wages for hours worked; community services slots with 

work a condition of receiving benefits. During the 

authorization period of this legislation, states may 

establish their slots in any combination they wish. 

Work for wages will be encouraged; some funds might be 

reserved to the secretary to provide incentives for 

establishing work for wages slots. The secretary will 

publish guidelines and information on model programs 
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-- ..- < 	 ...'. " , " -for administering work for wages programs and ensuring 

the protection of workers. The secretary' will fund 

demonstrations of programs Which use the WORK agency as 

the employer. As a result of study and analysis, the 

secretary may recommend limitations on different types 

of slots for the next authorization period. 


o 	 states must certify that work opportunities provided 

through the WORK program do not displace other workers. 

(INSERT WHATEVER LANGUAGE WE NEED HERE.) l,J 

Responsibilities of states and Recipients 

o 	 states must provide a wOrk opportunity for everyone who 

is eligible. The secretary will collect data on the 

demand for multiple placements, study alternatives to 

providing multiple slots, and make recommendations for 

the reauthorization~ 


ISSUE: SHOULD STATES ONLY BE REQUIRED TO PROVIDE ONE WORK 
OPPORTUNITY, RATHER THAN MULTIPLE OPPORTUNITIES? ALTERNATIVES: 
NO BENEFITS; RETURN TO JOBS PROGRAM: BENEFITS WITHOUT 
RESPONSIBILITIES, OUR FOCUS STRATEGY MAKES THE PROVISION OF 
MULTIPLE SLOTS QUITE FEASIBLE WITHIN THE AUTHORIZATION PERIOD. 

o 	 Work opportunities must be for a fixed number of hours 

between 10 and 35 per week. The payor benefits 

associated with the work hours must be at least equal 

to the number of work hours times the minimum wage. 


o 	 If the payor benefits provided by the work opportunity ~. 
is less that the AFDC benefits that the person would be ~ 
eligible for if she were not working. the state mUst 
supplement those benefits by treating WORK payor 
benefits as income for the purposes of AFDC 
eligibility, assuming that the pay received is the pay 
associated with the number of required hours. (If you 
don/t work and don/t get paid, your benefits don't go 

<up.} 	 The costs of child care must be disregarded in 

making this calculation. 


ISSUE: IS THIS THE RIGHT WAY TO THINK ABOUT THIS? THE 

ALTERNATIVES ARE TO MAKE STATES PROVIDE WORK HOURS AND/OR WAGES ; ~. 

ASSOCIATED WITH WORK OPPORTUNITIES SUFFICIENT TO ENSURE A LEVEL ~ 


DF SUPPORT EQUAL TO THAT OF AFDC RECIPIENTS WHO DON'T WORK; OR TO 

ALLOW RECIPIENTS, ESPECIALLY IN HIGH BENEFIT STATES TO BE WORSE 

OFF IN THE WORK PROGRAM THAN THEY WOULD HAVE BEEN ON AFDC, 


o 	 Child care subsidies must be made available to WORK 

participants who are not eligible for supplemental AFDC 

benefits. Subsidies may be substituted for disregards. 
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Placements in any ot1e WORK srot ,wJIJ;' be I1m'i,ted'to one 
year, at state option ~p to two years. States 'must 
require a period of private sector job search between 
WORK assignments of up to eight weeks. WORK 
participants receive benefits equal to AFDC benefits 
during job search periods. 

o 	 Participants in the WORK program may not claim the EITC 
for payor benefits they receive while in the program. 
(I'M ASSUMING THAT PEOPLE IN PRIVATE UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS 
ARE NOT IN THE WORK PROGRAM.) 
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DRAFT: For discussion only 

A WORK PROGRAM 

DEFINITIONS: The term "WORK assignments~ refers only to work-for-wages positions. "WORK 
participants" are defined as all persons who have reached the time Jimit and are subject to the work 
requirement. including both persons in WORK assignments and lhose in community work experience 
programs (see below) . 

.. 

Structure or the Program 


• 	 Work-for-wages WOUld~e model for the WORK program. States would be given the 
option of enrolling up '20 of WORK program participants in CWEP. rather than in 
WORK assignments. 

• 	 States would be required to assign ultimate responsibility for the WORK program to the lV-A 
agency, but the IV~A agency would have complete latitude to subcontract some or all WORK 
program setviees out to, for example, the local JTPA administrative entity. States might b!' 
required to submit the JOBS, WORK and JTPA plans jointJy to encourage coordination. 

• 	 CWEP placements could be in the public or non"Profit sectors only. 

• 	 States would have the option of enrolling WORK participants in CWEP, with a $100 per 
month work stipend in addition to the standard cash benefit. There-would be no limit on the 
percentage of WORK participants Stares could enroll in "CWEP with a work bonus" 
positions. 

• 	 Strong public sector anti-4isplacement provisions, develOped in conjunction with the public 
sector unions, would be put in place, 

• 	 Certain provisions concerning the WORK program (e,g., the percentage cap on the number of 
persons: in CWEP) could not be waived. 

Why? 
Offering States the option of CWEP as an alternative tO I rather than in addition to, the worJcwfor­
wages model. would be a dangerous gamble. 

A work~for-wages model would not necessarily be substantially more difficult to administer than 
CWEP. As noted above, State fV-A agencies would be encouraged to subcontract those functions / 
which they are not best suited to perfonn (e,g., placing persons in private sector. OJT-type WORK 
assignments) Out to the lTPA program or other entities. States, however, have experience in 
operating CWEP, albeit on a much smaller scale, whereas work-for-wages is a untested cottrept. 
Many States might consequently be tempted to go with the devil they know. without giving work-for­
wages serious consideration. 

While it may not he possible to move large numbers of partidpants out of the WORK program and 
into unsubsidized private sector jobs even under a work-for-wages model, a work-for~wages model is 
more consistent with a private sector focus, not to mention with providing meaningful work. CWEP 
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participants. with their wideiy varying and uneven hours of work, would likely not be very attractive 
to private employees or particularly suitable for substantive. skill-building positions, 

There is some evidence on the impact of CWEP programs on employment and earnings. and it could 
not be called encouraging. This is a strong argument for dissuading States from pursuing the eWEI) 
route, 	 Moreover, the work-for-wages model WQutd need to be implemented on a. fairly wide scale. 
rather than in a few, not-randomly~se1ected States, in order to determine if it delivers better results 
lttan eWEP. 

Finally. one of the most salient differences between the Administration's plan as it currently stands 
and the House and Senate Republican bills is the choice of wor"·for~wages over CWEP. We need to 
consider the political as well as the programmatic effects of permitting States to opt for eWEP 
exclusively. 

lIours, Wages and Supportive Services 

• 	 WORK assignments would be for a minimum of 15 and a maximum of 3S hours per week 
and would have to pay at least the minimum wage (more at State option). 

• 	 The hours for persons in eWEP would be calculated by dividing the cash benefit by the 
minimum wage. The amoum of any child support orders would be deducted from the benefit 
for the purpos.e of calculating required CWEP hourS. The IS-hour minimum would appJy 
only to WORK assignments, not to CWEP participation, 

• 	 The earnings. disregard for WORK assignments would be a flat $120 per month. WORK 
wages would coum as earned income for most purposes except for calculation of the EITe. 
Child support would be treated just as it would for any other family with earnings, 

• 	 Benefits paid to eWEP participants would be treated as benefits rather than earnings for all 
purposes, 

• 	 States would be required to guarantee thHd care and/or other supportive services if needed for 
participation in the WORK program. 

Privale I!mph.y.... 

• 	 Retention language similar to that found in the WORK specifications (and the JTPA statute) i 

would be adopred-private, for.profit employers who demonstrated a paltern of failing to . 
retain WORK participanl<; would be excluded from the program, 

• 	 The WORK program subsidy for a WORK assignment in a private, for1lrofit firm would be ( LL ')
limited to SO percent of the wages paid to the participant. i "T 

Why? 
Both of the above provisions are intended to Serve as protections against recycling of WORK 
participants by employers. While there is not currently such a limit on the work supplementation 
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wage subsidy, work supplementation is not, to put it mildly. extensively used. The WORK program 
wi1t be on a much Jarger scale and under much greater scrutiny, with a correspondingly greater risk 
of abuses and scandals. 

Moreover, staff from the Department of Labor expressed skepticism about the marginal value of~ 
increasing the subsidy above 50 percent, particularly given that WORK program subsidies already 
have the advantage of extending for up to 12 months, as opposed to 6 months for ITPA orr. 

Length of Participation/Number of WORK Assignments 

• 	 WORK program participants would in general be limited to either two WORK assignments 
(one a1 State option) or 24 months in the WORK program (12 at State option), whichever is 
shorter. The 24--month limit would apply to participation in CWEP as welL 

• 	 States would be required to provide WORK assignments (or CWEP placements) to a high 
percentage (e.g,. 65%) of those who had not yet held two WORK assignments or spent two 
years in me WORK program, 

• 	 The total number of WORK assignments (nationwide) would be limited to 3OO~OOO. 

• 	 States would be required to re-assess WORK panieipants at the two--year/two-aliSignment mark: 
to determine if more time in the WORK program would be appropriate, or if other services 
might be in order. In instances in which other services were needed, individuals could be 
referred back: to the JOBS program. 

• 	 Persons re--evaluated and sent back to the JOBS program would be eJigibte for cash benefits, 
without a time limit. If the State subsequently detennined that a person in this category 1 tJv 
would benefit from another WORK assignment, he or she wuld be sent back to the WORK 
program, 

Why? 
For the time limit to be more than a semantic exercise. a recipient reaching the time limit would nied 
to know that he or she will be going to a WORK assignment very shortly and win not be placed on a 
waiting list indefinitely. If the time limit means only that benefit checks are sent out under a different 
program name, with perhaps a few additionaltootbless requirements (e.g .• unmoniOOred self~jnjtiated 
community service) imposed, we cannot expect any change in the philosophy of either recipients or 
welfare offices to resUlt. 

On the other hand. guaranteeing a WORK assignment to everyone reaching the time limit. which 
would be the other way of ensuring a WORK assignment for those just hiuing the wall. could be 
prohibitively expensive. 

It would be difficult if not impossible to cap the funding for such a WORK program. While our cost 
estimates have presumed a WORK assignment for everyone reaching the time limit, they have also 
presumed substantial easeload reductions which mayor may not be accepted by CBO, Moreover, 
CBO's current model predicts that the marginal cost of work slots. not including child care, rises with 
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the number of persons in the program (Le., enrolling the 3oo,OOOth person would cost $2,700 per 
year, while enrolling the I,OOO,OOOth would cost $5,400 per year). Consequently, CBO might score 
phenomenal costs for an open-ended WORK program (including a full-participation CWEP model). 

Limiting participation in the WORK program to two years/two WORK assignments would effectively 
cap the size and cost of the program in the steady state (even in the absence of a cap on the number 
of WORK assignments). As noted above, some persons could be required to take part in the WORK 
program for a longer period, when appropriate. 

Phase-In 

• 	 Phase-in the time limit and the WORK program slowly, beginning with applicants and 
recipients age 24 and under and increasing by one-year age increments each year thereafter. 

• 	 The Secretary of HHS would be required to make a report to Congress at the 4 or 5-year 
point (e.g., FY 2000) on the implementation of the new program, including impacts and the 
eharacteristics of the persons subject to the new rules who had been in the system 
continuously since the phase-in. 

• 	 The Secretary would also be required to make recommendations as to any changes or shifts of 
direction needed. 

• 	 The new program, including both the time limit and the WORK program, would have to be 
reauthorized after 8-lO years. 

Why? 
A slower pha.o:;e-in strategy would not only keep costs down during the five-year budget window but 
would also provide adequate time to evaluate the effect of the new program before expanding it to the 
entire caseload. 

But does a slow phase-in constitute changing welfare as we know it? 

A strong argument could be made that by beginning with applicants and recipients 24 and under, ~ 
Administration would be immediately changing welfare for the most critical population. younger 
recipients and especially younger applicants wbo are at the greatest risk of long-term welfare receipt. 
The Administration's bill would be reaching this population more rapidly than does the House 
Republican bill, which does not phase-in current recipients, including those under 25 at present, until 
1999. 	 ..' 

Another argument in favor of a pha.~e-in beginning with those 24 and under is that these most at-risk 
recipients might get lost during a more rapid pbase-in; focusing on younger recipients first is the best 
bet for success with this essential subgroup. 

The Administration would make the commitment in the bill to sensibly expand to the rest of the 
caseload as rapidly as resources allow, with the benefit of the knowledge picked up during the early 
years of the phase-in. 
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Funding 

• 	 WORK money would be defined as only the DI!lI! mQo~y needed tQ set UR WORK 
assjgnments. This funding would be capped and would be distributed to States according to 
the number of persons in the JOBS program subject to the time limit in the State, relatlye to 
the number in aU States. 

• 	 Federal money for wages to persons in WORK assignments would not be capped. The 
Federal government would reimburse States for wages to persons in WORK assignments, with 
no limit on Federal matching funds (as noted above. however, the total number of WORK 
assignments would be ClIpped). 

• 	 The Federal malch rate for wages wo~ be structurCid so as to encourage (bigh4>enefit) States 
to make their WORK assignments 1St! hours per week. as opposed to 30-35, 

• 	 States woutd face a higher match rate for benefits to persons who had reached the time limit 
and were not in a WORK assignment. 

[see· piece on AliocatiQll Of WORK Program Funds tor further discussion or Cunding issues1 
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Issue Paper: WORK PROORAM fuNDING 

K£:y Questions: 

• What is meant by the lenns "WORK funding" or "WORK money?1I 
• How should WORK funding: be allocated? 
• How much nexibility should States be. given in the spending of WORK dollars? 

For example, a State receives $10 million in WORK dollars. Does that $10 million represent the 
money for WORK wages and for WORK operational costs, or just for the latter? What can the Stilte 
do with that sum? Is the State required to spend all of the money on WORK assignments? rs it 
required to spend any of the money on WORK POSilions~ or could aU of the funds be devoted to 
perfonna.ru;e..based placement contracts, job search workshops, mieroenterprise activities and other 
strategies to move persons from the WORK program to work? 

Would persons wbo, for example, had been referred ro a pJacemem contractor he eligible for cash 
henefits while awaiting placement? What about individuals enrolled in job search or in !he very eady 
stages of stanlng their own microemerprises (i.e •• before any revenue has oome in)? Would such 
cash benefit'i rome out of WORK money or from AFDC (or the successor program) funds? 

What if a Stale. due 10 a lack of matching funds, administrative difficulties or a preference for oIlier 
strategies, generated very few WORK assignments? Could the State simp!y continue to pay AFDC or 
the equivalent henefits to most of those in the WORK program? 

A Preferred Allocation StraJegy 

Money for the cost of operating the program wou1d be capped and distributed accmding 10 the 
number of persons in the Stale subject to the time limit (i.e., those required to participate in JOBS), 
The State match for WORK administrative funding would be set at least the JOBS match rate and 
perhaps higher. States would he reimbursed ror wages at the FMAP, with nO limit on Federal 
matching fonds. Persons in the WORK program but not in WORK assignments would he eligible for 
cash benefiL'l, which would also be reimbursed at the FMAP. 

The Federal match rate for WORK wages could be set higher than the FMAP, to encourage States (0 
generate WORK assignments rather than lengthy waiting lists. Conversely, the match rare for persons 
who were awaiting WORK assignments could be set lower than the FMAP. to achieve the same end. 
Both match rates could decrea..'>e with the length of time persoru: had spent in the WORK program, to 
give States an incentive to move WORK participants into unsubsidized employment as rapidly as 
possible. 

The distinction between the administrative money and the wage money would have to be made in any 
event for match rate purposes, since the Federal match for WORK administrative dollars would likely 
he higher than the Federal match for WORK wages (much as the JOBS match rate is higher than the 
FMAP). The cap on WORK money could be set relatively painlessly, since wages and casb benefits 
would not have to be paid out of the capped WORK allocation, If the capped WORK allocation 
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included funds for wages and cash benefits and the cap were set too low, a Stale would be left with 
insuffIcient funds to provide inrome sUpPQrt to persons in the WORK program (see below). 

Under this arrangement, ~"8g~ (or pen;0fIS in WORK ass1,nments would ~entially be the 
money that would otherwise have been paid in AFDC benefits to sudi persons. The 
Department, however, would avoid the arduous and messy business of trying (0 cstimate in 
advaTK'£ the amount that would have been paid in benefil'i to su('h persons. and States would not 
be left holding the bag in the evt'Slt of flawed projections (see below)~ 

There is still the question of how, if WORK administrative funding were capped, States with higher 
than average per participant operational costs would be reimbursed adequately for such expenditurc.~. 

Stales WQuld, under this structure. stiU have the flexibility to spend the WORK opeTationalfwuJing on 
a range of activilie.IO, including job search assistance and performance-based placement contracts, 

It should be noted UUIl (he method by which the Federal govemmem reimburses States is quite. 
separate from the medumism by which a State channels funds to private tnJployers or 
placement contractors. A State could choose to make the wage subsidy payments to employers of 
WORK panicipants on a monthly basis or in a lump sum at the outset of a WORK assignment, or by 
some combination of the two methods. Similarly. a. State could pay placement contractors a 
percentage of the fee at the outset and the remainder upon placement, Of the entire fee upon 
placement. Regardless of the method by which the State transferred dollars to WORK employers. the 
Federal government WQuld reimburse the State for wages at the FMAP (or a higher rate), and for 
administrative spending at the WORK match rate. 

There is still the question of whether a State should be required to spend at Je.a..<;t some of its WORK 
administrati ....e money on generating WORK assignments, or whether a State would he permitted. for 
example. to put all its WORK money into placement contracts and create no WORK assignments. 

Perhaps a more sal ient question is, what if a State devotes most of its WORK funding to generating 
WORK assignments but due to administrative difficulties or insufficient matching funds. provides very 
few WORK assignments? Would such a State face any penalty? 

States could be required to generate a minimum number of WORK assignments. to ensure that a work 
requiremem would kick in for at least some percentage of persons who had 'reached the time limit. 
The minimum number would be based on the State's allocation of WORK funds and would be set 
such that the State could meet the requirement and stilt have WORK money available for other 
strategies designed to move people out of the WORK program and into unsubsidized employment 
(including self-employment). . 

Alternatively. States could be required to enroll a ce£'tain percentage (e.g., 80-95%) of persons who 
had not yet reached the reassessment point in WORK assignments, provided WORK administrative 
funding were sufficient to enable States to provide WORK a.;'Qignment'i to such a number of persons. 

There are fairly compeUing reasons not to count placements into unsubsidizedjobs as WORK 
assignments. It would be difficult to distinguish WORK participants who found. or would have 
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found. jobs on their own from those whose employment was attributable to State job placement 
efforts. A State which was especially creative at counting could claim to have providoo the minimum 
numher of WORK assignments whUe still having a lengthy waiting list. What if an individual found a 
position but lost it two months later? Would it be counted as a WORK assignment for those two 
months? Monitoring how long persons placed in unsubsidized employment kept such jobs could 
prove rather difficult. 

The allocation strategy described above attempts to afford States considerable flexibility, while 
ensuring that at least a minimum number of WORK a.<;signments is provided by each State. The 
intent of the structure is to give States an incentive to move persons out of the WORK program and 
into unsubsidized employment as rapidly as possible. while minimizing the administrative burden for 
both the States. and the Federal government. 

Why Not a Flexible Pool of Wages a1'/d Administrative Dollars? 

Another option would be to require States to fund income support for persons who had reached the 
time limit out of WORK program funds, In other words, WORK money would include both the 
funding to generate and maintain the WORK assignments and the wages to be paid 10 persons in 
WORK a....signments-a ~f1exib'e POO'" of both types of dollars. The amount for wages would be 
equal to the luncunl that would have been paid in cash benefits to such pers<:ms. 

Since WORK dollars would be allocated at the start of the fiscaJ year, WORK money for a year 
would be equal to the operational funding plus the amount in benefits that would have been paid to 
the number of persons we eSlimmed would be in the WORK program during the year. not the actual 
number of people in WORK positions during that year. 

If WORK funding is capped, an erroneous estimate on the Department's part would be rather 
problematic. If the Department guessed low, a State would be left with insufficient funds to provide 
WORK a ..signments or cash benefits 10 ail who had reached the lime limit. The State would then he 
left to either pick up the tall or deny sUpPQrt to persons who were willing to work, 

One solution would be to permit a State, in such an instance, to provide cash benefil.. out of AFDC 
(Qr the equivalent program) money to such persons. A Slate which. however, generated few WORK 
3.'isignments, as discussed above, could then pay cash henefits, out of AFDC money. to the large 
number of persons in the WORK program but not in WORK assignments, 

Defining WORK money as both the administrative dollars to set up the WORK assignments and the 
WORK wages, and capping that total would be tantamount to replacing AFDC. which is an uncapped 
entitlement. with a capped entitlement for persons who had reached the lime limit. States are not 
likely to welcome such an arrangement. unless the Federal match rate for WORK money is 
substantially higher than the FMAP or even the JOBS match rate. 

This :;trucrure would also impose a substantial administrative burden on the Department, which would 
be required, for each Stale, to calculate the amount that would have been provided in benefits to 
persOft'i who were in the WORK program" 
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Writing the capped WORK funding levels into law as part of the Administration's bill would be 
particularly challenging, as it would require estimating the number of persons who would be in the 
WORK program in, for example, fiscaJ yeaa 1996 through 1999. The level of WORK funding might 
have to be determined on an annual basts. wbicb would do little to assuage fears of a massively 
expensive WORK program. If the number of perSOns in the WORK program rose from year to year, 
WORK funding would then rise accordingly. 

It is not clear what the advantages are to such a bkxk granting scheme. Mucl1 the same effect 
could be achieved by the strategy described above, which distinguishes between money for" 
setling up the WORK assignments and money for WORK program wages. 
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