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RECONC[LIATION' ITEMS THAT WEAKEN WORK REQUIREMENTS

I. FLSA/Minimum Wage -

Work Activities Permrtt ed. -- The House: proposal would allow states whose benefits levels
don’t support the minimum wage for the required number of hours to. count work

_ activities that current law doés not pemut them to count.

. To get up to 20 hours a- week, states could count any of the following actrvrtres none of
“which count under current law: :
(1) - job skills training directly related to employment

(2)  education for those with no high school diploma;,

" (3)  job search and job readiness assistance in excess of 6 weeks (current law: the ﬁrst |

6 weeks always count as work); and
(4)  vocational educational training in excess of 12 months (current law: the ﬁrst 12

months always count-as work)

To go from 20 to 30 hours a week, states could. count any 1tems from this same lrst of
actrvrtles ‘but current law already pemuts act1v1t1es (1) and (2) to count for hours over 20..

Deducting child suf retaine the tate --In defmmg the maximum number of hours
of workfare participation per | month, the House bill deducts child support retained by the

- state from welfare and food stamp benefits before dividing by the minimum wage. This is

intended to prevent women from havmg to “work off” their own child support, but it
raises-a number of drﬁ'rcult farrness questrons '

Speclal Note on N lckles Amendment -- Thls amendment is intended to ameliorate one
consequence of the Labor Department’s minimum wage guidance. Applying either to current law
~ or to the House bill, it says that regardless of minimum wage requirements, states may issue’
sanctions against recipients. The question is whether current law already permits this, and DOL
and HHS are investigating this question. For example, it may be that sanctions can be viewed as

“wage garmshments deducted aﬁer payment of the minimum wage:

One easy solution that the agencies may oﬁ'er is to allow a sanction to be imposed, but at the same
- time to cut the hours of work required. We have to decide if that solutron is unacceptable to us.
We have taken no position on the Nickles amendment to date :

II 20% Vocational Educatlon lelt

Current law is arguably somewhat murky on thls issue. It says that ‘not more than 20% of

.~ . individuals in all families...may be determined to be engaged in work” because of

vocational education or high school attendance by teen parents. The liberal mterpretatron

~ (which the Education Department urged us to embrace publicly without success) is that
" the cap is:20% of the entire caseload.. The conservatlve interpretation is that the cap is

20% of those engaged in work. Therefore measurmg whether the reconcllratlon o
proposals weaken the work. requlrement depends on what interpretation you start with. '
Since teen parents attending high school “share” the 20% cap with vocational education, - .
and teen parents are 6% of current- caseload, many argue that this leaves little or no room
for vocational ‘education. (According to CRS, one-third of teen parents have dlplomas SO

“teen parents attending high school are 4% of current caseload -- or less, since many. don’t
actually attend school.) ' .



The proposals vary widely in terms of the percent of the caseload that can be in vocattonal
educanon and still count as workmg -- from 2% to 20%.

. Percent of Caseload that can be in vocational education and count as working:

House Education and Workforce (strict interpretation of current law): -
» . FY98: 20% cap applied to the 30% required to work = 6%; less 4% teen parents = 2%

*  FY02:20% cap applied to: the’50% required to work = 10%; less 4% teen parents = 6%

House Way' s and Means (strict interpretation, but increase cap to 30% and take out tee'tns):
. FY98: 30% cap applied to the 30% required to work = 9% ,
. FY02: 30% ‘cap applied to the 50% required to work =15% -

Li beml In;ggp retation of ¢ :nrrent Law (20% of total caseload, teens part of cap):

. FY98: 20% cap applied to total caseload less 4% teen parents = 16%
» . FYO02:same=16%

M (liberal mterpretanon p]us take out teens)
. FY98: 20% -
. FY02. 20%

II1. Domestic leence Exemption

This Senate amendment would allow states to grant waivers from the 5-year time limit for victims
* of domestic violence in excess of the 20% cap now in the law.- In addition, it would require HHS
to exclude recipients with such waivers in computing state work participation rates and penalties:

The House has no such provision We 'hav'e not yet taken any position on this améndment

».  Current Lgla_r -- States may exempt up to 20% of the monthly caseload from the S-year
" time limit for reasons of hardship “or if the family includes an mdmdual who has been -
- battered or subjected to extreme cmelty : ' =

In‘addmo'n, states have an optlon to cemfy that they have and enforce standards to
' 1dent1fy and provide services for recipients with a history of domestic violence; and to
waive program fequiréments “such as time limits. . res:dency requirements, child support
cooperatlon requirements; and family cap provisions” when it would endangér, penalize; -
or put at risk such victims. : ' I

. Senate Amendment (Murray) --

e . States shall not be subject to any numencal hmltanon in grantmg domestic \rlolence
_ waivers.
. HHS must exclude rec:plents granted domestic wolence waivers by a state when it

determines whether a state has complied with work participation rates and .
“enforcement of the time limit, as well as whether penalties should be imposed.

- 5
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Clinton to press states on welfare
Ina speeck to governors today, he will urge that a wmdfall in federal aid go into
antipoverty eﬁ‘orts

' By Jodi Enda
INQUIRER WASHINGTON BUREAU

WASHINGTON -- President Clinton will challenge the nation's governors today to‘plow what for many
states is a windfall in federal welfare money back into programs for the poor. ,

States have profited handsomely from the booming economy, which has slashed their welfare rolls but
not their share of federal welfare payments. And Clinton, eager to brand welfare reform a success, wants
to ensure that governors use the unexpected gains to help put poor people to work.

“Because the caseloads have dropped so dramatically, the states are basically getting more fnonéy per
person on the rolls than they ever expected or than they ever had," said Elena Kagan, deputy assistant to
the President for domestic policy. **The question is, how does the state use that money? Does it put it

"back into the system and help more people get jobs? Or do they say, Oh look, thls is a surplus. We'll

build roads with it?" "

Ina speech to the National Governors' Association meetlng in Las Vegas, Clinton will urgé states to
spend newfound money on programs such as child care and transportation that enable welfare recipients
to find and keep jobs, Kagan said.

Chnton also plans to push the governors to step up the collection of child-support paymenté a problem

~ that many states have failed to effectively address even though stricter enforcement would make welfare

unnecessary for many smgle parents.

Subsidies for employers

‘Clinton also is expected to encourage states to subsidize empléyers that hire long-term welfare

recipients, Kagan said. Currently, 34 states hand over the equivalent of workers' welfare checks to their -
employers, who use it to pay part of their wages, according to the Amencan Public Welfare Association,
which represents state human-service agencies. :

_ What Clinton does not want is for states to fritter away money intended to help welfare recipients, a

concern heightened by the likelihood that, eventually, the economy w111 tighten and job opportumtles
will dry up

“Texas is not making the right choices," one administration official said, by way of illustration. Texas
has reaped a $363 million surplus based on declining welfare rolls, but it has used just $126 million of
that on services for welfare recipients, according to the Center for Public Policy Priorities, a private
research institute in Austin. The rest of the money was used to fill gaps in other parts of the budget, the
center reported.

Clinton encouraged

07/29/97 18:18:26
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While the adm1n1strat1on and a nurnber of welfare experts agree it is too soon to Judge the ultrmate
success or failure of the year-old welfare law, Clinton w111 tell ‘governors that we have every reason to
think that welfare reform is workmg, Kagan sald ‘

“It's much too early to generallze but we dont have any mdlcatlons that States are not tryrng to do thelr
very best," said Anna Kondratas of the Urban Institute, a nonprofit research organization that is
monitoring the effects of welfare reform. Since Clinton took office in January 1993, about three million
people have dropped off the welfare rolls for.a decline of more than 20 percent, from more than 14
million people to fewer than 11 million, aecordmg to federal figures. More than one-third of those left
the welfare system in the last year, and those remalnmg represent the lowest percentage of the
population on welfare since 1970. ~ o

But no one knows why they left -- how many found jobs, how many dldn't like new work rules, how
‘. many got married, or how many ran into state-imposed deadlines. The President's Council of Econormc
,Advrsers ina report dated May 9, attrlbuted 44 percent of the drop to the strong economy.

Even before Clinton’ signed the welfare law last August, he and former President George Bush had
granted most states permission to try new programs, including some that limited the time people could
collect welfare benefits or the time they had to find work. The Council of Economlc Advrsers attributed
nearly one-thrrd of the decline i in welfare recrplents to these changes :

. Philadelnhia Online « The Philadelphia Inquirér,Intemational - Copyright Monday, July 28, 1997 ’ y -

20f2 07/29/97 18:18:28


http://www.philly~ews.comlinquire~/97/Jul/28/internationaIlWELF28.htm

R R—
. e




l60.

4

[ S N S

YK 43%20 e

AN 175,/S0 s %Y baoxgz 2
e 9 S, 99030732 " " 9g/a  xY Gxgs sy

.

<
3 T

e args e A

Y . QLJ%X.>‘;‘* = 3!,9

- ,389K.4:2%,

LAAEA
R (e TSR e




CynthlaA.Rlce ~ 07/22/97 09:01:34 PM _

[N
" Record Type:  Record

To: See the distribution list at the botiom of this message
Subject: Byrd rule update

'Tonlght Joan Huffer of Senator Dachle s staff gave me an update of their dicussions with Senate -
Parliamentarian Bob Dove (1 believe she'd already filled you in, Barbara). :

1) Dove says he believes FLSA violates the Byrd rule and does not expéct to see anythmg that would
change his mind.

. 2) Dove believes the new version of the privatization provision does not violate the Byrd rule. He told this-
directly to Senator Phil Gramm based on the fact that the new provision had a cost and covers all states.
Huffer thinks there are still grounds on which the provision violates the Byrd rule, and will try to argue
them tomorrow, but believes Dove won't want to reverse himself on a statement he made directly to
Senator Gramm. -

' 3) Huffer spoke to one of Dove's assistants on the House vocational educanon prowsuon The assxstant ‘
will recommend to Dove that he rule it violates the Byrd rule. S

4) SSI State Supplement. When Huffer told Dove that CBO couldn't decide if the provision had a small
cost or a small savings, Dove told Huffer he thinks it violates the Byrd rule. Now CBO has apparently
changed its mind and plans to assign a small cost. Huffer will go back to Dove with thus new news
tomorrow and try to persuade htm it shouldn't matier, ~

Message Sent To:

Bruce N. ReediOPD/EOP
Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP -
Kenneth 8. Apfel/OMB/EOP
FOLEY_M @ A1 @ CD @ LNGTWY
Janet Murguia/WHO/EOP
Barbara Chow/WHO/EOP
Barry White/OMB/EOP-
Keith J. Fontenct/OMB/EOP

~ Lisa M. Kountoupes/OMB/ECP
Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP
Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP
Charles Konigsberg/OMB/EOP
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OPTIONS

1 Pr v1d RS access to Ch1ld Su -rtR.e istry. Re AuireStat’est report to HHS children’s
" pame and SSNs on all cases in the Registry! A

¢ Deadline to add data on ch1ldren isakey varlable Deacllme for compllmg the Federal
Child Support Registry. is October, 1998. Suboptions 1nclude provxdlng a HHS one or
“two addltlonal years to complle the data-on chlldren '

| 2) Prov1d§ IRS access to Ch1ld Support Reg1stgy, Regmre Stateg to repgrt to HHS chlldren .
name and SSNs for IV-D cases and in any gther cases in wh1ch the States have already collected :

the 1'nformation;

e . Similarto option.1 ‘but data collectlon reqmrement is narrowed to avoid States bemg
‘ requlred to collect hew data. Similar to optlon 1, deadlme for HHS is an issue.

I v1de IRS access to Chlld Support Registry. Re uire States-to rovide IRS annuall with a

database of children’s names and SSNs linked to parcnts who are owed' or owe child suppgrt.

« . Some in HHS have argued that State repomng would be more effectwe Treasury and
OMB staff believe State reporting to IRS would be more costly and burdensome for both
‘ IRS and the States than options 1 or2. : - : ‘

«  States who have an estabhshed statewide reporting system and are collectmg children’ s
SSN would be requ1red to report the date to HHS by October 1 1998. All'other States
would be requ1red to report by October 1,2003. : :

5) Prgvide IRS access to Child Suppgrt Registm. No new data éldded tg the Reg‘ istry.

. This option would only remove the IRS (ilsclosure obstacle and postpone the data
collection issue until later: Under current law, HHS has the authorlty to reqmre States to
report children’ s name and SSN. '
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C vnthia

As you know we have been mectmg with Treaury, IRS and OMBre: a compromlse to the Kohl amendment. I
understand you were given the option paper today. I also wanted you to have a copy of the Comments we made to
_ the first dreaft of the option paper because the General comments represent OCSE/HHS’ concerns. OCSE’s
number one concern is meeting the the statutory deadline, 10/98, for the federal case regxstry to be up and running.

l°d = ‘ o eE WdBB: 7 LB61=8l-L



Comments to Optmns for using for using the Federal Case Reglstry for Tax
‘ Enforcement Purposes o :

General Comments

HHS is certainly open to helping IRS lmprove the mtebntv of the tax system, and especially the
accuracy of EITC payments. Action with a potential immediate or short-u.rm beneficial effect
could be working with TRS and State child support agencies to help IRS create a file: linking
parents and children in cases with child support orders drawing upon SSN information already
contained in State agency automated records. An action step of this sort coupled with further
study and/or experimentation would be responsxve to the tax comphance problem without
impeding timely implementation of the new child support enforcement tpo_ls authonzed last year.

General comments about the option paper:

1. Treasury s real interest is child support cases with a support order. That u.cludes alarge
number of cases because paternity and/or an, order have yettobe established. . The focus on cases
with an order doesn't come across until late in the paper, nor is there any acknowledcment that
the Federal Case Registry may only reflect a case--not at which point in the proce,ss (i.c.

paternity estabhshment ‘order establishment, or enforcement of an order) in which the case
presentlv resuies This latter fact, in addmon is dynamic and thus subject to change at- any umc

2. Yesterday, Treasury said their focus was EITC compliance. The paper howcwr refers to the -
range of Intemal Revenue Code provisions that are impacted by Chlld custody and the duration of
that custody during a glvcn tax year. Much more information would presumably be reqmred to
verify eligibility for tax provisions beyond the EITC. And the 1mponance of and impact of
- non-IV-D cases, i.¢., those cases outside the pubhc child support system, varies mgmficantly 1f
. one is concerm,d with, say, thc Chﬂd care tax credit as opposed to the EITC.- :

3. The description of Statc case registries doesnt adequately recognize the current status of

~ automated systems, especially in heavily populated States like Cal Jifornia, Michigan,
Pennsylvama et al. No one, at the moment, can prechcr with conﬁdence when statemde systcms
will be up and runnmg in these jurisdictions so establishing an arbltrary date (1 e., October 1, :
2003) by which States are to collect and repon certam mformanon whmh they may not now
‘gather doesn't make much sense. :

4. It would not be useful to States in administering their public assistance programs, as indicated
towards the bottom of page 3, to have the SSNs of parems and chxldren bccause they couId
achieve the same hnkage via case nurnber :

Wo¥4 WdBB:V LE61-81-L
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Specific Edits
Comments on Backoround'

1. First paragdph replace the second sentence with the following: “Although HHS has not yet
issued final regulations on the Federal Case Registry(FCR), the Office of Child Suppon
Enforcement (OCSE) has been working with the States on the design of the FCR mcludmg the
data elements that will be transmitted by the States since September 1996.”

2. Third paragraph (wh1ch cousists of only one sentence): dclete “At this time, HHS envisions |
that™. It 1s also recommended to move the sentence to the end of the preceding paragraph.

Comments on Option 1:
1. Under “Pros”, dclete the last point. Current systems reqmremcnts a]low States to obtain the,

necessary. mformanon to admm]ster public assistance cases. States can also coliect chﬂdren S
SSNs now ThlS apphcs to all options and does not tak; add1t10nal Ieglslanon

2. Under "Cons", add an addxtiona] point: “At this stage in the development of the FCR, adding

additional data clements could impede the implementation of the FCR by 10/98 as required by
the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996. This does not preclude
expanding the data base at a later date, but it is critical thauhe system first bé built.”

3. Under."Cons", add another addmonal point; "There would be 51gn1ﬁcant costs for data.

collection and systens changes at both the Federal and state level. 'The Joint Tax Corn:mttee is -

now estimating that the Kohl amendment provisions would produce Zero savings in the next five
years and may in fact cost money. In addition, the promsmns may be cons1dered an unfunded
mandate.” : -

4. Under "Cons", add another additional point: "This is likely to miseﬁsjgniﬁca’nt privacy
concerns for some people, especially since it includes information on persons who have not
applied for IV-D services. There already has been one recent atternpt in Congress to limit the V
retention of information in the National D1rectory of New Hires. When used as a pointer system -

- the Federal Case Registry avoids much of the potential criticism for "Big Brother" aspects. If the

information retained and access is significantly expanded, the criticism could be mcreased
potentlany threatening the entire Federal Case Reglstry

Comments on Opnqn 2:

1. Similar cost and privacy concerns as discussed above.

Comme,nlts op Option 3:

1. Under the description of the option, replace “the data linking. . .children” with *an extract

A=K Wd@l v L881-8l-L
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from their system listing the custod1al parent’s name and ssn; the non-custodml parent’s name
and ssn linked to the name and ssn of the chlldrcn ‘

. Under "Cons". This point is not accurate It is not clear that the burden to the States and the
IRS would be significant as compared to obtammg this information from the FCR and the net .
costs. to the Federal Government would probably not be increased. This would, not produce
"similar data files”. The HHS file is contxnually updated. The IRS would not have a "database”
of a similar natu:re They would simply have annual extracts or tapes from a point in ime.

. Under "Pros", add: "This option is likely to raise less swmﬁcant privacy concemns because
the IRS 1s not obtaining this sensitive mforrnanon from a Iaxge smgle database " ‘

Comments on option 5:

- 1. Under "Pros”, delete the first point and substitute, "The IRS would have  information Wh]Ch
could be used as under option 1 and 2. SSNS of chxldren are. already a systems. certification -

requirement. To the extent that States have or will be addmg thxs information it couldbe
obtained by the IRS:" ‘

2. Under "Pros” add, "This would not require new repomng requirements beyond what is
already requlred " :

3. Under "Pros” add, "This would allow the Secretaries of Treasury and HHS to work in a
cooperauve manner to pilot this effort and try different approaches to see what works best".

4. The "Con" is entirely 1naccm'atc as wrtten. The only major dlfference between this option
and the others 18 cssennally that option § provides flexibility to ry elther a state access or FCR
access approach. There is already enough Secretarial authonity to dxctate the data elemcnts -
requirements. ‘In addmon OCSE has offered to give the IRS access to the an autoinated system
of State cases, the C hlld Support Enforcement Network (CSENET), that will allow the IRS to
obtain the additional mformatnon (about the specxﬁc child the ‘taxpayer 1s clalmm g) through an
automatlc transmission.

WOHd - WdBL:T LBB1-Bl-L -
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" " OPTIONS FOR USING mmﬁCASE REGISTRY OF CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS
~ FOR TAX moncumm' PURPOSES

‘ ild. Sy _Raforcement: The “Personal Respansibihty and Work - Opportumty N
RcconcxliatiOn Act of 1995 mandated the creation of 8 Federal Case Reg:stry of Child Support
Orders (refcrred to below as the FCR) by October 1, 1998. Although HHS has not yet issued
‘final regulations on the data elements to be provided by the States to the FCR, the Ofﬁcc of Child
Support Enforcement (OCSE) has been working with the States since September 1996 on the
design of the FCR, mcludmg the data-clements that will be transmitted by the States. At a
minimum, however, it appears likely that the FCR will include the names, social security

" numbers, and the State case identification number of individuals who are owed or who owe child
support, or for or against whom such support is sought to be established. The file may also
contain an indicator showing whether the individual was the custodial parent, noncustodial parent,

or the putative parent; this indicator will show custody status at the point at which the taxpayer -
entered the system, and may be revised-at the State’s discretion.

HHS is requu'cd to match data in the National Dlrectory of New Hires aga.inst the FCR ,
every two working days and to report information (such as the location and employment of the
- pareént owing child support) to the State child support agency résponsible for the case within two
days. HHS envisions that the FCR will serve as a pointer to mare detm ed data fﬂcs located in
each state.

| The 1996 Act also establishes State-wide Case Reglstries, which will contain déta elements
on both parerits, including their names, social security numbers, dates of birth, case identification
numbers, and any other information required by HHS, It will also contain the amount of support
owed under the order and other amounts due or overdue, any amounts that have been collected
and distribuited, the names and birth dates of any child covered by the support order, and the
amount of any lien lmposed by the State. .The Stite Regxstry will be used to extract data for
puirposes of shanng and miatching with Federa) and State data bases and locator services, including
the FCR, Temporary Assistance for Needy Famiilies agencies, and Medicaid agencies. .
(Implementation of the autornated data systems has been slower than anticipated, especially in the .

‘ heavily populated States like California, chhxgan and Pennsylvama )

o Ia&Enfnmmsm Taxpaycrs may claim several tax bcneﬁts bdsed on Lhe presence or
support of a chud ‘

(1) Taxpayers may be eligible to claim an excmpt:on for dependent children for whom -
they provide over half the support. In the event of divorce of separation, the custodial pareat is -
. geneérally entitled te the depcndent exemplion, but may waive the exemption o the noncustodial
parent; in euher oasc, over half of the chxld $'support must come from en:her or both parems

-- DRAFT -
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(2) Single parents may claim head of household ﬁlmg status if thcy provxde over ha!f the
. costs of maintaining the household in which both they and their son or daughter reside for over
~ half the year.  As a head of houséhold; the taxpayer qualifies for 8 more generous standard
daducuon and tax brackets than if he or she filés as gingle. L

3 ’Ihe proposed child credxt will cxtcnd addmonal tax beneﬁts to parents who claim their
children as dcpendents

. (4) Taxpayers may also quahfy for the child and dependent care tax credit if they incur
child care costs in order to work. The taxpayer must reside with the child who must be his or her
dependent (or would have been 8 depcndent if the custod‘al parent had not wmved thc cxempuon
to the noncustodial parem)

o (5) Lower income working parents are also eligible for the earried income tax credit
(EITC). An EITC qualifying child must meet three tests: age, residency, and relationship.
Under the residency test, the child must reside with the taxpayer for over half the year (a fall year
if the child is not the taxpayer’s own or grandchild). :

~ When clamung a depéndent exempﬁon or the EITC, taxpayers must provide a valid
taxpayer identification number (for EITC purposes, the TIN must be a social security numbcr) for

" “each child. During initial processing of tax retums, the IRS verifies the social security number

for dependents and EITC qualifying children and can deny cxemptmn and EITC claims before
'refunds are paid out 1f mvahd TINs or SSNs are provzded :

© Without further invemgation, the TRS does not have mdepcndént information to verify

o whcther a child i is cnhcr :csxdmg thh or suppoded by the taxpayer Usmg other mforrnauon

questionable claims. The IRS can then détermine whcther such questmnablc cases should be
mvesugaled firther, using the more labot-intensive "dcﬁcnency procedures.” Tf questions arise
dunng the initial processing, the return can be referred to examiriation for a dcﬁcxcncy procedure
prior to the payment of a refund. Deﬁcxency procedures may also be mshtuted after a refund has
~ been pmd :

. Q . . ; |
Qpnnn_l The IRS would be able to obtain information from the chcral and Statc
-Case Registries to help verify taxpayers’ eligibility for the BITC and possibly other tax benefits

for ¢hildren. THis information would be used to (1) identify questionable claims and (2) provide
further insight when researching questionable claims.

-DRAFT -
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In addinon States would be mqmred to collect names and social security numbeis (SSN)
of all children ifvolved in child support cases and be able'1o link the SSNs of children with both
parents '(cither directly or through the case file xdcnuﬁcanon nymber). In addition, States would
be requued to provide the linked data filé of parents and children to the FCR. States would b
. required to meet this requirément by __ (or the phased-in deadlines described in Option 4

* without the Treasury evaluation or the rescission regulatory power).

. By January 1 HHS would provxde IRS with an extract from the FCR linhng thé names.
and SSNs of parents who, during the prior calendar year, were required to pay child support to
the names and SSNs of the children covered by. the support order or agreement. The extract

. would also link the naimes arid SSN& of parerits who, during the prior calendar year, are supposed

to receive child support and the children covered by the support order or agreement The IRS
would match this extract to the Master File during the processing of retums in order to identify
quesuonable claims of the EITC and possibly other tax benefits related to children. The IRS
would still be required to investigate further using deficiency procedures; however, because the
questionable claims could be identified durlng initial processing, any outstanding refunds (or the
“amount attributable to the questionable claim) could be frozen until the case was closed.

e Thc extrack, containing the linked SSNs of parents and children, could be used ‘during the
immal processing of over 120 million retums each year. The extract would provide a
, untque signal of a p0531blc problem allowing the IRS to identify quesuonable cases and
determine whether further investigation is desirable before paying out a tax rcfund

- Using mfonnatmn from the tax returns and other a’dmimstratwe data, the IRS
determines if a claim is questionable, Without further investigation, the IRS does .
ot have aceess o independent information regardmg the residency or siupport of
the child. This option would improve IRS’s ability to identify questionable claims.
Further; these quéstionable claims could be identified before the refund has been
paid out, mcrea.smg the! hkzlthood that an IRS enforcerncnt action will be
.successful

s The IRS would also be able to obtam addmona] informatnon from thc Federal and State -
Regxstries which could be used When researchmg cases whxch have been 1denuﬁcd as
qucsmnable :

. Accordmg to Treasury, this option wﬂl raisé scorable reyenues s and rcduce the EITC error

~rate by improving the IRS's ability to target questxonable claims for prc-refbnd audits.

‘Short-térm savings, however, may be negligible if many states are not able to provide
complete data for some time. ‘

-- DRAFT --
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. ‘Both - tax-writlng committees have . signaled that thiey plan to investigate EITC

- noncompliance this fall. While the Administration has taken a series of aggressive
legislative and administrative actions to reduce EUC error rates (including eight new steps
proposed - this spring), members of both comrnittees have exprcssed concern  that these
actons do not suffice. Both Repubhcan and Democratic staff have already express interest

 ini options which would improve TRS access to child support and other administrative data,

- Ampnon of Opuon 1 would demonstrate the Administration’s continued commitment to
reducing the EITC error rate, éspecially because the mformauon would be avallable ina
format Wthh could be used to mrget hmxted audit resources.’ ,

’ The Office of Child Support Enforcerient is not planning to require SSNs for children’
- involved in the child support or paternity establishment cases. This information is not
neccssm'y to administer the Pedcral Parent Locator services rcquired under the welfare
reforim act.

o 'Requzrmg SSNs would increase rcpomng burdens for both parents and States. In.
parncular it-may be exceedingly costly for States to coliect the SSNis of children whose o
child support claims are not being enforced by State agencies. This requirement may be -
viewed as unfunded mandate.

- The option may increasc other costs for the Statcs and the Federal government.
" Estimates are not available at this time regarding the costs of data oollection and
systems changes at either the Federal or State level.

¢ Af'this stage in th'e development of the FCR, adding new data elements could impede the
‘implementation of the PCR as fequired by the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportuity Act of 1996. This does not preclude expandmg the data base at a later date,
bt it is cnﬂcal that the systcm fitst be buﬂt .

. Expansmn of the FCR may raxse pnvacy concerns fer some peoplc especmlly if the FCR
mcludes irformation on pcmons ‘who have not apphed for IV-D services from the States
-and if dcoess is expanded. There has s.lrcady been one recent attcmpt in Congress to limit
- the retention of information in the National Directory of New Hires. If the information

retained and access are significantly expanded criticism could increase, potcnuany
ﬁmreatcmng the entre FCR. : o

-Optign 2: Same as Opnon 1 but States would be reqmred 10 collect or provule SSNs of
children whose child SUPpOLt case was bcmg handled through a State child support enforcement -

| . DRAFT -
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agency (IV-D agency) and in any Gther cases for whlch the datn afe already bcmg collected,

. . Parénts would not be required to report the SSN of their children, unless they have
" requested assistance from the State in obtaining child support. Relative to Option I,
Option 2 reducés the reporting burden for both Siates and some parents.

. The extract would not contain complete mformanon regarding all. parents required to pay
child support or for whom paternity is being established.

- Howeve: 1t would stll mclude information for at least half the child support cascs.
and these may be the cases of greatest interest to the IRS (because of the presumed
overlap between child support and patemity cases, handled through a state agency,
and EITC clmmants) ‘ N

_ . Qph.onj Same as either Opnon 1l or 2, but each State would be required to provide the .

IRS with dn extract linkmg the SSNs and names of the parents owed or who owe child support -
or for whom patemlty is being esmblished with the SSNs and narnes of the children by the
beginning of the year. 4 A

e Reduces the burden to the OCSE.

. 'Ihe costs of this opuon both in absolute terms and relatxve to the first two opnons, have

- © notbeen estimatad. If States arc required to report certain information to both OCSE and
‘the IRS or if the IRS does not have the expertise to construct a clean data file from extracts

- provided by the States, this option could increase-the burden to the States and the IRS and
the net costs to the Federal government. If the IRS and the OCSE have very different data
needs and the IRS has the in-house. expertise, Opnon 3 'may be more cost-cfficient than the |

’ other options.

! Prosand coris, detailed in the dxscussions of optxons 2 through S, dre relativé to

thosc dctmiad in the dlscussxon of opuon 1.

- DRAFT -«
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Option'4: Sathe as Option 1 or 2, but (a) deadlines for complying with this provision
would vary among States and (b) the IRS would be required to report to the Secretaries of -
 Treasury and HHS on the effectiveness of the data for improving tax compliance. Based on the
ﬁndmga of this report, the: Secretary of HHS, with the concurrence of the Sccremry of the
Treasury, could issue a regulation rescinding the requirement that the States obtain SSNs of
children covered by child suppon orders or agreements included in the Federal or State Child
‘Support Registries. S

Suites would be required to colleb-t SSNs of chﬂdren by October 1, 1998 if they have
~ established a statewide reporting system and are collecting children’s SSN's and all other states’
‘ ‘,would be reqmred to' collect this information by October 1, 2003. The Treasury Dcpanment study
~would examine returns filed during the 2000 and 2001 tax filing seasons. «

States, which have not collectad SSN for children in the past could be required to collect
SSNs only for new child support or patemity establishment cases. (Alternatively, this requirement
could be a substitute for thc phase-in schedule dcscnbed in ‘the preceding paragraph.) -

. Reduccs the burden to States and HHS by phasing in the reqmrcmcnt that SSNs be
~collected for children. '

v  Allows for evaluation pnor to full 1mplcmcntanon of the requlreme.nt that SSNs bc
- collected. : «

v j Some States may feel that they have becn treated 1nequ1tably, if they are reqmred to ,'
‘ provide SSNs earlier than other States

. The HHS Inspector General, with the cooperaﬁon of the IRS has already examined this
question and found that the IRS would benefit by access to the FCR. While research and
evaluation is useful, limited IRS research resources might be better applied to other
compl ance questions, which have not been cxammed as extenswely

»  The evaluatmn will riot be useful unless it is based on & fairly representative sample It
is niot clear whether the States, which met the earlier deadlines, would be tepresentative
of the complete file, when fully implcmented If the flle contains only mformauon on new
child support cases, evaluation at this early stage may not providc useful information about
the ultimite effectwcncss of the data. : |

* -- DRAFT --
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‘ Qp.ﬁnnﬁ The IRS would be able to obtzin information from the Federal and State Case
Reystrm far purposes of verifying raxpayers eligibility for tax benefits for children. ' Data would
nm be added to the FCR, unless it met the needs of the Federal Parent Locator Service.

o The IRS would bé able to obtain addmona! information from the Fedcral and State
: Registrics, which could be used when rcscarching quasﬁonabl: cases.

. 'States would not be required to collect the SSNs of children involved in child support or
- paternity establishment cases, thus reducing their reporting ‘burdens.. No new pnvacy
concerns would be raised as a result of thxs rcqmrement

. Under cunem law HHS has enough Secretarial authority to dictate data elements in the

' FCR. HHS could still use this authority at a later date to obtain the SSNs of children,
without dlsmpting its goal of meeting the October 1, 1998 deadline for the initial
coristruction of the FCR. At this time, it is unclear whethier subsequent data requirements
will be easxcr or more dlfﬂcult to 1mplemem afler the mmal construcuon of a data file.

. Unless Stmcs are requzred to collcf.t the SSNs of children mvolved in child “support or -
paternity cases, the IRS could not efficiently identify questionable cases for pre-refund
“audits wuh the information available from the FCR.

-- HHS has offemi to give the IRS access to an auxomated systcm of Shatc cases, the
Child Suppon Enforcement Nétwork (CSENET) that will allow the IRS to obtain
-additional information abouit the child the taxpayer is claiming through an
automatic transmission. thlc access to the CSENET would be very valuable in
an on-going mvesugauon, Tax Policy and IRS do not believe that the IRS would
- be-able to access this information in a systematic and timely fashion during the
. initial batch processing of millions of tax return each night during the filing season.
- 'Further because the - States are not currently required’ to obtain the SSNs of
j cmldrcm even the CSENET will not be able to match children’s identity usmg an
umque identifier. ‘

L As mdiwed earlia' Congress, will be revismng the issué of EITC noncompliance this fall,
' In discussions with Treasury about the Kohl amendment, : JCT staff have expressed some
skepticism' about the effectiveness of any option that éxtends IRS access to the FCR
- without a statutory requirement for the child’s SSN, and their views will influence the tx-

— DRAFT --
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writing committees’ assessments of this proposal for reducing’ EITC error rates.

Because of privacy concerns, there may be less objection to an SSN reporting requirement
mandated by legislation than on¢ dictated by reg‘ulazioh;:‘ :

-~ DRAFT -
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THE KOHL AMENDMENT AND CHILD SUPI’ORT ENFORCEMENT

DRAFT 7/8/ 1997

On June 27, 1997 ani amendment offered by Senator Kohl was adopted as part of the
tax bill. ‘'The Kohl Amendment provxdes for "expansion of coordinated enforcement '
efforts of the Internal Revenue Service and the HHS Office of Child Support -

- Enforcement (OCSE)." The amendment is directed at providing additional
mformatnon to the IRS for purposes of determmmg federal tax compliance. - However,
as drafted the amendment could seriously jeopardlze the efforts of OCSE and the -
States to 1mp!ement lmportant Chlld support prov1s1ons of the PRWORA.

. 3

, The PRWORA provnded for- the creation of a Federal Case Reglstry (FCR) and
National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) to track dehnquent parents across state ,

~ lines. The Kohl Amendment could impose s1gmﬁcant costs and problems for HHS in -
implementation of the FCR and NDNH by requmng the inclusion of additional data
elements. The amendment also. imposes new requlrements on States that cannot be

. met without sxgmﬁcant data collection and computer systems costs. In addmon, the

- amendment includes‘an effective date of October ‘1, 1997. This effective date would be
impossible to meet. ‘An expansion of a eoordmated effort between IRS and HHS needs

- much further analysts before it could be 1mplemented :
. . il -

Mg

i
N

'Background S R 4? o

The PRWORA prowded for the creatlon of a Federal Case Reglstry (FCR} and Natlonal
Directory of New lees (NDNH) to track delmquent parents across state lines. Vendors
under contract with OCSE are. already well ‘on their way towards building the FCR and
NDNH. The NDNH has an October 1, 1997 effective date with the FCR to be fully up and

- running and receiving mformatton from the States. by October 1, 1998. The FCR will S
contain data elements sent to it by the States based upon information in State Child Support
Case Registries. As des1gned and being constructed;’ the information in the FCR will be

- very limited and mclude ‘only names of parents, thelr social security numbers, and case .
identifiers. The NDNH will. contain new hire 1nformat10n as well as wage mformatlon

rfrom quarterly wage reports - ;‘f' o “1* : .

The PRWORA also requires that the IRS shall have access to thls clnld support information
for administration of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and for verifying a claim with
respect to employment* in atax return. ot o :

* The Kohl Amendment Reguu-ements o ‘

(9 } ‘ .
The Kohl Amendment‘adds addmonal data- requlrements on both the Federal and State
level. Specifically, the ‘Kohl Amendment would : -
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Co Require each State to include the "custodlal status of . any chlld“ in their
State Child Support Case Registry. (This information would also be requu'ed

- to be sent by States to'the Federal Case Reglster)
O Provides IRS with access to, "the names and social secunty numbers of
the custodial parents linked with the chlldren in the custody of such parents
through the Federal Case Reglstry '

0 Reqmres the above condmons to take effect on October 1, 1997

3

Cancerns Raxsed by !the Kohl Amendmen W
’ . .t.i*.f . . ‘

" The Kohl Amendment could impose sxgnlﬁcant costs and pmblems for HHS in
. implementation of the FCR and NDNH by requlrmg the mcluswu of additional data
‘ lements B » -
; o g
. The Kohl Amendment would require that the: $SN and custodial status of ehlldren be
" included in the FCR. IOCSE does not currently plan!to include childrens’ names and SSNs
in the FCR because these elements are not needed for the purposes of the expanded FPLS.
The additional informdtion required by the amendment would expand the size of the FCR,
require additional significant costs, and delay the xmplementatlon of FCR and NDNH ‘
It would also be extremely difficult for OCSE to moritor and verify information from the
State Case Registries concerning custodial status. Therefore,- OCSE, could not guarantee the
" accuracy of the data, reducmg its usefulness for the IRS

The Kohl Amendment imposes new requlrements on States that cannot be met w:thout
significant data collectmn and ‘computer systems costs

As drafted the amendment is ambtguous as to whether it apphes solely to IV-D cases or
- includes non-IV-D cases. In many non-1V-D cases, the ava1lab1hty and accuracy of
children’s birthdates, SSNs and custodial status is virfually non-existent. At this time we
do not know the magmtude of the problem because this data is not currently captured in an
-automated fashion. ¥ - : S

The custochal status ‘of cluldren may sw1tch many tunes 1n the course of a year Venfymg
information and updatmg custody status on IV-D cases, in the FCR will be extremely
~ difficult for States, and tvirtually impossible for non-IVZ—D cases. In addition, custody is a
" term that does not easily translate to a single data element because there are so many State .
- variations on joint custody, joint legal custody, and Jomt physical custody Addltnonal data
elements can mcrease the cost of systems drarnatlcally

Accurate mformatxon to 'be entered on custody would have to come' from a variety of
‘sources-- divorce heanngs custody ‘and visitation hearmgs neglect, abuse, dependency,
warding, guardianship, termination of parental rights, adoption, and domestic abuse
hearings. This would involve literally millions ‘of court and administrative determinations
from district courts, county courts, juvenile courts, famﬂy courts, etc. This information is
not in an automated format in most- states and there may not even be a systematic recording. -

-of these orders. To automate thxs mformatlon would be a huge task. It has. taken many
S : { : o 3"» .

R

i

e P
FIER T TR



07/09/97 17:29

Wl VAT

©205 690 6562  DHHS/ASPE/HSP

years and billions. of dollars to automate. child support data and some States are still having
problems. ‘Adding additional data elements will be a significant undertaking. The financial
burden in terms of deveiopment and stafﬁng needed to collect and verify custodial status -
and SSN venﬁcanon could be extensive. This wouid be a huge unfunded mandate on the-
States. Unlike CSE, there appears to be no financial benefit for the State from a federal tax
compliance 1mt1at1ve And to the extent that costs were covered by the federal match,
federal costs’ could also be very 51gn1ﬁcant ~
& :
It is unhkely that State CSE Agen01es ‘will have the resources to take on this new
" responsibility when they are already struggling wnh ;many other. child support automation
. requirements. CSE Agenc:les are currently engaged in monumental efforts to comply ‘with
* child support certification, welfare reform mandates:. and year 2000 systems compliancy.
Burdening the States $w1th another requirement could: further- Jeopardlze State’s efforts to
complete the development of Statewxde cemﬁed systems : :
The Kohl Amendment mcludes an effectlve date of October 1, 1997. This effective
date would be impossible to meet. An expansion! of a coordinated effort between IRS
and HHS needs much further analys;s before it could be 1mplemented ‘
OCSE is under a statutory mandate 1mposed by the PRWORA to implement the NDNH by .
- October 1, 1997 and the FCR by October 1, 1998. Imposmg additional systems
requirements at this tlrne could potentially. jeopardize these 1mp1ementat10n dates.” In
addition, logistically the October 1, 1997 date reqmred by the Koh! Amendment is
impossible for States gwen that the FCR will not be 1mplemented untll October 1, 1998

The Kohl amendment is also prernature because these issues need much further analysxs
before the concept could be implemented. These issues have just started to be discussed

_ between government agencxes On June 26, 1997, representatlves from OCSE, OMB, IRS
and the Depamnent of: Treasury met to discuss issues surrounding IRS’ needs and

. intentions for using dat& from the FCR to combat EITC fraud. . The discussion prlmarlly
focused on trying to détermine what data IRS needs in order to verify EITC claims and
how frequently they need data. The IRS and Treasury. Department are still uncertain about‘
how information in the* FCR can or even should be used to assist their tax compliance
efforts. Treasury agreed to provide OCSE with an option paper within the next two weeks.
Until the IRS can fullykdelmeate its requirements, OCSE is unable to determine the full

impact on State Child Support Enforcement (CSE) systems and the 1mpiementatmn of
FPLS:. ‘

~!

4 . i -&
1 . 2
: i

 OCSE also recommends that the IRS examine other options that would assist them in fraud
detection and tax comphance For example, in May 1997 the State of Wyoming provided
IRS with an extract filecof specified data elements from their state-wide child support

system. The feasibility ‘of each State performmg this service for the IRS on an annual basis’
needs to be examined. The importance of this issue reqmres that an zndependent feasibility
study and cost/beneﬁt anaiys1s be completed : P
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The Kohl amendment attempts to include additional information in
: Child Support Enforcement automated systems which can be used to
' . improve taXpayer compliance with Internal Revenue Code provisions

"which grant tax benefits based on support and residence provided

dependent Chlldren " V

The Child Support Enforcement Program is a Federal/State grant -
in-aid program with State.and local social service and law
enforcement agencies largely responsible for day-to-day
operatlons* Pursuant to the 1996 welfare reform legislation, the.
Federal government is building an automated registry of child _
- support cases nationwide. The registry, in turn, will be linked. '
to case reglstrles of State child support enforcement agencies
which will ‘be much more comprehensive in terms of the data
maintained. These registries will be part of statewide automated
support enforcement systems being developed and implemented by -
the States

As wrltten, the Kohl amendment would expand the data collected by
these new systems. At this time, it is not clear whether the new
data related to custody and residence of a child over the course
of a tax year is available in a format that could be included in

- an automated system or whether the child support system is the
most effective and efficient method for collecting such data.
Much of thls information may exist in disparate paper files and

" many of the cases may not be a part of the child support system.
Therefore, .it would be important to take time now to answer these
basic questlons about availability, efficiency and effectiveness
before requiring such a significant change in the child support -
enforcemént program. Further, neither the Federal case registry
nor all state registries will be in place until a year or more
after the Kohl amendment s October 1, 1997 effectlve date.

A dlalogue is already underway between OMB, Treasury and HHS to
come up with the most logical and least expensive way to make
child support-related data available for tax compliance purposes.
Calling for further analysis and a report to the Congress would
be a reasonable substitute for the existing Kohl amendment 1f
something must be enacted into law at this time.

CLINTON L IBRARY PHOTOCOPY -
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July 9, 1997

MEMORANDUM
- To: ;. Mr. Rangel
Mr. Levin

From: - Deborah Colton

Subject:  MAJOR HUMAN RESOURCE ISSUES IN CONFERENCE

In the next day or so, conferees will be named for the spending side of
‘budget reconciliation. This memorandum briefly outlines the major human
resource issues that will be before you.

Welfare-to-work grants
1.  Distribution of funds

Competitive vs. formula grants.— With limited resources, it is important to
spend the available funds wisely. This has led many to conclude that a
competitive application process will be especially valuable, since allocating the
money purely by a formula does not account for the capacity of the recipient to
carry out the program. The Administration supports a 50-50 split between
competitive and formula grants as Ways and Means proposed. The House
Education Committee proposed 5 percent competitive, 95 percent formula.
House Republicans appear to be united at 10 percent competitive, 90 percent
formula. The Senate adopted 25 percent competitive, 75 percent formula.

Targeting to poorest areas.— The Administration also supports the Ways and
Means proposal to reserve 65 percent of the competitive grants for cities with
large poverty populations. House Republicans appear to support 65 percent for

- this purpose; however, the actual funds set aside would be small since, under
their plan, only 10 percent of the total funds would be competitive.

2. Federal administration
The Senate bill gives HHS respdnsibility for administering the welfare-to-work

funds. All versions of the House bill put DOL in charge, in consultation with HHS
and HUD. The Administration supports the House bill.

JUL B9 '97 11:24 ' o V PAGE .02
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Local administration

In the House bili, service delivery areas, created under the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA), may apply for either the competitive or the formula
grants; political subdivisions may receive only the competitive funds. Service
delivery areas are not authorized to receive any funds under the Senate bill; only
political subdivisions may receive both types of funds. Competitive grants may
go to other community organizations and non-profit agencies. The
Administration supports the House bill, preferring to use the JTPA structure to
deliver services. Note that the JTPA structure has been designed to serve the
unemployed; the expertise of JTPA agencies in placing long-term welfare
recipients in jobs is unknown. It no doubt varies considerably by State.

Performance bonus

There is support among “Blue Dog” Democrats and the Administration for

performance based funding under the welfare-to-work initiative. The Senate bill
has one such approach; the Administration is working on a proposal to present
to the conferees. Given the short duration of these funds, and the difficulty in
precisely measuring performance, it will be a challenge to craft a meamngful
perfon'nance bonus.-

Allowable activities

The President’s initial welfare-to-work proposal was sold as an attempt to fill a
large gap in the new welfare law — the lack of true job creation. Consistent with
that approach, the House and Senate bills restrict the allowable activities to
those that result in more jobs for long-term welfare recipients. The basic TANF
block grant, which replaced AFDC and its work programs, should be used to
meet the training, education and work experience needs of welfare families.
House Republicans now want to add workfare and community service to the
allowable welfare-to-work activities. The Adminisfration position is unclear. If
*workfare” type activities are added it would dilute considerably the resources
available for true job creation.

Eligible participants

Both the House and Senate bills attempt to target funds on the hardest to
employ welfare recipients. Staff should be instructed to craft language that
extends eligibility to no more than 35 percent of the total TANF population.

House Republicans also seem to want to set aside funds for “profiling” at the
beginning who is likely to receive cash assistance for a long time and target
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" services to this population. This is a concept that has worked, with some
success, in the unemployment compensation program. Care must be taken,
however; House Republicans have proposed to limit the “mandatory” activities of
these families to job search and working off your benefit. States should have the
discretion to target the full array of services/programs to these families.

Worker protections

1. Application of minimum wage and FLSA to employees and work
experience/community service participants

Minimum wage.~ The House bill establishes a formula for determining the
number of hours a TANF recipient can be required to work in exchange for cash
assistance: TANF cash assistance plus food stamps divided by the minimum
wage gives you the required hours. The House bill also lets States count other
activities, including job search and education, toward the work requirement once
the recipient has “worked off” all the hours that resuit from the minimum wage
formula. The Senate has no such provision, leaving the entire issue to State
discretion. The Administration is opposed to counting other activities toward the
work requirement. ‘ ,

Fair Labor Standards Act.— The House bill curtails the application of the FLSA
for certain TANF recipients. As a result, work experience and community service
participants are not protected from employment discrimination or sexual
hamrassment. In addition, the proposed grievance procedure does not give these
participants the same recourse to address health and safety concerns, nor are
they entitied to the same appeal rights.

2. Displacement

The two House Committees adopted virtually identical anti-displacement
language; the Senate bill is similar. All were modeled after the language
negotiated by House Republicans with the Administration under the pending
workforce bill. The House Republicans now want to scale back the displacement
language for TANF recipients, especially by curtailing the grievance procedure
and allowing workfare participants to infringe on other employees’ opportunity for
promotion. The Administration supports the Senate displacement language and
would like to add to it one part of the House language, ensuring that the Federal
government does not pre-empt State non-displacement laws that provide greater
worker protections than Federal law.

3. Applicability

JUL 83 97 11:25 PRCE . B4
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Once the package of worker protections is agreed to, the remaining policy
decision is whether to apply these protections only to the new weifare-to-work
program or to the work activities of TANF as well. The Administration supports
the application of one set of rules to both programs.

SSI/Medicaid for legal immigrants

1. Restoring SSI to those legal immigrants on SSUMedicaid as of August 22,
1996 . ‘ ’

Both bills grandfather all legal immigrarits receiving SSI when the new welfare
law passed and extend the exemption for refugees and asylees.

2. Disabled legal immigrants

The Senate bill restores SSI/Medicaid eligibility to legal immigrants present
before but disabled after August 22, 1996; the House bill does not. The
President will not sign a bill that fails to protect disabled legal immigrants.

NOTE: The combination of grandfathering and restoring eligibility for legal
immigrants who become disabled in the future, costs $2.5 billion more than the
budget agreement set aside for legal immigrants. Some have suggested a
sunset on the provisions to stay within (or closer) to the funds available under the
-budget agreement.

3. Other issues
The Senate bill restores Medicaid for future immigrant children; provides SSI and
Medicaid to those legal immigrants who are too disabled to satisfy the
naturalization requirements; and treats Amerasian and Cuban Haitian legal
immigrants like refugees. If resources are available, the Administration supports
these provisions. ‘

Miscellaneous

1. SSI State supplements

The House bill allows States to reduce the SSI benefits of 2.8 million elderly and
disabled Americans; the Senate has no provision. The Administration wants the

' oQnE o
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House provision dropped.
2. TANF transfers to titte XX

The House bill permits States to transfer TANF funds to the title XX social
services block grant without aiso transferring funds to the child care block grant;
the Senate has no provision. The Administration supports the Senate, arguing

" that the House provision dilutes State welfare-to-work resources and was not
part of the budget agreement.

3. Vocational education in TANF

" Both versions of the House bill (Ways and Means and Education) narrow the
- base against which the cap on vocational education applies. Ways and Means
also excluded teen parents — all of whom should be in school — from the cap.
The Senate bill doesn't narrow the base (it retains current law) but does remove
teen parents from the cap. The Administration notes that this was not part of the
‘budget agreement and wants to retain current law (i.e., drop all provisions).

4, Cul Pennington
The House bill overturns the Pennington Court case which requires some States
to use the most recent data to establish the base period for Ul eligibility. it would

give States full discretion to establish the base period. The Senate has no
provision. The Administration has not taken a position.

JADCOLTONWPCBRSPCHIZ-9 Conference memo.wpd
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S Tuly 18, 1997
~ TO: Cynthia Rice, DPC

* FR: Cliff Johnson, CBPP @4

RE: JTPA Maintenance of Effort and Competitive Grants to Nonprofits

 As proml.sed here are options for prov1s1ons in the weHare to—work grants that .
may dxscourage the shifting of JTPA funds away from longer-term welfare recipients.
These options, wl'uch cou]d be used separately or in’ combmanon with one another,
include: :

« . Asimple statement that funds made available urider this program shall be used

~ to supplement and not supplant TANF and ]”I'[’A funds already used for these
purposes ‘ .
e« A state plan provxswn reqmrmg that the plan descnbe how funds prov1ded

under this new program will be used to provide services and activities beyond
those already avaﬂable in TANF and JTPA. -

. A more specn‘xc requxrement that the state provuie information on the level of
'JTPA services provided to the populatmn eligible under the welfare-to-work
grants in a base year, accompanied by assurances that this level of services will
be mamtamed : -

In light of concerns about more burdensome data collection and reportmg
reqmrements our suggestion would be to add provisions of the sort described in the
~ first two bullets above to the bill. The statement that funds shall supplement and not
supplant TANF and JTPA funds could be added to Section (5)(C) on limitations on use
-of fiinds.” The description of how funds will be tised to provide services and activities
beyond. those already ava:lable in TANF and JTPA would fxt in the state plan
reqmrement contamed in Secncn (5)(A)(u)(1) o

my understandmg that there has been some discussion of a réquirement that nonproﬁt
apphcants provide evidence that such application is not in conflict with welfare-to-'
work programs of the relevant unit of local government. This strikes me as one
sensible approach to prevent umeasonable nurnbers of nonproﬁt apphcanons to the
Department of Labor.

1 hope thLS information is of some use. Let me know if we can be helpful in
some ofhe'r way, and thankz. again for the hme on Wednesday -
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NATIONAL é/‘ Y ALLIANCE
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o
TE

June 30, 1997

AHonorablc Wﬂharn V. Roth Jr
a Chmrman

Committee oh Finance

- United States Senaré” - .
Washmgton DC 20510 -

-DeaerChaxrman o

e

Legxslatmn o 1mplemem thc FY 1998 bal anced budgez agreemenr propases a
new grant program authorizing up to 33 billion over three years for lotalities 10

. help welfare recipients with the transition from welfare 1o work. The House

version of this program places respcnszblhty for its admunistration under the
U.Ss. Depamnem of Labor and the local 3gencze> that know how to match

individuals with jobs. The Senate version puts the programn under the Health-

and Human Semees Departmenr and the state and local welfare agenmes, .

As txght labor markeis’ persrsz ina s:rong economy, thousands of employers are
prepanng to hire individuals who are makmg the. transmcm from welfare to
work. Therefore, the timing is nght for tying th:s ‘program to effective labor
marker institutions, The proaram should support the egsential services that
would makirmize thlS umque opportunity for hiring welfare recxpxents in both

the’ puth and private sectors. .

' Welfare recrpxenzs shouid not bc qegreﬂ;ated n'yet another sepamte progmm
that dogs not have effective connections to the labor market. The cnailemre- is

10 merge the Services available in the wc.lfare system with the services. job

p!acemem and training avat lable in the mainstream worHorce de\fclcpmtm

syStems ‘at the srate and local levels,

WE beheve that welfare—to—work prograrns st be c]osely ahgned wnh the

workforce system overseen by the Secretary of Labor and the comrnumtv
pannershlps with employers who-are chargtd with prepanng peop e for work:

- The mandate to move welfare chems irito the economic mainstream helghtens

the irfiperative that pubhc systcms adopt the northis of the modefr- workplace

Ifthereis a nanonai comrmtmcnt for welfarc reform, there must be a strm}ar

commitmeént 1o ensure that pubhc systcms are responswe 16 the work place

standards by w}uch employers opex ate. Emp oyers sxmply are not willing 10 .

‘Wlicinatar, DC 20006613

O
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Page 2
hire individuals who fall short of their job standards. nor are they willing 10
work with systems !har are unrespo’n‘sive to them as customers,

If govemnem-ﬁmded programs are rot requ:red 16 make that link to'the skill .
" needs of employers, programs guickly become ditelevant and useless 10 job
~ seekers, because of extensive changcs occumng in the modem workplace.

The Alhancn strongly urges you to suppcrt a ﬁnal c:omprormse - bill that gives.

responsibility for this program to the Secretary of Labor and 1o the state: and

local workforce development systems, which are more appropnately atmn(:d 10 .
~ the demands of local job marke:ts o

We bel ieve that this position is common sense and good public policy based on
_ the imtended results of the program and should take absolute preredence over
committee jurisdictionat i issues. :

(atiofal Alliance of Business

~ cc: House and Senate Leadership
Members of the Commitiee of Coriference
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NATIONAL > J) ALLIANCE
OF BUSINESS

July 2, 1997

‘Honomble William V Roth Jr.

Chairman

Comunittee on Finance
Unated Stz«ues Senate ,
Washington, D.C. 20510

Deér Mr. Chairman: -

1 recently sent you a letter on behalf of the Alliance urgmg that the fiew we]fare

reform {welfare-to-work) grant program in the budger reconcxlxauon bills be

- directed through public employment and training agencies, whzch have effective
tes w0 the labor market-and 10 private sector jobs. :

il

- We have identified over 2,500 employers who dare hunng welfare recxpxems and
this list is increasing daily. During this unplememauon penod, employers need all -

the help they can get from cmplc:yment and training agsncxes Pre~employmem
services, counsehng, skill assessmient, and support services like transportation and
child care, are critically xmpcrtant for hiring many participants.- This new grant
money is essennal fer mamtalmng the momentum we see develcpmg,

The obvmus link between an individual on welfare and a job i 1s knowledge and

’ skﬂls Directing these grant funds in any other way. which would not, support this

transition from welfaré-to-work, would delay employment and would lose critical
rhomeritum among emplayers ‘ :

T urge you to ensure that these funds are administered effectively throtigh the
employment, training. and support service agencies under Depariment of Labor
programs, where employers work in partnership with loca] government. ] urge

‘that the confererice agreement on budget reconciliation reflect this priority.

1 Naw York Avenue, NW  Suite 708 Washingtan, OC 20005-6143
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The ‘Co.alit'ion .

July 11,1997 o

The Honorable Bill Gliriton
, .T he Whne House-
: Washlngton. DC 20500

Dear Mr. Pre.adem

As members of the Coulmon we 100k forward 10 workmg wuh you'to cnau 4 ucdlbic bu|amcd budget

- plan built on sowid. sustainable policies that have blpammn suppuu W' applaud the work that you and
' volhr.rs have done w brm;., us w this puint. However, we zcmgmzc that much work rcmams Lo be done to

cliuc lc;ﬁmlalmu o m:plcmcnt lhe Lalanced budgct agreeinent.

- Asyou know, we propoved a balanced bud;,et plan thal was based on the twin prmmp}es of ¢rédible
deficit réduction and séund public policy. While we are pledsed that the budget agreement reflects the
pohcxes in the Coalition budget in several areas, we are concerned that many of the policies contained in

~ the agreemem fall short of the prmap]es. outlined in the Coalition budget. While we recagnize that the -

budgel agn.ement limits the tlexibility of the conterees and fhn. administration to inake dramatic changes
in the pilan, we helieve that it is pdssible m addreqq many of our’ Loncum within Ihe scope df the

canferetice and the hudget agreemenl ‘ ‘ ,

: The atlauhed docunicnt outlmcs our prior itics in the upconung confcrcncc \Vc wnll cvaluatc a
conference’ repoit bascd on five basic principles. First, it must prov1dc credible deficit rcducuon ;
Sccond, it must include compuh«vnawc budgct cnforcement provisions. Third, tax cut3 must be targeted
to producmc investménts, small busincsses and farmers. Fourth; the Medicare and Medicaid policies
should reduce the | ong-term growth of these programs while protacting the availability and quality of
dare . Fmally, prowelono in the' agreement prowdmg increased funds for priority programs should be
stractired to accomplish the goals of the program in the most cost- effective manner possible. We wilf
enthusiastically suppon recoriciliation legislation that mcorporates these princ 1pal>

o We Iook lorward (o wo:king wuh you 1o cnac:t a balanced budget p]an that we can dll be proud uf

Thank you far your wnmderazion
Sincerely,

i
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e Allocatlen of payments for Dlsproportmnate Share Hosplmls We are wncemed about thc
S ‘-',allocatmn of DSH savings among States. Reforms of the DSH program shiould addresb past abiises
" ofthe pregram but should not penalize stales that have legitimately accessed DSH funds consistent
- with' the purpose of thé plogrdm We encouragc you w0 work to reduce DSH ﬁmdmg in'a m&nner
thac d1stnbutes the cuts more cvenly among the states o j e ‘ .

Coe ’Targetmg of DSH payments to hospltals vaen the reductzon m fedcra! DSH spcndxng, 1t is’
.. extremely 1mportant that the remamm&, DSH funds bé tar;_,,etcd 10 mstuut]ons that serve the hlghast
‘ 'propomon of Medzcaxd and low-incorrie populanons a.nd are therefore i in‘greatest need of assistance.
- Asyou know, many rural hosplta!s fa[l into this category D§II savings shou[d be- hnkcd toa
- federal standard- largetmg the remaining funds to needy hoqpnals In addxtlon DSH payments
' ahnuld be made dxrect y 10 hospltals and should not be hnked fo managcd care contracts

" j_‘M ‘_dicald payments to: husp:tals and nursmg homes We bel ieve that the 1epeal of th‘. Boren
‘ i';famendment mus be accompamed by safeguards to protect hospnals and nursing homes from
- dramiatic’ reductlons in Medicaid relmbursemems We strongly support the House la.nguage -
- establ 1shmg a payment floor’ for paymems 1o hospllals and nursing homeq for 18 months We also
L ’support the Scnate ]angnage requxrmg a pubhc proccsq m Medlcald rate- semng ' R

":"Effectlve use of funds for new m;tnatwes

Many of us have rcservatlons about prov1d1ng 1ncreased fundmg for new programs as part ofa plsm to
balam.e the budget but we recogmze that the néw lmnanves are an importarit part of this agreement
o lecn our hrmted ﬁn&nmal resources, it is extremely 1mp0rtant that the new I'unds be uscd in the most
3 'efﬁment manner possxble All new programs or mcreased funds fbr ex1stmg programs 'should contam
. safeguards 10 énsiire that the fiinds are used for the purposes inténded by thc agrcemenl and dzrectcd to
- programs and actmtxes that most ctfecnvely accampllsh the’ goals of the agrcement ‘

. [Dlstrlbutmn of welfare to work funds through compctltxve grants A substantlal amount of thc ‘
) welfarc to work funds should be dlstnbuted through mmpetmve gmnts to reward innovative
S prograrm at the iocal level that move welfare rec1p1ents into pnvate séctor employment

e Performance bonus for successful welfnre to wark prograrns. A sxgmﬁcant pomon ot the '
, "welfa.re to work funds should bé reserved for bonus payment> to reward states who' defnenstraté
success in usmg welfare to work funds to move hard-to-serve welfare recipients into prwate sector
L 'employmcnt Perfonnance borius payrnents should reward performancc dlrectly atmbutablc 10
- \'twelfarc to work funds and should take into at,count lhe economlc condmons n the state

. ‘Fffectwe wurk program fnr food stamp recxpxents Thc prowsmns prcwxdmg addltxonal ﬁmdmg
. for food stamp cmpleyment and’ training programs should be structured 1o encourage states to creaté
- thc thaximum nuribér of ctfecnve work slots for food stamp rcc1p1ents subject to work.’ '
o requxremems with a goal oi srcatmg 300 000 work slots over the next five yéars. In addmon the
* _'pmg,ram should estabhsh mcentwes that rewa.rd states the’ create’ slots that successfully move
'» unemployment food stamp remplents mto pnvate >cctor employmcnt i
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. Standards for Medlcaid Managed Care There should be” strong ﬁnanmal and quuhty standards for
~ Medicaid managcd care programs. In general we support the Medicard managed care quality

o standards in the’ Senate bxll which are very sxrmlar to the quahty standards thal were included in the
) Coalxtlon budget » : :

e Efﬂcnent usé ot‘ funds for chlldren $ health programs States shou!d be reqmred to use the
o _mcredacd tundmg to prowde health i insurance to low-iricome, uninsured chlldrcn In addition, there
st be strong safeguards 1o énsure that incréased federal funds for children’s health are not used to
supplant current state spending or shifted to other programs. The children’s health care bill
o developed by the Democratic Caucus Task Force on ChlIcEren s Health whlch was co- -chaired by
" Rep. Manon Berry, accomphshes all ot these goals:
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) 'Record Type Record

Td: _ Elena Kagan/OPD!EOP JanetMurgusaNVHOiEOP CynthlaA RlC&/OPD[EOP Diana FortunafOPD/EOP .

cc: - Barry White/OMB/EOP, Lisa M. KountoupestMBfEOP JeffreyA Farkas/OMB/EOP Maureen H.
Walsh/OMBfEOP . o

Subject: BYRD .

Attached is a revised list of Byrd Rule welfare-to—work issues Chuck is taking up to the Hill, humedly L
amended this morning to capture, we think, the results of the Saturday meeting with the Ds. As Chuck's
note says, we can reach him if there's anything fatal i in here. Let any of us know if there are significant
problems you believe need to be raised, serious omtsssons or other issues that we should consnder

. Charles Konigsberg '
- 07/14/97 11:04:00 AM

Record Type: " Record

To: - See the distribution list at the bo&om‘ of this message

cc:
Subject: BYRD

" Message Creaﬂon Dateg was at 14-JUL 1997 11: 04: 00

FOLLOWING IS A REVISED BYRD LIST, BASED UPON COMMENTS RECEIVED THIS MORNING
] WILL BE MEETING WITH BUDGET STAFF AND WH/LA FOR THE NEXT. COUPLE HOURS TO
FINALIZE THE LIST. IF YOU IDENTIFY ANY OTHER PROBLEMS WITH THE LIST, PLEASE

" PAGE ME. THANKS. : .
7/14/97 . o

DRAFT - POSSIBLE BYRD RULE VIOLATIONS

[Note the followmg is not mtended to be é comprehénswe list; itis
limited to identifying which of the objectionable reconciliation provisions
(n 8. objectionable on pohcy grounds) may also. v:o!ate the Byrd Rule]

0. anatlzatlon (Food Sta,mps and. Medxcald) iHouse Passed Bill (S (Sec’uon 1003 ;
@od Stamps; and Sec. 3457, Medicaid).: ” Background: - The-Housé bill permits

any State 16 contract with a private sector entity to conduct income .

verification and ehgibmty determinations for Food Stamps and Medicaid. The ‘
Senate includes no such provisions (dropped per Byrd rule). The Administration . S



: strong(y upboses the provrsroris in the House bill armd urges the Conferees to
drop them from consideration. Nature of Byrd violation: the provusron does not
affect federal revenues or outlays. .

o Welfare-to-Work:.
--Senate Section 5822(a)(2)(c) -eNunappIication of any minimum wage

requirements with  respect to individual sanctions. (i.e., the Nickles ,
) ‘amendment) g

e N ’
« —-(FLSA) House sections: 5004.and 5005 and 9004, 9005 ~- make people in
workfare and commumty service activities pot émployees for- purposes of FLSA;
-and counts items other than cash and food stamps for minimum wage (no budget
effect) : .

--Temporary Assnstance for Needy Famlhes (TANF) Work Activity Rules: Would
limit vocational- -and educational training as a work activity in TANF; fﬁouse ‘
Passed Bill {sections 9003, 5002) Senate Passed Bill (Sec. 5905(k)) B

~-Background:-The-House bill- includes two sets of provisions --one from the Ways

and Means Committee and the other from the Education and Workforce Committee

--which narrow the base of eligible recipients against which the cap on

" vocational education in TANF applies. (The Ways and Means Committee also
excludes teen parents in school from the cap and sets the cap at 30 percent of -
the'narrower base, while the Education and Workforce Committee makes no other
changes.) The Senate bill maintains the existing base against which the cap on -
vocational education applies, but removes teen parents who attend school from -~
the 20 percent cap on vocational education. The Agreement did -not addiess

a making changes in the TANF work requirements regarding vocational education and ‘

_educational services for teen parents. The Administration voiced concerns

about these provisions in several letters and urged Conferees to drop them from
consideration. Nature of Byrd Violation -~ no éffect on Federal budget h
--TANF transfers to title XX House Passggggﬂ_ (Sectson 9002)

- Background: The provisions reported by thé House would allow States to dwert
TANF funds away from welfare-to-work efforts to other Title XX social service
activities. (The Senate included no such provisions.) The Agree‘ment did not
address making changes in the TANF transfer provisions. The Administration

_voiced concerns about these provisions.in several letters and urged Conferees

“to drop them from consideration. . Nature of. wolatron The provrsron does not
effect federal revenues or outlays “




L lyl1o,1997 .

Dear Mr. President:

the balanced budget bill te overturn your adrmmstratlon ) pohmes on privatizing the
Food Stamp and Medicaid programs and on applying the. Fair Labor Standards Act and
other worker protections laws to work:fare workers : v

We want to thank you for your strong oppos1t10n to congressmnal attempts to use . -

' As a result of our mutual eﬁom, the Senate now has clear record rejecting all
privatization provisions. We believe that the Senate’s action provides a solid basis from
which to resist provisions in the House bill which would allow all states to pnvatlze food
stamps and Medicaid opcratlons A - . -

In a@dition, we areé ﬁlaking important progrese orotecting working people on and
off welfare. We have strongly defended your administration’s ruling that workfare -

-workers should have the same rights and protections as other workers. Moreover, we

have been pleased at the progress made in movmg the welfare-to-work program through -
the legislative process and are seekmg to ensure that it will be used to create real jobs at
livable wages rather than workfare. Finally, we have seen significant Congressional

" support for incorporating effective nondisplacement protections in the conference

agreement so that working people do not end up paymg for welfare reform with a loss in
jobs and income.

"We now are at a critical jhncture in the deliberations on the conference agreement.
We believe your continued strong Ieadershlp is essentlal to achxevmg a favorable

‘ outcome on all these critically unportant 1ssues.

Sincerely,

,,,ﬂ%;ﬁ@ P

Gerald W. McEntee . Morton Bahr

“Intematlonal President - = - "~ President

Commumcatlons Workers of .
America -

. - AndrewL. Stem T S
N - President P Cy
. Service Employees
Internatlonal Unl_on
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ssues in Ways and Means Welfare~to -Work Grents Draft
ine 13th, 12:50 pm)

TechhieaI"
Proposal #(Ju

r'\

'<:;)' Confo% éng Changes to Lead In and Use of “Secretary“k(pg. 2 and
ontlnuxngf , :

- Providingi the new - welfare to work grant provisions as 51mp1y an
add-on to exmetlng 403 (a) seems confusing. Plans under Part A asg
defined injisection 402, for example, are 2 year plans to the -
Secretary’of Health and Human Services. The new paragraph (5)
env1smons*that amendments to these plans will be provmded to the
SeCretaryﬁof Labor annually but reference to this is not made in

section 402§wh1ch deals with the plan under thls part (which would

1nclude the;new 403(a)(5) amendments)
1 : ' S
More broadly, the blll refers to "the Secretary" as being the

Secretary! 9 Of Labor (pg. 22, line 12). When HHS and HUD are
1nvolved,‘xt specifically refers to the respective Secretaries of
‘those Departments These are confusing designations especially

when vlewedsln the context of the entire TANF sections of the
Social Securlty Act.
!
We suggest that conforming changes recognizing the new '
paragraph (5) be provided in sections 401 and/or section 402
or thaxt: some. explanatory lead-in language be provided in
paragraph (5) ' We suggest  the Secretary of Labor be
,1dentﬁf1ed in each subparagraph as appropriate, rather than
provzdlng a blanket definition solely for the new paragraph

(s) oﬁfthe Secretary
|‘: v ’ i ‘ )

Also for clarlty, we would revise the ~reference to an
-amendment to the plan (pg. 4 line 1) as 51mp1y a change to the
plan;elnce in effect the plan in questlon is an amendment to

a. plaps ’ :

2. ‘Distr;g§tion of Funds
Ll

'The langqage describing the flrst optlon for dlstrlbutlng funds

within S@dees (pg. 8, line 14) is confusing. = It speaks toc an
‘amount in| proportlon "to the number (1f any) by which the number‘of
1nd1v1dual§ o A '

i ‘ o .
We suggest that the extraneous language be removed and thlS be .
reworded to provide "in proportlon to the number (if any) of
: 1nd1vﬁduals residing. . o
L { h
‘3. Govern%?s’ Progects
o Y : =
Page 11, 11ne 11 prov1des that the Governor may de51gnate an agency
other than the state TANF agency to administer these prOJects with
no reference to the need for coordlnatlon with the State TANF

agency.

m«;_-.»my‘-‘»;«;»m:-:(»,— - -.:«;n—-
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We, suggest that coordznatlon w1th the State TANF agency be
requlred.

4., Allowab; e Activities

on page 18 ‘liné ¢4, subparagraph (V), one allowable activity for
which funds ‘can be used are "Job support services, excluding child
care -if such services are not otherwise available. Clarification-
is needed! on what is meant by "not otherwise avallable " It is not
Clear whether this is meant to address cases where other Federal
funding lS nct available for a particular service or, whether the
language means that other Federal funding may be available .for a
service buﬁ that such a service has not been located in a
partlcula; ?cmmunlty or SDA. In other words, is the intent to
allow Statgs to use these grants to fund an act1v1ty that is
- covered by;another Federal program? .

a,g

i”s : ' ’ .
We suggest that clarlflcatlon be provided. If the intent is
“to allow States to use Federal funds from different programs
to cover the same sexrvice, then no change is necessary. The
current ‘language can certainly be interpreted to mean that
‘States|have broad flexibility to fund services. However, if
the 1ntent is to restrict State use of funds to serviges not
‘covered by other Federal program funds, then appropriate
language should be inserted in the bill. o '

: K
5) Appllceblllty ‘of Sectlon 404 (pg. 20, 11ne 4)

Paragraph,(C)(lll) ‘Limitation on’ Appllcablllty of Section 404,

provides that ‘those rules do not apply with the exception of (b)
15% cap - for administrative costs,” (f) authority ‘to operate
employment placement programs and (h) use of funds to carry out a
program to.: fund 1nd1v1dual development accounts.

. We euggest that the reference to paragraph “(h) be further
defined to provide limiting subparagraph designations to
(h)(2M(B)(111) because qualified purposes under'paragraphs (1)

. Postsegondary BEducational Expenses and (ii) First Home

“Purchage, under this section do not appear in alignment with
the talflowable actlv1t1es provided under (5)(C) (i) of the
prOposal o :

i

¢

| L |
(E;?'Grents’to Tribes (pg. 30, line 6 and cont;nulng)

i
' i ‘ -1
a. § cr etary
L x; z

-The,new grants to Indian Tribes language . (propoeed section

412(&)( does not include a deflnltlon of’ Secretary as was

,prov1ded with respect to the new section 403(2)(5). The

1anguage provided on pg. 22 is embedded in section 403 and
doesanot extend to sectlon 412.

'U?~ﬁ

R

3 :

(
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3 =§§
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b. acunﬁ'of Tribal Grants

Language is not pr0v1ded 1nd1cat1ng how the set-aside dollars
are toqbe distributed among tribes- submlttzng a plan. The
language appears to provlde complete dlscretlon to the

 Secrietary.

. f ;wl
C. Trmbal Subm;ss;on

i § (:.' N
Language on SUleSSlOH of the plan speaks to an addendum to
the - trabal TANF .plan, if any. This may be drafting, but
appears to env1smon a llnk to Trlbes which have TANF plans.

j;
We recommend that addltlonal clarifying language be

i

o

}

{
4
i language as provided on pg. 22 would be in order in this

| séction. With respect to the grants, we suggest that

! some formula and/or threshold be ‘provided and that
?ellglble tribe be further refined. to specmfy "tribes
operatlng TANF programs or -tribal JOB programs." On the
3{last item, we:recommend that the language be rev;sed to
?prOVLde "an addendum to the tribal assistance plan, or in
'iUhe absence of such a plan, an independent welfare to
}work plan whlch - < : : ,

Noh- competltlve Formula ISsues
g8

o prov1ded on each of these issues. We "assume the
Secretary in question is - the’ Secretary of Labor and.

On page 21,H11ne 20, poverty is deflned for purpans of the formula
" but the TANF and unemployment data is not. - .

o

r :
We suggest that Clarlflcatlon be added w1th respect to these
‘formuﬁa measures. For example, we may want a date or fiscal
year: or to point to what data to use -- e.g. average monthly

TANF! adult caseloads for.the precedlng fiscal year as reported

to HHS%by X date
SinglewAudlt Act

Under TANF, sectlon '409(a) (1)(A) any amount pald to a State

underfsectlon 403 of the Social Security Act is subject to a-
penalty via the Single Audit Act. Is the .intent to have WIW

funds&subject to thlS penalty? ﬁp'

a : .
;ﬁf the intent is to have funds subject to a penalty under
the Single Audit Act, then the current bill language

%permlts this penalty. ' If the intent is not to have wtw
“Covered or if DOL has a different monitoring mechanlsm
‘ ;then the. blll language needs to be changed

M
1)

]

’
t
}

e s ey iy d
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(;;), State?$eport1ng Requlrements and Regulatory Authority

Placing theéwelfare to work piece within TANF severely limits the
Federal Goqernments ability to regulate (sec. 417 states that
unless othérwise stated the Feds can not regulate) . The only

‘express regulatory authority provided for wtw is with respect to

the lnterpretatlon of required beneficiaries (pg. 19, line 4). It
is not clear this limitation will allow effective implementation of
the proposal or that it is the desired intent since the Secretary
of Labor 1s€glven dlscretlon in a number of areas.

Slmllarly,‘there are no specific reportlng reguirements for cases
covered by wtw funds. Unless this section explicitly provides for

data reportlng (recipient characteristics and financial) we (nor .

DOL) will, not be able to requlre additional reportlng

"

:51'
;We suggest that language be added to prov1de reporting of
f'spec1f1c data elements related to wtw cases. At a

~ mlnlmum we need- financial reporting that they are
fspendlng the money and what they are spending it on. 1In

an identifier in the TANF case record that the person is
azrec1p1ent of services under this new program. We also
suggest that regulatory discretion 'be prov;ded for
purposes of the new 403(a) (5). ' '

'.{.

terms of recipient characteristics at least we would want

Further, the Secretary will be unable to- effectlvely evaluate how-

grants have”been used without an authorlty to require grantees to
submit datai

ﬂ

'10. WTW and TANF Interactions

?!'J ’
Further, embeddlng WIW into TANF could create unforeceen problems
in that concepts which are currently contained in TANF could become
appllcable un unintended ways to WIW. For example, '

o it would be undesirable for WIW expendltures which would be

regarded as assistance under TANF to become subject to the
"TANF} rules that . apply to recelpt .of .assistance, such as
‘ a851gnment of child support and time limits, and

‘Y.A
i

regul&tlng the conduct of the state?

i . ? .Iu.
:(§£> Supplahtatlon

language in the bill that would- prohlblt WTW funds from"

There is no%
supplantlnggcurrent State expendltures

(.
¥S

i :
K whereithe WTW grantee is a state, does sectlon 417 preclude“
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G Evaluat:.ons
F

The currencﬂevaluatlon language in HR 2015 provides for determining

how granteqs use the funds and identifying and evaluatlng a limited

set of"- parﬁ&cularly promlslng approaches. This is compatible with
the fundlng level and 1is feasible. Other language under

con51deratron could suggest a much more ambitious agenda that the_'
Department ﬁould not be able to carry out with the proposed funding’

level. We” {d be prepared to work on. modifications to clarify that

the evalua;}ons would examine the success of a limited set of

approaches: &to ensure that expectations were compatible  with
resources!. . ;v . ' :

i
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al Iszues in the Senate Welfare to-Work Proposal
(Dated June 24, 1997)

Tech

T o
He -

e o et

i

1. State%Reporting Requzrements and Regulatory Authorlty

: ;‘f

Same as Ho?se comment #9.
.

2. Gfants§to Trlbes (page 29, item (c)(3)(A))

r ;“;3

Language 153not provxded lndlcatlng how the set-aside funds for

Tribes are»to be distributed. The language appears to provide
complete dﬁscretlon to the Secretary. However, the Secretary is

. not glvem the authority to regulate the criteria for
dlstrlbutlo? .

3. Tr1baE§Subm18510n (page 29, item (c)(3)(B)(1))

3

-Language bnveubmlsSLOn of the plan speaks to an "addendum to the

tribal famrﬂy assistance, if any, of the ‘Indian Tribe. Does

this langu%%e envision the coverage of Tribes not presently
operating; agTrlbal work or TANF program? . If o, then the

language needs to be changed. We suggest “an addendum to the
tribal famrﬂy assistance plan, or in the absence of such a plan,
an 1ndependent welfare-to-work plan.

bk

‘4; Evalu&%zon of Welfare—To-WOrk Proposals (page 30, item (3))

We do notlbelleve that fundlng is suff1c1ent to permlt us to

fulfill thégevaluatlon requirements. Additionally, this

B

requ1remenUEls problematic since it does not include any data

V reportlng ngulrements for grantees:

k
S. = Repor%ﬁto Congress (page 30 item (j)(2))

;
We' belleve ?hat two years should be added to both dates. The

x.‘g

" grants. williibe awarded in FY 1998, so the January 1999 1nter1m

only. permit reporting the grants awarded. K
Addltlonall;, since the funds can be spent through 2002, the
January Bo&m report cannot be final report on the grants. '
.gé ST .

6.. Small ?tate Minimum' (page 20, item (a) (5)(a))

s =
The 0. 5 %ﬁmfnlmum for small States in the Senate language is .
calculated. #rom the entire amount of funds (minus set-asides for
evaluation %nd Indian Tribes), which results in a larger grant
for smalli'States than it would if the 0.5% were,calculated only
from. the non -competitive portlon of funds. v

7.‘ Allowable Activxtxes'
':kb
3.5

Same as H?use comment #4
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Draft: July 8, 1997 . ' o , .

RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN WELFARE-TO-WORK PROVISIONS {H.R. 2015)
{new language shown 'in bold italics and gnderlined)

1. Allowa activities; co nity service a work experien

Modify the new section 403(a) (5} (C) (1) [as proposed to be modified by the House
© Staff Discussion Draft of June 24, 1997, at page 17, lines 1 through 18] as
follows: . : : ' '

" (i) ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES. -- An entity to which funds are provided
under this paragraph shall use the funds to move into the workforce
recipients of assistance under the program funded under this part of the
State in which the entity is located and the noncustodial parent of any
minor who is such a recipient, by means of any of the follow1ng

"{I) The conduct and administration of community service or work\

experience programs, except that neo recipient shall participate in
. any such program for more than 90 days, and a service strateqy shall
be developed for each recipient participating in a community service
‘or work experience program that is designed to ensure that the
program will gnable the recipient to mova;proggtlz 1nto other
employment.
"(I1) Job creatlon through publlc or private sector employment
wage subsidies. Co :
"{III) On-the-job tralnlng
"(IV) Contracts with public or prlvate prov1ders of readlness,
placement, and post-employment services. ,
"(V) Job vouchers for placement, readiness, .and post—employment
services.
"(VI) Job retention or support services if such services are not
otherwise available. .
Of the funds provided to any entity under this paragraph in any fiscal
year, not more than 15 percent shall be expended for administrative
purposes. : ' -

2.  Additional State plan provision.

.

In H.R. 2015 -as passed by the House (bill print HR 2015 EH):

Page 590, on.line 6, strike "and"; on line 11, strike the period and
insert a semicolon and the word "and"; and between lines 11 and 12,
insert the following new subclause'
"(dd) set forth performan goals for moving recipients
participating in activities fhnded under this paragraph in
unsubsidized employment lasting not less than 9 months.

3. . Evaluation of ngfara~to~wo:k programs.

In H.R. 2015 as passed by the House (bill print HR 2015 EH):

Page 607, on line 4, strike "and"; and between lines 4 and 5, insert
. the following new subparagraph (and redesignate the succeeding
,subparagraph accordingly): '
‘" (2) shall evaluate the §uccess of welfare-to-work grant
ac vztles dexr ctions 4 5) a 4 a){3) in meetin
B exrf ance goals for moving recipients into lasting un idiz

employment; and .= . Cer T
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Cynthia A. Rice o © . 07/14/97 07:37:41 PM

- ,
Record Type:. Record N ‘

To:. Elena Kagan,’OPD!EOP Laura EmmettiWHO!EOP Janet Murgula/WHOlEOP \/rgmla N

AR Rusthue/WHO;’EOP
cc: - - BruceN. Reed/OPD/EOP

Subject: Information for Levin meeting (Tuesday at 11:00)

conf0714.wpd confdolwpd - =~ _ ISR

Adenda

Janet suggested on Saturday that we have an agenda to try to keep the meeting on course. Attaeh'ed is-

" one we could use (it's written fairly neutrally -- no mention of positions or fallback oﬂptions),

o

Goalé of this Meeting i

in my mlnd our goals are to:

1) Make sure Levin et. ‘al. understand how the formula will dnve tunds fo the neediest areas, and why. ‘
competitive funds, while desirable for other reasons, won't be as desirable. Ray’ Uhalde is preparmg a
one-pager. touseto help explam thls He promlsed me-a fax tonight to review. ‘

- 2) Ensure that Levm et. al: understand the strong effort we are maklng to stnke the | provrsrons in the

House bill which undermine the minimum wage, worker protections, and the work requirements. Seth
Harris will be about 10-15 minutes late, so | put this 2nd on the agenda so he'll be there.

Janet -- W|ll you want to raise the effort to get 41 Senate sngnatures to help us gain leverage in
conference’? : .

Elena the staff already understand that we consrder the work rates part of the' parcel to strlke but the .
members may need to hear it from us.

Also we may wish to raise the Nickles amendment here DOLj lS preparing optlons which they could

' _ describe verbally (I've described them in the attached). It's premature to hand out paper, but l believe we

need to alert them that "strike Nickles" is not our first choice (althought itis DOL‘s)

3 Stress that we want the Senate antl—dlsplaoement prevrsrons applled to all of TANF but have prepared
options on grievance/appeals process, remedies, and types of protections if needed. Again, | think it's
premature to hand out paper except for the side by side of House/Senate provisions we showed staff _
Saturday, but DOL will be prepared to verbally describe.options (agaln, I've: descnbed DOL's work in the
attached.) , ,

4) Stress that we share their view that th’le program's primary goal is to move reciplents,prornplly into- ..~



- private sector employment. We could offer Ianguage to ensure that all "allowable uses"” inéluding '

- .community service would have to have to be designed to ensure that goal. DOL will have possible

" language ready we could give them. DOL knows that we do not want to propose to limit the number of
months of workfare or the percent of funcfs spent on it. .
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' @ Jeffrey A. Farkas .
07/14/87- 12:26:14 PM

sesesssesssrsrce

Record Type:  Record

To: ‘Cymhia A. REce/OPD}EOP:
cc: o

bee: ' ‘ T g
Subject: Re Language to Ensure no Spendung in 2002/

Here s the Ianguage ‘The section number for the msert may change (we may not want to strike the -
;exlstmg Ianguage there) . .

" Amcnd Sec 403(3)(5)(Q(v1) of the Ways and Mcans rcportcd provisions to read as followmg

"(vx) Expendxturc of Funds Bcfore Fiscal Year 20022~ x
: "(I) Any obligations made under the authority of this paragraph are contmgent upon thc
expcndlturc of funds occurring by September 30, 2001. As a condition of receiving grants under
this authorllty, grantees must agree at the time of | grant award that the United States shall have no
liability: after September 30, 2001 to l1qu1date oblzganons to such grantee existing on such date.
"(II) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, mcludmg chapter 15 of title 31 of the
United Statcs Code, the funds made available under the authority of this paragraph shall remain
available t}or expenditure- until Scptcmber 30, 2001, after which any unexpended balance shall be
canceled, shall not be available for obligation or expenditure for any purpose, and shall lapse and
revert to the Trcasury, and any funds remaining unexpended as of this date shall be returned by

- the granteés w1th1n 30 days to-the administering agency and shall 1mmedlately thereaftcr revert.

to the Treasury

Cynthua A. Rice _:‘f

CynthiaA.Rice  07/14/97 11:20:47 AM"

d ‘
Record Type: Record

To:  Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP
cc: - :

bec: : o . :
Subject: Re: Language to Ensure no Spending in 2002%?55:

Thanks for, the update When you geta chance would you fax the latest Ianguage to me at 6- 7431"
Jeffrey A Farkas :




Jetfrey A. Farkas
o 4/97 09:02:53 AM .

0‘0.06.'&.‘*0...

Record Type: - Record

To: Cynthia A aséeIOPDfEOP
cc: ' .
Subject: . Re: Language 1o Ensure no Spending in 20024k

Just to glve you an update CBO nixed the language that | gave you last week, but had some su’gg'estions
about how to write a provision that would prevent outlays in FY02. (I didn't get page 2 of your faxsol -~
don't know lexactty which langugage you have.) We drafted new language and shared it with them on
Thursday, but their GC has been out of the office and hasn't commented on it yet. Hopefully they‘u opine
today We | let you know . :
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volved, and we think that the Government of America can provide
those kinds of necessary services—effectively. and economically.

We have, for the last decade, been sitting down with public em-
ployers to deal with ideas on productivity in order to improve the
Fubhc service; qnd our union is always ready, willing, and we be-

ieve able to do it. '

But we think that in almost all circumstances, the public sector
can provide a service in a more economic, efficient way to the citi-
zens. :

Senator Packwoon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ‘

Senator MovyniHaN. Thank you, Senator Packwood. Senator
Rockefeller. _ '

Sepator RoCkEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have an
opening statement I would like to put in the record. '

Senato.r Moy~iHAN. We will put it in the appendix of the record

and I think that should be done with Mr. Durenberger’s and Mr.
Chafee’s statements as well. '
» Senat:or'R.OCKEFElLEg._ Mr. McEntee, as you know, I represent
‘West Vlrgu}wu You have referred to West Virginia; and I must say
that, as I listened to you talk, even though you mentioned West
Virginia, it seens you don’t know much about the State. '

As Governor, I started the CWEP Program a number of years
ago. It is my feeling that when a State is in a recession, which we
have been in for a long time, when there isn’t public money avail-
able to teach people, train people, give people tge kinds of services
that you and I want to see them get, and when you get as little as
$1 million—as we did in our last cycle from WIN—that you do

- -what you can to assist AFDC recipients become independent and
self-sufficient.

I can remember that back in 1982 and 1983, we had 21 percent of |

~our-people unemployed. In 1984, when I ran for-the Senate 17 per-
cent of our people unemployed. I hear you now, and there a lot of
- labor unions and antipoverty groups that are asking us to drop the
CWEP option. I know your argument is that it is not good enough;
_ it is demeaning; it puts the nation’s poor at an-unnecessary risk—
this seens to be what you said in your testimony. |
My question to you is: I don’t really understand why CWEP is so
.bad in your judgment. Nationwide, in 1987 only 4.2 percent of all
AFDC recipients were enrolled in CWEP. In the Moynihan bill,
CWEP is not a mandate, it is an option.

_I'mean, there are people in southern West Virginia that are par-
ticipating in work experiencce who otherwise would be doing noth-
ing; and it is not a question of being demeaning for those who are
working under the program because this is their only opportunity.
Plus for the communities involved there is no other way in which
they can get the services other than through CWEP.

It is not a question of $9 versus $3 an hour; it is a question
of no dollars versus no jobs versus no people. ‘
“~And-so~you~look-at- CWEP, let's say-from-a-governor’s-point-of-

- view now, and you decide what you must do, and you decide that
doing something is better than doing nothing at all.

Ethically, why is that wrong? ‘

Mr. MCENTE_E. Oh, I don’t know whether I would address it ethi-
cally, I mean, in terms of being wrong. The way you put the ques-

29

tion, it is a very difficult one to answer. The public employer be-
‘comes the employer of last resort. ’

1 appreciate the work ethic of folks in West Virginia. We have a
union down in West Virginia that we are trying to build. It is very
difficult, and it is a tough State. It is a tough State with a lot of

. unemployment.

But we think that where you have people working in the public
sector, with the public employer as a last resort, at the minimum
wage with no benefits; and where there are people working at a
different kind of wage with fringe benefits, performing the same
service, or in a generally recognized similar classification that,
those people getting the minimum wage would appreciate getting
the comparable wage and fringe benefits.

Now, does that mean that maybe less people would be working? 1
think the answer to that is probably yes. But if we would multiply
that all across the United States, if we would have private employ-
ers being employers of the last resort and using workforce in a fac-
tory or in starting up a factory operation, we would have hell to
pay across this country in terms of machinists and tool and dye
makers and all kinds of folks that have a negotiated contract, that -
have through their blood, sweat and tears been able to get a decent
rate and fringe benefits, if other folks came in and did those jobs.

We suffer from this in the public sector all the time. It doesn't
happen in the private sector, but we would have chaos on our
hands if it did. We recognize the problem, and it is a damned hard -
problem to deal with in terms of West Virginia. S

What we say is, you know, let's have a Government in Washing-
ton, DC that is going to come up with more dollars, more funding
in the domestic area to try and take care of situations like that, in
terms of training and retraining for possible openings in jobs.

And our union is out in the forefront of that and certainly will-

. ing to support any kind of legislation and any kind of candidate

that is for that kind of program.

But we recognize the problem in West Virginia.

Senator RocKEFELLER. You recognize it, but it doesn’t get reflect-
ed in your position; and I guess that is what I care about. I went to
West Virginia as a VISTA worker, and I spent two years working
in a coal mining community; there were 56 families, of which 50
were on welfare. Nobody had any kind of work whatsoever, and I
used to glory in the old dollar an hour program, Mr. Chairman,
which has since been dropped. ’

But quite frankly, when people went off to get a dollar an hour
by working on the State road or cleaning up brush at the side of -
the road, they came back with their dignity intact. If they were
with a department of highways supervisor who didn't treat them
well, yes they came back with their dignity out of tact; but the
point is that the opfortunity"to work was compared to absolutely
no opportunity at all. .

—I_really don’t_know of anything more demeaning than no hope,
no opportunity, no work. It seems to me that what Senator Moyni-
han is trying to do is to get a bill passed. Yes, it is not everything
everybody wants, but it seems to me to be a route to get a majority
of votes in the Congress and get it signed by the President. That we
would achieve a certain degree of progress, which strikes me.as
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reasonable, as practical, and in terms of my own words, ethical.
And I thank the chairman. ' ' ‘
Senator MoynNigaN. 1 thank the Senator. If I may exercise a per-
sonal privilege, you will perhaps recall that we met when you were
a VISTA volunteer in West Virginia; and I was Assistant Secretary

“for Labor and came down on one of those distant days. You have

come a long way, and you haven't stopped yet. Senator Heinz.

Senator HeiNz. I don’t know which of you has come further.
{Laughter.]

Senator MovyN1HAN. Well, I have stopped.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN HEINZ, U.S. SENATOR FRO

PENNSYLVANIA :

Senator Heinz. Mr, Chairman, first let me apologize to you and
our witnesses for not being here at the beginning of these hearings.
This is one of those days where it is a ten-strike for all my commit-
tee chairmen. A Banking Committee is going on, which I haven’t

gotten to yet. I had to testify before the Rules Committee on the

Aging Committee budget. I had to testify before the Environment
and Public Works Committee. They wish you well, Mr. Chairman;
they miss you. That was on the bill that Senator Mitchell and I in-
troduced to address the oil spills that have taken place.

I am glad I finally made it to the Finance Committee and, in par-
ticular, to time it so well to welcome somebody whom I had for
many years the privilege to claim as a constituent, Gerry McEntee,
who—before he became 80 exalted and important here in Washing-

- ton—was equally exalted and important in Pennsylvania.

- Mr. McEnNTEE. Senator, I am still registered in Pennsylvania. 1

vote there.

Senator HEiNz. You can tell I really know that. {Laughter.]

And I would ask unanimous consent that my statement be in-
cluded as part of the record.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Of course, it will be.
Senator Heinz. I have a couple of questions for President McEn-

“tee, but before I pose them, I can’t resist making an observation
-about Senator Rockefeller’s comments on job training, with which

he is intimately familiar. .
. Part of the solution to the hard-pressed budgets that States have

for job training rests in two initiatives that Senator Rockefeller has™

taken the leadership on and in which I have been active myself for
a long time. .

First is the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program, which needs
to be made an entitlement, which is under the Senate bill, thanks
also, I might add, to Senator Moynihan, and which we hope—by
the time we complete action on the trade bill—will reflect the kind

of thinking that this committee, the Finance Committee, put into
it @ b :
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that, which comes to us in the trade bill courtesy of our friends on
the Labor Committee—~whose help we welcome—is also retained.

And should both provisions survive conference, as we hope they
do, it will make the jobs of governors, such as Senator Rockefeller
used to be, one heck of a lot easier, even if it will not address every
single one of the problems, including some of the problems that .
Senator Rockefeller mentioned. - ' '

Jerry, I would just like to ask you kind of a philosophical ques- -
tion. You take understandable exception to the broad waiver au-
thority. My question is: Given the fact that Medicaid, AFDC, and
in the same sense Title 20, which are our main programs aimed at
helping poor people, are genuine Federal/State partnerships. We

- pay, in the case of the first two, roughlg 50 percent of so0; in the

case of the latter, a higher match. At what point would you draw
the line between what you characterize as total flexibility of the
States and reasonable flexibility for the States? ’
How should that line be drawn?
Mr. McEnteE. I don’t know that we are sure right now where we
can draw that line, but Senator Packwood asked essentially the

- same kind of question, in terms of our opposition to waivers.

In this bill, we believe it is 10 State demonstration with 7 differ-
ent programs. I think it is much more in the Dole bill. We would
be inclined and certainly willing to sit down with members of the
staff of this committee and taﬁ{ about where we would possibly
draw that line in terms of waivers. ) )

We are frightened by the waivers. There is some langudge in the
House bill that would allow for some types of experimentation.
Maybe that is the answer, and maybe it isn’t. But what we are
afraid of here is that the waivers would be just so broad and the
States would have such flexibility in terms of the entire seven Fed-~
eral programs that we could find ourselves in trouble in terms of

future support for the programs. However, we are ready—even

though I am not crazy at all about the waiver situation—to sit
down and see if we could have a meeting of the minds on some lan-
guage. ' -

Senator Heinz. Mr. Chairman, might I presume one further brief
question? ' . :

Senator MoyNiHaN. Please. C :

Senator Heinz.- Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On CWEP, I don't.
Claim to bean expert on the House bill, but my understanding is
that, compared to the Senate bill, there are three principal differ-
ences; and correct me if I am wrong. ,

The first is that there is m time limitation—6 months. The
second is that there is a prohibition against reassignment. And the
third is that there is a grievance procedure.

From your standpoint, were you to suggest a priority ranking for
the Senate_in_adopting not-all-three-but-less-than-three=simply

"y

So, there is an underwritten guarantee that, at least in the area
of -trade impacted workers, there is the real prospect, not the
empty promise, of training. V

But equally important is the initiative that Senator Rockefeller
and I have jointly undertaken to assure that there is adequate
funding for displaced workers, Title 3; and we are hopeful that

because we are probably stubborn old you-know-whats—but would'
you give us a priority ranking that if you were a Senator and you
were going to adopt only one, or if you were going to adopt two, of
those House provisions, which one or two would you adopt?

Mr. McEnTEE. Right at this moment, we wouldn’t single out any

of them; but this is the first time this question has been posed to
me.
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COOFLE T T won a7 ERR!

‘Salaries & Fringe Bencfit§ 3,889,343 (31% of total)i . - S

Current Exhc:ns;: . $1,167,394 (9% of total):

Cpntracle,d Services $3 8‘78 036 (30% of tolal)

1 ‘
Clicnt Payments BT 3:2 387 614 (19% of'total)

“land Client

: IRTHIEEET I S S T Y AR
Total Contral;tc’d Scrvices _ | .
Payments ~ $6,265,650 (50% of tolal)**

* State office staff can he
costs of these calegories is

considered fully administrative as can the jbim finction and allocated costs. The combined
$1.405,551.0r l 1% ol the 113l pmgram costs Administrative costs of 10-20 pereent are

generally wnsudcmd cctnscrvatwc

‘,.
i N

|‘- L oy
1 o

** Fifty pereeiit (‘3()%) of’aH JORS program cosls are returmd to West Vn[,nzxa 8 economy. Qur contracicd
services activities create emplnymcnr oppomxmuae for orgdmzdncns providing classroom training. They employ

instructors, coordinators, ¢
ele. -

R=06%

clerical staff, cte, [Client payments are used w'purchase gasoling, tools, clothing, license,

T I SR
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CWEP Success Stories

Case Number 1i;

'fammy W. had never worked outside the home when she was placed in CWEP at one
of our fucs! Department of Health and Human Resources offices.  She proved to be a good
worker and with this established work history, was referred 1o the newly opencd Wal-Mari.

‘Tammy |was hired through-an on-the-job contract for six months of subsidized
cmployment, S.he completed the contract and continued to work at Wal-Mart in unsubsidized
employment. Two years later, she was promoted to the position of Department Manager .md

“reccived a nice salacy increase.

The CWEP program gave Tammy the nccdcd work experience and lustury w
- successfully ob ain employmeni and cconomic independence.

Case Number 2:

N. Dean was an unemplnycd father of twp children when he entered the JOBS program
in February 1992 He was unable to obtain unsubsidized ‘employment and was placed in the
CWEP program with the Human Rights Commission where he was subsequently hired as o
temporary employec At the end of the temporary employment. he returned to the JOBS
pmgmm and was 4gam placed in CWEP

Hc had sume difliculty with the second CWEP assignment and received counscl ing .
from the JOBS case manager ahout work cxpcc;anons and requirements. . After wunw!mg and
an adjustment rmod Ihe settled ,mw ) mutme and was. xccogmzcd by. lhc CWEP epomor for
h 3 _]Ob permrmanw Sevcral months latcr he waa hired hy thc CWEP sponsor - ,,‘-i";
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Case Number 3;

Teresa S. enrolled in the JOBS program in July 1991, She had experience as a cashier
and receiving room clerk but had not worked since 1984, She had been on AFDC
approximately 4 years. Teresa had her GED bhut lacked confidence. She was placed in a Joh
Readiness class o improve her self esteemn and was then referred to job search classes. She

- failed to obiain employment following 2 p:rind of job search.

She waa assigned (o the Amcncan Red Cross as a CWEP participant in July 1993, She
~wasdble o u<c her clerical and tomputer skillg ih the CWEP assignment. This improved her
skills and further boosted her self confidence. 'I‘he CWFP SPONSOr Was very 1mprebaed thh

her attitide and dependability.

At the end of the CWEP asslgnmem she was rcfcrrcd to another actxwry Her work at

“the American $ed Cross was so exceplional that they decided that they could not operate with
our Teresda. They crested a part-time position for her with the hopes of making it & full-lime
permanent job in the near future, The Red Cross counted her months as a CWEP participant
as job experience and gave her a starting salary of $6.00 an hour which is above the standard

- entry level, :

R=gE% . 7 7 304 858 1130 1 08-07-95 11:56AM PO0O3 #37
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‘pederal Fiscal Year 1994
AFDC/U RECIPIENTS AND JOBS PARTICIPATION
Total Aadult AFDC?U‘recipiEnts SO £ ——a- 69,302
Toral refercred £O JOBS wmwmwrmm—me R T R mm—— 37,148
{14762 new onrollees + 21884 carried over from previous ydar)
Exempt from referral to JOBS —---~-~—~--—~—--4-~~--%- 31,854
Reasons for exemption: %
1. Dependent chi]d under 16.
2. Full- tlme student age 16 through 19 attendxng
‘school |
ox vocation/technical training,
Age 60" o% over
Physically or mentally anapable o£ engaglng in
.employment or training. o _ ;
5.] Needed in the home on a substantially contxnuouq
bagis to care for :
another |
6. Parant/carelaker with & child under the age of three.
‘wCaretakers under 20 without a high school dlploma/GED
must partivipate regardless- of the age of the.
(chmldran, only one parsnt/caretaker can be. exempt
for bh;s reason 3 " IR xf"a B >
T, Employed an average of 30° hours!week in unsubsldzzea
employment ey LL AR S S P
LA oA RS it
8. Remcteness ' ‘
f9.  A pregnant woman durlng the last 51x manths of the;
. pregnancy S [ e .
‘ oy L mme i e e .
‘;AFDCfL raczplents enrolled in. JDBS program. —~--r-~y-~537,g48
Total]JOBS enrollees engeged in activitie€s -ve----=-- 29,925

JOBS enrollees not in an activity ----- e ———————— - 7,523

Reason for non part;CLDatlon

- Lack: of; transportation: ‘g;w- Eoroat

. Lack of reasonable access teo transportatmon resources

4 No; education/training: resourge aVA1lable

Lack of day care

| Refused td'participate

‘Temporary barrier: (short: tarmx;llness or ;ncapaclty)
-Lack of-staff resources to work with peopla
Insufflczant number of employers 1n area
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Job Oppornunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) Program
, : Program Activities

October 1, 1993 - September 30, 1994

JTPA/QJT ‘ 63

Job Readiness _ o 2881
Job Semrch . , 301
College L - 2246
*Education - . 5053
CWEP : o : . BB94
Job Skills , 3217
Job Development/Placements o 224

~ Total 22,579

*EducationVIthudes:

- ngh School -
.~ ABE .o LT ‘ . o) b )
- FSL (Engl;sh as Second Language) " C oo
Ad&lL Secondary Educa:;oﬁ

1

-'HaE cot e dE o . i Lol N
- GED
'Entered Employment rull Time 4560
Part Time 2786
Cmotal o " 7346
22,579
~-1.446
lota) For|All Activitias .. 29,925
. a

k=862
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