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HEARING ON WELFARE TO WORK: 

TIES BETWEEN TANF AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 

_____________________

Tuesday, March 12, 2002 

U.S. House of Representatives 

Subcommittee on 21st Century Competitiveness 

Committee on Education and the Workforce 

Washington, D.C. 

 The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:03 p.m., in Room 2175, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Hon. Howard P. (Buck) McKeon, Chairman of the Subcommittee, presiding. 

 Present:  Representatives McKeon, Isakson, Boehner, Castle, Osborne, Mink, and Rivers. 

 Staff present:  Stephanie Milburn, Professional Staff Member; John Cline, Professional 
Staff Member; Travis McCoy, Legislative Assistant; Patrick Lyden, Professional Staff Member; 
Scott Galupo, Communications Specialist; and, Deborah L. Samantar, Committee Clerk/Intern 
Coordinator.

Michele Varnhagen, Minority Labor Counsel/Coordinator; Brendan O'Neil, Minority Legislative 
Associate/Education; and, Joe Novotny, Minority Staff Assistant/Education.

Chairman McKeon. The Subcommittee on 21st Century Competitiveness will come to order.  
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We are meeting today to hear testimony on Welfare and Workforce Development.  Under 
Committee Rule 12B, opening statements are limited to the Chairman and the Ranking Minority 
Member of the Subcommittee.  Therefore, if other Members have statements, they may be included 
in the hearing record. With that, I ask unanimous consent for the hearing record to remain open 14 
days to allow Member statements and other extraneous materials referenced during the hearing to 
be submitted for the official hearing record. 

 Without objection, so ordered. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN BUCK MCKEON, 
SUBCOMMITTE ON 21ST CENTURY COMPETITIVENESS, COMMITTEE 
ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE 

 Good afternoon.  Thank you for joining us for this important hearing today to hear 
testimony on the interaction between the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, or TANF, 
block grant and the workforce investment system created through the Workforce Investment Act, 
or WIA.  This Committee will play a vital role in the reauthorization of welfare reform over the 
next few months during consideration of the President's proposal to further welfare reform by 
increasing independence and strengthening families. 

 Today, building on the previous hearings that we have held on welfare reform, we will 
examine the extent to which TANF work services are provided through One-Stop Career Centers 
established through WIA and how such linkages impact participants. 

 In 1998, under this Committee's leadership, Congress passed the Workforce Investment Act 
to integrate the nation's job training system that formerly was fragmented, contained overlapping 
programs, and did not serve either job seekers or employers well.  WIA consolidated and integrated 
employment, education, and training services at the local level in a more unified workforce 
development system. 

 The system operates through One-Stop Career Centers, at which numerous programs must 
make their services available. The one-stop centers are local offices that offer job preparation and 
placement services to job seekers and opportunities for employers to find workers.  Numerous 
programs are required to offer their services through the system, including vocational education, 
veterans' employment and training, welfare to work, employment services, vocational rehab 
programs, adult education, just to name a few. 

 In addition, direct WIA services also are provided to dislocated workers, adults seeking 
better employment, and youth.  WIA services for workers include core services such as accessible 
job listings and assistance with job search; intensive services such as one-on-one career counseling 
and skills assessments; and job training. 
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 The overall purpose of these activities is to promote an increase in employment, job 
retention, earning and occupational skills improvement by participants.  This, in turn, improves the 
quality of the workforce, reduces welfare dependency and improves the productivity and 
competitiveness of the nation. 

 WIA also created a stronger role for the private sector in the workforce system.  Local 
workforce investment boards, which are required to have a majority of their members representing 
business, direct all WIA activities. 

 Now just beginning its second year of implementation, states and local areas have created 
comprehensive services and effective one-stop delivery systems with streamlined access to training 
programs.  In addition, core, intensive and training services provided through WIA are invaluable 
in assisting adult workers in areas of the country facing skill shortages.  Such assistance is essential 
for enhancing the 21st century workforce.  The WIA system can and will effectively meet these 
training and employment needs, giving us the opportunity to compete in the global economy. The 
WIA system, without a doubt, contains the Federal Government's primary programs for investment 
in our nation's workforce preparation. 

 The President's welfare reauthorization plan enhances the emphasis on moving welfare 
participants to work. The proposal also includes additional flexibility for states to enroll clients in 
other constructive activities, including education and training.  Research suggests that a 
combination of work and training may have the best outcome for families. It is because of this 
continued emphasis on work that Congress must support America's workforce investment efforts. 

 Currently, work programs funded through the TANF grant are optional partners in the one-
stop centers.  In many states, the TANF system and the workforce development and one-stop 
systems are overseen by different entities at the state and local levels.  Yet, both operate work 
programs.  The General Accounting Office is conducting a study to determine how TANF 
employment and training services are being provided and why states have created these structures. 

 Enhancing coordination and linkages between TANF and the WIA one-stop workforce 
development system could have positive impact on clients.  Coordination could encourage a 
continuum of services for low-income individuals that may become unemployed after leaving 
welfare.  In addition, creating a connection to the WIA system would ensure TANF clients could 
have access to labor market information and job listings maintained at the one-stops and could 
increase connections to the business community. 

 During this hearing, the GAO will offer a report on their findings to date.  We expect to 
hear that nearly all states reported some coordination at the state and local level between the 
programs.  We will also hear from two states that have been pioneers in creating linkages between 
the systems, Utah and Michigan.  The witnesses will share how their systems provide services to 
TANF clients as job seekers.  Finally, we will hear from two researchers who have examined 
linkages between the systems. 

 The Committee welcomes your insights.  I am sure the witness' testimonies will be 
invaluable as we prepare to begin welfare reform reauthorization. 
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WRITTEN OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN BUCK MCKEON, SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON 21ST CENTURY COMPETITIVENESS, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AN THE 
WORKFORCE – SEE APPENDIX A 

Chairman McKeon. With that, I would like to recognize Congresswoman Mink for her opening 
statement. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER PATSY MINK, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 21ST CENTURY COMPETITIVENESS, COMMITTEE 
ON EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  I, too, want to welcome our witnesses here today.  I 
look forward to hearing what you have to say about these two programs.  The issue of the extent to 
which TANF recipients are able to participate in the new consolidated arrangements between the 
WIA program and TANF, I think, is a very crucial matter.  It is an optional partnership.  And so we 
need to look at ways in which to improve that relationship, if not make it mandatory. 

 We are looking for answers to the question of how much the Workforce Investment Act and 
TANF are actually coordinated in the states and to what extent they need to be improved.  The 
important questions, I think, have to do with the extent to which this one-stop center and the new 
mandates under workforce investment have actually helped the TANF clients obtain the training 
and educational services that they need.  What kinds of jobs were the TANF recipients directed to 
under the coordinated one-stop operations?  These are the kinds of questions we need to answer as 
we head into the TANF reauthorization effort. 

 We know that TANF recipients have found work in considerable numbers.  And we need to 
know, however, what role the workforce investment program played in making this possible.  Are 
the employers using the workforce investment system to help TANF clients to gain jobs and also 
improve their skills to meet the workforce opportunities that there are in this particular economy?  
Whether it is a recession or not, still there are opportunities.  But I think a lot of it depends on 
adequate skills training and further education. 

 The ability of TANF recipients to find jobs that can afford an adequate living is a challenge, 
and I think one that Congress has to deal with directly when reauthorizing TANF. The one way to 
improve that wage-earning capacity for the recipient is by education and training, which is the 
obligation of the WIA system. 

 TANF laws, however, look to the concept of work first.  So we have always criticized that 
approach because it meant any job rather than the best job that that individual could acquire with 
necessary training and education.  These are things I think that we need to look at under the TANF 
program and to see ways in which we can strengthen the coordination in relationship with the 
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workforce investment program. 

 I think that that's the guidance that we seek from our witnesses today.  We know that there 
have been some very difficult problems in coordination because of the different eligibilities that 
each of the programs has by statute and how these are to be overcome.  And how you guide the 
TANF recipient particularly over their precarious course of differing eligibilities for different pots 
of money that has now been asked to coordinate their activities in a one-stop center is very 
complicated. 

 I have also been told that there are difficulties in terms of who pays the rent for the one-stop 
centers.  And how do you coordinate the overhead expenditures besides the conflicting eligibility 
requirements for the participants? 

 If the individual is not a TANF recipient, I think it is a lot easier.  But with TANF 
recipients, I think that the problems are compounded, and what we need today is to learn from you 
who have studied the system and can offer us advice as we look to the reauthorization.  We want to 
make sure that in reauthorizing TANF, if we can to some extent improve the one-stop centers and 
the coordination to the end that we are improving the opportunities for the TANF recipients, that is 
exactly what we want to do. 

 So I look forward to your testimony.  We want to make sure that the TANF recipients have 
a chance for a better life.  And I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to have my statement 
included in the record.  Thank you. 

WRITTEN OPENING STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER PATSY MINK, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON 21ST CENTURY COMPETITIVENESS, COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND THE WORKFORCE – SEE APPENDIX B 

Chairman McKeon. No objection.  So ordered. 

 Right now I’d like to introduce our witnesses. First, we'll hear from Dr. Sigurd Nilsen.  Dr. 
Nilsen is Director of Education, Workforce, and Income Security Issues at the General Accounting 
Office.  Dr. Nilsen has over 25 years of policy analysis experience.  He earned his Ph.D. in 
Economics from Cornell and has been rewarded the GAO's meritorious service award. 

 Then we will hear from Greg Gardner.  Mr. Gardner is the Interim Executive Director and 
Former Director of Strategic Planning for the Utah Department of Workforce Services.  Mr. 
Gardner has worked for the Department since 1996.  Prior to that, he worked at the Utah 
Department of Community and Economic Development where he served as the Program Director. 

 Next, we will hear from John B. O'Reilly, Jr.  Mr. O'Reilly is the Executive Director of the 
Southeastern Michigan Community Alliance, one of 25 Michigan works agencies that operate 
Michigan's one-stop employment centers.  Mr. O'Reilly received his Juris Doctor degree from the 
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University of Detroit and has been a licensed Michigan attorney since 1980. 

 Then we will hear from Dr. Erika Kates.  Dr. Kates is a Senior Fellow Research Associate 
at the Heller Graduate School of Social Policy and Management at Brandeis University where she 
is also the Executive Director of the Welfare, Education, Training, Access Coalition.  Dr. Kates 
received her Ph.D. from Brandeis University. 

 And finally, we will hear from Dr. Barbara Gault, Director of Research at the Institute for 
Women's Policy Research.  Dr. Gault received her Ph.D. in Social Psychology from the University 
of Pennsylvania. 

 We will begin with Dr. Nilsen, please. 

STATEMENT OF SIGURD R. NILSEN, Ph.D., DIRECTOR, EDUCATION, 
WORKFORCE, AND INCOME SECURITY ISSUES, UNITED STATES 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to be here today to discuss 
the coordination of services for TANF clients through the one-stop centers established under the 
Workforce Investment Act and the challenges that states' localities have faced in integrating 
assistance under these two programs. 

 The 1996 welfare reform legislation, which created TANF, directed welfare agencies to 
focus on helping needy adults find and maintain employment, a goal that has long been the 
province of the workforce development system. 

 Congress passed WIA in 1998 to unify a fragmented employment and training system 
creating a new comprehensive workforce investment system.  Despite the similar focus, TANF was 
not mandated to participate in the one-stop system. However, as we reported in testimony before 
this Committee in a joint hearing with the Human Resources Subcommittee of Ways and Means, 
many states and localities are coordinating their TANF programs with one-stops.  With the 
emphasis on work intensifying in the current TANF reform reauthorization debate and next year's 
reauthorization of WIA looming, the coordination of TANF and WIA programs may become 
increasingly more important and a focus of attention. 

 Today, I would like to provide an update to our work in this area for which we surveyed 
late last year, workforce development agency officials in all 50 states.  We conducted phone 
interviews with state TANF and workforce officials in 12 states, and we visited one-stops in nine 
locations right across four states. 

 Overall, we found that state and local efforts to coordinate TANF assistance with WIA 
increased in 2001 over what we had found and reported just a year-and-a-half earlier. Nearly all 
states reported some coordination at the state or local level using a range of methods including 
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informal linkages, formal linkages, shared intake or integrated case management. 

 At the state level, 28 states reported that they made extensive use of formal linkages such as 
memorandums of understanding between the agencies administering TANF and WIA in 2001.  
Similarly, 19 states reported that they used coordinated planning to a great extent in 2001.  Both 
represent a slight increase over what we found in 2000.  In fact, virtually all the indicators of state 
level coordination between TANF and WIA increased between 2000 and 2001.  For example, the 
number of states using TANF funds to support one-stop centers increased to 36 states in 2001 up 
from 33 states in 2000. 

 Some of the largest gains in program coordination were at the local level with the most 
dramatic changes occurring in informal linkages.  Forty-four states reported that most of their one-
stop centers had informal linkages with their TANF programs in 2001, 25 percent more than we 
found in 2000.  Similarly, 16 states reported that most of their one-stop centers had shared intake or 
enrollment systems in 2001, up from 13 states in 2000. 

 Turning now to the provision of services, 39 states told us that they coordinate their TANF 
work programs through their one-stops.  Twenty-four states reported that services for TANF were 
co-located, meaning they were on site together, at the majority of their one-stops, the same as in 
2000. However, the use of electronic linkages or referrals increased with 15 states reporting that 
services for the TANF work program were either electronically linked to the majority of their one-
stop centers or provided by referral between the two programs, four more states than we had found 
just a year earlier. 

 As for TANF cash assistance, 41 states had TANF linked to the majority of their one-stops 
most frequently electronically or by referral both in 2000 and 2001.  State and local officials told us 
that decisions about how services were delivered were based upon state and local preferences. In 
addition, local conditions such as geographically dispersed one-stop centers and low population 
density of TANF clients also influenced state and local decisions on how to coordinate TANF 
related programs with one-stop centers. 

 Despite increases in coordination between the TANF program and one-stops from 2000 to 
2001, states and localities have continued to face challenges in coordinating their TANF work 
programs with one-stop centers.  The existing flexibility under TANF and WIA allowed states and 
localities to find solutions for some of the challenges.  However, other challenges cannot be easily 
resolved at the local level. 

 Specifically we were told that coordination efforts were hindered by infrastructure 
limitations, specifically limited space within the one-stops for bringing the two systems together.  
States and localities we visited also reported that the inabilities to link the information systems of 
TANF work programs and one-stops complicated their coordination efforts.  Also, incompatible 
program definitions and reporting requirements attached to the various funding streams also 
hindered program coordination. 

 In conclusion, even though TANF was not made a mandatory partner under WIA, we see 
evidence that states and localities are increasing their efforts to bring services together to fit local 
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needs.  These changes, like all culture changes, will take time.  But it appears that as the systems 
mature and their shared purposes and goals become evident, many states and localities find it 
advantageous to coordinate this assistance.  Many state and local officials hailed the flexibility of 
TANF and WIA as important in helping them design their service delivery systems and integrate 
services. But their efforts to bring services together continue to be hampered by the same obstacles 
we reported nearly two years ago, that is, limited capacity to develop the infrastructure and the 
need to respond to the multiple program requirements and reporting. As Congress moves toward 
reauthorizing both TANF this year and WIA next year, consideration should be given to finding 
ways to remove these obstacles to service integration. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I will be happy to answer questions 
you or other members of the subcommittee may have. 

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF SIGURD R. NILSEN, Ph.D., DIRECTOR, EDUCATION, 
WORKFORCE, AND INCOME SECURITY ISSUES, UNITED STATES GENERAL 
ACCOUNTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, D.C. – SEE APPENDIX C  

Chairman McKeon. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gardner? 

STATEMENT OF GREG GARDNER, INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF WORKFORCE SERVICES, SALT LAKE CITY, 
UT

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee.  I appreciate this 
opportunity to come and testify before you this afternoon. 

 The Department of Workforce Services is the product of Utah's bold vision for the future of 
quality workforce development.  It is a consolidation of all employment related functions into a 
comprehensive service delivery system.  Now job seeker and employer customers can access the 
services they need without the confusion and burden of working with multiple agencies.  Utah was 
one of the first states to consolidate employment and welfare programs and establish a statewide 
system of one-stop employment centers. 

 The agencies subsumed under workforce services on July 1, 1997 were the following:  The 
Department of Employment Security, or Job Service; The Office of Family Support, which 
administered our public assistance programs; The Office of Job Training, which coordinated job 
training programs; The Office of Child Care, which was created to assure quality child care; and, 
The Turning Point Program, which served displaced homemakers. 
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 The key accomplishment of the Department's consolidation has been the total revamping of 
its service delivery structure.  The centerpiece of the structure has been our 38 one-stop 
employment centers located throughout the state that offer a full array of employment training, case 
management and supportive services such as TANF, child care, food stamps, medical assistance, 
unemployment insurance, job referrals and career information for the job seeker. 

 Welfare Reform in Utah: In 1993, Utah received a federal waiver to launch its welfare 
reform program that was designed to increase income through earnings and child support.  When 
the federal welfare law was enacted, Utah implemented a 36 month lifetime limit with extensions 
for those who are medically unable to work, victims of domestic violence, parents caring for the 
medical needs of a dependent, those unable to complete education or training programs.  The 
integration of our workforce programs directly supported Utah's welfare reform efforts by making 
comprehensive employment and training services available to our cash assistance customers in 
each of our one-stop centers. 

 The Workforce Investment Act has also significantly impacted our role by ensuring that we 
provide employment and training services to the “universal customer,” rather than to income-
eligible participants. 

 Utah's One-Stop System: Services are available universally to all workforce services 
customers and are geared toward assisting job seekers to find their first job, a better job, and then a 
career.  When job seekers or employers call or come into our local employment center, their 
employment needs are assessed to determine which services are most appropriate. 

 Our organizational philosophy is that entry-level positions are intended to be a stepping-
stone towards skilled development and greater employment opportunities.  Every customer, 
whether they are a single parent returning to the workforce or a displaced worker, is invited to 
return to us for additional employment and/or training opportunities. 

 One of the benefits of the integrated system has been our ability to leverage resources to 
better serve the “universal customer” as defined by WIA.  For example, several million dollars of 
TANF funds have been made available to provide training services to TANF-eligible customers.  
By using TANF funds to pay for customers who are low income and have children in the home, 
more WIA funds can be used for individuals who may not have children, are universal customers, 
or are considered a part of the working poor. Like many other states, Utah has been successful in 
moving its welfare customers into employment and has received two bonuses Health and Human 
Services for job placement and retention. 

 Our Challenges:  The challenges facing our workforce system can be summed up in two 
areas, funding and, two, simplification and alignment of federal rules and regulations. 

 Let me focus on the second one.  Utah has been able to provide customers access to a wide 
variety of services in a seamless manner.  However, we continue to face challenges because of a 
lack of alignment between federal rules and regulations.  Utah often faces conflicting performance 
systems, outcomes, definitions, eligibility criteria, data collection requirements, reporting systems 
between programs. For example, differences in the definitions of eligibility criteria between federal 
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funding streams encumber the delivery of services in a one-stop environment. One small example 
is that states are required to determine household composition differently under the TANF block 
grant than under WIA. 

 Simplification and alignment of federal rules and regulations by legislative changes or 
through waiver authority is critical to truly support an integrated service delivery. We support the 
Administration's provisions for what they call “super waivers” and would volunteer to implement 
demonstration programs that would test a truly integrated one-stop system. 

 This concludes my verbal remarks.  I thank you for the opportunity to testify this afternoon 
and will be willing to answer your questions later.  Thank you. 

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF GREG GARDNER, INTERIM EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, UTAH 
DEPARTMENT OF WORKFORCE SERVICES, SALT LAKE CITY, UT – SEE APPENDIX D  

Chairman McKeon. Thank you. 

Mr. O'Reilly? 

STATEMENT OF JOHN B. O'REILLY, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
SOUTHEASTERN MICHIGAN COMMUNITY ALLIANCE, TAYLOR, MI 

Good afternoon, Chairman McKeon and Members of the Subcommittee.  I was asked to 
testify today by the Michigan Department of Career Development on behalf of the State of 
Michigan and Governor Engler. 

 There are 25 Michigan Works Agencies in Michigan, and I am going to digress from this 
speech, because in essence what Mr. Gardner said about Utah and the state directed system is true 
in Michigan.  While we have 25 different workforce boards that carry it out, we do it under a 
similar model.  And I would rather talk to you about some of the issues that you have raised in your 
opening remarks because I think it is more to the point. 

 As I said, the area that I have worked with for over 15 years through JTPA and into the 
WIA system and all the other workforce programs serves about 1.3 million people, and it serves 
communities that range from rural to urban.  So we have a wide span. 

 Today I brought with me a folder of materials that was provided to each Member of the 
Committee.  It has a lot of information.  Actually the base document is our recruitment package.  
Our workforce boards in Michigan, in particular mine, have taken their mission well to heart and 
have really become aggressive about carrying out the activities under WIA, TANF, workforce side, 
ES, and veterans' services.   
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Michigan Rehab, which is our voc rehab, really embraces that mission.  The mission 
statement they created for themselves in 1996, which is when we started one-stop, is to provide 
leadership to create a lifelong workforce development learning system that is responsive to market 
demand.  The key is leadership.  They don't want to do it; they want to make sure it gets done.  The 
other key is a lifelong learning system, if we're going to have a vital economy.  And lastly 
responsiveness to market demand. I had a side conversation earlier with another presenter about an 
issue there that may come up in the discussion. 

 But when you look through the materials, you are going to find a lot of things.  I've got a 
table of Michigan's performance data in each of the different TANF programs that will be helpful 
in terms of getting some idea of what kind of results are really happening. There is a packet that 
has our annual data.  It covers all the different agencies that we contract with and all the different 
funding streams we have.  And an important part is our strategic planning, executive summary, 
because really that's where the board begins to put teeth into that leadership role. 

 When we look at this, what we see is that in Michigan in 1994 Governor Engler determined 
by looking around at some of the premier pilot programs that he wanted to do a labor attachment 
program for those people who were on public assistance.  And that was the beginning of Work 
First.

 In order to carry out that program, he turned to the workforce boards.  At that time, they 
were called Private Industry Councils, or PICs.  But they were still public-private partnerships that 
in fact sat at the table and determined what needed to happen in their region.  That continues to be 
true.  So we have actually had those programs combined with our JTPA workforce programs since 
1994.  It works beautifully. 

 In 1996, the Governor decided to implement a one-stop delivery system.  And at that point, 
we created over 100 one-stop service centers throughout the State of Michigan in 25 different 
regions, or SDAs.  That's really been dramatic.  Again, when we look at last year, we see that of the 
$89,744,000 that was allocated from TANF funds for Work First employment programs, that 99.9 
percent were spent serving 119,245 FIA participants, 58,830 of whom became employed. 

 Over the weekend I was in my office, and I looked at the first quarter report for this past 
year, and Michigan already has 26,000 persons employed.  What really works is these partnerships 
didn't form because people really wanted them to.  Someone had talked about the issue of optional 
partnerships.  These happened because of leadership and vision.  These partners came a little 
unwillingly, a little hesitantly to the table.  When they sat down, they began to see that in sharing 
these resources and working together our system could work.

Our FIA, which is our welfare unit, the Family Independence Agency, actually sends 
electronic 2439s or eligibility forms to begin the process.  They have access to our databases.  They 
can review their client data Realtime.  They can read case notes from our counselors.  Our 
counselors can review case notes from theirs.  We have an open system. The Friend of the Court, 
also refers electronically, and uses the same databases.  And in our system, we don't have problems 
over who pays the rent or eligibility because everybody's there.  So with ES as the front door, we 
get around some of the debates that Voc Rehab has raised and some of the questions that they have 
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raised.

 I served this last year on a national task force on WIA implementation, and I just have to 
tell you that the report is missing one key ingredient. That is that the number one obstacle to 
success is lack of vision and leadership.  I'll be happy to speak with you about any of the 
particulars.  Thank you. 

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF JOHN B. O’REILLY, JR., EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
SOUTHEASTERN MICHIGAN COMMUNITY ALLIANCE, TAYLOR, MI – SEE 
APPENDIX E 

Chairman McKeon. Thank you very much. 

Dr. Kates? 

STATEMENT OF ERIKA KATES, Ph.D., SENIOR RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATE, HELLER GRADUATE SCHOOL, BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY 
AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE WELFARE, EDUCATION, 
TRAINING, ACCESS COALITION, BOSTON, MA 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to address 
the Subcommittee this afternoon. 

 My testimony today is based on my 6 years of experience as Director of WETAC, a 
program that works closely with job training specialists, employers, educators and low income 
women, and 16 years experience of teaching, working with, and conducting research on access to 
education for low income women. 

 At WETAC we hire and train low-income women to provide information to others about 
education and training, because such information is not available at either TANF or one-stop 
centers.  The only message women hear is “get a job, any job.”  Workforce development personnel 
also have their frustrations. 

 At a recent meeting convened by a large Boston foundation to discuss workforce 
development, all participants commented on the piecemeal and fragmented resources that they and 
their clients have to negotiate. Certainly, we hear about the importance of improving service 
coordination and integration, but such improvements will not be advantageous unless they help low 
income people gain access to substantive education and training, particularly post secondary 
education.  And I would like to mention five important reasons now. 
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 First, it is essential to upgrading skills required in a 21st Century workforce.  A recent study 
in Massachusetts, home to over 200 colleges, found that 1.2 million workers do not have the 
necessary skills for a 21st Century economy. They concluded that every adult should have 
guaranteed access to two years of public college level training.  With employers importing workers 
from abroad, the disconnect between TANF and workforce development is alarming.  I did a study 
of New England states that verified that. 

 Second, it is essential to provide a living wage for families, especially those headed by 
women.  We hear of welfare “leavers” earning an average of $6.61 per hour when they need $10 to 
$15 an hour to support their families just above the poverty line. The median wage for women 
reaches $10 an hour when they have some college, compared to men who can reach $11.25 with a 
high school diploma.  To earn $15 an hour for women requires a bachelor's degree, compared to 
men, who earn $19 an hour with only some college.  And for women of color, the wage 
differentials are more marked than this. 

 Third, it has substantive benefits for children and is an investment in our future.  The most 
important predictor of children's educational achievement is their mother's educational 
achievements and test scores regardless of income. Providing substantive education opportunities 
to low income mothers now will have positive and long-term payoffs in the future. 

 Four, it is cost-effective and it has built-in accountability.  Many people believe falsely that 
we expect TANF funds to pay for college tuition and fees.  This is not the case.  Recipients apply 
for and receive financial aid, including loans, like any other low-income student.  What TANF pays 
for are the cash benefits to feed and house a family. With an average monthly benefit of $358 a 
month, this is a relatively small investment when compared with costs such as tax and wage benefit 
credits of $2000 to $5000 per head hired and short-term training programs that easily cost three to 
$8,000 a head.  Clearly, the long-term benefits of increased tax revenues, productivity and 
consumer activity are important. 

 And five, it builds upon a highly developed infrastructure and is supported by many states 
and educational institutions.  The fastest growing demographic student group since the eighties are 
women over 30.  And in some colleges, women over 25 account for nearly half the student 
population. Over time, many colleges have developed supportive environments for such students 
including childcare, mentoring, counseling, family events and even housing.  Local business 
organizations, community and faith based groups also contribute resources to these families. 

 Finally, in spite of strong signaling by the Federal Government that post secondary 
education should be limited, support for it still exists in a sizeable number of states. Thirty-three 
states went beyond the federal guidelines of allowing 12 months of vocational education, and 
another 12 states have implemented mid-course corrections since TANF to allow more recipients to 
have more access to post secondary education. 

 As someone who personally has seen the benefits of such access over the years, I hope that 
you will consider these ways of improving women's opportunities. 

 Again, thank you for the opportunity to address you today. 
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF ERIKA KATES, Ph.D., SENIOR RESEARCH ASSOCIATE, 
HELLER GRADUATE SCHOOL, BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
OF THE WELFARE, EDUCATION, TRAINING, ACCESS COALITION, BOSTON, MA - SEE 
APPENDIX F 

Chairman McKeon. Thank you very much. 

Dr. Gault? 

STATEMENT OF BARBARA GAULT, Ph.D., DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
INSTITUTE FOR WOMEN'S POLICY RESEARCH, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Chairman McKeon, Congresswoman Mink, and Members of the Subcommittee.  Thank you 
very much for the opportunity to contribute to this discussion of the nation's welfare and workforce 
development programs. I work with the Institute for Women's Policy Research, which is a non-
profit, independent, scientific organization that has studied economic and social issues affecting 
women for the last 15 years. 

 My testimony addresses how we can reduce poverty by investing in the human capital 
development of low-income parents through the TANF and WIA programs.  Following welfare 
reform, employment rates among single mothers have increased, but state “leaver” studies and 
large national surveys show us that the jobs they get are very poor quality. Their hourly earnings 
range between $6.50 and $8.00 per hour, and generally these jobs offer no sick leave, no vacation 
time, health insurance, or the standard benefits that research shows make it possible to stay in jobs. 

 Contrary to popular assumptions, these mainly service industry and sales jobs offer no 
growth opportunities, for the most part, or career ladders.  Many welfare recipients become 
unemployed again very quickly.  An Urban Institute study found that 41 percent of those who left 
welfare between 1997 and 1999 had incomes below the poverty line.  So as the states continue to 
implement the Workforce Investment Act, and as we prepare to reauthorize TANF, our challenge is 
to go beyond the simple work first strategy to a quality workforce development program for low-
income parents. 

 To help welfare recipients get good, stable jobs, we need to help them improve their skills 
and credentials in meaningful ways.  Serious investments in job training and education will also 
meet the needs of employers, who are looking for skilled staff. The link between education and 
earnings is well demonstrated.  The national survey of America's families found that women with 
high school diplomas were twice as likely to leave welfare as those without diplomas.  For welfare 
recipients, getting some college or a two or four year degree has huge positive impacts on earnings. 
Similarly, vocational training for high demand jobs in higher paying occupations such as metal 
working or machining has enormous earnings gains for welfare clients. 
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 A recent evaluation of such sector initiatives that emphasize labor market analysis and 
strong relationships with employers found that training programs such as Quest in San Antonio or 
Focus Hope in Detroit can lead to hourly wage increases of three to four dollars an hour.  These are 
40 to 60 percent increases in earnings.  It's time to take some of these shining local examples and 
replicate them on a larger scale. 

 The quality measurement standards associated with WIA are right on target to promote the 
development of such programs focusing on starting wages, wage growth, and client satisfaction for 
both employers and service recipients. However, some analysts argue that it's too difficult for 
clients to move through the steps associated with WIA from core to intensive and finally to training 
services.  Also, the current welfare rules inhibit states' abilities to provide the full range of training 
options that have been proven to work. 

 Vocational education can only count as work for 12 months and for only 30 percent of the 
TANF population.  These rules, coupled with strict participation requirements, have kept states 
focused excessively on placement into jobs, any jobs, with too little emphasis on building long-
term self-sufficiency.  Lifting these limits would give states the breathing room to build on local 
innovation and to invest in longer term education strategies that pay off in the long run. 

 The rules also limit the ability of the Workforce Investment Act programs to fully serve 
low-income parents. Without more freedom, case managers are too tempted to take the safe road 
and stick with the job placement strategy.  A recent study of federal data by the Center for Law and 
Social Policy found that states were spending only one percent of their state and federal dollars on 
job training activities. And in 1998, a GAO report found that after welfare reform, provision of job 
training services declined dramatically while job search assistance increased significantly. 

 The Bush plan would limit education and training opportunities even further, making it 
impossible to receive full time training for more than three months at a time for a possible 
maximum of seven months over five years but not on a continuous basis.  So that's seven months 
you couldn't get all at the same time.  This would create a training schedule that would be 
extremely burdensome for one-stop centers to follow. 

 Lastly, funding for workforce development should not be cut as the White House proposed 
in its recent budget plan. Significant investments in human capital of low-income mothers are good 
for both economic development and for poverty reduction.  We must increase access to education 
and training to increase long-term self-sufficiency among mothers.  These are the builders, the 
leaders and the caretakers of our nation's future prosperity. 

 Research shows that the American people believe that those who work deserve to earn a 
living wage enough to support themselves and their families.  To make this happen, we need for 
both TANF and WIA to focus less on immediate job placement into any jobs and more on an 
integrated workforce development strategy.  Thank you. 
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF BARBARA GAULT, Ph.D., DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
INSTITUTE FOR WOMEN'S POLICY RESEARCH, WASHINGTON, D.C. - SEE APPENDIX G 

Chairman McKeon. Dr. Nilsen, you mentioned certain challenges that cannot be worked out at 
the local level.  What are they again? 

Dr. Nilsen. Some of the ones that are most difficult for local areas to deal with are some of the 
performance measures that are different between the programs. Definitional issues that are program 
definitions that are set in legislation that don't have TANF and WIA similar to some of the findings 
we have found with some of the difficulties across the rest of the 17 required partners in the one-
stops.  States are looking for some sort of guidance and help to be able to streamline those kinds of 
definitions.  I think they are hopeful that some of the waiver authority in the Bush proposal under 
TANF may provide them some assistance. But these are still troublesome for them to deal with 
because they can't change these things themselves. 

 Other aspects of their programs, they can deal with. Self-sufficiency levels are flexible.  
They are allowed the flexibility under both TANF and WIA to establish those themselves. 

Chairman McKeon. Ms. Mink and I, with the post-secondary education community, are working 
on Fed Up. That's a program to help streamline and simplify regulation.  Probably we should be 
doing the same type of thing with these programs.

With that program, we have gone to the schools and have asked the people that are dealing 
with these regulations about the problems they have, and what we can do to help make the job 
easier?  We set up a website, and they answered, and we have had over 3,000 responses.  And if we 
can help make their job easier, then they help the students. So we should probably look at doing the 
same type of thing. Of course, right now we are in reauthorization.  We may be able to fix some of 
that as we go through some of this reauthorization. 

 Boy, there is so much learn.  Dr. Gault, you said that the Administration shouldn't cut back 
the money for Workforce Investment Act.  I agree with you on that.  We are working hopefully on 
avoiding that. We passed the law in 1998 and it took a few years to go into effect.  And by the time 
you can really use the program and get the one-stops set up, then they say well, you've got money 
left over, money you haven't spent.  And we say well, they haven't had a chance to get the 
programs fully operational yet.  So what are some of the reasons they have funds that haven't been 
spent? 

Mr. O'Reilly. I'd love to comment on that because, again, as I said, we spent three three-day 
sessions in the summer with a national panel from the different agencies, and that clearly is a big 
problem.  We knew then as we began to look at re-implementation that it had not been fully 
implemented.   

I have the data here on which states spent and which didn't. Michigan was second only to 
Vermont in spending their WIA money, but it is because they had a system already in place on the 
ground that operated.  States that were trying to get up to speed had a great deal of trouble, because 
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it wasn't like moving from CITA to JTPA. These were some profound changes and there were 
some miscues in there. 

 I mean Work First was sort of used at one point to talk about the stratification of moving 
from core to intensive training.  And so that sort of took hold, and now everybody kind of backs 
away and says we really didn't mean that.  But that clearly was a message that was felt at the local 
level. Plus, some of the data that you have and the expenditure levels you have are not reflective of 
everything that's happened. 

 One of the things that we talk about here is training.  When someone enters training, if they 
are entering a two-year training period, we really have to encumber the funds for that training at the 
point they enter, because we don't know what's going to happen.  But they are not expensed.  We 
are a performance-based system, so we don't show expenditures until the provider has performed 
the service, and has billed us for the service.  Then we are able to account for the service being 
provided, and now we expense the funds.  We don't even draw them down.  We have to spend 
within a certain period, so we don't even hold that money. 

 When you look at expenditure levels, they really are a false reading of what's going on in 
the field, because they don't have the accruals all in there because we don't know when those bills 
are going to come in.  And so you have a reading that doesn't always ring true.  But that's coupled 
with the fact that there's been a lot of resistance. And it was issues Congresswoman Mink brought 
up such as Voc Rehab, for example, which stated we can't participate in certain ways in the center 
because our enabling legislation, or our authorizations say that we can only spend where there is 
direct benefit to an eligible client base. And that seems to be a problem.   

But it's really not a problem in a fully integrated one-stop, because the front door, the access 
point, the resource room is an employment service activity allowable under Wagner-Peyser that is 
something that's funded for all persons, including the disabled and everyone else.  So that gives you 
a portal of entry, and you don't have the discussion of cost allocation until you move back to where 
the benefit to the direct clients is discernable for everybody.  To my GAO colleague here, we're 
always interested when they come in and review what we're doing.  But we all have to show that 
there's a direct benefit to our eligible clients before we can expense money. 

 So that's not different for anyone.  It's just the interpretation.  If you look at that scope of 
struggle to get memorandums of understanding that was a tremendous undertaking to get 
everybody to sit down at the table and agree.  But once they did and started working, in Michigan 
for example, we're long past all that.  It was an easy process for us, because we've been at it longer, 
but it works. 

Chairman McKeon. So you're on a cash accrual basis even though you know that the money is 
being spent. If you've got it you bank it? 

Mr. O'Reilly. But we have to encumber it.  If you enter a two-year program that costs $2,700, your 
first semester is $650.  I've got to guarantee that we're going to have the $2,700 to pay your tuition.
That's an issue that gets missed sometimes.  And again, that's a training issue.  But to a lot of it 
there's resistance, and the resistance has to be overcome by people with a clear direction for one 
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thing.

Chairman McKeon. Or by communication thereto. 

Ms. Mink? 

Mrs. Mink. Mr. O'Reilly, what do you do with a TANF recipient if you say you have a two-year 
educational training program?  What do you do with a TANF recipient who has only a one-year 
window of vocational training allowed under a TANF law? 

Mr. O'Reilly. We would generally dual enroll them into WIA. They would expire their benefits, 
and we would continue the training.  I have one now. 

Mrs. Mink. What about the obligation for work activity under TANF? 

Mr. O'Reilly. They would still have to do the work activity.  For example, right now we just had a 
story run on our local television over the weekend about one of our clients.  And we got her 
training to get her G.E.D.  And then after the G.E.D. we got her training to become a certified 
nurse's assistant.  She's now working as a certified nurse's assistant and attending community 
college for an R.N. program.  That works perfectly. She meets her work requirement in the field 
she's studying, which helps her with the studies, and additionally she’s meeting the training 
requirement.  When she expires the TANF benefits, she will be a WIA candidate.  She's dually 
enrolled so that she will transition. 

 Again, some of it is working things out at the local level, trying to finesse and say okay, 
here's the intent. How do we do this using a reasonable standard?  But we do it. Our problem, and I 
talked about it earlier, is access to training.  I'd love to put more people in R.N. training, but the 
capacity of the training system is way below market demand.  And that exists in so many areas 
where we have lots of skilled jobs for people, but the skills training capacity, the pipeline for 
feeding that, is inadequate for the demand. 

Mrs. Mink. I noticed in your testimony you talked about a Super Waiver in Michigan. You 
received a Super Waiver? 

Mr. O'Reilly. That was my colleague, Mr. Gardner because that's a state issue. 

Mrs. Mink. Oh, well, why couldn't you get a Super Waiver in the TANF legislation so that we 
could allow the Federal Government to determine where these obstacles are? This would allow the 
state to come forward with a plan to integrate all of these programs in such a way as to be of greater 
benefit to TANF.  We could probably do it in our TANF reauthorization.  Is that a logical approach 
to some of these problems? 

Mr. Gardner. I think it would be very logical. I'm very intrigued by the Super Waiver concept.   

Mrs. Mink. What did the State of Utah get under the Super Waiver? 
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Mr. Gardner. This is just a concept that's being discussed in the Bush administration proposal.  I 
think it's a concept that's very intriguing to us. I'd like to get the best and the brightest folks 
together in the State of Utah and give them the assignment to envision a one-stop center without 
barriers, and to really take a look at how we could provide integrated services to customers and 
come up with a demonstration plan that we could submit to the Federal Government. I’d like to do 
a demonstration project in one or two of our one-stop centers.  In the mid-1990s we experimented 
with welfare reform and with one-stop centers.  I think this is an opportunity to experiment with the 
next evolution, a truly integrated one-stop center.  So I am very intrigued by the concept. 

Mrs. Mink. Dr. Gault, you mentioned that the current TANF law restricts the opportunities for 
welfare recipients to go to community college to improve themselves.  Could you be specific as to 
what that restriction is and what the Congress has to do to alleviate it? 

Dr. Gault. Currently, welfare recipients can only count vocational education, and job training 
associated with work, for the first 20 hours of their work requirement.  So what's necessary is for a 
state to explicitly designate post-secondary education as job training associated with work. There 
are steps, sort of hurdles that the states have to go through. 

Mrs. Mink. How many states have done so? 

Dr. Gault. Erika, you might be more familiar with that than I. I don't know the exact number.  I 
believe it's on the order of 20 to 30. 

Dr. Kates. Thirty-three states went beyond the original 12 months that would have to be combined 
with other work activities.  And since the TANF was passed, another 12 have decided to implement 
ways of encouraging access. 

Mrs. Mink. So that they could go on, say, to college and at the same time receive their cash 
benefits and not have to comply with the work activity? 

Dr. Kates. It counts as a work activity.  I think that's part of it. 

Mrs. Mink. The education counts as a work activity? 

Dr. Kates. Yes.  The clock starts. 

Mrs. Mink. But they are still then bound by the five years? 

Dr. Kates. Yes. 

Mrs. Mink. So if their four-year college program takes four years, then they have only one more 
year left.  Is that the proper interpretation? 

Dr. Kates. That is correct.  An average, traditionally aged student needs about five years these 
days.
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Mrs. Mink. So while they are going to college and they are in this work activity, how many work 
hours do they have to perform under current law? 

Dr. Kates. That varies enormously.  And it's really hard to tell just by reading the regulations.

For example, Massachusetts allows absolutely no education and training at all, G.E.D., 
E.S.O.L., to count in the work requirement.  But if you've put in your 20 hours of work, which is 
what we require, and you want to go to college, you can still ask for childcare for the additional 
hours.  The point is now you're doing 40 hours of work and then you've got homework.  It's like an 
80-hour workweek. 

Dr. Gault. Right now with the work requirements as they are in a state that would allow post-
secondary to count as work towards the first 20 hours, that person would also have to work an 
additional 15 hours.  And given that many of these women are low-income single mothers that are 
also juggling childcare and family needs, it becomes too difficult for many of them to balance. 

 And I think another point worth noting is that looking at how many states have actually 
opted to provide this makes it clear that the states want post-secondary to be allowable as a work 
activity.  There seems to be no reason to limit it in the federal statute. 

Mrs. Mink. Mr. Chairman, would you allow Mr. O'Reilly to comment? 

Mr. O'Reilly. In the Michigan program we really encourage this.  So if you're taking 10 hours of 
school, you get 10 hours of study time counted toward your work requirement in a 10-hour 
workweek if that's what you do. If you take 30 hours of school, you have no work requirement.  So 
it substitutes.   

We are raising the bar in Michigan to 40 hours.  I know that's discussed at the federal level. 
Michigan has increased to 40 hours.  But for people in education and training, that was not 
changed.  So the standard means that it will be an encouragement.  We're trying to induce people to 
get training.  We even have a mentoring program.  You have a packet in there. 

 The American Society of Employers runs a mentoring program with professional persons 
who mentor people who are already work compliant to try and convince them to enter skills 
training.  So we have a system that really encourages entering training, and we reward them by 
decreasing the work hours or eliminating work hours to offset the training at a pretty generous 
level.  So it's a state-by-state decision. 

Chairman McKeon. Mr. Osborne. 

Mr. Osborne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.   

Dr. Kates, I believe I heard you say that these persons should be guaranteed at least two 
years of post-secondary education at public expense.  I believe that was the case.  Maybe I heard it 
incorrectly.  But I wondered how this was to be funded? 
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Dr. Kates. Mass Inc. is a non-partisan policy center in Boston that is concerned with next to the 20 
percent or quintile of income.  It's concerned with lower middle class incomes and the struggle 
those families have.  And it did an analysis of skills in Massachusetts and came up with the fact 
that if you used advanced skill standards, and I've gone into that in my written testimony, then we 
have 1.2 million people who do not meet that. 

 One of their recommendations was that state aid combined with federal aid and other kinds 
of programs would help all these people, not just TANF recipients but also all people who need this 
skills upgrading for the 21st Century to achieve that.  I think they were making the point that if you 
really wanted all these people to get that skill, that’s the kind of commitment that would need to be 
made public and private, I assume. 

Mr. Osborne. Okay, I think I understand that.

This is also a question for Dr. Kates.  You state that some analysts predicted that welfare 
reform’s 20 percent limit on families that could be exempted from work requirements would be 
insufficient.  You say that recent studies have confirmed this prediction. However, we also note 
that the Department of Health and Human Services assures us that no state has had difficulty 
working within this 20 percent cap.  I wondered if you could comment on this discrepancy? 

Dr. Kates. I am not sure I heard you correctly. The cap now is a 20 percent limit on those who can 
be exempted.  And even before TANF was fully implemented, there were some scholars and 
analysts in the field who said it should be more like 40 percent. 

 Now that people have had the opportunity to look at the caseloads in various states, they are 
coming up with about 58 percent of TANF recipients having between one and three barriers, and 
more like 70 or 80 percent if you include up to six barriers.  Many people have more than one of 
these barriers that we keep talking about.  I think what's interesting is that low skill levels are now 
being defined as a barrier that needs to be addressed. 

Dr. Nilsen. Mr. Osborne, if I might interrupt for a second? 

Mr. Osborne. Yes. 

Dr. Nilsen. One of my colleagues at GAO testified last week on state programs under TANF and 
talked about the 20 percent cap and how states dealt with that and how they used separate state 
programs to help people. I would be happy to give you a copy of their testimony which provides 
some insight into the flexibility that has been used under TANF. 

Mr. Osborne. All right, thank you.  Here's one final question.  This is for Mr. O'Reilly.  I notice 
you say something about your service.  Start with that activity to build self-esteem.  That's not 
always easy.  I just wondered how you went about this.  Can you expand on that? 

Mr. O'Reilly. When we started in 1994, we started doing focus groups with our staff.  We used 
some exercises to build self-esteem, we help them win little victories, and we help them achieve 
certain things that they weren't sure they could achieve. Jim Ball has some products that we 
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actually work with them on.   

 But right from the beginning we began to talk to them about this because I think it's very 
difficult for people who haven't been in that situation to understand the scope of the women that 
we've seen. A woman with three children living in a place that's not heated, that has no electricity, 
and surviving with ice chests because that's all she knew. That was what she lived with and she 
accepted that.  And we go from there. These people really need to begin to feel good about 
themselves, so we do a lot of counseling.   

Congressman Ehlers was a state senator and he passed a credentialing requirement for 
school counselors in Michigan many years ago that was a high standard, master's degree in 
guidance and counseling and 2,000 clinical hours. We adopted that in our centers as a standard for 
counselors. So we really use a professional level.  We take that very seriously.  We know that these 
people cannot succeed in interviews, and we've provided bus trips to take women to show them 
how to go in an elevator 10 floors up where they have to apply for a job.  They've never been in an 
elevator.  These are adult women.  I don't think everybody understands the scope of some of the 
hardships that some of these people have lived with and just accept. 

 That's a big mission.  You've got to remember the people at the local level are in this human 
service because this is something that draws them in.  They believe in it.  And so you've got to let 
local people deal with some of the creativity in this.  But believe me, you can't imagine sending 
them to work and having them succeed until they've had opportunities to deal with life skills, all the 
kinds of things that we concentrate on.  We have a lot of unique programs for that because they 
have to be ready to go to work. 

 It's worked in Michigan.  We are very comfortable that the system is working. If we know 
that we're getting to a harder and harder pool, we'll bring in more resources.  We have a core 
program that we started with mental health, substance abuse services, the FIA and our services, and 
together we do family triage.  And the trigger for that is when Child Protective Services is going to 
remove children from a household. At that point we go in and assign one counselor to that 
household to try and put it back together. The results have been dramatic. 

 We have a three-year pilot we've been doing. We're seeing all kinds of creative things you 
can do at a local level to intervene.  It's not letting the obstacles stand in the way.  So I say, you 
really have to believe in the local boards.  Local boards are people who really are committed and 
believe in what they're doing, and they can get honest dialogue. 

 It's an honest broker system.  The honest broker doesn't have anything to gain.  When the 
private sector, Family Independence Agency, the voc rehab people, the employment service, the 
veterans' people, are all at the table all the dialogue is honest. The honest broker has nothing to 
gain.  There are private sector people who volunteer their time.  They drive a good system if they 
are empowered to do it. 

Mr. Osborne. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman McKeon. Thank you. 

Ms. Rivers? 

Ms. Rivers. Thank you.  I have two questions.  One has to do with the conversation that went on 
about education, which I think I didn't quite understand.  I recognized that Mr. O'Reilly was talking 
about how education in Michigan is currently counted.  But my understanding from the hearing we 
had last week is that under the new guidelines from the White House, 24 hours of work will be 
required in addition to 16 hours of school. 

 Well, having taken a full school load with children, I don't see how that is possible. 

Mr. O'Reilly. I'm not supporting that.  I'm supporting the system that exists in Michigan now.  We 
did move to a 40-hour work requirement, but we did not change the education restrictions, so that 
education is now more generous.  It's actually an aggregate of 30 hours. 

Ms. Rivers. Will you be allowed to do that if the TANF plan that the White House is proposing 
actually passes? 

Mr. O'Reilly. I'm not sure how creative I can get. I expect probably not, but I'm always willing to 
take the challenge. 

Ms. Rivers. But I think it's important that as we talk about the new plan, we are not confused by 
what's been allowed previously. 

Mr. O'Reilly. You are exactly right, Congresswoman Rivers.  It is really important to note that 
when I'm talking about Michigan, I'm talking about what we're working with now, not what's 
coming.  And I think that's one of those issues that we need to be focused on. 

Ms. Rivers. Given that you have had experience with women going back to school for 10 hours 
with 10 hours of study time and 10 hours of work, what do you think is going to happen when we 
tell people 24 hours of work, 16 hours of school and find the study time where you can? 

Mr. O'Reilly. Well, I didn't get to answer Congressman Osborne's question.  But the truth is the 
reason that the 20 percent limit is not a problem right now is we are struggling to get people to go 
into post-employment training. Once they've met and are in compliance with their hours, the idea 
that they have to voluntarily take that next huge step in lifestyle change to accommodate training is 
something that is very difficult to sell.  So that is one of the reasons I believe that states, and I know 
in Michigan we have been, are very aggressive in trying to sell post-employment training.  But 
because it's voluntary, they say I'll get back to it later or there's enough on my plate right now.  
There are a lot of struggles. 

 Our local Head Start policy committee for Wayne County has a struggle because Michigan 
is still using half a day Head Start.  What a dilemma that is.  We're trying to convince them it 
doesn't work.  We've got to go to full day Head Start.  And these are obstacles that can be 
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addressed and should be addressed. 

Ms. Rivers. That takes me to my second question that I address to Dr. Nilsen and also to anyone 
else who would like to answer it, specifically Dr. Gault as well.  There is a perception that the 
people who are currently left on TANF are the hardest of the hard to place, to train, and to move 
forward. They have unique circumstances that make them more difficult. 

 Now the President has said that 70 percent of these people within five years will be in the 
workplace.  And my question is are there in fact additional services that are going to be needed for 
this last group?  How much more are they going to cost?  What kinds of services are going to have 
to be available?  And is anybody putting them into the plans? 

Dr. Nilsen. I can't say what's being done, but you're right, there is the perception that some of the 
people left on the rolls are the hardest.  I think that the composition of that caseload is not as dire as 
we had originally thought it would be after nearly five years under welfare reform. 

 We did a study last year that found that many of the attributes that we could measure did 
not seem to change dramatically from about four or five years ago when we had our first 
observation and looked at it.  However, there are certain aspects of the caseload that we couldn't 
measure such as mental health issues, and abuse issues.  These are things that don't show up on an 
entry form. 

Ms. Rivers. But couldn't they easily be tracked? 

Dr. Nilsen. Many of them are people who don't want to admit to them.  It takes some screening, 
and the systems aren't in place.  But I think if certain aspects of the caseload has some of these very 
serious issues, there is the potential for the treatment, in a sense, on a per capita basis being much 
more expensive. 

Ms. Rivers. Dr. Gault, do you want to add to that? 

Dr. Gault. Yes.  The national survey that the Urban Institute did does show a fairly large 
difference in some of the characteristics of the current caseload compared to those who left as of 
1997.  Specifically, 41 percent of those still receiving TANF don't have a high school diploma, 
whereas 29 percent of those who left didn't have a high school diploma.  So those who left were a 
higher-skilled group. 

 So the group that remains will need more intensive training and education services.  In 
addition, childcare is still not at the levels where we need it to be. Thank God the Bush proposal 
doesn't cut childcare, but we still see huge waiting lists and the demand is far greater than the 
supply around the country at this point.  So that's an area for increased investment.  And some of 
the issues already mentioned, clearly substance abuse, domestic violence, etc., are areas where we 
need to invest more.  Some advocates had hoped that the block grant would not just stay at its 
current level but be indexed for inflation as well.  That would at least really keep us at steady levels 
of spending. 
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Ms. Rivers. Do you think that allowing the states to siphon off some of that block grant money has 
been detrimental to providing some of the services that these women need to move into the 
workforce?

Dr. Gault. In some cases it has.  Studies by the Center for Law and Social Policy indicate that in 
certain cases the money had been transferred to uses that were not intended for the grant, such as 
transportation, those sorts of things. 

Ms. Rivers. Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Chairman McKeon. Thank you. 

Mr. Isakson? 

Mr. Isakson. I’ve read about halfway through your comments. I want to commend what you're 
doing.

In reference to the next to the last observation by Ms. Rivers regarding those that remain 
unemployed and on welfare who are the most difficult to employ, I noticed in your consortium, in 
your one-stop approach that you go all the way to actually providing training in life skills like 
nutrition and medicine and things like that.  I commend you on that because those are hurdles just 
like the elevator example. 

 But I have a question.  It appears you have consolidated resources to be able to deal with a 
myriad number of problems that affect those that are on welfare and those that are unemployed.  
And to get to the point that Dr. Kates made with regard to post-secondary education, you even have 
community colleges and technical schools in your one-stop center.  Are the community colleges 
and the access to that training totally state funded and state supported? 

Mr. O'Reilly. It's their resources that bring them in, and then they matriculate.  If they bring in our 
student and they're eligible, we pay for it.  But in our centers, they'll also matriculate students who 
are self-pay.  I mean the beauty of that is that these entities are in there.  They are not just serving 
one client population; they are serving any client population and the same with employers.  We 
serve all employers' needs without regard to funding stream. 

Mr. Isakson. Well, I commend you on what you're doing.   

 Dr. Kates, I have to ask you a question because you have a beautiful accent.  I could listen 
to you talk all day long.  And really this question is for both you and Dr. Gault.  In your testimony, 
you referred to the importance of education, which I very much subscribe to.  You also make the 
observation that prior to 1996 there was more training money available and accessible than appears 
to be available today.  I think, Dr. Gault, you made a similar reference in terms of workforce 
development and education training money.  But it is true that the rolls dropped from 5.2 million? 

In an earlier part of your testimony, Dr. Kates, you referred to sanctions being one of the 
contributors to the drop in the welfare rolls, which I presume was the consequences of not getting 
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with the program. If we continue on this track with the President's current 70 percent goal, which 
certainly is a challenge, and enhance it with job training and education, do you think that goals is 
reachable? 

Dr. Kates. I have a hard time getting myself around that whole notion.  When women go to 
college, they need that time. Let me give you the typical day of a woman who is going to college 
and going to work.  This is in an urban setting and there is public transportation.  We haven't even 
talked about rural areas.  And this is from women that I know very well.   

They get up at 5:30, and get their kids ready.  Say they have two children, one needs to go 
to daycare and one goes to school. The destinations lie in different directions.  Mothers are very 
loath to leave children unaccompanied at any bus stop.  They want to be there for obvious security 
and safety reasons. They get on one bus and take a kid to daycare.  They take another child down to 
the bus stop.  By this time, they're already late for a job.  Say the bus doesn't show up or the bus is 
late.  Their job is in jeopardy.  But say it's a good day and the bus is there.  They go to work.  They 
work 15 or 20 hours a week.  Now they try and get to the local community college, but they also 
have to pick their children up.  Then they have to go home and help their kids with their homework 
and do their own homework.  We haven't even talked about laundry, and real life stuff. 

 Not only does it easily add up to many, many hours, but also logistically it's very, very 
difficult.  I know women who do it.  But if one thing goes wrong, they lose their jobs.  They don't 
have jobs where they have any free time, no personal days, or sick days. 

Mr. Isakson. If I can ask indulgence from the Chair just to ask one follow-up question.  My red 
light is on. 

 I completely appreciate what you said and your description, although you didn't preface it 
this way, I believe it was probably a single parent situation; is that correct? 

Dr. Kates. Well, I purposefully refer in my testimony to women and mothers, because 95 percent 
of the TANF caseload is single parent mothers. 

Mr. Isakson. That's why I said what I said.  So my question is this, in your testimony you made 
reference to five reasons why employment improved and the welfare rolls dropped, and the last two 
of those were marriage and employment.  What is your thought on the President's initiative with 
regard to counseling on marriage to address that very question as far as women who are going from 
welfare to work? 

Dr. Kates. Well, I think my reaction is pretty much the same as about 80 percent of the population 
of America's reaction is according to a recent poll.  It makes much more sense for women to be 
economically able to support families than to rely on a spouse.  I refer to three decades of women 
entering school.  They've been doing so since the 1960s, 1970s, 1980s saw a big burgeoning.
Many of those women started to go back to school at an older age because they were divorced, 
because they were widowed, because they were deserted, or they saw their friends were in those 
situations. The big call was never rely on a man's income, make sure you have your own. 
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I think everyone wants a very nice relationship.  Everyone would like to have a life partner. 
But that really doesn't have much to do with the need for economic self-sufficiency, a word I don't 
like to use. Women need to have the ability to support their families even if, as is often the case, 
they're single for a period of two or three years and then they remarry. 

Mr. Isakson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman McKeon. Thank you.  I think the Scriptures tell us we will always have the poor among 
us.  And I think we will probably never get down to zero.  That probably should be the goal, not 
because we want to get people off the welfare rolls, but the benefit that people derive when they get 
off of the welfare rolls. 

 I was visiting a program that our county put on to get welfare mothers off of welfare. Talk 
about self-esteem, the first week that's all they worked on.  The first assignment was be there every 
morning at 9 o'clock.  You would think that shouldn't be difficult.  If you're supposed to be 
somewhere, you show up.  We just heard some reasons why it is difficult to do that.  But that was 
an achievement.  During that week, they worked with those women to help them gather some kind 
of self-esteem.  Then they took them through programs that gave them some training on how to 
find a job, and they actually had them sit down and make calls to line up appointments.  I don't 
know if they took people on elevator rides, but that is something that you just take for granted.  But 
it shows you can't take anything for granted. 

 Then the day that I was there they also had a lady that had been through the program, and 
she was back to speak to these other women to give them feelings of hope.  She was an African-
American woman that had been on welfare her whole life.  She was able to buy her children shoes, 
things that she hadn't been able to do before. She said she would never be on welfare again.  Her 
message was so inspiring to me, and I'm sure it was to all of those women there. 

 The ultimate goal is to get people to where they can stand on their own two feet and feel 
good about themselves, not to get people off of welfare.  I think we get caught up so much in the 
debate, that it sounds as if we want to get people off welfare and we're mean-spirited and hard-
hearted.  Somehow we have to get past that and focus on the benefits that derive to somebody when 
they are able to take care of themselves, and become self-reliant, and the feelings that they feel 
about themselves which, they’re able to pass on to their children.  And after listening to that lady, I 
felt that if we could get everybody off welfare it would be wonderful, not because we'd just stick 
them somewhere so they can earn minimum wage. 

Mr. O'Reilly, you talked about the nursing program. Aren't there schools you can encourage 
to get into that? 

Mr. O'Reilly. You have to look at this, because it's a problem.  One of the directors of the local 
hospital in our area is on our board, and they're paying $10,000 bonuses just to get a nurse to sign 
up.

Chairman McKeon. We have a national shortage. 
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Mr. O'Reilly. They've extensively recruited in Canada for the last three years.  For the last year, 
they've been recruiting in the Philippines, and they're going to South America next.  And they are 
recruiting people to come in and work as nurses because there is a shortage.  Now, the other 
question is what’s happening to the capacity of the training system? 

 Creating a nursing program is a large capital investment for any program.  When you start 
to expand, you've got a lost of costs, not just the cost of the instructors. There are capital costs 
related because it has a lot of intensive science needs. Schools tell us that they've done this before 
when people say we need it.  Then they offer it, and they can't fill the classes and it becomes a 
losing proposition.  And they have to justify to their board why they're doing that when they could 
add two more psychology sections and could fill them. 

 So it becomes a practical decision that we can't guarantee.  I mean we've done some things 
locally to get programs started where a couple of the SDAs around the area will guarantee so many 
people interested in training to induce them to offer the training. But you have to leverage that, 
because we can't do that as a stand-alone. 

 But the point is they also have to know that they can fill that class, because they have to 
answer to their boards.  So one of the dilemmas is that there are experiences just like computer 
training.  It's difficult. There's a high capital cost there.  And again, if you can't fill that class, and 
demand is not high, the demand in the marketplace is huge.  We're one and a half million IT people 
short in the United States.  But can you fill a class? It’s marginal, because the interest isn't there.  
People are not seeking it out. So this is what we deal with, and the trainers say I can't offer a class 
without some assurance that that capital is going to be recouped. That becomes a real issue. 

 We have an honest dialogue with the trainers and we try and talk with them, but there needs 
to be some impetus. We really need to focus on those critical skills, and what we can do about 
them. I'm not saying everything is up to the Federal Government. I don't believe that.  But what can 
we do to get over the hump to get that barrier out of the way? It's not that the schools don't want to 
do it, it's just we have a real disconnect between what we have available in training and what our 
market needs. 

Dr. Kates. May I add a very brief comment, because we have the opposite situation in 
Massachusetts?  Our welfare office allows absolutely no extensions for education and training.  A 
woman who was about to graduate in May with a nursing diploma that would have started her off 
at least at $27,000 a year was not granted an extension. She had to drop out and go into a minimum 
wage job with several weeks to go to finish her semester. 

Chairman McKeon. She ought to move to California. There's lots of demand there. 

Ms. Mink? 

Mrs. Mink. I could recite the same problem in my state.  We had a young woman who was in her 
last semester for her degree in teaching, and she lost her cash assistance because her five years had 
come up. The state would not grant her an extension, so she had to go to work full-time and try to 
finish up her teaching certificate. I don't know how many years it will be before she will get it.  So I 
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think that we have these examples everywhere. 

 But I wanted to ask you, Mr. O'Reilly and Mr. Gardner since you both represent states, to 
elaborate on this 20 percent exemption.  It confuses me a great deal. I've been told that no state has 
exceeded the 20 percent exemption.  I would like to know what it is in Michigan and what it is in 
Utah? 

Mr. Gardner. Well, I'm not aware of the exact numbers, but we have not exceeded the 20 percent 
exemption at this point in time.  In fact, I don't think we've gone past 50 percent of that 20 percent 
exemption. 

Mrs. Mink. So in the course of five years, have you dropped people because they have reached the 
five-year limit without looking at whether they qualified for an exemption?  And what are the 
criteria for exemption?  Have you elaborated on certain standards in Utah?  Are there specific 
criteria that are used by the state in order to determine whether an individual should or should not 
get an exemption? 

  And then I ask the same questions of Mr. O'Reilly. 

Mr. Gardner. The criteria we have for extending a person's participation includes those who are 
medically unable to work, victims of domestic violence, parents caring for the medical needs of a 
dependent, those unable to complete education or training programs due to the state's inability to 
deliver needed services. 

Mrs. Mink. You don't have the 20 percent in your rolls that meet those four criteria? 

Mr. Gardner. That's correct. 

Mrs. Mink. That's what you're saying. 

 Now in terms of those I’d like to have the answer to the last question, which is how many, 
were dropped from the rolls because they reached the five-year limit? 

Mr. Gardner. I don't have those numbers in front of me. 

Mrs. Mink. Will you supply it for the record later? 

Mr. Gardner. Yes, I would.  But I can give you an example. We have a 36-month limit in the 
State of Utah.

Mrs. Mink. Yours was a three-year limit? 

Mr. Gardner. A three-year limit; the time limits became effective January 1st or December 31st, 
1999.  And as I remember the numbers, 443 families hit their time limits, and I believe 150 or so of 
those families were cut off from the program, and the rest were extended.  Those are old numbers, 



30

but I don't have the current numbers. 

Mrs. Mink. If you could get the numbers, that would help us to have a visual picture of this. 

Mr. Gardner. Yes. 

Mrs. Mink. Mr. O'Reilly, what was it in Michigan? 

Mr. O'Reilly. I have to tell you I don't know that anyone has been removed from the rolls in 
Michigan.  Now, we're not the Family Independence Agency, but we work close to them, and I 
think that would have come down the pipeline.  So as far as I know, we have not. 

 In terms of referrals, we have just started moving into the next generation of those who 
have been waived.  We are moving toward the new standards.  So, for example, parents who have 
disabled children who had been waived will be referred now for services.  Some will be limited 
hour, and/or limited duration but referred for services. 

 Some of the other categories for waivers are going to be referred.  I had asked for that data 
for my area, and it was supposed to be e-mailed, but I don't know if it came before I left.  I don't 
represent the state, but I know that I've seen the table.  As far as I know, and I think I would have 
heard, I don't think Michigan has had anyone actually dropped from the rolls for hitting the five-
year period. 

 In terms of the waiver requirements, I know that we're going to start in April under a new 
policy to begin going back and referring people who have been on waivers up to now through the 
program in three different categories.  One relates to disabled children, and another I don't know 
but I can get it for you. 

Mrs. Mink. Thank you very much. 

Chairman McKeon. I want to thank the witnesses for being here today.  I think we have had a 
good hearing with some good input.  We also have your written testimony.  As we move forward 
on this reauthorization, you will hear of ideas and you will hear of bills.  If there were something 
that you thought that you wanted to say that you didn't get to say here today, we would open the 
record to include that and would encourage you to work with us as we go through this process.  All 
of you are experts in your fields and have much to offer, and we appreciate your cooperation and 
your participation in this process with us. 

 Now if there is no further business, the Committee stands adjourned. 

Whereupon, at 3:38 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned. 
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