


FURTHER: ™ * N C E
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D a te : I  ( 1 , I ^

Mr. Speaker :
HEALTH, EDUCATION &

The Committee on SOCIAL SERVICES_______________ has__had________HP 17-'________________

"An Act relating to general relief assistance; and providing for an 
effective date.'

under c o n s id e r a t io n  and (a m a jo r i t y  o f  the committee) (the committee)  
re p o r t s  1t back with the fo l lo w in g  recommendations:

[ ] do pass [ ] do r o t  pass

[ ] do pass with attached amendments(s)
[ ;< )  sa;ne t i t l e

I X )  re p la c e  with CS for  i 1 /*, I 1 I ______________________________[ j new t i t l e

and recommends _______________________________________________________________________________

I J AND a t ta c h e s  a " l e t t e r  of In te n t"  [ ] New F i s c a l  Note

[ ] re p o r t s  1t back without recommendation

[ ) r e f e r r e d  to the ______________________________________________________Committee

MEMBERS SIGNING - MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:

/ £ »  / ^ f  | ---- - ______________________________________
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POSITION PAPER 

ON

HOUSE BILL NO. 176

General R e l i e f  A s s i s t a n c e /  and p ro v id in g  f o r  an"An Act r e l a t i n g  to 
e f f e c t i v e  d a t e . "
T h is  Act would r e v i s e  AS 4 7 .2 5 .1 3 0  by r a i s i n g  the maximum payment made 
on b e n a lf  o f  e l i g i b l e  persons f o r  s u b s is te n c e  needs from $80 per month 
to $160. The o r i g i n a l  $80 maximum payment l i m i t  was e s t a b l is h e d  o ve r 20 

? a rs  ago, when the c o s t s  o f  s u b s is te n c e  items were f a r  lower than they 
a re  today. Note th a t the maximum payment l i m i t  i s  e s t a b l is h e d  by 
s t a t u t e .  I t  i s  much lower than the q u a l i f y i n g  standard f o r  r e c e i v in g  
a s s i s t a n c e ,  which i s  the maximum income an a p p li c a n t  can have and s t i l l  
r e c e i v e  a s s i s t a n c e .  These maximum income l i m i t s  a re  s e t  a d m i n is t r a t iv e l y  and v a ry  by f a m ily  com position.
The e f f e c t  o f  the cu rre n t maximum payments and q u a l i f y i n g  l i m i t s  i s  best 
i l l u s t r a t e d  by a t y p i c a l  General R e l i e f  ca se example:

An urban f a m ily  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  two p arents end a c h i l d  a p p lie s  
having income o f  $450. They p re sen t an e v i c t i o n  n o t ic e  showing 
th a t t h e i r  re n t o f  $450 i s  overdue. The fa m ily  has no housing 
a l t e r n a t i v e .  Under the c u rre n t  maximum, a General R e l i e f  vendor payment o f  o n ly  $240 can be made to the la n d lo rd  ($80 per p e rso n ).
A Department s t a f f  member must co n ta ct  the la n d lo rd  and attempt to 
" d e a l " ,  to f i n d  i f  he w i l l  a llo w  the fa m ily  t c  remain in i t s  
apartment w i4.n o n ly  t h i s  p a r t i a l  payment. In some c a s e s ,  the 
la n d lo rd  w i l l  not a gre e. I f  he does n o t, th e re  i s  no payment made 
to him. The fa m ily  can o n ly  use the a l t e r n a t i v e  o f  a very sh o rt  motel s t a y .

No s t a t i s t i c s  a re  kept on how f r e q u e n t ly  the $80 maximum f a l l s  so short 
o f  a ctu a l need as to render the pro am u s e le s s  to the a p p l i c a n t .
However, s in c e  o v e r 857 o f  General I . l i e f  A<. s i r tance i s  paid f o r  rent 
needs, I t  i s  obvious*” th a t cu rre n t  r e n ta l c o s t s  a re  s u c lT T H a f in c r e a s in g  
the maximum payment per person to $160 would v i r t u a l l y  e l i n i n a t e  the 
programs' o cc a s io n a l i n a b i l i t y  to meet s h e l t e r  em ergencies.
However, th ere 1s a te c h n ic a l problem th a t would be c re a te d  by passage 
o f  MB No. 176. The new maximum payment le v e l would, f o r  c e r t a i n  
hou seh olds, exceed the maximum q u a l i f y i n g  income l e v e l s  e s t a b l is h e d  by 
Alaska A d m in is t r a t iv e  Code r e g u l a t io n s .  T h is  problem can be re so lv e d  by 
the Department changing those r e g u l a t io n s .  MB No. 176 should be r a i s e d  
to in c r e a s e  the $80 maximum payment le v e l  s p e c i f i e d  in AS 47.25^ 5 0 ^ 3  

^whlch Is  the prim ary s t a t u t e  under which c u rre n t  General R e l1 e f Payments a r e  being made.
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As a final comment the Department wishes to raise the concern that the 
General Relief statute have not been reviewed for over 20 years. We jx
believe they are too vaque and outcated to allow the Department adequate 
guidance in determining who is e l ig ib le  and what types of assistance 
they should receive. It is clear to us that funding limitations over 
the years, coupled with significant changes in other assistance programs 
and in the needs of low-income Maskans, have resulted in a General 
Relief program that- may be signif icantly  different from what was originally  
intended in the ' Session Laws.

We would therefore welcome a comprehensive legis lat ive study of the 
current General Relief program and any resulting changes in . . .
AS 47.25.120-300 that would more specif ical ly  define the Len-,s latute‘ s 
wishes concerning the program.

The Department supports the concept of an increase in maximum payment.

Recommended by

f a
Rod Betft, Director 
Division of Public Assistance

Date:

Approved by:

Date:

Helen D. Ileirne 
Commissioner

^ i j L



T W E L F T H  L E G I S L A T U R E  

F IS C A L  NOTE
I. R E Q U E S TBiii/Resolution No. House B i l l  No. 176_____________________________________________________Title An Act R e la tin g  to General R e l i e f  A s s is ta n c e ___________________________

Requested by _  C lo c k sin  ~  Date 2/25/ffl

II. F IS C A L  D E T A ILAgency Affected Health & S o c ia l  S e r v ic e s ____________________
Program Category Affected S o c ia l  and Economic A s s is t a n c e  f o r  ^he Aone-a'l Pop ulation  
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected A s s is t a n c e  Payments. General R e l i e f  A s s is t a n c e  
(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each 

component in the analysis section.)
E X P E N D IT U R E S  (Thousands of Dollars)

F Y  81 F Y  82 F Y  b 3 F Y  34 F Y  35 . F Y  3 6
100 P E R S O N A L S  RVICES
200 T R A V E L
300 C O N T R A C T U A L
400 COMMODIIILS
500 EQUIPMENT600 L A N D  St STRUCTURES
.700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. 821.4 903.9 993.9 1093.3 1202.6

T O T A L  821.4 903.9 993.9 1093.3 1202.6

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

G F N F R \ L  F U N D 821.4 903.9 993.9 1093.3 1202.6FED ! RAl FUNDS
O T H ER  (Specify 1 und Sourcei

POSITIONS

FU I L TIMF n
P A R T  TIM I _ _____ I f
I l iM E Q K A R Y  ... . 1 )

III. A N A L Y S IS  (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section III)FY82 request r a i l s  f o r  1015 persons per month to r e c e iv e  cash o r  vendor payments
. ' . a v e n g i n g  $67.44 per person, fo r  a to t a l  o f  821.4 (1015 x $67.44 x 12 months). Doubling the maximum a llo w a b le  monthly payment from $80 to $160 per person 

would (rove no e f f e c t  on the number o f  persons found e l i q i b l e .  A "worst ca se " 
assumption i s  that a l l  e l i q i b l e  persons would ex perien ce a doubling o f t h e i r  
payments, from $67.44 to $134.88 per month. This would sim ply double { *oqram 
ex p e n d itu re s fo r  a l l  items except b u r i a l s  addinq 821.4 in new e x p e n d itu re s .
However, a number o f  household r e c e iv in g  payments under the cu rre n t payment maximum have t h e i r  f u l l  emergency need met. The amount o f  t h e i r  payments would 
not t h e re fo re  in c re a s e  w ith an in c re a s e  In the maximum payment lim i No data i s  
captured to in d ic a t e  how many households f i t  in t h i s  ca te g o ry o r  how many households 
have "unmet need" under the c u rre n t  maximum. However, based on an informal 19B0 
survey o f  a ctu a l r a s e  s i t u a t i o n s ,  a "best ca se "  assumption could be made that o n ly  
50t of a l l  r e c i p i e n t s  would ex p e rien ce a doubling of/?payments uncfpr HB No. 176. T ills

IV. would r e s u l t  In an a d d it io n a l  co st of o n ly 4 1 0 .7 .D A T L  'U M ju s ____________PKI P A R E D  B Y  ^' f  A til NCY M tJ lr& t

I

Original: Legislative Finance P H O N E ___l*6i : 7
cc: Budget and M™aitcmentPrune Sponsor t First I ep Jato r Named) y

'‘S..., ,*»••'* v*—
33-001 (Rev. 12/80) f
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