1506

1982
/

981
8 cont.

3



MEMORANDUM. State of Alaska

{0; Jerry Reinwand pate:  July 30, 1980
Executive Assistant to the Governor /
Office of the Governor FILE NO:

FROIV

TELEPHONE NO:

sussect: FY .81 Supplemental

Deputy Commissioner Request - Division of
Department of Health & Social Services Public Assistance

This is to confirm the decisions reached during the BRC meeting held in
your office on Tuesday, July ?2tconcerning this agency's July 21, 1980
FY 81 supplemental request.for the Division of Public Assistance:

0) The Department will submit for BRC consideration by
October 15, 1980 a report describing alternate program strategi
and associated costs for meeting the food needs of low income
Alaskans. As noted during our conversation, we are all
increasingly concerned with USDA's concept of "expedited
delivery" and the undue administrative burden it imposes on
the State of Alaska. We intend to explore our policy options
fully between now arid October 15,

(2) The Department's request for 24 positions (15 full time plus 8
seasonals) was approved representing an additional 256 man
months in FY 8l at a cost of $474.3 in personal services based
on current GGU salary schedules.

(3) The Department's request for an additional $40.0 in contractual
funds to purchase uniformed guard servmes in Anchorange and
Fairbanks was also approved.

Once again, | want to express our appreciation for the opportunity to
present our staffing problem to the full BRC on such short notice, and

for the BRC's quick resolution of this issue.

The Department has already requested registers to fill the 8 seasonal
positions for which PCNs are established, and will do likewise with the
remaining 16 as soon as the Department receives formal notification that
the PCNs have been established by the Governor's Office.

cc. Fran Ulmer
Ron Lehr
Don Argetsinger



to:

State of Alaska

Jerry Reinwand DATE
Executive Assistant to the Governor JUL 2 11980
Office of the Governor FILE NO

TELEPHONE NO

Helen D. Beirne subject: Public Assistance
Commissioner Staff Supplemental
Department of Health & Social Services :

This supplemental request is submitted for immediate consideration. It
IS necessary due to the current inability cf existing staff to further
absorb work increases, particularly in Anchorage and Fairbanks,.

The resources requested in this supplemental include eight new PFT"
Eligibility Workers; eight new clerical positions; contractual funds for
security guard service for the Anchorage and Fairbanks lobbies; and
continuing funding for the eight seasonal eligibility staff, to be used
if workloads reach unexpected levels again this year; for a total or
$514,300.

The events that led to this critical staff shortage are as follows:

1) the Division of Public Assistance submitted staff increments in the
FY 81 policy budget, which were placed hich in the Department's prior-
itizations for funding (Attachment A).

2) these increments were all disallowed by the BRC on I'the assumption’
that the existing problems with the data processing system will be
resolved..." and additional staff would not be necessary. (Attachment B).

3) this decision was rebutted by the Division Director, Mr. Rod Betit,
via memo dated October 31, 1979 (Attachment C).

4) the seriousness of the BRC's decision not to allow additional staff
was further addressed in the detail budget for Eligibility Determination
(Attachment D).

Hence, the agency made every effort through the budget process to
obtain adequate staff increases for FY 81, all of which were unsuccessful

The results of this decision, as predicted in general terms in the
budget, have materialized and are becoming increasingly serious.
Caseloads have grown not only to match our expectations, but in some
cases gone beyond; federally mandated program changes have complicated
the work environment and increased administrative requirements; the
limited and still trouble-prone computer program for Food Stamps has
been a continuing source of additional work for staff, and as a result,
service levels in our largest offices are no longer within reasonable,
or legal, time limits.



The data provided below illustrates the growing divergence of work and
available staff.

STAFF/WORKLOAD ANALYSIS

o ANCHORAGE REGION
Caseloads: May '79 May *80
Cash Programs 4,650 5,250
Food Stamps 3,570 7,200
Staffing « FY *80 . FY '81
(EW & Clerical) 49.5 -48.5*

*Loss of 3 seasonals due to funding. Two new positions provided by
legislative action. In addition, applications are up 103% from last
May.

FAIRBANKS REGION

Caseloads: May '79 May *80
Cash Programs 1,700 1,800
Food Stamps 1,860 3,544
Staffing FY ‘80 FY.'81
22 20+

*Loss of 2 seasonals

JUNEAU REGION

Caseloads: May *79 May *80
Cash Programs 990 1,050
Food Stamps 1,000 1,510
Staffing FY '80 FY *8l
17 16*

*Loss of 2 seasonals, 1 new position provided by legislative action.



Caseloads:

Cash Programs
Food Stamps

Staffing

Caseloads:

Cash Programs
Food Stamps

Staffing

NUMBER OF DAYS

S
FSP e

Office
Anchorage 3
Kenai .2
Fairbanks 8
Ft. Yukon 1
Juneau 2
Ketchikan 2
Bethel 2
Aniak 1
Kotzebue 2
Nome 1

Expedited

May '

1,650
790

FY '8
13

BETHEL REGION

79 May '80
1,580
910
0 FY *81
13

KOTZEBUE REGION

May '

910
420

FY '8
8

79 May '80
930
732
0 " FY *8l
8

- APPLICATION TO nFHTSTnM

FSP
Normal ADC
36 36
31 .30
39 17
l !
23 26
26 26
6 5
4 5
10 14
4 3

« STAFFING
Current
EWs On EWs Needed
Staff By Formula
34.5 54.0
4.0 8.0
15.5 25.0
1.0 2.0
9.0 . 8.0
4.0 5.0
8.0 10.0
1.5 2.0
3.5 5.0
2.0 3.0

Statewide Shortfall



The impact in administrative terms is at a critical point in several
areas including: . .

1) Expedited service requirements for unemployed food stamp applicants
are not being met in Anchorage or Fairbanks. This constitutes illegal
operation and subjects the State to imminent federal withholding of food
stamp funding. While we are allowed 48 hours, it takes 7 days in Fair-
banks and 3 days in Anchorage to provide this service.

2) Benefit decision and delivery timeframes are not being met for regular
food stamp cases which further subjects the State to imminent federal
funding sanctions.

3) Our quality surveillance effort, involving 4 full-time equivalent
staff has been instrumental in containing errors, but pressure is building
to put them back in the line to help relieve workloads. This would
constitute a major sethack in our efforts to control Alaska's error

rates and program losses.

4) Several administrative requirements are not being met including
timely accounting reports-, claim determinations on overpayments to
clients, and notices of closure, all cf which subject the State to
fiscal sanctions based on non-compliance.

Though no office is current on all casework, and all have some backlog,
several offices are operating within reasonable and legal timeframes.
These are generally the smaller rural offices where caseloads are more
stable, much business is done by mail, and the number of programs utilized
is lower. However, if we were to strip these offices of some of their
staff, they would not be capable of sustaining their relatively good
position, and would rapidly fall below acceptahle service levels them-
selves.

Although the staff shortage's most visible impact is in the area of non-
compliance on client service timeframes, other problems exist., some
examples of which follow:

1) Working conditions, primarily client pressures and growing backlogs,
are cited as the reason for increased sick leave in Anchorage (200 hours
per month more than in the same period last year).

2) 5,800 actions and applications are backlogged in Anchorage; 743
actions and applications are backlogged in Fairbanks; and even with the
use of mandatory overtime in June, the Anchorage backlog increased by
300 actions and applications in that month.

As a result, 164 people ~er day (up from 100 per day in the previous
month) are coming into the Anchorage office, or calling in, to complain
about the lack of service and to obtain action on their case. This ties
up line staff, disrupts productivity, and results in ever higher backlogs.



This cycle must be broken. To allow it to continue invites higher error
rates with substantial dollar loss, increased violence and serious

morale problems.

3) Client violence has heen at a dangerous level for months, with mul-
tiple police calls and related incidents in the lobbies of the Anchorage
and Fairbanks offices (caused largely by slow service to Food Stamp and
General Relief clients). A uniformed guard was employed with immediate
beneficial results in Anchorage for three weeks (funding was unavailable
for a longer period). Clients became quieter and more orderly, verbal
abuSe of staff was curtailed, and violence was almost eliminated as a

result of security guard service.

Basically, the Division of Public Assistance has attempted to absorb a
39% increase in cases, with a net loss of 4 line eligibility workers
(through non-funded seasonals) for FY 81. By the legislative staffing
formula, the agency is now short some 39 workers.

The effects of this staff shortage as described above will result in
lawsuits in the immediate ‘future. In the longer view, Federal with-
holding of funds, particularly in the food stamp program, would probably
not occur for 90-120 days; also, we cannot reasonably expect to continue
to avoid physical injury to clients, their children and our staff, given
the frequency and level of frustration and violence. With existing
delays in the state personnel system, it will be September before new
positions can be established and filled. Training will require an
additional 3-4 weeks, minimum, so the effect of this supplemental would
not be felt until mid-fall.

Accordingly, the Department requests immediate approval of the attached
supplemental. The positions and support costs involved in this request
are not inclusive of the total staffing needs for Public Assistance, but
are adequate to prevent continued illegal operations, and should allow
for containment of the problems mentioned above.






MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

- OF THE )

ALASKA AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN PROGRAM

.DIVISION OF FUBLIC ASSISTANCE

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

Conducted September 15-26, 1980
by the Region X
Family Assistance Office
Social Security Administration

U.S. Department of Health and Human .Services



FOREWORD

At the request of the State of Alaska, and in keeping with the goal of

the Region X Family Assistance Office to undertake periodic reviews of

the public assistance program in Region X States, a program administrative
and management review of AFDC was conducted statewide in the State of
Alaska between September 15, 1980 and September 26, 1980.

The review team consisted of:

Rose Inouye, Senior State Program Specialist-Alaska, Review Coordinator
Region X Family Assistance Office,. Social Security Administration

Louis E. Weissman, Deputy Assistant Regional Commissioner for
Family Assistance, Region X, Social Security Administration e

Kim Scranton, Manager,. Field Operations Section, Department of
Human Resources, State of Oregon - Special Management Consultc

Glen Sandahl, Senior State Program Specialist-Washington, Region X
Family Assistance Office, Social Security Administration

Joseph Aspitarte, Staff Accountant, Region X Family Assistance Office,
Social Security Administration

Marilyn Devaney, Senior State Program Specialist-Oregon,
Region X Family Assistance Office, Social Security Administration

Ronald Speck, Financial Management Specialist, Region X Family
Assistance Office, Social Security Administration

k total of 58 person days was devoted to the review on-site. In addition,
preparation for the review and write up encompassed approximately 30
additional person days. -

The purpose of the review was twofold. First to examine a random sample
of AFDC cases selected from the June, 1980 warrant roll to determine the
extent of payment and eligibility errors and procedural defects. This
case review was neither analogous to nor a repetition of AFDC quality
control. The case review was undertaken to measure the State®"s relative
adherence to the Federal eligibility requirements for AFDC. Thus, the
case review Tfindings are not intended for the purpose of raising formal
compliance questions. They are, rather, for the purpose of identifying
deficiences in the eligibility area and are to be used as a basis for
assisting the State to develop appropriate corrective actions to cure
these deficiencies.

The second, and more important purpose, was to analyze and make qualitative
judgments regarding the management of the AFDC program on a site-by-site
and statewide basis. In order to facilitate this effort, the. Region
contracted, under the auspices of the Welfare Management Institute, for

the services of Mr. Kira Scranton, Manager of Field Operations, Adult and



Family Services, Department of Human Resources, State of Oregon.

Mr. Scranton has wide experience in Public Welfare and is responsible

for the management of all public assistance field offices in the State

of Oregon. It was felt that Mr. Scranton®s daily involvement in the
management of offices in the State of Oregon, which are comparable in

size and complexity to any found in the State of Alaska, uniquely qualified
him to undertake the major management review activity in several offices

in Alaska where management problems are most in need of analysis. Mr. Scranton
reviewed the offices in Anchorage, Bethel, Fairbanks, and Kenai. While it

is recognized the major problems are in Anchorage and Fairbanks, the other
offices were included to provide Mr. Scranton with a “flavor®™ for other areas

of the State.

It is to be noted that while Mr. Scranton®s agency was reimbursed for his
salary and expenses for the time spent on the review, he received no other
compensation. His participation, as noted earlier, was made possible by
the Family Assistance Welfare Management Institute under their Transfer
Technology Program. Mr. Scranton identified some Alaska practices he
intends to utilize in the State of Oregon and has already begun to use

the Terminal Mail Box Service.

Mr. Scranton®s management reviews are prese* zed as a separate section of
the review." His general findings and recommendations are commingled with
those of Region X staff. His findings and recommendations specific to the
sites he reviewed and analyzed are presented separately on a sit"-by-site
basis in Section IV of the review.

Fourteen sites were reviewed around the State. The sites represented
every regional office and several sub-offices. The sites reviewed were:
Ketchikan, Juneau, Sitka, Anchorage, Eethel, Wasilla, Fairbanks, Aniak,
Kodiak, Ft. Yuk.n, Dillingham, Kenai, Koine, and Kotzebue. Cases were
read in all decision-making offices and there was a management review
conducted at all sites except Aniak.

As a result of the management review, findings are presented along with *
recommendations regarding each of the findings. The findings and recommenda—
tions are presented in two general categories:

1. Statewide Findings ar.d Recommendations

a) Staffing

b) Procedures

c) Communications

d) Training

e) Financial Management and Budgeting
) Space and Equipment

S> Random Moment Time Study

h) Uncashed Warrants

Site by Site Findings and Recommendations

These include findings and recommendations specific to individual
sites reviewed and many include some recommendations similar to
those presented as statewide findings.



In all, 109 findings and 1A6 recommendations are presented. It is
recognized that the State nay not agree with all findings or undertake
to carry out all recommendalions. Nevertheless, they are presented as
the best result of the review team"s collective efforts and it is felt
that acceptance of many of the suggested changes would result in a
vastly improved system of management and service delivery in the State's
AFDC program.

The Regional staff, under the coordination of Ms. Rose Inouye, Senior
State Program Specialist for Alaska stands prepared to provide the State
with whatever technical.assistance is needed to implement the various
recommendations. mm

Mr. Scranton has consented to continue his consultation regarding his
major contribution to this effort on a fee free, telephone basis and may
be reached in Salem, Oregon at (503) 378-3755.

The review team appreciates the excellent cooperation provided by the
Alaska central office staff. Special thanks are due to Eric Hansen and
Gordon Landes who participated on site in several areas.

Very special thanks are due to"the many regional managers, office managers
supervisors, eligibility workers, technicians, and clerks for their
gracious hospitality and patient endurance as we 1invaded their offices

and made large and frequently incovenient demands on their time.

E. Ueissman
Deputy Assistant Regional Commissioner

for Family Assistance, Region X



Executive Summary

The AFDC program in Alaska was examined in considerable detail. The
review was essentially twofold. First, a statistically valid sample of
cases in fourteen sites was reviewed to determine adherence to both
Federal and State requirements. Second, and more important, an analysis
was conducted of the management of the overall program at each site.
These reviews resulted in 109 findings and 146 recommendations covering
general and statewide” areas as well as specific sites. These fall into
eight major areas:

1. Staffing 5. Financial Management and Budgeting
2. Procedures 6. Space and equipment

e 3. Communications 7. Random Moment Time Study
4. Training 8. Uncashed Warrants

The overall picture is that of a program fraught with difficulities in
the area of management and program implementation in the field.” ~ It was
determined ,that most of these problems are attributable to attempting to
meet the demands of a rapidly expanding program (which,has, increased in
size by approximately fifty percent in the last three years) with
severely limited dollars and personnel resources; This, coupled with
generally inadequate field facilities and equipment cs well as a grossly
inadequate automated data system, has created major management problems
that simply cannot be rectified without a significant infusion of
staffing and monetary resources;*

The most critical weaknessess were in the areas of staffing, inadequate
delegation of budgeting responsibilities to field management staff,
generally poor workload processing, inadequate training at all levels
but especially in the training of management staff, weak field oper—
ations, 1inadequate communication channels, and a general orientation
statewide of "management by crisis™.

Strengths are noted in the open and willing attitude of staff in the
face of overwhelming workloads; in the responsible and positive attitude
of staff statewide toward the provision of service to clients; and in
general, 1in the willingness of most managerial staff to respond to
change in a positive manner.

While no compliance questions have been raised, the Regional Family
Assistance staff will closely monitor those items identified as in need
of immediate corrective action.

Careful planning and implementation of the recommendations, where

possible, will result in significant improvement of the Alaska AFDC
program.

Viii
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VI. ANALYSIS OF INCREASES BETWEEN FY81 AND I1T8/. ADMINIStXATIVK BUDGETS

Analysis of FY82 Request Levels

Fysi FXi?2 FY82 FY82 FY81/82 Infla— Less New
BRU/Comp. FCC Req. SGF Base Sal Inc tion Adjust Staff
Elig Dot 4577.8 6677.0  4039.5 4577.8 953.92  182.2 (359.2) 1322.3
Staff Dev 140.0 160.8 82.1 140.0 14.4 6.4 -0- . -0-
Qual Cont 549.0 629.8 314.9 549.0 82.3 18.3 (19.8) -0-
Energy 367.6 426.7 213.3 367.6 72.8 12.6 (26.3) -0-
PA Admin 1828.0 1953.8 1180.5 1828.0 134.9 90.0 (210."7) 111.6
Collections 47.4 52.0 30.7 47.4 5.1 .6 (1.1) -0-

7509.8 9900.1 5861.0 7509.8 1263.4 310.1 (617.1) 1433.9

MOTES: 1 -Deletion of one-time items (HB-60 & equipment) and less
transfer to Dept, of Admin, consolidation of lease and
ASAA payments

2 - ED FY81/82 salary increase ($612.0) + classification upgrade ($341.9)

The combined FY82 administrative budget requested for actual operation of these
nine programs is $9,900.1 or 6.2% of projected FYf? program expenditures. This
represents an increase of $2,086.6 in administrative costs over FY81 after
adjustment for one-time items and salary increase, or a 27% growth. The

major* administrative functions performed vith these funds include: 1) Central
Office/Contract Administration, 2) Field Operations and 3) Quality Control.
Field Operations costs (Eligibility Determination BRU and Energy Assistance
BRU) represent $7,103.7 or 72% of the Division"s total administrative budget.
Total contract administration costs planned in FY82 amount to $1,000.0 or

10% of the total Division administrative budget.

VII. PA Eligibility BRU
A. REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL FIELD STAFF - 49.0 POSITIONS

Securing adequate field staff is the highest Division priority in FY82. Although
the Division received funding for the complete redesign of its data processing
systems in FY81, daily business around the State will simply not be met 1in
reasonable timeframes during FY82 without an infusion of additional field.staff.
In FY81 the Division was initially looking at a 39% increase in cases with a net
loss of 4 line workers. Looking further back and comparing July 1977 caseloads
and field staff levels to those for June 1980 disclosed a 121% increase 1in
caseload versus an 18% increase in field staff. The Foodstamp Program exerted
the single biggest influence on caseloads as a result of a 359% increase during

this 3 year period.

July 1977 June 1980
Program Caseload Caseload % Increase.
AFDC 4361 6340 45%
0AA 1820 2137 17%
ABL 64 63
APD 1562 1811 16%
Foodstamps 2894 13287 359%

TOTAL 10701 23638 121%



"MhMORANDUM ¢ | State of Alaska.

to: Al len Korhonen, Deputy Commissioner date; November 26, 1900
for Administrative Management ‘ . o
Department of Ileal til & Social Services rue no: ",

TELEPHONE NO:

rnowr “oc! Detit, Director ' ' : suoject: Foodstamp Backlog
Division of Public Assistance oo .
Department of Health ft Social Services- . o/
. Statement of Problem .

The Department continues to be faced with severe backlogs in Foodstamp
.application processing. Nev; applicants in Anchorage and Fairbanks must
wait an average of 50 days for a foodstamp decision. In Anchorage
periodic redeterminations of ongoing Foodstamp cases are also behind,
For example, cases due to expire at the end of October would normally be
reviewed and reactivated.if still eligible no later than the Irst of
November, However, Anchorage's October 1980 Foodstamp redeterminations,
were not completed until November 21, three full weeks behind schedule. .

Although similar backlogs also exist for Anchorage and Fairbanks AFDC
cases, the Foodstamp caseload is most severely affected for the following
reasons: > . ' .

(1) There are only 6100 AFDC cases compared to 12,000 Foodstamp
cases and the AFDC caseload generally has less turnover in it
than. Foodstamps.

(2) The AFDC program is designed'to react witlvin a 30-45 day
timeframe rather than on an emergency basis within 48 hours as-
exists with Foodstamps. Under current expedited delivery,
definitions, 50/i of all Foodstamp applicants.expect to receive
benefits within 48 hours rather than 30 days.9

(3) Agency failure to complete a timely review of an AFDC case
does not result in a termination of program benefits as it
does with Foodstamp cases. This results because AFDC and
Foodstamps are two separate data systems and the Foodstamp
system was designed to terminate a case automatically at the
end ofF a review period unless reactivated by an Eligibility
Technician.

This situation is not expected to improve. Given this prognosis, Alaska
Legal Services has filed a complaint in. Fairbanks (Sgutter y. Bcirno)
and is considering filing a complaint in Anchorage.

IX. Discussion * o

Having learned some time ago that Oregon went'through a caseload growth
problem similar to Alaska's six years ago, | asked federal AFDC officials
mto arrange a statewide review of DPA field operations and to Jiaye a- ¢/

.member of the Oregon state agency on the review team. This review



was in fact completed and the review team's findings presented to the
State two weeks ago. Those findings point to inadequate staffing levels
as the principal contributor to our backlogs. The report pointed out
repeatedly That Oregon's field offices have twice as many staff than
Alaska's field offices for the same size caseload. This information is
not new, bhut rather serves as validation of Division staffmg assessments
made dur|ng the last three budget cycles.

Although | personally feel that Oregon enjoys a greater staffing comple-
ment than the workload demands, it is clear that Alaska cannot get the '
job done without'.additional staff, primarily clerical. Oregon enjoys a

one to one ratio of clerks to Eligibility Technicians. Alaska is attempting
to drive its public assistance programs with a ratio of one clerk to

every four Eligibility Technicians (ET). The result is that Alaska ETs
spend an inordinate amount of time on clerical activities and less on

actual eligibility determination duties.

| spent November 20 and 21 reviewing eligibility operations in Anchorage,
while two members of my staff did a similar review in Fairbanks. This
review encompassed a section by section analysis of current caseloads,
and staffing levels, as well as an evaluation of office wide intake/
interview procedures. Participation by the supervisory staff was
excellent. Once stimulated they responded quickly to the challenge of.
identifying specific recommendations for |mprovement of the office’'s

operations. « *, , .

[11. Conclusions

Although my detailed observations are listed in Sections | -VII attached,
the major actions which should be taken to resolve the current situation

are as follows: . . .

0) Eligibility Technician strength in Anchorage and Fairbanks is very
close to adequate- Although the staffing formula shows they need
16 ET positions given current caseloads, | believe these-two offices
can manage with only five additional ET positions- if the needed
mclerical staff is authorized.

(2) Clerical support levels in bhoth offices are appalling. ETs are
losing 30-40% of their productive time to routine clerical functions.
For example, of the case changes | reviewed on one ETs desk, 80% of .
the work could have heen performed by a clerical level employee
without involvement by the ET. Clerical levels should be brought
to 1 clerk for every two ETs. This would call for an increase of 20
clerks (12 in Anchorage and 8 in Fairbanks).

(3) Itadetermination interviews for General Assistance should be discon-
tinued. Of the 184 GA cases approved in October 1980, 144 were
repeaters with no change in circumstances.. We should move to

quarterly rcdctenirinations instead of monthly.

(4) Redetermination interviews for Foodstamps should also bo discon-
tinned. Although federal policy calls for an inlevview, Oregon and
other states are not doing it. They handle all redeterminations by
njai'l and Alaska, should follow suit. This would reduce Foodstamp
intake by at least 60% monthly. ' .
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. Date:* November 20-21» 1980

" ANCHORAGE DPA FILLP OFFICE

hd * - *

SUCTION | - OFFICEWIDE OBSERVATIONS ' hel

(1) Office staffing is inadequate with respect to Eligibility Technicians
and Clerical. "Supervisory staff is adequate. e

OFFICFWIDE STAFFING SUMMARY ;
Current Staff . Needed Staff Difference

Unit Clk.  ET  Supv. Clk.  ET  Supv. Clk.  ET  Supv
Reg. Mgr. 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 . 1.0 2.0 -0- -0- -0
Cler. Unit 7.0 -0- 1.0 3.0 -0- . 1.0 (4.0) -0- -0~
AFDC Unit. 1.0 12.0 1.0 60 120 1.0 50  -0- ¢+ -0-
FSP/GR Unit 1.0 12.0 1.0 6.0 12.0. 1.0 50  -0- . -0-
APA/XIX 1.0 6.0 1.0 50 9.0 1.0 tfo 3.0  -0-
Field 1.0 40 1.0 20 40 L0 . 1.0 . -0-. -0-*
0A -0- 2.0 -0- 5 20  -0- 5 -0  ~0-
TOTALS 120 370 7.0 235 400 7.0 [ if.5 3.0  *0

Total additional staff needed in the Anchorage off|ce is 3.0 Eligibility
Technicians and 11.5 Clerk Ills. ,

(2) Individual caseloads need to he assigned to ETs and files physically
moved to‘control of each ET. Net effect of. this change would be a

4 person reduction in central clerical unit. This will improve
office/ET efficiency and help offset additional clerks needed
elsewhere’. oo . ‘

(3) AIll units need to transfer non-ET type duties to clerical level
staff to free up ET. time for true eligibility duties. (See individual

eunits for details). . , *

(4) Each eligibility unit needs to designate team leaders who will
actually carry a caseload of their own, but who will also field .
policy questions from other ETs in their team. Current class specs

« permit this and would compensate these employees as ET Il (R14)
rather than ET Il (R13). This would free'up ET IV (RIB) time to
actually manage their units.

(5) New ET series minimum'qualifications (KQs) are eliminating many
people wno were previously qualified for eligibility jobs. The
Department should immediately request the Department of Administration
to evaluate the effect of these new KQs.

(6) Training continues to be inadequate. The Division should definitely
relocate the training position to Anchorage early next year.as

planned. . . [ | .



Date: November 20-21, 1980

. . ANCHORAGE DPA FIELD OFFICE

SECTION Il - FOODSTAHP/GR & GRM UNIT OBSERVATIONS-

(1)

(3)
(4)

Face-to-face interviewing of Foodstamp families at time of case,
review should be discontinued. 75/ of October 1980 Foodstamp
appointments were redetermination interviews. Although federal
.regulations require such an interview be done, Oregon is not
complying and Alaska should do likewise. This will greatly relieve
intake pressures. All redeterminations should be done by mail...

Monthly redetermination of eligibility-for General Assistance
should be discontinued. Of 184 cases found eligible for GA in _
October 1980,. 140 were repeaters. These cases should be certified
on a quarterly basis rather than monthly. The individual would
still have to notify the office monthly to issue rent or utility
payment, but this would be handled by aclerk rather than an ET.

Complete redesign of the State GR program is in order.

A substantial shift of functions should be made away from ETs to
Clerk Ills including the following duties:

- Completing FSAF (computer input document)

- Notice of Action to client -

- ATP, 6R field warrants . - \

- Pre-application screening * -

- changes such as address changes, and household membership changes
on no income cases Co '

- Case file maintenance >

- Monitoring of Foodstamp redotemrination and mailing of review

applications . . u



" SECTION H I « APA/MIU)ICATZ) UNIT QBSI-P.VATIOMS

(1) Eacli APA applicant is usually eligible for at least 3 Division
programs. This is probably the most complicated caseload, caused
in part by the absence oF both an APA manual and a Medicaid manual.
The APA manual is.still pending approval of the Division's APA
regulations by the Department of Lav/ (it's now heen 13 months).
The Medicaid manual.is still pending approval by federal Region X

officials. . )

(2) The unit needs 3 additional ETs and A additional clerks. This is
the only unit which was'found to be understaffed with respect to

. ETs". .

(3) With addition of the Clerks, transfer of the following duties -
should bhe made from the ETs to the clerks:
- completion of BAF ’ .
- completion of notice of action
case file maintenance .
- processing of non-eligible changes
r monitoring of annual reviews and mailing of review appllcatlons
- pre-application screening on new cases
- monitoring of SOX, BEIIDEX, etc. . o

Transfer of these duties should free up .30% of each ETs time for
true eligibility duties. .



(1)

This unit has adequate ETs for the caseload they are carrying, but
they need five additional clerks. . .
A transfer of duties from ETs to clerks should be made when the new

clerks are added. The clerks can handle the same duties listed
under the APA Unit's observations. .

Assuming 75% of all AFDC cases have a Foodstamp case attached to
it, each ET is currently handling a caseload of 290 cases, this
would he manageable with the new clerks.



Unto:  November 20-21 > ‘1980 .

SECTION V - QUALITY ASSURAMCIMINIT OBSERVATIONS ! .

(1) QA findings are'not adequately or timely dealt v/itill by Anchorage
management. Transfer of DPA training position to Anchorage would
help relieve this problem. This transfer is scheduled for April 1981.

(2) QA is reviewing ET case decisions prior to implementation rather
than after the fact. After much discussion, | came to the conclusion
.that this approach is OK provided QA routinely releases case decisions
within 24 hours,.even if they have not had time to complete the
review. . '

(3) Most of QA's emphasis has been on reviewing all case decisions for
new ETs. This tends to color their findings and not give an accurate
picture of officewide performance or unit performance. QA should
shift responsibility for monitoring all case decisions for new E-Is
back to unit supervisors where it belongs. QA should then pull an
equal sample of cases for all ETs on a monthly basis (approximately

« 17 cases/ET). .

(4) QA should conduct a quarterly onsite review ofcasedecisions made
in Kenai and Wasilla.

(5) QA should continue to devotelOf oftheirreview effort tohome visits

(6)- QA needs a part time clerk.



SUCTION V1 e FIFLD UNIT OBSERVATIONS .

(1)

This unit innlces eligibility decisions on nil applications coming in
from Kodiak, Valdez, Dillingham, Aleutian Chain, Tyonek and McGrath-
(Wasilla becomes a full decision office on November 28). because

of the number of FTs in the Anchorage office, it is appropriate

that Anchorage continue to operate a Field Unit as such to reduce
the number of FTs which field staff and Fee Agents must relate to.

This unit has .adequate FTs for their caseload but needs ! additional
clerk. e

Due to staff turnover, this unit is highly susceptible to increases
in decision times if not watched closely by office management.
Management should tF" clop a plan to deal effectively with the
occurrence of staff turnover. : .

Foodstamp sales activities currently being performed by this unit
should be examined carefully to determine if adequate use is being
made of Loomis and USPS sales potential. Actual sales activity
should be placed in the hands of clerical staff rather than FTs.



Date:  November 20-2'l > 1980

SECTION VII - PITICD-IIDH ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT UNIT ODSKRVATIOUS '
(1) Office staff performs the following functions currently:

Clerk V - Supervisor

Clerk - Communications .
Clerks - Issuance of ATPs and Field Warrants.
Clerk - Receptionist

Clerk - Switchboard . . ‘o
Clerks - Central File Room

L 3
N — — PO — —

(2) With elimination of Central File Room and assumption of ATP/Field

Warrant issuance by line unit's clerks, this unit can be reduced by
.4 clerks. ‘ *

(3) Management must carefully break out officewide administrative/clerical
responsibilities versus individual unit responsibilities. -

(4) Clerk V's will assume a very significant training role on an ongoing
basis if 12 clerks are added to the office. Standardization of
clerical tasks must be done from unit to unit wherever possible.



Il THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF AILASKA
FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT

KATHLEEtl SO'JTTER, CHRIS
HOLTNGEU, VALERIE ANDERSON,
RICHARD GOLDEN AND JANET
VILLIS, individually and on -
behalf of all those similarly < I -
situated,

Plaintiffs, NOVT-5J%0

A il fi -..1. MMRIT

HELEN BEIRNE, Commissioner, STA TK «i- Al ASKA

Department of Health and
Social Services, ROD DETIT,
Director, Division of Public
Assistance, JUDIE WALKER,
Chief of Field Operations,
Division of Public Assistance,
and MARY RIDDLE, E ligibility
Worker,*Supervisor Food Stamp
Program, northern Regional
Office, individually and in
their official capacities,

Defendants.

j;No. <irA-00-190G

MOTION TO FORESHORTEN TIME

COMES NOW the plaintiffs, by and through their counsel, Alaska
jjLegal Services Corporation, and move this Court for an Order sotting
I'the hearings on their Motion for Class Certification and Motion for
j'PreIiminary Injunction, on shortened time.
L The reasons for this motion are more fully set out in the
ifattached affidavits of Chris Rolingor and Richard Golden and
_l-CounseI.
i

1 DATED this 25th day of November, 1980, at Fairbanks, Alaska.

ALASKA LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION
Attorneys for plaintiffs

1Y
DanTeT I.. Callahan



Alaska Lawsuit - Expedited Service

ALBERTA PROST™ DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR
FAMILY NUTRITION PROGRAMS

ANDREW P HORNSBY JR DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR
REGIONAL OPEPOTIONS

Attached is a copy of a class action suit filed in Alaska, alleging

that the Fairbanks office has failed to provide expedited service |d
accordance with the regulations. We have been aware for almost a year

of serious problems with meeting processing standards in both Anchorage
and Fairbanks, have discussed the situation with State officials on-
numerous occasions, and were assured that additional ctaff was in place
by #id-October. However> we were not aware that, as the suit alleges,
the Fairbanks office van applying their own additional criteria for de—
termining eligibility for expedited service (i.e., client had to be disab
or have children)» We recommend tbat we consider entering the case on
behalf of Lhe plaintiff* The State has not been particularly responsive
to more informal means of persuasion, and removal of administrative funds
through the warning process might be counterproductive. The temporary
restraining order requested was denied and the State is now considering
t.hclr response, due at the cad of December.

The State had also advised ue that o suit was expected, to be filed in
Anchorage on failure to provide: timely recertification and continuation
of benefits. However, a meeting with Alaska Legal Services and emergency
action by the Anchorage office to clear the backlog have averted that
threat for the moment.

/s 1 " e
//" * /
/ " e v,

*R. MCu$ TELHORE
Regional Administrntor
Western Region v

FNS :WRO:MILLER:wd 11/25/80 POS
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

10 The Honorable Jay S. Hammond daig: December 3, 1980
Governor

The Department of Health & Social Services is requesting
your approval of 25 additional positions/ 5 eligibility
technicians and 20 clerks, to restore the current backlogs
in the Anchorage and Fairbanks Public Assistance offices.

Even after-your authorization of additional positions a few
months ago/ the Department continues to be faced with severe
backlogs in food stamp application processing.” New applicants
in Anchorage and Fairbanks must wait approximately 50 days.
Ongoing food stamp- cases are also three to four weeks behind.
"Catching up"™ without additional resources would mean constant
overtime and pulling workers from all other assistance

areas, AFDC, GR., etc. The cases are many and. complex, but
can for the most part be attributed to.increasingly complex
and burdensome federal regulations requiring undue adminis—
trative resources, and a change in the purpose of the program
from a supplemental nutrition program to a primary food -
source designed to serve more people in unrealistically

short time frames.

1. Under the broad regulations, over 505; of all
food stamp applicants must receive service
within 48 hours.”

2. Face to face redetermination interviews
are required even though nothing has changed
in the case.

3. Under increasingly liberal definitions of
eligibles and a mandated outreach program,
caseloads are increasing ac a staggering

rate.

The State 1is currently being sued by Alaska Legal Services

in Fairbanks over non-compliance, and a suit .is expected
momentarily 1in /anchorage. There 1s no question that people
with legitimate needs are not able to receive service.™ The
long term solution requires program restructuring at the
federal level, and we have an excellent chance of accomplishing
this. However, 1in the short term, additional staff is
necessary if the program is to function at even a minimally «

satisfactory level.



MEMORANDUM. . .AesfClte of Alaska

1980

o Jerry Reinwand [EClZ 1980 AS*™ Deoanter 11- 1080

Executive Assistant
Office of the Governor. f Lb

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE

iAffSvt ! TEtCPHONE NO:

IéX IA/% ne . . subject: éifl P|ty 8 %er H tion
mmi

SS |oner ,

from: E(g
Department of Health & Social Services

Per our conversation, an analysis of the current public assistance case-
loads for the Kenai area supports the need for 2 additional Clerk Ills
(Range 8) and 2.5 additional Eligibility Technician Ils (Range 13) for
the Kenai Public Assistance office. Our analysis is as follows:

. ANALYSIS:
Service " Number Acceptable Needed ET m Needed Clerk Il
Category 0f Cases Cases/ET Strength Strength-Ratio 1/2
AFDC 328 260/ET 1.3 ET .7 Clerk
APA égé 200/ET 1.3 ET .7 Clerk
FSP 300/ET 2.9 ET 1.5 Clerk
TOTAL 5.5 ET 3 0 Clerk

1. OFFICEWIDE SUMMARY

Current Staff Needed Staff Difference

Clerk ET Supv. Clerk ET ' Supv. Clerk ET Supv.

1.0 3.0. 1.0 3.0 5.5 1.0 2.0 2.5 -0-
[11.  RECOMMENDATION: . '

The Department of Health and Social Services recommends the addition of
2 Clerk Ills and 2.5 Eligibility Technician IIs to the Kenai Public

Assistance Office.
r. )I

Approved: v

Disapproved:



MEM ORAN DL\er’\_lurr\1N \l/% ,|State of Alaska
glgi 7

T0O Jerry Reinwand DEO 1z 1980 ~ ate: December 11, 1980
Executive Assistant

Office of tiie Governor COVERNOR'S 0?Fi6i£|:|,t N

TELEPHONE NO:

from: Helen 0. Beirne *AE) suoject: Additional Wasilla Staff
Commissioner Aty ' Eligibility Determination
Department of Health A Social ServicSs/J/fch BRU

Per our conversation, an analysis of the current public assistance case-
loads for the Wasilla/Valdez area supports the need for 2 additional

Clerk Ills (Range 8) and ! additional Eligibility Technician Il (Range 13)
for the Wasilla Public Assistance office. Our analysis is as follows:

. ANALYSIS:
Service Number Acceptable  Needed ET  Needed Clerk Il
Category 0f Cases Cases/ET Strength Strength-Ratio 1/2
AFDC 306 260/ET 1.2 ET 5 Clerk *
APA - 202 - 200/ET 1.0 ET .5 Clerk
FSP LI 599 300/ET 2.0 ET 1.0 Clerk
Foodstamp Sales- 599 _N/A_ 1.0 Clerk
TOTAL 4.2 ET 3.0 Clerk
1. OFFICEWIDE SUMMARY:

Current Staff Needed Staff Difference
Clerk ET Supv.  Clerk ET Supv. Clerk ET. Supv.
1.0 3.5 . 1.0 3.0 4.5 1.0 2.0 1.0 ¢ -0-

[11. RECOMMENDATION:
The Department of Health and Social Services recommends the addition of

2 Clerk Ills and 1 Eligibility Technician Il to the Wasilla Public
Assistance Office.

02-00JA(Pev.10/79)



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

to Judie Walker, Chief dath: December 5, 1980
Field Operations
Division of Public Assistance FILE NO:

t of Health & Social Services
TELEPHONE NO:

rnoMi“Kod Betit, Director subject: Anchorage/Fairbanks
Division of Public Assistance _ Service Leyels
Department of Health & Social Services

With the establishment of 15 new positions for Anchorage and 10 new
positions for Fairbanks, there should be adequate staff to come into
compliance with both expedited delivery and 30 day decision requirements -
in Foodstamps as well as AFDC. By Wednesday of next week (December 10)
Bill Williams and Richard Dykema should have registers for all 25
positions. Recruitment and filling of the vacant positions should be
completed by December 31, 1980.

With that in mind, | am looking for both Fairbanks and Anchorage to be
within required federal decision timeframes by February 1, 1981 (30
calendar days for non-expedited applications and 48 hours for expedited
FSP cases).

As confirmation of the conversation we had with Bill and Richard yesterday
| also want to reiterate the following agreements which were reached:

(1) Implementation plans will proceed exactly as detailed in my
memo of November 26, 1930 to Allen Korhonen. Fully independent
line units will be established in Anchorage and Fairbanks such
that each unit supervisor controls all factors critical to
reaching a decision and delivering benefits.

(2) Duties will be divided in such a way thatunit clerks will
assume a significant share of work currently being performed
by ETs. The attached P402 dated December5 defines the duties
to be performed by a typical unit clerk.

(3) To relieve some of the pressureson current unit supervisors
(ET 1Vs), team leaders will be designated arid classified from
ET Ils to ET Ills. Each ET Il will be responsible for approxi-
mately 3-4 FT IIs and (-2 Clerk Ills. ET Ills will be expected
to carry a normal caseload in addition to thei.r team leader
duties.

(4) Personal interviews for GA and Foodstamp ~determinations
shall be discontinued in Fairbanks and Anchorage no latei
December 15.

(5) The central file system in Anchorage will be dismantled and
individual caseload assignments made. .



forxwwtr -fortw fm - v ELTEY SR S [ BRVARY] , - v r M m ni-nvtw ivn-.

(6) A clerical manual will be created next week. Training of new
clerical staff will be completed in both Anchorage and Fairbanks

by December 31 if not earlier.

Finally, | made the commitment to both Bill Williams and Richard Dykema
that they were free to use whatever overtime was needed between now and
February 1, 1981 to gain complete control of their respective office's
decision timeframes. In addition | will commit whatever training or

technical resources they feel are needed to implement their respective

plans. .

The bottom line is that Bill and Richard as well as their individual

line supervisors now have the staff resources to fully correct the
existing backlog problems in those two offices as well as a sound manage-
ment plan to significantly modify how they conduct day-to-day business.

My conclusion is validated by their own judgments as well as their
individual supervisors. | am excited by the potential Bill and Richard -
have to demonstrate how well they can operate their offices given adequate
resources for the job at.hand.

cc: Richard Dykema
Bill Williams.
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Two years of this is enough to
make everyone a bit cynical. And the
trouble Mr. Reagan is having gening
co-operation from the House and Sen-
ate on even the first resolution doesn't
help. It \vill be interesting who wins in
ihe House this week and the Senate
next week, but the real test ‘will be
what the fiscal 1982 budget looks like
next September 15,

program makes its way through Congress!
'-mBut sllence'surrounds the biggest loan
guarantee program of all: the coverage of
bank liabilities by the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corp. That Is regrettable, for In
recent years the FDIC has quietly and sig-
nificantly enlarged its' mandate. It' no
longer restricts Its protection to small de-
positors; Indeed, coverage now extends be-
yond the legal limit of $100,000 per account
to all bank liabilities. Presumably the
FDIC has acted on the notion that if some
deposit Insurance Is good, then more Is bet-,
ter, and corrplete Insuranoe of all liabili-

ties Is best.

Bank depoasit insurance Is a comforting
If unusual undertaking by the government;
unusual because the government doesn’t
Insure any other component of personal
wealth. A federal agency might, for exam-

ple, Insure lenders against your defaulting.

on mortgage payments, but If a drive-In

Don't Tell Me

By Keith R. Knox
Washington Island, Wise.

This article wes written on an electric
typewriter powered by the spring winds off
the northern stretches of Lake Michigan,
and it warms my soul to think that no fos-
sil fuels are being consumed In the pro-
cess. But If | had known a year ago what

the hidden costs of "free" windmill energy
were going to be. | would be sitting here on
Washington Island writing with a lead pen-
cil, carboniferous microflora be damned.

The story of Washington Island's only
wind generator begins and ends on paper.
According to the specifications sent me
last spring by a dealer in wind generators,
the high cost of electricity on the Island,
the strong winds and the good federal and
state tax incentives would make It possible
for a unit to pay for itself In three years.
Whatever was produced during the rest of
the generator’s projected 20-year life would
be profit. The wind figures came from a
University of Wisconsin study, which cost
many thousands of tax dollars. The study
concluded that, yes, wind generation would
benefit the islanders.

With present equipment, only about 10%
of the continental United States has enough
wind to make this type of generation prac-
tical. Even if you are fortunate enough to
live in these areas, you have to put your
rotor 40 feet above anything that would ob-
struct the wind. To produce electricity on
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Notable & Quot

Richard W. Jencks, tormerdv (%
eral counsel of CBS and presiden

the CBS Broadcast Group, rn a contrr

bution to the hook "Network Television

and the Public Interest” ID.C. Heath €

Co.. 1980).

No conceivable structural change or
possible qualitative up?radrng of television
offers a real answer fo those critics who
are concerned, not with the quality of tele-
vision ﬂrogrammrng in any specific sense,
but with television itself.

For those who decry the effects of tele-
vision as an enveloping semantic system,
for those who are concerned that it is a
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JAY4‘|AMMOND He& 55.

State of Alaska
0" THE COVERNOB

JtIN'EAC

March 18, 1981

The Honorable Jim Duncan
Speaker of the House

Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Under the authority of art. 111, sec. 18, of the Alaska
Constitution, [ am transmitting a bill making
supplemental appropriations to the Department of Health &
Social Services (H&SS), and amending ch. 120 SLA 1980 by
reallocating money appropriated to H&SS last year.

The appropriation in sec. 1 of the bill ($1,273,900) pays
additional FY 81 program costs of the division of public
assistance. Some of the additional costs are the result
of 56 1/2 new positions, which I recently authorized, and
position reclassification required 1in the most recent
APEA contract. Other additional costs are related to
public assistance program delivery for Kotzebue. H&SS is
providing services for this program until aa agreement
with Mauneluk Association to provide these services 1is
made final.

The appropriation in sec. 2 of the bill ($69,500) pays
the costs of social services program delivery 1in the
Kotzebue area. It was intended that an appropriation 1in
that amount be made last year to provide for the Mauneluk
Association to implement this program, while reducing the
appropriation which would have provided for H&SS to
deliver those services itself. However, due to an
oversight, the appropriation for the Mauneluk arrangement
was inadvertently left out of the appropriation bill.
This supplemental appropriation will allow continued
program delivery by H&SS through the remainder of FY 81.

Sections 3 and 4 of the bill amend ch. 120 SLA 1980 by
transferring $183,800 from the H&SS energy assistance
program to H&SS public assistance eligibility. Section 5
of the bill then allocates the $183,800 to eligibility
determination. Matching funds from the state general



re—

fund for the energy assistance program were required by
the federal government at the time of the 1980
appropriation. Matching funds are no Jlonger required,
ana the $183,800 no longer needed for the energy
assistance program would be transferred to public
assistance eligibility determination, to fund new
positions and reclassified positions.

Sincerely,



COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR MOUSE BILL NO. 358 (FINANCE)

Requested by the Rules Committee
By Request of the Governor

“An Act making supplemental appropriations to the Department of Health
and Social Services, Division of Public Assistance; and providing for
an effective date.”

Sections 1 and 2 (Public Assistance Add and Delete Supplemental)

The sum of $884,600 in general funds is to be deleted from the GR Medical
and Energy Assistance BRUs and reappropriated to the Department of Health
and Social Services, Division of Public Assistance, to pay additional FY
81 operating'costs for field offices. These fundswill earn an addition-
al $573,100 in federal money.

These sections provide a total of $1,457,700 to the Divisionof Public
Assistance in FY 81 to fund 56.5 FTE new positions and related costs to
handle 1) a substantial increase in public assistance workload, particu-
larly in the food stamp program; 2) an Eligibility Worker series reclas-
sification stipulated in the most recent General Government Bargaining
Unit contract; and 3) positions and related support costs for Kotzehue
pending finalization of contract negotiations with Mauneluk Association.

Sections 3 and 4 (AFDC Add and Delete Supplemental)

The purpose of this adjustment is to cover a projected AFDC shortfall re-
sulting from insufficient funding for the AFDC grant increase legislated

in SCSCSHB 968 in 1980, by moving $200,000 excess state general funds from
the 0ld Age Assistance Program (0AA). The projected surplus balance in 0AA
is a result of both caseload and average monthly payments being slightly
less than originally projected. The general fund increase in AFDC will be
matched by $200,000 in federal receipts, adding a total of $400,000 to the
AFDC FY 81 appropriation.

Department Position

The appropriations referred to above are FY 81 supplementals required by
the Department of Health and Social Services, and are strongly supported
by the Department.

Recommended by:
Rod Betit, Director
Division of Public Assistance

Date:

Approved by:

Commissioner



THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FISCAL NOTE

|%I?Resolutlon No.. Committee Substitute for House sirt No. 358 (Financ 1
T|t|e "An Act makino supplemental appro, to Department of Health &So Servites.. .1
Requested bv The Finance Committee Date  4/29/Si

Il FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected  Department of Health and Social Services
Program Category Affected  Social Services
BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected  PA I:IIgIDIII'[)( ETIGi0ITiTy Determination
(Note: If more than one budqet component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81  FY 82 FY 83  FY 84  FY 85 FY 86

100  PERSONAL SERVICES 1298.9
200 TRAVEL 12.0
300  CONTRACTUAL 120.6
400  COMMODITIES 1.2
SO0 EOIJIPMENT 25.0
600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700  GRANTF. CLAIMS. ETC,

TOTAL 1457.7
FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 884.6
FEDERAL FUNDS 573.1

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 52
PART TIME 9
TEMPORARY

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

Funds personal services cost for 56.5 FTE positions and Eligibility Worker series re-
classification (1298.9); travel for new position training (12.0);. guard services in
Anchorage and Fairbanks, office space in Anchorage, and U.S. Postal Services contract
(redeeming ATP transaction) shortfall (120.6); misc. office commodities (1.2); and
equipment purchase for positions (25.0). An "add & delete” supplemental transfers
884.6 General Fund that is applied to the FY 81 Eligibility Determination supplemental
need. The net "additional™ appropriation of 573.1 is Federal match funding.

%

IV. nATF. Mav.4. 198! preé)ared Marsha Hubbard, PirectoT _ _
Oiv* Mgmt. & Bdqt., Health and Social Services

Original: Leglslatlve Finance PHONE . 465-3331
cc: et and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)




UEST . . . . .
B_ﬁl?Resqutlon No. Committee Substitute for House Bin Mo. 258 tFinance)
Title "Ar, Act makinc a supplements! appro. 10 Department of Health & Szom

_ al Servic;
Requested by Finance Committee Date 4/29/3I

Il FISCAL DETAIL _ _
Agency Affected  Department of Health and Social Services
Program Category Affected Health R , o L -
BRU, Program, of Subprogramgs) Affected™ — General Relief Medical - Hospitals,

(Note: If more than one budgie ccomponent is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.) :

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

Fy 81 FY 8  FY8  FY84 FY 85  FY 86

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

2000 TRAVEL

300 CONTRACTUAL

400 COMMODITIES

500 EOUIPMENT

600 LAND & STRUCTURES

700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. (7nn.8

TOTAL (700.8)

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND (700.8 )

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME 0
PART TIME
TEMPORARY

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I1)

To reduce General Relief Medical - Hospitals by 700.8 in order to fund an increase in
Eligibility Determination.

FY 81
FY 81 PROJ. FY 81
AUTH. EXPEND. LAPSE

6,455.8 - 3,716.5 = 2,739.3

(see attachment)

IV. DATE May 4, 1981 PREPARED BY  Marsha Hubbard,.,Dlrector
. o ) AGENCY Div. of Mgmt.._A_BrIQi. Health and Social Sprvirpg
Original. Leglslatlve Finance PHONE _ 465-3333
cC: Bu n%;et and Management
Primie Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)



MEDICAID 3RU

HOSPITAL

PHYSICIAN

OTHER SERVICES

EPSOT

NURSING HOMVE

SU3-TOTAL

INDIAN HLTH

TOTAL

GENERAL RELIEF €2'J

HOSPITAL

PHYSICIAN

OTHER SERVICES

NURSING HOVE

CATASTROPHIC ILL

RESIDENTIAL CARE

TOTAL

FY79

ACTUAL

5902.3

2937.7

848.7.

* 1632.3

12947.8

24248.8

1445.9

25794.7

4053.1

1653.1

1350.0

328.3

597.7

8002.7

FY80
ACTUAL
7773.6
3704.1
1095.9
1825.7
14331.7
28731.0
1161.3

29895.1

4551.4
1685.7
1695.4

216.5

530.4

8719.4

Ty

3

'FY8l w/Recon ’
as of 3/31/81
5349.0
2194.5
630.3
11335 -
11332.8
20640.6
456.2

21095.8

1611.3
583.1
1054.7
350.8

160.8

3775.7

FYsl
PROJECTED

10260.4
4591.1
1392.3
2322.3
i6eo0o.0
35366.1
2C00.0

37366.1

3716.5
1437.1
2225.0
526.0
620.0
-0-

8524.6

* The pYSI Projected (above) Includes PY Rocon claims paid 1n FY81,
baekad out prior to caleulating the Fy82 Revised Request (FY81L Projected minus PY Recon » FYO1 "Regular")

FYS2 REVIS!I0 REQUEST -

Fy81 "Regular"

%

X FY82 Factor

Fys1

AUTH
10132.3
4669.9
1410.6
2826.6
19419.6
38459.0
7239.1

45698.1

6455.8
2610.9
1580.3
449.9
905.0
166.4

12168.3

However, all

Fys1
BALANCE
(128.1)
78.8
18.3
504.3
2619.6
. 3092.9

5239.1

2739.3
1173.8
(644.7)
( 76.1)
285.0
166.4

3643.7

FY82

FACTOR

17*

17*

17*

17*

T 11*
17*

8*

82

82

82

8*

FY81 Recon expenditures are

*

FY82 FY62
REVISED INITIAL nr.
REQUEST REQUEST C
10351.5 11825.7  (1172.2) -
5052.3 C415.2" (I'fi?.?)
1552.0 175246 ( 7r,v.) .
2717.1 34555 ( |-P.. 4
19656.0 21521.0 (irrs
39331.9 44973.0 (5415.1)
3410.8 341G.8 -0-
427427 48253.8 (Scin.i)
3789.4 7102.7 (3513.3)
1528.2 23546 (M26.4)
2359.5 2600.1 A0
556.1 205.9 C
665.5 930.2 ( 310.4)
166.4 1D9.7  (j.v )
9121.2 14133.5 (5912.3)
«
April 7, 1931



RES)UES_T_ . . .
Bill/Resoiution K'n. Committee Substitute for House Bill No. 358 lt:

inance
Title "An Art, makin%_a supplemental appro. to Department of Health &So)ms:_ SEervices..."
Requested by inance Committee Date 4/29/B i

. FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected, DePartment of Health and Social Services
Program Category Affected Social Services
BRU, Program, or Subprogramgs) Affected = Energy Assistance Program
(Note: 1f more than one budqe component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each

component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FYB84  FY 85 FY 86

D
NTS. CLAIMS. ETC.  (183.8)
TOTAL (183.8)

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND (183.8)
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

m
=

ULL
ART
EM

—oT

TIM
TIM
PORA

> o LILL

Y

I1Il. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

The Department requests that the 183.8 general funds included in the FY 81 Energy
Assistance Program (EAP) appropriation be directly applied to the FY 81 Supple-
mental request for the Eligibility Determination BRU. On April 25, 1981 the Depart-
ment submitted a FY 81 Budget Amendment that requested funding for the EAP BRU. The
Department had been advised by federal authorities that EAP administrative costs in
FY 81 would be shared between federal (50%) and state (50%). Consequently, the FY
81 EAP appropriation of 7367.5 includes 183.8 state general funds for the anticipated
50% administrative match. However, on October 6, 1980 the Department was notified
that this EAP matching requirement has been modified such that the state general

fund portion of the EAP appropriation will not be required.

IV. DATE Mav 4. 1981 PREPARED BY  Marsha Hnhharri, nirprtcir . /w/fItT

. T AGENCY J3lv— of-Mgmt— &.Bdgt—-He.aTth—and-Social, Sendees
Original; Le8|slat|ve Finance PHONE . 465-3331 ;
cC: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev.. 12/80)



E%?Fyesolutlon Kin. Committee Substitute for House Bill No, 358 (Finance)

Title'An Act makinc a supplemental appro, tc Department of Healtn L Social Services..."

Requested by Finance Committee Date 4/29/81

I, FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected  Department of Health and Social Services
Program Category Affected Social and Economic Assistance for The General Population
Program, or Sub programgs) Affected  Assistance Payments, AFDC
(Note: [fmore than one budq component is affected, separate line-item amowm—mn a INg
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84  FY .85 FY 86

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

200 TRAVEL

300  CONTRACTUAL

400  COMMODITIES

500 EOLJIPMENT

600  LAND & STRUCTURES

700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC 400.0
TOTAL 400.0

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND P0O0.0

FEDERAL FUNDS n n
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

LL
T

U
AR
EMP

—oT

TIME
TIME
ORARY

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I1)
Summary of FY 81 AFDC;

Average
Caseload  Payment Months Total
FY 81 FCC Authorization 6835 342.56 12 28,096.7
SCSCSHB 968 6835 49.35 12 4,047.3
FY 81 Actual July 80 Feb 81 6438 390.39 8 (20,106.7)
FY 81 Proj. March 81-June 30 6925 449.00 4 (12,437.3)
FY 81 Projected Shortfall (400.0)

The actual FY 8! AFDC caseload has continued to increase each month beginning July,
1980. However, the actual 12 month caseload average will be less than the caseload
funded in the FY 81 authorization (6835 Auth. vs. 6600 Actual). The projected AFDC
shortfall of $400,000 is attributed to insufficient funding for the AFDC grant in-.
(continued) jy"ir
IV. DATE Mav 4. 198! PREPARED BY  Marsha Hubbard. Director /.1 "9
. — AGENCY Div. of MgmtT ft Bdgt. . Hpalth ft Snrial Sprvire?
Original: Leglslatlve Finance PHONE 465-3331

cC: Budget and Management
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

PA
EN

33-001 (Rey. 12/80)



crease legislates in SCSCirib 900. jli.ins vrod autnorization -aCNt/.; includes tns
approximate cost of the July i, 1980 "COLA! increase (JA.3«); but does net inclucie
funding fo** the January 1, 1981 "base" increase. Tnese funds were apparently not
appropriated due to oversight. In summary, the potential surplus caused by the
reduced caseload average does not completely offset the underfunding condition of the
SCSCSHB 968 appropriation which neglected the cost associated with the January 1,
1981 bhase increase.

A FY 81 "add & delete" supplemental adds 200.0 G.F. from Old Age Assistance EIRU.
This general fund addition is matched by 200.0 appropriation in federal receiipts..



Tiiie IAr Act making ¢ supplemental appro. 10 Deosriment or neTTer 6 ooctci services,
Requested by Finance Committee Date 4/29/Si _

Il FISCAL DETAIL : .
Agency Affected  Department of Health and Social Services
Program Category' Affected Social Services
BRU, Program, or Subprogram{s) Affected Old “Ace Assistance ,
(Note: If more than one budqe .component is affected, separate line=Item amounts and funding for eacn
component in the analysis section.) .

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81  FY 82 FYB83  FYB84  FY.35 FY 86

100 PERSONAL SERVICES

o travel

500 CONTRACTUAL

100 COMMODITIES

500 EOUIPMENT

200 CAND & STRUCTURES

700  GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.  (200.5)

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL EUND (200.0)

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
IM
IM
RA

—OTm

UL
AR
EM

t—ll_

e

—glTirm
—

Y

Il ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)
Summary of FY 81 O0AA:

Average
Caseload Payment Months Total
FY 81 FCC Authorization 2266 164.73 12 4,479.5
HB 60 Funding 441
FY 81 Actual July 80-Feb. 8! 2192 150.08 8 (2,635.4)
FY 81 Proj. March 81-June 8! 2241 154.10 4 (1,381.4)
FY 81 Projected Surplus + 506.8

The actual FY 81 OAA expenditure will be less than funded in the FY 81 authorization.
The projected surplus balance is a result of both caseload and average monthly pay-
ments being slighty less than originally budgeted.

A FY 81 "Add & Delete" supplemental deletes 200.0 G.F. from Old Age Assistance BRU and,
Ndds.200.0 G.F. to the Assistancfogflfl*s”~RU/AFDC component.  Marsha Hubbard Mhffl

o Hay 4, 198! AGENCY Department of Health and Social Services
Original. Leg|slat|ve Finance PHONE  465-3331
cC: Budget and Management

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)
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STATEWIDE CASELOAD DISTRIBUTION
(in thousands)

April 7. 1281 [

"'d) FOOD STAMP
"0'd"AFDC

m<P, APA (OAA»ABAD) &
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SUMMARY

July 1
July 1
July 22
Dec 3
Dec 10

No.of Supervisors/Adm.

1,100,111
Total rcc Supo
0
/ 2 0
1 0 0
5 4.5 0 0
.5 0 0
1 0 0
5 14
5 40.5 6 0
.5 0 0
1 o <0
5 0 0
2 0 0
5 6.5 0 0
55 .5 0
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.5 0 0
1 0 0
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8 3 0
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to

State of Alaska

Allen Korhonen, Deputy Commissioner daic  November 26, 1980
for Administrative Management
Department of Health I Social Services th.f no.

TELEPHONE NO:

Rod Betit, Director subject.-  Foodstamp Backlog
Division of Public Assistance
Department of Health & Social Services

. Statement of Problem

The Department continues to be faced with severe backlogs in Foodstamp
application processing. New applicants in Anchorage and Fairbanks must
wait an average of 50 days for a foodstamp decision. In Anchorage
periodic redeterminations of ongoing Foodstamp cases are also behind.
For example, cases due to expire at the end of October would normally be
reviewed and reactivated if still eligible no later than the Irst of
November. However, Anchorage's October 1980 Foodstamp redeterminations
were not completed until November 21, three full weeks behind schedule.

Although similar backlogs also exist for Anchorage and Fairbanks AFDC
cases, the Foodstamp caseload is most severely affected for the following
reasons:

(1) There are only 6100 AFDC cases compared to 112,000 Foodstamp
cases and the AFDC caseload generally has less turnover in it
.than Foodstamps.

(2) The AFDC program is designed to react within a 30-45 day
timeframe rather than on an emergency basis within 48 hours as
exists with Foodstamps. Under current expedited delivery,
definitions, 50# of all Foodstamp applicants expect to receive
benefits within 48 hours rather than 30 days.

(3) Agency failure to complete a timely review of an AFDC case
does not result in a termination of program benefits as it
does with Foodstamp cases. This results because AFDC and
Foodstamps are two separate data systems and the Foodstamp .
system was designed to terminatea case automatically at the
end of a review period unless reactivated by an Eligibility
Technician.

This situation is not expected to improve. Given tins prognosis, Alaska
Legal Services has filed a complaint in Fairbanks (Sputter y. Beirne)
and is considering filing a complaint in Anchorage.

[I.  Discussion

Having learned some time ago that Oregon went through a caseload growth
problem similar to Alaska's six years ago, | asked federal AFDC officials
to arrange a statewide review of DPA field operations and to have a *
member of the Oregon state agency on the review team. This review



was in fact completed and the review team's findings presented to the
State two weeks ago. Those findings point to inadequate staffing levels
as the principal contributor to our backlogs. The report pointed out
repeatedly that Oregon's field offices have twice as many staff than
Alaska's field offices for the same size caseload. This information is
not new, hut rather serves as validation of Division staffing assessments
made during the last three budget cycles.

Although | personally feel that Oregon enjoys' a greater staffing comple-
ment than the workload demands, it is clear that Alaska cannot get the
job done without additional staff, primarily clerical. Oregon enjoys a
one to one ratio of clerks to Eligibility Technicians. Alaska is attempti
to drive its public assistance programs with a ratio® of one clerk to
every four Eligibility Technicians (ET). The result is that Alaska ETs
spend an inordinate amount of time on clerical activities and less c<
actual eligibility determination duties.

| spent November 20 and 21 reviewing eligibility operations in Anchorage,
while two members of my staff did a similar review in Fairbanks. This
review encompassed a section by section analysis of current caseloads

and staffing levels, as well as an evaluation of office wide intake/
interview procedures. Participation by the supervisory staff was
excellent. Once stimulated they responded quickly to the challenge of
identifying specific recommendations for improvement of the office’s
operations.

“*111. Conclusions

Although my detailed observations are listed in Sections [-VII attached,
the major actions which should he taken to resolve toe current situation
are as follows:

. i
(1) Eligibility Technician strength in Anchorage an/d Fairbanks is very
close to adequate. Although the staffing fonrniuTla shows they need
16 ET positions given current caseloads, | belierve these two offices
can manage with only five additional ET positioms- if the needed
clerical staff is authorized.

(2) Clerical support levels in both offices are appalling. ETs are
losing 30-40% of their productive time to routine clerical functions.
For example, of the case,changes | reviewed on One ETs desk, 80% of
the work could have been performed by a clerical level employee
without involvement by the ET. Clerical levels should be brought
to I clerk for every two ETs. This would call for an increase of 20
clerks (12 in Anchorage and 8 in Fairbanks).

(3) Redetermination interviews for General Assistance should be discon-
tinued. Of the 184 GA cases approved in October 1980, 144 were
repeaters with no change in circumstances. We should move to
quarterly redeterminations instead of monthly.

(4) Redetermination interviews for Foodstamps should also be discon- .
. tinued. Although federal policy calls for an interview, Oregon and
other states are not doing it. They handle all redeterminations by
mail and Alaskc. should follow suit. This would reduce Foodstamp
intake by at least 60% monthly.
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Date: November 20-21, 1900

ANCHORAGE DPA FIELD OFFICE e

SECTION | - OFFICEWIDE OBSERVATIONS

(1) Office staffing is inadequate with respect to Eligibility Techn|0|ans
and Clerical. Supervisory staff is adequate. ;

OFFICEWIDE STAFFING SUMMARY

Current Staff Needed Staff Difference

Unit Clk. ET Supv.  Clk. 'ET Supv.  Clk. ET Supv.
Reg. Mgr. 1.0 . 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 -0- -0- -0-
Cler. Unit 7.0 -0- 1.0 3.0 -0- 1.0 (4.0) -0- -0-
AFDC Unit 1.0 12.0 1.0 6.0 12.0 1.0 5.0 -0- 0
FSP/GR Unit 1.0 12.0 1.0 6.0 12.0 1.0 5.0 -0- 0
APA/XIX 1.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 9.0 1.0 tf.o 3.0. 0
Field 1.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 -0- 0
QA -0- 2.0 -0- 5 2.0 -0- 5 -0- 0
TOTALS 12.0 37.0 7.0 23.5 40.0 7.0 ld.5 3.0 0

Total additional staff needed in the Anchorage office is 3.0 Eligibility
Technicians and L/.5 Clerk Ills.

(2) Individual caseloads need to be assigned to ETs and files physically
moved to control of each ET. Net effect of this change would be a

4 person reduction in central clerical unit. This will improve
office/ET efficiency and help offset additional clerks needed
« elsewhere. : .

(3) All units need to transfer non-ET type duties to clerical level
staff to free up ET time for true eligibility duties. (See individual
units for details).

(4) Each eligibility unit needs to designate team leaders who will
actually carry a caseload of their own, but who will also field
policy questions from other ETs in their team. Current Hass specs
permit this and would compensate these employees as ET (R14)
rather than ET Il (R13). This would free up ET | (R15) time to
actually manage their units.

(5) New ET series minimum qualifications (MQs) are eliminating many
people who were previously qualified for eligibility jobs. The
Department should immediately request the Department of Administration
to evaluate the effect of these new.MQs. ..

(6) Training continues to be inadequate. The Division should definitely
relocate the training position to Anchorage early next year as
planned. :



Date: November 20-21, 1980

ANCHORAGE DPA FIELD OFFICE

SECTION Il - FOQDSTA.IP/GR & GRM UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

(3)
(4)

Face-to-face interviewing of Foodstamp families at time of case
review should be discontinued. 75% of October 1980 Foodstamp
appointments were redetermination interviews. Although federal
regulations require such an interview be done, Oregon is not
complying and Alaska should do likewise. This will greatly relieve
intake pressures. All redeterminations should be done by mail.

Monthly redetermination of eligibility for General Assistance
should be discontinued. Of 184 cases found eligible for 6A in
October 1980, 140 were repeaters. These cases should he certified
on a quarterly basis rather than monthly. The individual would
still have to notify the office monthly to issue rent or utility
payment, but this would be handled by aclerk rather than an ET.

Complete redesign of the State GR program is in order.

A substantial shift of functions should be made away from ETs to
Clerk Ills including the following duties:

- Completing FSAF (computer input document)

- Notice of Action to client

- ATP, GR field warrants ‘ A

- Pre-application screening

- changes such as address changes, and household membership changes
on no income cases

- Case file maintenance

- Monitoring of Foodstamp redetermination and mailing of review

applications .



Date:  November 20-21, 1980

SECTION 111 - APA/KEDICAID UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

Each APA applicant is usually eligible for at least 3 Division
programs. This is probably the most complicated caseload, caused-
in part by .the absence of both an APA manual and a Medicaid manual.
The APA manual is still pending approval of the Division's APA
regulations by the Department of Law (it's now heen 18 months).
T'?]g_Medlicaid manual is still pending approval by federal Region X
jfficials.

The unit needs 3 additional ETs and 4 additional clerks. This is
the only unit which was found to be understaffed v/ith respect to
ETs.

V/ith addition of the Clerks, transfer of the following duties
should be made from the ETs to the clerks:

- completion of BAF

- completion of notice of action

- case file maintenance

- processing of non-eligible changes

- monitoring of annual reviews and .mailing of review applications
- pre-application screening on new cases

- monitoring of SOX, BENDEX, etc.

Transfer of these duties should free up 30* of each ETs time for
true eligibility duties.



Date:  November 20-21, 1980

SECTION IV - AFDC/AFDC & FSP UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

(2)

This unit has adequate ETs for the caseload they are carrying, but
they need five additional clerks.

A transfer of duties from ETs to clerks should be made when the new
clerks are added. The clerks can handle the same duties listed
under the APA Unit's observations.

Assuming 75% of all AFDC cases have a Foodstamp case attached to
it, each ET is currently handling a caseload of 290 cases. This
would be manageable with the new clerks.



SECTIONL V - QUALITY ASSURANCE UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

(2)

QA findings are not adequately or timely dealt with by Anchorage
management. Transfer of DPA training position to Anchorage would
help relieve this problem. This transfer is scheduled for April 1581,

QA is reviewing ET case decisions prior to implementation rather

than after the fact. After much discussion, | came to the conclusion
that this approach is OK provided QA routinely releases case decisions
within 24 hours, even if they have not had time to complete the
review,

Most of QA's emphasis has been on reviewing all case decisions for
new ETs. This tends to color their findings and not give an accurate
picture of officewide performance or unit performance. QA should
shift responsibility for monitoring all case decisions for new ETs
back to unit supervisors where it belongs. QA should then pull an
equal sample of cases for all ETs on a monthly basis (approximately
17 cases/ET).

QA should conduct a quarterly onsite review of case decisions made
in Kenai and Wasilla.

QA should continue to devote 10£ of their review effort to home visits.

QA needs a part time clerk. . *,



Date:  November 20-21, 1930

SECTION VI - FIELD UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

This unit makes eligibility decisions on all applications coming in
from Kodiak, Valdez, Dillingham, Aleutian Chain, Tyonek and McGrath.
(Wasilla becomes a full decision office on November 28). Because
of the number of ETs in the Anchorage office, it is appropriate

that Anchorage continue to operate a Field Unit as such to reduce
the number of ETs which field staff and Fee Agents must relate to.

This unit has adequate ETs for their caseload but needs 1 additional
clerk.

Due to staff turnover, this unit is highly susceptible to increases
in decision times if not watched closely by office management.
Management should develop a plan to deal effectively with the
occurrence of staff turnover.

Foodstamp sales activities currently being performed by this unit
should be examined carefully to determine if adequate use is being
made of Loomis and USPS sales potential. Actual sales activity
should he placed in the hands of clerical staff rather than ETs.



Date: November 20-21, 1980

SECTION VII - OFFICEWIDE ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

Office staff performs the following functions currently:

Clerk V - Supervisor

Clerk - Communications

Clerks - Issuance of ATPs and Field Warrants
Clerk - Receptionist

Clerk - Switchboard

Clerks - Central File Room

O — — PO — —

With elimination of Central FileRoomandassumption ofATP/Field
Warrant issuance byline unit's clerks,this unit can be reduced by
4 clerks.

Management must carefully break out officewide administrative/clerical
responsibilities versus individual unit responsibilities.

Clerk V's will assume a very significant training role on an ongoing
basis if 12 clerks are added to the office. Standardization of
clerical tasks must be done from unit to unit wherever possible-



Caseloads arc distributcd by program. Units are set up by
program as well. The AFDC Unit 1is split Into categories,

those that are "earnings®"l cases and those that are "non-
earnirij;s"* cases. The Food Stamp Unit is split into those that
arc non-assistance food stamp households and those that are
General Relief Assistance (GRA) and General Relief Medical ?
(GUM). Caseloads are extremely high.- To further complicate
the factj adequate clerical support does not exist. Caseload
is one of the big problems in the office, as the following
series of examples illustrates. One worker has a 190 case
backlog on the basic action form (RAF) changes. The oldest
one lhat the individual had was for June, 1980 and the date

this was determined was in late September. In Food Stamps, on
the 24th of September, there were 48 people waiting to be seen
as "stand-bys". That number had increased to something like 75

by the end of the day. One worker in the client services unit
said that about 40% of the clients coming to the Client Services
Unit do not need to be there, if appropriate action is taken 1in
a timely manner on the RAF1s. In one of the public 2ssistan.ee
units, primarily the AFDC Units caseloads in the earned income
cases tended to be around 250 and around 300 per worker in the
non-earned income cases. The food stamp eligibility workers
had equally heavy caseloads. Following is a comparison of
Alaska®s staffing compared to that which would be required in
Oregon based on the identical caseloads. Caseloads vary
substantially between offices.

AFDC Staff Comparisons

Based on Caseload of 2,258 ; > e
Alaska Oregon
12 Eligibility. Workers 19
1 Supervisors * .2
1- Clerks 14
0 Unit Clerks "2
0 =« Aides 2
14 TOTAL 39

Supervision

Workers are assigned to supervisors based on the specialty of
that particular unit. The office has one AFDC supervisor, one
non-assistance food stamp supervisor, and one supervisor
responsible for the field unit which includes both food stamps
and AFDC cases in the outlying areas. Supervisory absences
are covered by a lead worker within the unit. There are no
special supervisory expectations established in the local
office. Supervisors do maintain spot checks on various
records and they sometimes monitor the interviews.””The Quality
Assurance Unit is the unit primarily responsible for the
review of the case records however, they do not review 1002 of
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POSITION PAPER

ON WORKING DRAFT FOR
COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 358 (FINANCE)

Requested by the Rules Committee
by Request of the Governor

"An Act making supplemental appropriations to the Department of Health and Social
Services, Division of Public Assistance; and providing for an effective date."

Sections 1 and 2 (Public Assistance Add and Delete Supplemental)

The sum of $884,600 in general funds is to be deleted from the GR Medical and
Energy Assistance BRUs and re-appropriated to the Department of Health and Social
Services, Division of Public Assistance, to pay additional FY81 operating costs
for field offices. These funds will earn an additional $573.1 in federal money.

These sections provide a total of $1457.7 to the Division of Public Assistance in FY81
to fund 56.5 FTE new positions and related costs to handle 1) a substantial increase

in public assistance workload, particularly in the food stamp program; 2) an Eligibility
Worker series reclassification stipulated in the most recent General Government
Bargaining Unit contract; and 3) positions and related support costs for Kotzebhue
pending finalization of contract negotiations with Mauneluk Association.

Eligibility Determination™s FY81 personal services line item balance as of 4/15/81 is
79.0. This balance is not sufficient to meet projected payroll expenditures after
April 15, 1981. Without the approval of this FY81 supplemental request, the Department
cannot meet the May 15 payroll scheduled to run the night of May 21,1981.

Sections 3 and 4 (AFDC Add and Delete Supplemental)

The purpose of this adjustment is to cover a projected AFDC shortfall resulting from
insufficient funding for the AFDC grant increase legislated in SCSCSHB 968 in 1980,

by moving $200.0 excess state general funds from the O0ld Age Assistance Program (0AA).
The projected surplus balance in OAA is a result of both caseload and average monthly
payments being slightly less than originally projected. The general fund increase in
AFDC will be matched by $200,000 in federal receipts, adding a totalof $400.0to the
AFDC FY81 appropriation.

Department Position

The appropriations referred to above are FY81 supplementals required by the Department
of Health and Social Services, and are strongly supported by the Department.

Recommended by:
Rod Betit, Director
Division of Public Assistance

Date:

Approved by:
Helen D. Beirne, Coramissionei
Department of Health and
Social Services

Date: Tt



. REQUEST

Dill/ltcsolu(ion No. House Hill No. 358 .
Title "An Act making a supplemental appro. to the Department of Health and Soc. Sves..."
Requested bv Rules Committee by Request of the Governor Date 4/3/81

Il.  FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Health and Social Services

Program Category Affected Social Services _

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected PA Eligibility. Eligibility Determination

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 04 FY 35 Fy 86

100 PERSONAL SERVICES 1298.9
900 TRAVEL 12.0
300 CONTRACTUAL 120.6
400 COMMODITIES L2
500 EOIJIPMENT 25.0
600 LAND k STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC.

TOTAL 1457.7

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 884.6
FEDERAL FUNDS 573.1

OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME u5?
PART TIME 9
TEMPORARY

I1l.  ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)

Funds personal service cost for 56.5 FTE positions and Eligibility Worker series
reclassification (1298.9); travel for new position training (12.0); guard service
in Anchorage and Fairbanks, office space in Anchorage, and U.S. Postal Services
contract (redeeming ATP transaction) shortfall (120.6); misc. office commodities
(1.2); and equipment purchase for positions (25.0). An "add & delete" supplemental

transfers 884.6 General fund that is applied to the FY81 Eligibility Determination
supplemental need. The net "additional™ appropriation of 573.1 is Federal match
funding.

IV. DATE April 3, 1981 AEEW\/E'ﬁarlmel t-0f LIcaIth a”d Sa ] S/ev|ce|_

Origimtl: Lcgidntivc Finance PHONE— 465-333.1
ccC: Budget and Management IA [*
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)




I. REQUEST
Bill/Resolution No.  House Rill Ho. 358 .
Title "An Act makino a supplemental appro, to the Deot. of Health and Social Services’ 1

Requested bv Rules Committee hv Request of the Governor Date 3/16/81
*|l. FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected Department of Health and Social Services

Program Category Affected Heal th

BRU, Program, or Subprogram(s) Affected General Relief Medical - Hospitals

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)
EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 02 FY 83 FY 84 FY .85 Fy 86
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 ..CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EOUIPMENT
600 LAND k STRUCTURES
700. GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. OfiiA a)

TOTAL (700.8)

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND (700.8)

FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS
FULL TIME 0

PART TIME
TEMPORARY

1.  ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I1)

fo reduce General Relief Medical - Hospitals by 700.8 in order to fund and increase
in Eligibility Determination.

. FY 81
FY 81 PROJ. FY 81
AUTH. EXPEND. LAPSE
6,455.8 - 3,716.5 = 2,739.3
(see attachment)
IV. DATE  April -, 1Rl PREPARED BY  Mason Anderson
AGENCY Health and Social Services
Original: Legislative Finance PHONE 465-3331
cc: Budget and Management [ [ ** N rl [r-/
Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named) M&B Approval t Date 1/S°/”~

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)
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TIIli LEGISLATURE OF Till- STATU OP ALASKA
TWELFTH LKGISLLATURE

FISCAL NOTIv

REQUEST

Bill/Resolution No, louso Rill Ho. 3F8.

Title "An Art maHnqg a siipploicr-ntn1 appro!. tin Hip Department of Health and Soc. Sves.
Requested by Ruins f.nmiittee hy request nf Hip Governor Djtc 4/3/81.

Kbse%@LA%g@éL Department of Health and Social Services

Pro%ram Category Affected Social Services

11IRU, Progrant, or Subnroi'rani(s) Affected  Lncrgy Asstscance I'rogram

(Note: If more than one budget component is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 35 FY 86

T
TS. CLAIMS. ETC. (183.8)

TOTAL (103.8)

FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND (183.8)
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER (Specify Fund Source)

POSITIONS

FULL TIME 0
PART TIME .
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)

The Department requests that the 183.8 general funds included in the FY 81 Energy
Assistance Program (CAP) appropriation be directly applied to the FY 01 Supple-
mental request for the Eligibility Determination BRU. On April 25, 1900 the Depart-
ment submitted a FY 81 Budget Amendment that requested funding for the EAP BRU. The
Department had been advised by federal authorities that EAP administrative costs in
FY 81 would be shared between federal (50%) and state (50X). Consequently, the FY
81 EAP appropriation of 7367.6 includes 183.8 state general funds for the anticipated
50% administrative match. However, on October 0, 1980 the Department was notified
that this EAP matching requirement has been modified such that the state general

fund portion of the EAP appropriation will not be required.

IV. DATE April 3, 1981 .PREPARHf) BY finuersttn

o S AGENCY  Department of Health and-SDci.al_Se.ry.icc
Original: Leglslanve Finance PHONE  465-3331
cc: Budget and Management

Primie Sponsor (First Legislator Named)

33-001 (Rev. 12/80)



% . TUB LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWELFTH LEGISLATURE

1 REQUEST
Hill/Resolulion No.  House Bill Ho. 358.. ... it i aan
Title "An Act mann<) a supplemental appro, to the Department of Health & boc. Svcs...

Remiested bv  Rifles Committee by ‘Request of the Governor )ilC  4/3/81 ~

. FISCAL DETAIL . :
Agency Afﬁected Department of Health and Social Services ,
I'ro%raln Category Affected Social and Economic Assistance for _tne General Population
BRU, I'rograin, or Subprogram(s) Affected Assistance Pa%/m_ent_s, AFDC _
(Note: If more than one budqet.compqnent is affected, separate linc-itcm amgUNTS and funding for cacll
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars) '
FY 81 FY 82 FY 83 FY 84 FY 35 FY 86
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
200 EQUIPMENT .
600  LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS. CLAIMS. ETC. 400.0 .
TOTAL 400.0

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

200.0
FUNDS 200.0

POSITIONS

FULLTIME n
PART TIMI-
TEMPORARY

. ANALYSIS (Sec Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 1)
Summary of FY 81 AFDC:

Average
Caseload Payment Months Total__
FY 81 FOC Authorization 6835  342.56 12 23,096.7
SCSCSIIB 968 6835 49.35 1§ 4,047.3
FY 81 Actual July COFeb. 8 6433  390.39 (20,106.7)
FY 81 Proj. March 81-June 30 6925  449.00 4 (12,437.3
FY 81 Projected Shortfall 40*05

The actual FY 81 AFDC caseload has continued to increase each month beginning July

1980. However, the actual 12 month caseload average will be less than the aseload

funded in the FY 81 authorization (6835 Autli. vs. 6600 Actual). The projected AFDC
(cptjtinued)

IV. DATE April 3, 190L PREPARED IlY JJasejlLluiaecsDji.
- P WEENETY ' bt

Original: I__e%uslatlve Finance PHONE  405J331

cc; linTr.ct and Management

Prime Sponsor (FTrst Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/80)



HOUSE DILL 358 CONTINUATION SHEET

shortfall of $400.0 is attributed to insufficient funding for the AFDC grant in-
crease legislated in SCSCSHB 968. SCSCSIB 968 authorization (4047.3) includes
the approximate cost of the July 1, 1980 "COLA' increase (14.3%); but does not
include funding for the January 1, 1981 "base" increase. These funds were ap-
parently not appropriated due to oversight. In summary, the potential surplus
caused by the reduced caseload average does not completely offset the under-
funding contition of the SCSCSHB 968 appropriation which neglected the cost asso-
ciated with the January 1, 1981 base increase.

A FY 81 'delete and add" Supplemental adds 200.0 G.F. from Old Age Assistance BRU.
This general fund addition is matched by 200.0 appropriation in federal receipts.



THE LEGISLATURE 01: Till: STATIi OF ALASKA
twelfth legislature

FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST
u O ou
Hibl/Resplut] tlouss 0

maklng supp} eme ir(ﬁa?sgppm,—m—ﬁre—ﬁepwment"o'l"lq'e'a'lth 6 boc. Sves.

Il FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected Department of Health and Social Services
Program Category Affected Snrial Services
Progrant, or Stthprograin(s) Affected OId Avc- Assistance
(Note: If more llian one budqet .companent is affected, separate line-item amounts and funding for each
component in the analysis section.)

EXPENDITURES  (Thousands of Dollars)

FY 81 FY 82 FT' 83 FY 84 FY 85 FY8G

LAIMS. ETC.  (200.0)
TOTAL (200.0)

FUNDING  (Thousands of Dollars)

AL FUND (200.0)
L FUNDS
Soecifv Fund Source)

POSITIONS

[II.  ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section 111)

Summary of FY 81 OAA

Average
Caseload Payment Months Total
FY 0L FOC Authorization 26G - 16473 2 4,479.5
HB QO Funding 44.1
FY 81 Actual duly 80-Feb. 81 2192 160.08 8 (2,635.4)
FY 81 Proj. March 81-June 81 2241 154.10 4 11,381.4)
FT 81 Projected Surplus + 506.8

The actual FY O1 QPA expenditure will be less than funded in the FY 81 authorization.
The projected surplus balance is a result of both caseload and average monthly pay-

,~/ >=/m (continued)
V. DATE  April 3, [SfilL PREPAgYEDggaransn{Am?th and Social Services "
Original: Leglslatlve Finance PHONE ~T7T5Y 3331
cc: Deduct and Mannccment JATAQ //(/*"

Prime Sponsor (Fiist Legislator Named)
33-001 (Rev. 12/80)



HOUSE BILL 110. 358 CONiTIHUATIOtl SHEET

merits being slightly less than originally budgeted.

A FY 81 "delete & add" supplemental deletes 200.0 G.F. from Old Age Assistance
BRU and adds 200.0 G.F. to the Assistance Payments BRU/AFDC component.



STATEWIDE CASELOAD DISTRIBUTION
(in thousands)

FOOD STAMP
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CENTRAL OFFICE

uneau

itka

etchikan

etershurg

range
SOUTHEAST

nchorage
al dez

1111 ngham
asilla
odiak

enai

SOUTHCENTRAL

lair banks
[lena

[t. Yukon
NORTHERN

lethel
Iniak
SOUTHWEST

jotzebue

lome

Inalakleet
NORTHWEST

ELIGIBILITY

DETERMINATION BRU

DISTRIBUTION OF FY8L AUTHORIZED STAFFING

J
No. of ET I, 11,111
. FCC Supp Total
7 0 7
1 0 1
4 .5 4.5
S5 0 5
0 1
13.5 5 14
30 10 40.5
0 5
1 0 - 1
4 1 9
1 1 2
4 2.5 6.5
40.5 15 55.5
15 5 20
50 5
1 0 1
16.5 21.5
8 0 8
1.5 o 1.5
9.5 0 9.5
1.5 2 3.5
2 0 2
S50 5
85 23.5 108.5
SUMMARY (shown
July 1
July 1 SUPP(Ma u
July 22 SUPP(BRC)
Dec 3 SUPP(BRC)
Dec 10 SUPP(BRC)

as full time

FCC Supp Total

0
2 0 2
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
2 0 2
6 0 6
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
3 0 3
0 0 0
0 0 0
3 0 3
0 0 0
1 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0

21 o 21

neluk)

No.of Supervisors/Adm.

equivalents)
PFT
126

16
25

178

No.of Clerical

FCC Supp Total

2 0 2
0 0 0
1 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0
10 16 26
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 3 3
5 0 5
1 2 3
11.5 21  32.5

310 13
0 0 0
1 1
18 14

3 0 3
0 0 0
1 1 2
0 0 0
0 0 0

25 .5 33 58.5

PPT SEAS
5.5

5/

188

131 .5

20

25
7.5

188



“"MEMORANDUM . State of Alaska.

10

Fnowr

Allen Korhonen, DeputyCommissioner date: November26, 1980
for Administrative Management
Department of Health &Social Services fite no:

TELEPHONE NO:

Rod Betit,Director subject: FoodstampBacklog
Division of Public Assistance :

Department of Health & Social Services .

. Statement of Problem : o !

The Department continues to be faced with severe backlogs in Foodstamp
application processing. New applicants in Anchorage and Fairbanks must
wait an average of 50 days for a foodstamp decision. In Anchorage
periodic redeterminations of ongoing Foodstamp cases are also behind.
For example, cases due to expire at the end of October would normally be
reviewed and reactivated if still eligible no later than the Irst of
November. However, Anchorage's October 1980 Foodstamp redeterminations
were not completed until November 21, three full weeks behind schedule.

Although similar backlogs also exist for Anchorage and Fairbanks AFDC
cases, the Foodstamp caseload is most severely affected for the following
reasons: . u

(1) There are only 6100 AFDC cases compared to 12,000 Foodstamp
cases and the AFDC caseload generally has less turnover in it
than. Foodstamps.

(2) The AFDC program is designed to react within a 30-45 day
timeframe rather than on an emergency basis within 48 hours as
exists with Foodstamps. Under current expedited delivery,
definitions, 50% of all Foodstamp applicants expect to receive
benefits within 48 hours rather than 30 days.

(3) Agency failure to complete a timely review of an AFDC case
does not result in a termination of program benefits as it
does with Foodstamp cases. This results bhecause AFDC and
Foodstamps are two separate data systems and the Foodstamp
system was designed to terminate a case automatically at the
end of a review period unless reactivated by an Eligibility
Technician.

1

This situation is not expected to improve. Given this prognosis, Alaska
Legal Services has filed a complaint in Fairbanks (Soutter y. Beirne)
and is considering filing a complaint in Anchorage’

[1. Discussion

Having learned some time ago that Oregon went‘through a caseload growth

problem similar to Alaska's six years ago, Tasked federal AFDC .officials
to arrange a statewide review of DPA field operations and to.Jiaye a- «¢/

.member of the Oregon state agency on the review team. This review



-2-

was in fact completed and the review team's findings presented to the
State two weeks ago. Those findings point to inadequate staffing levels |
as the principal contributor to our backlogs. The report pointed out
repeatedly that Oregon's field offices have twice as many staff than ”
Alaska's field offices for the same size caseload. This information is
not new, but rather serves as validation of Division staffing assessments
made during the last three budget cycles.

Although | personally feel that Oregon enjoys a greater staffing comple-
ment than the workload demands, it is clear that Alaska cannot get the

job done without "additional staff, primarily clerical. Oregon enjoys a

one to one ratio of clerks to Eligibility Technicians. Alaska is attempting
to drive its public assistance programs with a ratio of one clerk to

every four Eligibility Technicians (ET). The result is that Alaska ETs
spend an inordinate amount of time on clerical activities and less on

actual eligibility determination duties.

| spent November 20 and 21 reviewing eligibility operations in Anchorage,
while two members of my staff did a similar review in Fairbanks. This
review encompassed a section by section analysis of current caseloads
and staffing levels, as well as an evaluation of office wide intake/
interview procedures. Participation by the supervisory staff was
excellent. Once stimulated they responded quickly to the challenge of.
identifying specific recommendations for improvement of the office's
operations. 1

*

[1l. Conclusions

Although my detailed observations are listed in Sections [-VII attached,
the major actions which should be taken to resolve the current situation
are as follov;s: ]

(1) Eligibility Technician strength in Anchorage and Fairbanks is very
close to adequate- Although the staffing formula shows they need
16 ET positions given current caseloads, | believe these-two offices
can manage with only five additional ET positions if the needed
clerical staff is authorized.

(2) Clerical support levels in both offices are appalling. ETs are
losing 30-40% of their productive time to routine clerical functions.
For example, of the case changes | reviewed on one ETs desk, 80% of .
the work could have been performed by a clerical level employee
without involvement by the ET. Clerical levels should be brought
to L clerk for every two ETs. This would call for an increase of 20
clerks (12 in Anchorage and 8 in Fairbanks).

(3) Redetermination interviews for General Assistance should be discon-
tinued. Of the 184 GA cases approved in October 1080, 144 were
repeaters with no change in circumstances. We should move to
quarterly redeterminations instead of monthly.

" (4) Redetermination interviews for Foodstamps should also be discon-
tinued. « Although federal policy calls for an interview, Oregon and
other states arc not doing it. They handle all redeterminations by
njail and Alaska should follow suit. This would reduce Foodstamp

intake by at least 60% monthly.
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« . Date:' November 20-21, 1980

ANCHORAGE DPA FIELD OFFICE

SECTION | - OFFICEWIDE OBSERVATIONS ‘
(1) Office staffing is inadequate with respect to Eligibility Technicians

and Clerical. ‘“Supervisory staff is adequate. ]
OFFICEWIDE STAFFING SUMMARY ; "
Current Staff Heeded Staff Difference

Unit Clk. ET Supv.  Clk. ET Supv.  Clk. ET Supv.
Reg. Mgr. 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 . 1.0 2.0 -0- -0- -0-
Cler. Unit 7.0 -0- 1.0 3.0 -0- 1.0 (4.0) -0- -0-
AFDC Unit 1.0 12.0 1.0 6.0 12.0 '1.0 5.0 -0- -0-
FSP/GR Unit 1.0 12.0 1.0 6.0 12.0. 1.0 5.0 -0- -0-
APA/XIX 1.0 6.0 1.0 5.0 9.0 1.0 tf.0 3.0 -0-
Field 1.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 1.0 1.0 -0- -0-
QA -0- 2.0 -0- 5 2.0 -0- 5 -0- -0-
TOTALS 12.0 37.0 7.0 23.5 40.0 7.0 {115 3.0 -0-

Total additional staff needed in the Anchorage office is 3.0 Eligibility
Technicians and 1.1.5 Clerk Ills.

(2) Individual caseloads need to be assigned to ETs and files physically
moved to control of each ET. Net effect of.this change would be a

4 person reduction in central clerical unit. This will improve
office/ET efficiency and help offset additional clerks needed
el sewhere'. o

(3) AIl units need to transfer non-ET type duties to clerical level_
staff to free up ET. time for true eligibility duties. (See individual
units for details). . ; .

(4) Each eligibility unit needs to designate team leaders who will
actually carry a caseload of their own, but who will also field ..
policy questions from other ETs in their team. Current class specs
permit this and would compensate these employees as ET IIl (R14)
rather than ET Il (R13). This would free'up ET IV (RL15) time to
actually manage their units.

(5) New ET series minimum'qualifications(MQs) are el iminating  many
people who were previously qualified foreligibility jobs. The
Department should immediately request the Department of Administration
to evaluate the effect of these new MQs.

(6) Training continues to be inadequate. The Division should definitely
relocate the training position to Anchorage early next year.as

planned. : : : .



Date: November 20-21, 1980

ANCHORAGE DPA FIELD OFFICE

SECTION Il - FOODSTAMP/GR & GRM UNIT OBSERVATIONS-

(1)

Face-to-face interviewing of Foodstamp families at time of case,
review should be discontinued. 75% of October 1980 Foodstamp
appointments were redetermination interviews. Although federal
regulations require such an interview bhe done, Oregon is not
complying and Alaska should do likewise. This will greatly relieve
intake pressures. All redeterminations should be done by mail..

Monthly redetermination of eligibility for General Assistance
should be discontinued. Of 184 cases found eligible for GA in
October 1980, 140 were repeaters. These cases should be certified
on a quarterly basis rather than monthly. The individual would
still have to notify the office monthly to issue rent or utility
payment, but this would be handled by a clerk rather than an ET.

Complete redesign of the State GR program is in order.

A substantial shift of functions should be made away from ETs to
Clerk Ills including the following duties:

- Completing FSAF (computer input document)

- Notice of Action to client

- ATP, GR field warrants * ' . ‘

- Pre-application screening o

- changes such as address changes, and household membership changes
0n no income cases .

- Case file maintenance oo

- Monitoring of Foodstamp redetermination and mailing of review

applications "



SECTION Il - APA/HEDICAID UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1) Each APA applicant is usually eligible for al: least 3 Division
programs. This is probably the most complicated caseload* caused
in part by the absence of bhoth an APA manual ond] a Medicaid manual
The APA manual is.still pending approval of the Division's APA
regulations by the Department of Law (it's now heen 18 months).
The Medicaid manual is still pending approval by federal Region X
officials.

(2) The unit needs 3 additional ETs and A additional clerks. This is
the only unit which was'found to be understaffed with respect to
ETs. : \

(3) With addition of the Clerks, transfer of the following duties
should be made from the ETs to the clerks:

- completion of BAF . ' Coth .
- completion of notice of action
case file maintenance
- processing’ of non-eligible changes
- monitoring of annual reviews and mailing of review applications
- pre-application screening on new cases
- monitoring of SOX, BEUDEX, etc. T o e

Transfer of these duties should free up 30% of each ETs time for
true eligibility duties.



Date: .November 20-21> 1980

"SECTION IV - AFDC/AFDC ft FSP UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

(2)

This unit has adequate ETs for-the caseload they are carrying* but
they need five additional clerks. . .

A transfer of duties from ETs to clerks should be made when the new
clerks are added. The clerks can handle the same duties listed
under the APA Unit's observations. .

Assuming 75% of all AFDC cases have a Foodstamp case attached to
it* each ET is currently handling a caseload of 290 cases. This
would be manageable with the new clerks.



Date: November 20-21, 1980

SECTION V -QUALITY ASSURANCE-UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

(2)

(4)

(5)

(6)

QA findings are not adequately or timely dealt with by Anchorage
management. Transfer of DPA training position to Anchorage would
help relieve this problem. This transfer is scheduled for April. 1981.

QA is reviewing ET case decisions prior to implementation rather
than after the fact. After much discussion, | came to the conclusion

.that this approach is OK provided QA routinely releases case decisions

within 24 hours, even if they have not had time to complete the
review.

Most of QA's emphasis has been on reviewing all case decisions for
new £Ts. This tends to color their findings and not give an accurate
picture of officewide performance or unit performance. QA should
shift responsibility for monitoring all case decisions for new ETs
back to unit supervisors where it belongs. QA should then pull an
equal sample of cases for all ETs on a monthly basis (approximately
17 Ciises/ET). . ‘ :

QA should conduct a quarterly onsite review of case decisions made
in Kenai and Wasilla.

QA should continue to devote 10% of their review effort to home visits.

QA nt-eds a part time clerk.



Date: ..November 20-21, 1980

SECTION VI - FIELD UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1) This unit makes eligibility decisions on all applications coming in
from Kodiak, Valdez, Dillingham, Aleutian Chain, Tyonek and McGrath
(Wasilla becomes a full decision office on November 28). Because
of the number of ETs in the Anchorage office, it is appropriate
that Anchorage continue to operate a Field Unit as such to reduce
the number of ETs which field staff and Fee Agents must relate to.

(2) This unit has adequate ETs for their caseload but needs ! additional
clerk. ' .

(3) Due to staff turnover, this unit is highly susceptible to increases
in decision times if not watched closely by office management.
Management should develop a plan to deal effectively with the
occurrence of staff turnover.

(4) Foodstamp sales activities currently being performed by this unit
should be examined carefully to determine if adequate use is being
made of Loomis and USPS sales potential. Actual sales activity
should be placed in the hands of clerical staff rather than F.Ts



Date: November 20-21, 1980

SECTION VII - OFFICEWIDE ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT UNIT OBSERVATIONS

(1)

Office staff performs the following functions currently:

I Clerk V - Supervisor

1 Clerk - Communications .

2 Clerks - Issuance of ATPs and Field Warrants
I Clerk - Receptionist

1 Clerk - Switchboard .

2 Clerks - Central File Room

With elimination of Central File Room and assumption of ATP/Field
Warrant issuance by line unit's clerks, this unit can he reduced by

.4 clerks. ) H ¢ ¥

Management must carefully break out officewide administrative/clerical
responsibilities versus individual unit responsibilities.

Clerk V's will assume a -very significant training role onan ongoing
basis if 12 clerks are added to the office. Standardization of
clerical tasks must be done from unit to unit wherever possible.
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Caseloads

Caseloads are distributed by program. Units are set up by
program as well. The AFDC Unit 1is split into categories,

those that are "earnings"™ cases and those that are "non-
earnings"™ cases. The Food Stamp Unit is split into those that ;
are non-assistance food stamp households and those that are
General- Relief Assistance (GRA) and General Relief Medical
(GRM). Caseloads are extremely high. To further complicate
the fact, adequate clerical support does not exist. Caseload
is one of the big problems in the office, as the following
series of examples illustrates. One worker has a 190 case
backlog on the basic action form (BAF) changes. The oldest

one that the individual had was for June, 1980 and the date
this was determined was in late September. In Food Stamps, on
the 24th of September, there were 48 people waiting to be seen
as "stand-bys". That number had increased to something like 75
by the end of the day. One worker in the client services unit
said that about 40% of the clients coming to the Client Services
Unit do not need to be there, if appropriate action is taken in
a timely manner on the BAF1s. In one of the public assistance
units, primarily the AFDC Units caseloads in the earned income
cases tended to be around 250 and around 300 per worker 1in the
non-earned income cases. The food stamp eligibility workers
had equally heavy caseloads. Following is a comparison of
Alaska®"s staffing compared to that which would be required in
Oregon based on the identical caseloads. Caseloads vary
substantially between offices.

AFDC Staff Comparisons
Based on Caseload of 2,258

Alaska Oregon
12 Eligibility Workers -. 19
1 Supervisors * 2
1 Clerks 14
0 Unit Clerks 2
0 Aides 2
14 TOTAL 39

Supervision

Workers are assigned to supervisors based on the specialty of
that particular unit. The office has one AFDC supervisor, one
non-assistance food stamp supervisor, and one supervisor
responsible for the field unit which includes both food stamps
and AFDC cases in the outlying areas. Supervisory absences
are covered by a lead worker within the unit. There are no
special supervisory expectations established in the local
office. Supervisors do maintain spot checks on various
records and they sometimes monitor the interviews. The Quality
Assurance Unit is the unit primarily responsible for the
review of the case records however, they do not review 100% of
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POSITION PAPER

HOUSE RILL NO. 358 Oi
Requested by the Rules Committee ft

by Request of the Governor

"An Act making supplemental approgria_tions to the Department of Health
and Social Services, Division of Public Assistance and Division of
fSoct|_al Sgr\tucels; amending ch. 120 SLA 1980; and providing for an ef-
ective date.’

* Section 1. The sum of $1,273,900 is appropriated to the Department of
Health and Social Services, division of public assistance, to pay ad-

ditional. FY 81 program costs, from the following sources:
General Fund  $700,800
Other Funds 573,100

This section apgropnates $1,273,900 to the Division of Public Assis-
tance for a FY 81 supplemental budget request to fund 56.5 FTE new
positions and related costs to handle a substantial increase in
public assistance workload, particularly in the- food stamp program,
an Eligibility Worker series reclassification stipulated in the most
recent” General Government Rargaining Unit contract; and positions and
related support costs for Kotzebue pending finalization of contract*
negotiations with Mauneluk Association,

* Sec. 2. The sum of $69,500 is ,a,opropri_ated from the general fund to
the Department of Health and Social Services, division of social services
to pay the costs of social services programs in the Kotzebue area.

Pro!)ectlons as of February 28 indicate that social services_can continue
to De Browded,throughout the region with existing funds. This is pos-
sible because it was necessary to hold several positions vacant for seven
months due to underfunding, and by transferring 6.0 from contractal and
commodities to travel by a revised program which was previously sub-
mitted, but is still Pendmg. ServiceS to the Kotzebue area were con-
tinued on an itinerant basiS out of the Nome office until vacancies no
longer were necessary. This supplemental is not required and should

be withdrawn.

* Sec. 3. Section 51, ch. 120 SLA 1980, page 26, line 5 is amended to

read:
APPROPRIATION GENERAL OTHER
ITEMS FUND FUNOS

Energy assistance program
8 positions) ° 7,183,800 [7,367,600] [183,800] 7,183,800



This section reduces the aRpropriation for the Energy Assistance program
by 183.8 general funds. This amount was budgeted in"order to provide a
required general fund match for receipt of federal funds. This matching
regnuwement was later waived by the Federal Department of Health and
Human Services.
’;eggp. 4. Section 51, ch. 120 SLA 1980, page 26, line 6, is amended to

', , APPROPRIATION GENERAL-. OTHER
Public assistance ITEMS FUND FUNDS

eligibility 4,901,600 [4,717,800] 3,042,500 [2,858,700] 1,859,100
* Sgc. 5. Section 51, ch. 120 SLA 1980, page 26, line 7, is amended to
read:

s L ALLOCATIONS
Eligibility Determination

(137 positions) 4,761,600 [4,577,800]

Sections 4 and 5 aBpropriate_the 183.8 reduced by Section 3 to the
appropriation for Public Assistance Eligibility and allocation for
Ehl|g|b|I|ty Determipation to provide additional ;funds required for
the “purpose In Section 1.
New Section Required
Section 51, ch. 120 SLA 1980, should be amended as follows:

Category: Social Services; Page 25 Line 12

Allocations Appropriations G.F. Other *
Asst. Pmts. 34,129,300 19,881,000 14,248,300
133,729,300] 119,681,000] [14,048,300]

AFDC
28,496,700 [29,096,700]

Category: Social Services; Page 28, Line j[8

Old Age Asst. 4,279,500 [4,479,500] 4,279,500 [4,479,500]
Pmts.

The purpose of this adjustment is to fund a pro'&ected AFDC shortfall
resulting from insufficient funding for the AFD ?rant increase legis-
lated in” SCSCSHR 968 in 1980. The actual FY 81 Ofd Age Assistance
expenditure will be less than funded in the FY 81 authorization. The
projected surplus balance is a result of both caseload and average
monthl* Payme,nts heing slightl.y less than or|g|nallzy budoqe_ted. he
(rléageelrsts und increase in AFDC will be matched™ by $200,000" in federal



Summary

The effect of this hill is as follows:
BRII COMPONENTS IMPACT FY 81
Elig. Heter. Elig. Deter. 1,457.7 increase
Energy Asst. Enerqy Asst. 183.8 decrease
Asst. Pmnts. AFDC 400.0 increase
0ld Age Asst* 01d Age Asst. 200.0 decrease

The letter dated March 27 from the Office of the Governor included
increases of 400,000 and 1,331,000 as new sections for HB 358. The
1,331,000 referred to in this letter is unnecessary.

Department, Position

The appropriations referred to above are FY 81 supplemental required
by the Department of Health and Social Services.

Recommended by:
Rod Betit, Director
Division of Public Assistance

Date: &

Approved By:
lelen D. Beirne
Commissioner

Date:



IURANDUM State of Alaska

Ron Lehr, Director 0ATE:
Division of Budget and Management
Office of Governor + FILE NO:
TELEPHONE NO:
-
Helen t). Beirne, Commissioner subject- FY8L Supplemental Request
Department of Health & Social Services PA Eligibility BRU

Eligibility Detemrination
Allocation0 ”

The Department of Health & Social Services requests an FY8L supplemental
appropriation for the Division of Public Assistance's Eligibility
Determination component in the amount of $1457.7 of which $884.6 is
state general funds and $573.1 is federal funds. This supplemental
request involves five separate under-funding issues: 1) funding for
24.0 new positions; 2) eligibility worker series classification upgrade;
3) replacement of deleted funds for.FY81 Mauneluk contract; 4) funding
for 32.5 new positions; and 5) U.S. Post Office contract underfunding
and additional office space in Anchorage.

1) On July 22 the Department met with the BRC to consider a supplemental
request for eight new PFT eligibility workers, eight new clerical posi-
tions, contractual funds for security guard service for the Anchorage
and Fairbanks lobbies, and continuing funding for the eight seasonal
eligibility staff. The Department's request for 24 positions (16 full-
time plus 8 seasonals) was approved representing an additional 256 man
months in FY8L at a cost of $474.3 in personal services, and 40.0 in
contractual for the security guard services. (Attachment &)

2) On February 15, 1980, representatives of the State of Alaska and the
Alaska Public Employees Association signed a Letter of Agreement to the
General Government Unit contract which stipulated in part that a classi-
fication study of the Eligibility Worker series would be completed by
September 16, 1S80. In response to this agreement, a comprehensive
classification and salary review was performed by the Division of Per-
sonnel , Department of Administration. The specific recorrcnendations
resulting from this classification review are summarized below:

Abolish Establish

Title Range Title Range
Eligibility Worker | 9 Eligibility Technician | 12 '
Eligibility Worker 11 1l Eligibility Technician Il 13
Eligibility Worker 111 12 Eligibility Technician Il 14
Eligibility Worker IV 14 Eligibility Technician IV 15

Eligibility Work Mgr. 16

These recomnended changes are effective October 16, 1930. The supple-
mental resources to fund this series upgrade for the period October 16
through June 30, 1981 is $265.3. (See attachnent 1R



3) With the 1980 Legislatures creation of the Mauneluk BRU, the Divi-
sion of Public Assistance lost funding for the four positions connected
with its Kotzebue operation, and associated support funding. This
requests funding for personal service and support costs for providing
continued services in the Kotzebue region while the FY81 Mauneluk con-
tract is negotiated. Supplemental funding of 137.0 represents the
resources required for a full 12 months of service in FY8L.

4) On December 3 the Department met with the BRC to review a supplemen-
tal request for five new PFT Eligibility Technicians I-1l (FS), twenty
new Clerk Ill positions, and support funding for travel and, equipment.
The Departmentls-request for these 25.0 positions was approved represent
.ing an additional 152.5 manmonths in FY81 at a cost of $329.5 in per-
sonal services, 10.0 for travel, and 25.0 for support equipment. Subse-
quent to the December 3 meeting, a staffing level analysis of the Wasill
and Kenai district offices resulted in the request for an additional 7.5
positions (3.0 Wasilla, 4.5 Kenai). Supplemental position funding for
these positions, approval effective December 22, is 108.4. Authority to
establish these new positions enables the Department to implement sub-
stantial changes in the configuration of eligibility workflow operations
in Public Assistance's Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Wasilla offices. (See
attachment «4)

5a) The Division of Public Assistance has held a contract with the U.S.
Postal Service "for the sale of food stamps (redeeming ATP transaction)
in Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, and Ketchikan. The contract documents
are negotiated nationally between the U.S. Postal Service and the Depart
ment of Agriculture on behalf of all states. In March 1980 a new con-
tract from the U.S.P.S. adjusted the consideration per ATP transaction
from $1.10 to $1.42. (See attachment #5) This 30» rate increase was.
not anticipated, nor budgeted for in FY8L but is the rate charged effec-
tive June 1, 1980. Additionally, the actual number of clients using the
above mentioned Post Office locations to redeem their monthly Food Stamp
Authorization card (ATP) exceed the FY8! budgeted authorization,

Trans- Price per
actions Transaction Months

FY81 Current Authorization 7000 x $1.10 x 12 = 924
FY8!1 Revised need * 8125 x 1.42 X 12 = 1385
FY81 Shortfall ' ' 451

5b) Office space in Anchorage for district and regional staff is not
adequate. In order to allow sufficient office space for client in-take
and staff work area, an additional 2200 sq. ft. is required.

FY8L Revised Need 2200 sq.ft. x $2.00/sqg. ft. x 5months = 22.0
A supplemental request of 68.1, to fund theabove shortfall(46.1 +

22.0), is required to continue vital contractual service and to provide
adequate office space in Anchorage.



FY81 Supplemental Request is summarized as follows:

TOTAL GF FEDERAL

24.0 new position funding (July 1) 514.3 313.8 200.5

EW reclassification upgrade 265.3 160.5 104.8
FY8L Supplemental for Kotzebue staff 137.0 §2.9 54.1

] 32.5 new position funding (Dec. 15)’ 473.0 286.2 186.8
|S U.S.P.0. contract and new space 68.1 41.2 26.9
TOTAL 1457.7 88416 573.1

Tne Department requests that the 183.8 general funds included in the
FY81 Energy Assistance Program (EAP) appropriation bhe directly applied
to the FY8! Supplemental request for the Eligibility Determination BRU.
On April 25, 1980 the Department submitted a FY8! Budget Amendment that
requested funding for the EAP BRU. The Department had been advised by
federal authorities that EAP administrative costs in FY8! would be
shared between federal (50%) and state (50%). Consequently, the FY8!
EAP appropriation of 7367.6 includes 183.8 state general funds for the
anticipated 50% administrative match. However, on.-October 6, 1980 the
Department was notified that this EAP matching requirement has been
modified such that the state general fund portion of the EAP appropri-
ation will not be required. (See attachment #8)

This request amends’'and adjusts appropriations as follows:

Appro- General Other Funds
Fund (Federal)

Energy Assistance Program BRU 7367.6 183.8 7183.8
Delete GF and transfer to ED (183.8) 183.8
EAP FY8! Revised 7367.6 -0 - 7367.6

Appro- General Other Funds

priation Fund (Federal)
Eligibility Determination Allocation 4577.8 2789.6 1788.2
Transfer GF from EAP 183.8 183.8
FY8L Supplemental (less EAP add) 1273.9 700.8 573.1
ED FY8! Revised 6035.5 3674.2 2361.3

Eligibility Determination's FY81 personal services line item balance as
of 12/15/80 is $2004.7. This balance is sufficient funding to meet
projected payroll expenditures through April 15 1981, After the April 15
payroll distribution the current personal services authorization will be
exhausted. Any payroll obligation beyond this deadline cannot be met
without the approval of this FY8L supplemental request.

Attachments
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TO:

FROM:

M late of Alaska

Ron Lehr, Director OATE:
Division of Budget & Management
Office of the Governor FILE NO

TELEPHONE NO:
Helen D. Beirne SUDJECT: "Delete and Add"™ FY81
Commissioner Assistance Payments BRU,
Department of Health & Social Services AFDC Allocation *~

0ld Age Assistance

The Department of Health and Social Services requests an FY81 "delete
and add" supplemental appropriation for the Division of Public Assistance.

This "delete and add"™ request is identified as follows:

Appro— General Other Funds

BRU Allocation priation Fund (Federal)
0ld Age Assistance 0ld Age Assistance 4479.5 4479.5 0
Delete GF and Add to AFDC (200.0) (200.0)

FY81 OAA Amended 4279.5  _4279.5
Assistance Payments AFDC 32144.0 16072.0 16072.0
Add 200.0 GF and 200.0 FED 400.0 200.0 200.0

FY81 AFDC Amended 325440 16272.0 16272.0

AFDC and OAA are identified as nondiscretionary funded programs. The
legislative intent directs the Department to operate these programs at

the full statutory level, and if caseload or other cost increases generate
total payments which exceed the amount of the appropriation, the Depart—
ment may not reduce the program without prior legislative review.

Summary of FY81 AFDC:

Average
Caseload Payment Months To tal
FY81 FCC Authorization 6835 342.56 12 28096.7
SCSCSHB-968 6835 49_35 12 4047.3
FY81 Actual July 80-Feb. 81. 6438 390.39 8 (20106.7)
FY81 Proj. March 81-June 30 6925 449.00 4 (12437.3)
FY81 Projected Shortfall (400.0)

The actual FY81 AFDC caseload has continued to increase each month
beginning July 19S0. However, the actual 12 month caseload average will
be less than the caseload funded in the FY81 authorization (6835 Auth.
vs. 6600 Actual). The projected AFDC shortfall of $400.0 is attributed
to insufficient funding for the AFDC grant increase legislated in
SCSCSHB-968. SCSCSHB-968 authorization (4047.3) includes the approximate
cost of the July 1, 19S0 "COLA"™ increase (14.3%); but does not include
funding for the January 1, 1981 "base"™ increase. These funds were
apparently not appropriated due to oversight. In summary, the potential
surplus caused by the reduced caseload average does not completely
offset the Underfunding condition of the SCSCSHE-96S appropriation which
neglected the cost associated with the January 1, 19S1 base increase.



