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No. 1

FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: cshb 4QICHES)

SIATE QF ALASKA BILL ) publish Date: 3/4/94

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION -

Revision Dae: 2125194 Dept. Affected: Health aod Social Service*

Title: An Act propoiiny. a ipecial dcm ooatratioo  BRU: Axiiitaoce Parn eoti
project within the APDC program - project com "Component: apdc

Sponsor: Heollel

Requestor Houac HES COMPONENT SERIAL NO. A
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars'
OPERATING FY95 1 FY9S I FY97 1 FY98 1 FY99 1 FYOO0 i
PERSONAL SERVICES 00 1 0.01 0.0! 0.01 0.01 0.0i
TRAVEL 00 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0 001
CONTRACTUAL 00 i 0.01 0.0! 0.01 001 0.0!
SUPPLIES 0.0 ! 0.01 0.01 00i 0.0 0.0’
ECUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0’ 0.0 00 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0: 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
GRANTS. CLAIMS 0.0 (1634),  (1,553.7:  (205L7i (253100 (24115
MISCELLANEOUS 00 ! 0.0i 00i 0.0! 0.0. 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 : (16341  (1553.7)1  (2.051.7)! (253101 (2,411.5)
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 00 1 0.0; or> 0.0, 0.0i 0.0!
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 m 0, 01 o 0. 0.
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 00 - 0.01 0.0! 0.0! 0.0 0.0
1CO3GF Match 0.0 0.0. 0.0’ 0.0' 0.0: 0.0
1COAGF 0.0 0.0; 0.01 0.0 00 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0; 0.0 0.0 0.0!
10C6 GF/MHTIA 00 - 0.01 0.0! 0.0! 0.0: 0.01
1007 |/ARcots. (16341 (155371 12061711 (253011 (241151
TOTAL 0.0 : (163.4)1  (1.553.7)1  (2.051.71  (2531.0), (2.411.5);
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 Qi Qi Oi 0; 0
PART-TIME 0 i 0; %, 0. 0. 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0
Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

House Bill 409 impacts the AFDC program in several ways. Section 5 of the bill makes
certain changes in AFDC eligibility provisions for purposes of operating a demonstration
project as directed under section 4. Section 5 provides, for an incrgase in the AFDC
earned income dlsre%ard from the current time-limited disregard of $30 and one third
of the remainder to $200 plus one third of the remainder for 24 months.

Prepared by: Jan L. Hansen. Director Phone: a65-i630
Division: Division of Public Assistance / late:
" 7 %
Approved by Commissioner: Martarct  Lowe. M.Ed.. Ed.S. Date:
Agency: Department of Health K Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office
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Revision Date: BILL i*O. iiq 49

ANALYSIS (cont.): ] ]
Section 5 also Prowdes for waiver of the AFDC Unemroloyed Parent"100-hour rule” and
increases the total amount of eguny in vehicles a f-miy may own. These modified
requirements, apply only to AFDC families living in the project area defined by section
1. The requirements of section 5 are repealed at the end of Fy 99 under tfie sunset
provision In section 10.

Section 6 of the. hill establishes requirements for AFDC recipients in the demonstration
project to participate in workfare activities for 21 hours per week, Individuals who are
requwed to participate in workfare are subjfect to fiscal sanction If the¥] do not complg
with the requirement. The requirements of section 6 are repealed at the end of FY 9
under die sunset provision in section 10.

Assumptions:

Basis of project;

Fed™al apProvaI_ is secured to operate an AFDC demonstration Project under . the
authority of section 1115 gb) of the Social Security Act, including all of the provisions
of sections 4 - 7 of HB 409,

Project is operational effective January 1, 1996.
Field operation of the project ends 12/31/98.

For purposes of this analysis, the _?YOJECI area is assumed to include the Municipality
of Anchorage, the Matanuska Susitna Borough, and the Northwest Arctic Borgugh.
65% of AFDC families in Anchora%e and Mat-Su are included in project experimental
group, 35% in control group. Control group members (P,ammpat_e under normal AFDC
rules. 100% of recipients in rural projéct area included in experimental group.

Federal financial participation is available onéy for total project costs which do not
exc,eec% baseline costs of operating the AFDC program ~without the demonstration
project,

Cost and Savings:

Savings Assumptions;

The increased eamed income disregards, waiver of the 100-hour rule, and the workfare
requirement will cause the number of AFDC reciDients who are working to increase over
the course of the project. We project that the following numbers of recuznents will
become employed as aresult of the demonstration Rrowsmns: 397 InFY 96, 281 more
in FY 97, and 46 more in FY 98. At the end of the three-year demonstration, a total
of 724 recipients who would not otherwise be employed are expected to be receiving

reqular earnings.

Page 2 of 6



Revision Dale: BILL InO. iib <9

ANALYSIS (cont.):

The average monthly earnings of AFDC recipient families in the project area as of
September 1993 are as follows:

AFDC-Basic AFDC-UP
Anchorage $547.49 $541.03
Mat-Su Borough $450.21 $431.92
Q(\J/Yoﬁé%t'c $281.17 $551.66

We assume that the earnings of recipients in the Project area will be at these levels,
adjusted by 2.5 percent per'year to account for inflation.

The benefit costs for nese newly working recipients will decrease because their
earnings will reduce their AFDC grant amodints.. The total savings because of such
beneTi reductions is projected atabout $7.2 million over the three-year term of the

demonstration.

These program modifications are also expected to cause some families which would
otherwise remain on AFDC to leave the rolls each year during the project: 21 in FY 96,
51 In FY 97, 42 in FY 98, and 25  more in FY 99, This reduction in the caseload is
Sxpecte? %o generate a total savings of about $4.1 million over the term of the
emonstration. .

Sanction penalties for failure to participate in workfare will also ?enerate savings. We
assume that 3 percent of the total number of families subject to workfare would be
subject to sanction each month. Most cases required to participate would be AFDC
Unémployed Parent cases where both oarents would be re(wwed to participate. The
average Sanction per case is projected at $350.00 per month,

After the demonstration progect ends, we project a reduction inthe number of recipients
who are working as a result of the demonstration. The decreasg in the eamed income
disregards will cause some individuals to leave work, Other individuals will leave work
to avoid becomm? ineligible because of the reimposition of the unemployed parent 100
hour-rule. Inthe Tast 6" months of FY 99, we project that the average monthly number
of working recipients will decrease Ly 319. We project that the average monthly
number of working individuals will decrease by 293 in FYQO.



Revision Date: BILL iW. HD 40
ANALYSIS (cont.):
Savings Calculations:

AFDC BENEFIT SAVINGS
FY95 FY%  FY97 FY98 FY99  FYOO

200 + 1/3

éarned Income 0 (626.8) (2097.4) (2298.4) (1990.9) (1205.7)
Disregard & 100-

Hour Rule

Clients off AFDC 0 (98.1) (595.1) (992.3) (1205.8) (12058
(# persons) 0 | Zf | 73 ( 113( 133( 133
Workfare

Sanction 0 (347) (138.6) (138.6)  (69.3) 0
Penalties

Total Gross 0 (759.6) (2831.1) (3429.3) (3266.0) (2411.5)
Savings

—  Cost Assumptions: —

AFDC recipients who are already working will receive increased benefits because the
amount of the existing earned inCome disregard increases ‘rom 4 months at $30 +1/3
of the remainder and™8 months at $30 to 2 years at $200 + 1/3 of the remainder. t

AFDC henefits to recipients who ct;o to work as a result of the increased disregards will

cost more than they would under the existing rules. These increased costs aré partially

offset by the savings ?enerated through grant reductions and terminations. Thosé ,
savings are accounted for above. '

Approximately 886 families in the project area have at least one member who is
working now: We project that the same proportion of the caseload, or 1025 families,
will have a working member at the beginning of the project in January 1996. We
expect that the proportion of working families would remain constant in the absence
of the waiver provisions, with the baseline number of working families increasing as the

caseload increases.

We project that an additional 397 recipients will go to wor.k in FY 96 as a result of the
pollé%vgawers, that an additional 281" will go to"work in FY 97, and an adGirional 46
n .

Page 4 of 6



Revision Date:

ANALYSIS (cont.): o
On average, cases recewmgg
2_months per year of 1/
disregard.

BILL liJ. HB 409

normal $30 and one third of remainder disregard receive

of remainder disregard and 6 months per year of $30

On average, cases receiving extended $200 and one third of remainder disregard under
demonstration waiver receive the full disregard for 8 months of each year.

Cost Calculations:

AFDC BENEFIT COSTS
$200 + 1/3 EARNINGS DISREGARD

FY95
Recipients
Already 972
Working
Additional
Working 0
Recipients
Total Working
Recipients In 972
project area
Total AFDC
Benefit Costs 0

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99  FYOO

1025 1092 1160 1230 1300

397 678 124 124 361

1422 1770 1884 1954 1661

596.2 12774 13776  735.0 0

Automobile value allowance increase;

Federal law currently allows exclusion of the first $1500 of the equity of one vehicle.

Remaining equity Is

plied toward the $1000 maximum asset limit,

09 provides

i
for application of a ngeral waiver in the_,prO{ect area to increase the vehicle equity

exclusion to $5000 and allow it to be appiied

specific purposes.

0 any number of vehicles necessary for

We project that the vehicle provision will result in an average of 12 additional families
per month being eligible for AFDC benefits over the period”of the demonstration. An
equal number of families is expected, as a result of their improved transportation
resources, to earn enough to leave the AFDC rolls each month during the course of the

demonstration.

The benefit costs are expected to be offset by henefit savings, . No net change in
program costs is anticipated as a result of the vehicle value provision,

Page 5 of
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Revision Date: BILL nO. HB 40

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Net AFDC Savings produced by HB 409:

TOTAL AFDC BENEFIT COSTS AND SAVINGS
FY9SS  FY96 FY97 FY93 FY99 FYOO

Gross Savings 00 (759.6) (2831.1) (3429.3) (3266.0) (2411.5)

Gross Costs 0 596.2 12774  1377.6 735.0 0
i Net Benefit

Savings 0.0 (163.4) (1553.4) (2051.7) (2531.0) (2411.5)

Page 6 of 6



No. 2

STATE OF ALASKA FISCAL NOTE 1L NO Bill VersionCSHB 409(nes)
: H) Publish Date: 3/4/94

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (H)

Revision Date: 2/25/94 _Dept. Alfected: Health and Social Scrvicca

Title: An Act propoxinc aipccial dem ooitration _8RU: PA AJmioiitratioo___

project withio the APDC program _CompOnent;  Eligibility Determination

Sponsor: Haoler _

Requestor: Home HE S COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0236
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY95 1 FY9% 1 FY97 | FYos | FYo9 | FYOO !
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 ! 415.7" 554.1 | 5411 5411 0.0!
TRAVEL 00 1 0.0i 0.0i 0.0! 0.01 0.0!
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 |1 67.2' 67.2i 67.21 67.2! 0.0!
SUPPLIES 0.0 ! 0.00 0.0 0.0. 0.01 0.0
ECUIPMENT 0.0 63.0 0.0 0.0: 00 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0. 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0. 0.0 0.C
MISCELLANEQUS 0.0 mm oo 0.0- 0.0 001 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 1 545.9 m 621.3 621.31 621.31 0.0.

i CAPITAL EXPENDITURES : 0.0 1 0.0 0.0. 0.0! 0.01 0.0.

i CHANGES IN REVENUES ! 0 0 0 0’ 01 0
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 m 0.0: 0.0 0.0:
1003 GF Match 00 m 0.0 00 0.0i 0.0' 0.0

. 1GC4AGF 00 5459 521.3 621.31 621.3: 0.0

i 1C05 GF/'Pregram Receiots 00 « o.C 0.0 0.0: 0.0. 0.0i

* 1006 GF/MHTIA 00 | 0.0 0.0 0.0! 0.01 0.01

| Cther i 00 i 0.0 0.0 00~ 0.0 0.0!
TOTAL 0.0 545.9 621.3 621.3 621.3 ¢ 0.0’
POSITIONS:

i FULL-TIME 0 - 10 10 101 10i 0
PART-TIME | 0 i 2 3. 3. 3. 0
TEMPORARY | 0 0 0 0. ) 0
Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE

ANALYSIS:  (Attaon a Separate page if necessary)

House Bill 409 5orodug:es a need for additional Fligibility Determination staff beginning
in October 1995. This need Is generated largely Dy the time needed to administer the
workfare component. . Placing, énforcing, and. nionitoring workfare participation will be
a labor-intensive activity. We project that eligibility specialists with workfare caseloads
will be able to handle AFDC caseloads approximately half as Iarﬁe as those handled by
a reqular maintenance worker. The anticipated increase in the number of workmg
AFDT recipients also produces additional need for caseworkers. . Staff wiil also spen

rime informing applicants ahnur the riemonsrmnnn and their onrinns under ft------------

Prepared by: Jan L. Hansen. Director Phone: a65-;680 |,
Division: Divmon of Public Assistance Date:

Approved by Commissioner: Maraare/R. Lowe. m.eh.ej s Date: z - 7z w !
Agency: Dcoartment.of Health & Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information cail :ne Governor's Legislative Office

@/]O%[qn)(m Page 1 of 15
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Revision Date: BILLinQ. iin 4B

ANALYSIS (oont.):

Assumptions:
Urban project sites

Current urban caseloads average 2.0, AFDC families per eI|g|b|I|éy waorker. Caseload
sizes. for families involved In the wirkfare activities will be reduced to 125 AFDC
families per worker. This additional workload produces the need for 4 additional urban
eligibility worker positions.

Workfare and. the offering of an option between finding and acceptlngi employment or
participating in unpaid work is. expected to increase the number ot urban” working
recipients who are not_involved in workfare by approximately 1,000, Processing cases
which receive earned income demands considerably more fime and exposes the state
to high liability for potential 5payment_ error. Caseload _sizes for urban working recipients
currently average around 150 per eligibility worker.. This increased workload produces
a need for 2 additional urban eligibility worker positions.

In the project area, intake eligibility workers, will be required to inform each apﬁllcant
for AFDC of the demonstration project and its_provisions. We assume that each such
interaction will require an average of 10 additional minutes of staff time, producing a
need for one half-time urban eliibility worker position.

Seven additional eligibility worker positions produce a need. for an urban eligibility
supervisor (ET IV) position and 1.5 urban clerical support positions.

Rural project site

Need for rural project staff is based on the same basic assumptions used to analyze
need at urban sites, adjusted downward to reflect the generally lower caseload sizes
managed by rural eligibility workers hecause of the additional complexity of rural
casework, ‘We assume for" purposes of this analysis that there will be an dverage of
about 200 families in the rural Site who are either employed asa result of the project
or subject to Workfare. This produces a need for two eligibility case managers and one
half-time support clerk,



Revision Date: BILL nO. ith <09

ANALYSIS (cont.):
Calculations:

FY 96: Eligibility case managers/support staff (9 months)

rban

1" bty Tech IV R16 39.0
2 Eligibility Tech I R15 (3.2
4 Eligibility Tech Il FT R14 137.0
1 Eligibility Tech Il HT R14 17.2
1 Clerk II'FT R08 249
1 Clerk Il HT R08 12.5
Rural
1 Eligibility Tech |l R15 49.6
1 Eligibility Tech Il R14 45.8
1 Clerk 1I°HT R08 16.5
Equipment 63.0
Office space 67.2
- Total — 545.9
FY 97 - .
Urban eligibility case managers/support staff (per year)
1 Eligibility Tech IV R16 52.0
2 Eligibility Tech Il R15 97.4
4 Eligibility Tech II' FT R14 182.8
1 Eligibility Tech I HT R14 22.9
1 Clerk IIIFT R08 33.2
1 Clerk [l HT R08 16.6
Rural
A s o
igibility Tec :
1 Clegrk IIItyHT R08 22.0
Office space 67.2
Total P 621.3

Page 3 of 15



Tusilinn Title . No. ofPositions  Rnnjje/Slcp IL;ii];;iiniii]i Unit
Eligibility technician | MIG SS
‘l ime Status 1Stall Mtvilhs | sredlion Flit linn Dislticl
n ! 9 inonllis Anchotagu
TYPKof liX1,13'ibifU llii AMOUNT JisliHealion
Salaty 39.0 lluii.se dill '109 pindticnn aneed lot it lililiuiiiil Llifjiliilily Determination stall beginning in
liciiclils October 1995. [M: need is generated largely liy 1if; limn needed lo administer the
Ptcmiuin Pi workfam component, Placing. enforcing, and innnittning workfare participntion will be
Oilier ' * alaliur intensive activity. We pinjecl that eligibility specialists with woikfaru caseloads
' S tyi will be able to handle AI'DC caseloads approximately hall as large as those handled by
Total Personal Xlvices 39.0  aregular maintenance worker. 1he anticipated increase in the number of woiking AFDC
vl recipients also pindttces additional need lor caseworkers.
Caoiilrtcltiiti 40
Coinmtxlilics Staff will also spend lime informing applicants about the demonstration and their options
IZquijuitcii <5 under it
Oilier Her. roguest is for an Fligibility technician supervisor
Total G>sl ‘Ul.o
FUNDING SOURCIilot TOIAI. COST Current uthnn caseloads average 250 AfDO families pet eligibility wotr.er. Caseload
1002 Fedct <l Reccijdls sizes lor families involved in Ihe work late activities will he reduced to 175 AFDC families
~108 GF Match per worker. 1his a rlilinnal workload produces the need lot approximately d additional
M Gutctal Fund 203 uihait eligibility worker positions.
Joos - GH PtogFam Receipts. Wurkfate and the offeiing of an option between finding and GO001111¥10 employment or
1005 GF/Mettlitl I IcallhTrtisl participating in unpaid woik is expected to increase the number of urban working
1007 I/A Receipts recipients who arc not involved in wmklnic by approximately t.O0O. Processing cases
1061  ClPReceipts which teceive earned income demands considerably mote time and exposes (lie state
Other - - I>high liability for potential payment error. Caseload si/cs (or urban working recipients
cntron”l nvcroyo around 150 pei eligibility worker. Ibis increased workload produces
a need lor approximately 2.5 additional urban eligibility worker positions.
fir the pmjeel area, intake eligibility winkers will be inquired lo inform each applicant for
AFDC of lire demonslintion pioject and its provisions. We assume that each such
interaction will require an aveiage o« 10 additional minutes ol stall time, producing a
need for slightly moto llian one hall lime urban eligibility woikcr position.
Seven additional eligibility worker positions produce a need for an urban eligibility
supervisor (Ef IV) position anti 1.5 urban clerical support positions.
RIIQUITVST for AGENCY: ileallh end Social Setvicos FY96
NUW POSITION IRU: ."Public Assistance AtJmitiisirnliott Pae 4 of 15

COMPONENT: Public Assistance Administration devised Dale:
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Nl ifin); | (ni

No of Positions Ranjjc/S!rE?
. HI _
lix::ilioii Hkclion Dishid
Ancliointje

Juslilicaliou

Iloose UiIM09 produces ji ueotl loi additional I:li(jihilily Determination stall beginning in
Oclobci 1095. this need is gouoialcd largely by llie lime needed to administer the
workfaie component. placing. enforcing, and moniioiiny woiklme participation will lie
a lahor-intcnsivo activity. Wc piojecl that eligibility specialists with workl? ¢ caseloads
will ho able to handle AFDC caseloads approximately halt as largo ns thos = ha.idled by
aregular maintenance worker. 1ho anlicipnletl increase in the number »| working AFDC
recipients also produces additional need lot cascwoikets.

Stn(lwill also spend lime inhuming applicants about the demonstration and ther options
under it.

I'his request is for an lligihilily |echnician leadwoikoi/c.iseworker.

(ament urban caseloads average! 250 AFDC families (ret eligibility worker. Caseload
sizes for families involved in lire workfare activities will he reduced lo 125AFDClat, ites
per worker. This additional workload produces the need lor approximately *Ladditional
urban cligihikty worker positions.

Workfare anil the offering ol an option trclwecu finding and accepting employment or
participating in unpaid work is expected to increase the number of urban working
recipients who arc not involved in wcrtkfaro by approximately 1,000. Processing coses
which rocoivo oarned iitr.ottto demands considerably more limn and exposes tire state
lo high liability lor potential payment error. Casclood sizes for urLron working recipients
cuucntly average around 150 per eligibility woiker. This increased workload produces
atreed ftti approximately 2.5 additional urban eligibility worker positions.

%
In the project area, intake eligibility workers will he required lo inform each applicant for
AFDC of (Ire demonstration piojecl and its provisions. We assume that each such
iuliiiticliori wilt require an average ol 10 additional minutes of staff lime, producing a
need !oi slightly more llian one hall time mhnii eligibility woiker position.

KHQIJKST for
N 1W POSITION

ALII'NCY: lleallll and Sueial Goivicoy
WUIJ: Public Assislnncu Administration
comrf 1NNt Public Assistance* Adiuinislirdion

fmo 5 of 15
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I'tisilionTille
Eligibility lelicnician |I
*nnu: Slaltis JSlalfMt Aills
N ] 9 lilttllls
iY i'iiof (LXPmnriuRi-: AMOUNT
Sahuy i37.0
licnclits
Picmium Tay
Ollict
Total Pcisuual Services 137.0
Travel
Conli.rdial 192
Cummtxlilies
lupiipnunt 10.0
Olhei
Tolai Gist \1A 7
FUNDING SOURCIi Rn TOFAI. U)ST
X2  Federal Receipts
i(X).1 OFMaicli
i(X)i Gutctai Fund 12
i(X)5 GF/Piogiam Receipts
KXY) GF/Menlal | IcallliTmsl
iX)/ i/A Receipts
1061 GP Receipts
Olher

RHQIJHST Tor
NIiw POSITION

AGI-NCY :

COMPNNHNT Public Assistance Administration

1lt:;iltil and Social Services

HIUI:: Public Assistance Administfiilion

No. of Positions  waii»/sicp) ff:ilainiiif> Unit
A RM .
ljxatinn 'Jedioa Disliicl

Anchoiayo
InMiillciilioii

Iloose Rill >109 piodticcs it need lor additional irlifjiliilily Dcleimination stall beginning in
October 1999. |his pectlis generated largely by the time nendud to administer the
wuiklmec component. Placing. onloicimj, and mnnitnrincj work laic participation will lie
alaboi intensive activity. We piojecl that eliyibilily specialists with woiklaie caseloads
will be able to handle AFDC caseloads appioxiinatcly halt as large as those handled by
aregular maintenance woikci. Ilie anticipated incicasc in the number ol working AFDC
recipients also prodnees additional need lot casewnikuis.

Stall will also spimd liimr inhuming applicants aliont the demonstration and their options
utidei it.

I'his ii:i|in:sl is lo. Iniii Fligihiltly 1e>hni<ian caseworkers.

Current urban caseloads average 2!>0 AI'DC families per eligibility woiker. Caseload
sizes foi families involved in (he woiklaie activities will lit; reduced to 125 ATDC families
per worker. |his additional wrukloat! produces the need for approximately 3 additional
urban eligibility wuikcl positions.

Woiklaie and the eliding ol an option between linding and accepting employment or
participating in unpaid work is expected to increase the number ol urban working
recipients who aic not involved in woiklaie by approximately 1,000 Processing cases
which tcccivo earned income demands considerably mote time and exposes the state
to high liability lor potential payment error. Caseload sizes lor urban woiking recipients
currently average around 1SOpci eligibility woikci. This increased wmklood produces
aneed (oi approximately 2 5 additional urban eligibility woiker positions.

In the project aiea. intake cbyihility woikcis will be rcgimed to inform each applicant ler
AIPC ol llia demonsltalion nreject and its provisions. We assume fhat each such
interaction will rcguiig an avei igc ol 10 additional mintilos ol stall time, producing a
Hired lor slightly mine than one hall time uihan eligibility worker position.

FY96
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I lildil | llie No. of Pusiiol.s  R;-,¢/ST0) llaijiainiii; Unit
Clmk 1l I () GGU
Time Stains Stall Mutlhs | (nation FJttlioii Distiioi
fT R Winmilhs Auchotntje
VT =X 1-Nijuuil AMOUNT  JrsliP“ion
Sajaiy ‘ 24.9
Iknelils Mouse Hill 409 piuduccs aneed lor addiliou.il F.liyihility Determination stall beginning in
Picmium Pay October 1995. lliis need is generated lanjcly by llie lime needed lo adminislei (lie
(% woiklaie component '’lacing, cnloicinii. and mnniloiing wmklnie pailir.ipalion will be
., . . 24.9 alaboi inleiisivc activity. We piojecl Hint eligibility specialists with woiklaie caseloads
Total i’etsonai Services 2 will be able to handle AN)C caseloads approximately hall as large as (hose handled by
Travel nregular maintenance worker. 1llie anticipated increase in tin: number ol woikiny AFUC
Coiitnclual 40 recipients also produces additional need lor cascwoikcis.
Cuiiimixlilies
[+t|uij)men 45 Stall V\{i” also spend lime inhuming applicants about (Ire demonstration and llreir options
(].Ct undet it.
Total (irsl 342 s request is lor one clerical support stall.
FUNDING SOURCIi for TTOPAI. COST
1092 —cdcigi Receipts (Zinicut uiban caseloads nveinge 250 AI'DC families pet eligibility worker. Caselood
' Ixu " GF |U|| ' sizes fni families involved in lire wanklare activities will Ire ieduced lo 125 Ai'DC families
ifxji Guicrai Fund 342 Per W0|k.er.. .|h|s addltlonal.\{vorkload pioiluces the need tin approximately 4 additional
. inlran  j.bilily workot positiuns.
WXI5  GF/I'mjjiam Receipts
1X6  GFyMcntail IcajlliTnisl Wmkfaie and the ollciiny ol an ciptini: between linding and accepting employment or
M "' j/AReceipts " participating in unpaid work is expccled lo increase the number of urbon working
106i CiPRacipis locipicnls who nro not involved in woiklaie by approximately 1,000. Processing cases
Olher which ronrivo onrnod income demands considerably more lime and exposes the slate
to high liability for potential payment cirui. Caseload sizes for urban working recipients
ctiircntly average around 150 per eligibility worker. Ibis increased woikload produces
a need lur approximately 2.5 additional uiban eligibility woiker positions.
In llie piojecl area, intake eligibility workers will Ire required to inlorm each applicant lor
AI'DC ol llie demonstration project and its provisions. We assume that each such
interaction will require an average ol 10 additic a minutes ol stall time, producing a
need for slightly mum than one hall time urban eligibility worker position.
RHQUHST for AGF.NGY: Health and Social Suiviccs RY96
NUW POSITION HIUJ:-.Public Assistance Adminisiralion tnyo 7 of 15
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PuMiion'llilc

Eligibility Technician |

Time Status
I_—I'
tyi’Rofilxi*In 1)iTijiy |

ondis

Other _

Total I'ctsonal Setvices

Travel |
ConlticUiai
CoinnnxLiics
FujiiifMiC:nl
CHher"

Tola] Cost

Stall Mouths
1) months

FUNDING SOURCIi for TULAL COST

i(<2 I:cdcialR<xdj)ls_
I1X)3 ~ GF Match

iXM _ Ciaicinl Fund

IX)5 (jF/i'iogiam Ra.ci[)ls

itxxi iTddilai liitailii'Piosl

(T4 2*fezz:
il CIP Receipts
Olhct

RHQUHST for
NI*W POSITION

r

AMOUNT
36.6

36.6
TO
45

45.9

45.9

No. of Positions  Range/Step Hatgaining Unit
nis GGU

i oration i’kvlion District
Wasilla

House Uill '109 produces aneed lot additional Fligihilily Determination stall beginning in
October 1095. this peed i;; generated largely by lire lime needed to administer (Ire
woiklaie component. Placing, enlorcing, and mnniloiinij woiklaie participation will be
alabor-intensive activity. We project that eligibility specialists with woiklaie caseloads
will be able lo handle APDC caseloads appioximatoly hall as large as those handed by
aregular maintenance woiker. llie anticipated increase in the number ol working AFDC
lecipicnls also produces additional need lot cascwoikeis.

Stall will also spend time informing applicants about llie demonstration and their options
under it.

liris (crpicst is tor an Fligibilily technician leadwoikct/caseworkcr.

Cuuent urban caseloads average 250 APDC Inmilies per eligibility worker. Caseload
sizes lot (amities involved in the workfare activities will he reduced to 125 APDC families
per worker. 11tin additional wnikload produces the need loi approximately A additional
urban eligibility wuikrg positions.

Woiklaie and the nliciing id an option between finding anil accepting employment or
participating in unpaid woik is expected lo increase the number ol uiban working
lecipicnls who are not involved in woiklaie liy approximately 1,000. Processing cases
which receive earned income demands considerably mine time and exposes the stale
to high liability lor potential payment sum. Caseload sizes lor urban working recipionts
currently average around ISO pel eligibility woiker. This increased woiklond produces
a need loi appioximatoly 2.5 additional uhan eligibility woikei positions.

In the piojecl area, intake eligibility woikcrs will lie rilt]iiiicd to iidomi each applicant lor
ATDC ol llie demonsliation project and its provisions. Wc assume that each such
interaction win ic<|iiiro an average ol 10 additional minutes ol slall time, producing a
need lot slightly- nioio than one hall lime uihau eligibility woiker position.

AGENCY: Health and Gonial Gotvinos FYO96
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Position Tille
Eligibility Technician II
Time Status Staff Muillis
nr J months

TYPirnfnxrljjnm jR K

benefits
I'iciniiiiii Pay
Oijia"

Total Pcisonal Setvices
'Havel
Chbnjiii" liial
ComtiKxJilies
lijnipment
it

‘iolai C>4

FUNDING SOIflUTi for TCJIWI- COST

I®2 ITileia Rexeipls
m ' GFMakh ¢ '7_ _
iM  Gaieiai Fund _
i(X« GF/I'icijjiiuniieccipls
jtt» " G I rirdiyilrlVnst

)7 _  i/A Receipts
'I(16i gpRccdirts ~'
Other

RIQIJIIST for
NIIW POSITION

AGI;NCY:

MRU: 'Public Assistance AtJmifiisirnlioii

AMOUKr
i7.2

172
4.0

45
26.5

26.5

lit: ill 1l and Social Stjivictis

No. of l'ositions Range/Step llaigaining Unit
I ni4 GGU
Ivcim Flu lion District
Wasilla
Jusliliaition

House DiIMOD |>ioilocc:i aneed lor aildiliooal Eligibility Dcteimination staff beginning in
October 1905. Ilhis need is generated largely by the lime needed to administer (lie
woiklaie component. Placing, cnfoicing. and monitniiny woiklaie paiticipnlion will be
alabor intensive activity. We piojecl that eligibility specialists with worklare caseloads
will be able to handle AFDC caseloads appioximatoly hall as Inigo as those handled by
alegolai maintenance woikci. |he anticipated inciease in the number ol working AFDC
lecipicnls also pioduces additional need lot casewoikeis.

Stall will also spend time inhuming ;i| plicanls about the domonstialion and their options
tinder it.

I his icipiest is lot one hall time | ligibilily technician caseworker.

lament uiban caseloads aveiage 2FO AI'DC families pel eligibility woikei. Caseload
si/es loi families involved in the woiklaie activities will be ieduced to | 25 AFDC families
per woikci. 1Jiis additional woiklond pioduces tbc need lot approximately <4 additional
uiban eligibility woikci positions.

Woiklaie anil the oflciiuy ol an option between finding and accepting employment or
paiticipating ip unpaid woik is expected to increase the number ol uiban working
recipients who aio not involved in workfaie by approximately 1,000. Processing cases
which leceivn earned Income demands_co..sidciably moic time and exposes the state
In high liability loi potential payment AII. Caseload si/es lor uiban woiking recipients
currently average atound 150pci eligibility woiker. Ibis incicnsed v/otkload produces
a need loi approximately 2.5 additional uiban eligibility woikei positions.

In the piojcct aica, intake eligibility woikcis will be rcqiiiicd to inloun each applicant lor
AFDC ol tlto demonstialion piojecl and its piovisions. We assume that each such
inteiaclion will icijuiile an aveiage ol 10 additional minutes ol stall time, producing a

need lot slightly moie than one half time urban eligibility worker position.

FY9G
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'uMluniTillc . o
S Elicjibilily Technician [l
timcSialiis Jstaft MK
FT 9 iikHilhs
TYiiiofM M 12 1™ 1]
Shy
krdhks
ftuimiiii Pay
Olhct
Total Personal Services
Trawl
Conltacliial
Gmttiuklilics
Other'
Toiai Cost
HINOINO SOURCIifor rO1 Al.(X)ST
_i92  Ixderal Reccilils_
"10.1 "OPMaidi......
" iX)i Guieiajjaiiitj__
XI5 (j[/Piofiain litxcipjs
1v)  GHMenlal | IcalltiTiusl
i(X)7 I/A iftxcipls
JOCOr CIPReceipts
Qilier

RHQIJHST for AGI-NCY

AMOUNT
196

49.6
4.0
4.5

509

50.9

No. of Posilions | Range/Sjep laifi,uiiiiig Uil

L. I. ni5 e
Lotion |'Ja lion Dislticl
J3elltul
JiLslilicalion
Uiban pi sitns

I'louse llill 409 pio.locos aneed loi additional Fliyibility Ucterminntio i stall beginning in
Ocloliei 1995. Ihis need is yenettled Iniyely by lIn; lime needed (o0 administer the
woiklaie component. Placing. enfniciny. and mnnitniiny woiklnre participation will be
n labor intensive activity. We p.. \*ct that eligibility specialists with woiklaie caseloads
will be able to handle AI'DC caseloads approximately hall as laiyc as those handled by
ainynlai maintenance woikei. 1he anticipated incicaso in (he number ol woikiny AFDC
recipients also pioduces additional need loi casewoikeis.

Sltall will also spend lime inlonniiiy applicants about the demiinstinticn and (heir options
under it.

I his request is lor an liliyihility technician leadwoikei/casewoikei.

Cuiicnt uiban caseloads aveiaye 250 AFDC lamilies per ctiyihilily woiker. Caseload
sizes lot lamilies involved in Ilie woiklaie activities will lie icduced to 125 AFDC lamilies
per woikei. This additional workload pioduces (he need lor approximately 4 additional
uiban cliyibilily woiker positions.

Woiklaie ant| the olloiiny ol an option between liudiny and acccptiuy employment or
poiticipatiny in unpaid woik is expected to increase the number ol uiban woikino
mecipicnts who niu not involved in woiklaie by appioximately 1,000. Processing cases
which leccivo earned income demands considerably mine lima and exposes the state
lo liiyh liability lor potqutial payment cttor. Caseloarl sizes lor uiban woikiny recipients
<:iriciilly aveiaye ainupd IfiOpei eliyihilily woiker. Ibis increased workload produces
a need loi approximately 2 5 additional urban eliyihilily worker positions.
S

In the pmijccl aiea, intake eliyihilily woikeis will tie requited to inloim each afiplicnrrt lor
AI'DC ol the demonstration project and its piovisions. We assume that each such
interaction will inquire an aveiaye ol 10 additional minutes of stall lime, producing a
need loi slightly mine llian one hall time nihan eliyihilily woikei position.

lleal lll and Social Setvicos FY96
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PositionTitle

Eligibility leclinicia till

lime Status 1Staff Mi nilis

Salary
Benefits

Fr ! 0 tnnnllis

Premium Pay

Oliicr

Travel

Total Pctstmal Setvices

Contractu.-'!
Commodities
Equipment

Oilier

Tulal Cirsi

PUNDING SOIJRGIi fur TOIAL. ("()>T

2 Federal Racipls
jrni OFMiiitii -
X fiutciai i'lind
1006 Cri'/l'ioj'iiiiu Receipts
i(XX) GP/Matlai i icailit’ Trusl
ixJ7 I/A Receipts
'M CIPRacijils
Oilier
RHQUHST for A(IlIN('Y
NILiW rOSITION UKIJ

COMI'iiNIINT

No of Positions Uupx</S€[>

[
|-ocalion

amvot N us'ilicalitiii

Delliel

(Onill project sitir

Need (or rur-il piojoct s|;ill is based on tin: sioni! basic assumptions used to analyze need

0.0 «it inlion sites, adjusted downward to relied (lie generally lower cnselond sizes managed
) by rural cligilrility workers because ol tlic additional noiuplnxily ol rural rasewoik. We
assume for purposes o tliis analysis that there will Ire an average ol about 200 lamilies

in (lie mini site who are either employed as a result ol the project or subject to
Wotklare. lliis produces a need lor (wo eligibility ease managers and one hall time

support cleik.

00

: lleallli find Social Services
© Public Assislftttce Admitiisirnlioi
© Public Assistance Adininislialiun
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o file
Eligibility Technician |
Time Status JSlalfMmilis
FT | U iiionlhs
In£ i [sA2AFI™1 1
Sahiry

Benefits
Ptcmiiun Fay
Oilict

Total Personal Services
Travel
Conlircliial
Comnitxlitics
Equipment
Oﬂler

Toiai Cost

FUNDING SOURCIifor TOTAL (X)ST

12 Federal Receipts
1%  GF Match
1X¥1  Goternl Ftintl
KX’5  GF/liogrmii Receipts
1%  GF/Mcnlinil icallliTtuil
ia)7 I/A Receipts
161 CIFRcccijiis
Oilier

I[UIUUHST fur
NI1iwW POSITION

AGF.NCY

AMOUNT

<150

-150
TO
<b

5.1

5.1

lle.tllli hiid Social Services
mrU  Public Assisl.utco Adntiiiislriilioii
(‘OMI'ONFNT: public Assisi,enice Adininislinlitm

Haijaiiiinji Unit

No. of l'osilions Raiijje/Sleji

| m
Irxalion ITit lion Dislricl
Bolliul
JiLSlilicalion
1Jilliill [irii]i;ct sites

House Hill <109 produces a need loi additional Eligibility Dctennination stall beginning in
October 11)95. Ihis peed is generated laiyely liy llie time needed (o administer the
woiklaie component, Dacing, enforcing. and munitoiintj wtnkinre pmticipation will be
a labor intensive activity. We pinjecl (lint eliijitiility specialists witli woiklaie caseloads
will be able to handle Al-'DC caseloads appioxiinatcly hall as large as those handled try
alefjulai maintenance woikei. llie anticipated increase in the number ol woiking AFDC
recipients also produces additional need lot casuwoikers.

Stall will also spend tiipeiidouning applicants about the demolish alien and their options
under il.

This request is lor an Eligibility technician cascwotkei.

Current urban caseloads aveiaye 250 AFDC lamilies pei eliyihilily worker. Caseload
sires loi families involved in the woikInrc activities will he icduced lo 125 AFDC families
per woiker. This additional workload pioduces the need lor approximately 4 additional
inban eligibility woikci positions.

Woliklaie and tin: ollofiny ol an option belwccn lindiny and accepting employment or
pailicipatiny in unpaid wotk is expected to increase the number ol urban woiking
recipients who are not involved in woiklaie by approximately 1,000. Processing coses
which icceivo earned |ncome demands considerably more lime and exposes the stale
lo high liability h> potential payment crioi. Caseload sires lor urban working recipients
cuncntly average ntntipd |50 per eligibility worker. Ibis increased workload pioduces
a need lor approximately 2.5 additional urban eligibility worker positions.

In lire piojecl area, intake eligibility workeis will Ire required to inform each applicant lor
ATDC <{ lire dcmons(ialion project and its provisions. We assume that each sucli

need for slightly more Ilian one hall lime urban eligibility woiker position.

FYO6
l'agp 12 of 15
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Posi'linn'lllic
Eligibility loclinicinn 1l
mllinc Stnliis i Slalf Months
rr Umonllis
TYi'Eohaci'UNijrruRii
Salary
Bencfils
Pfcitiiiuii Pay
Oilier
Tulal Personal Services
Travel
Conlircloal
Commodities
Equipment
Oilier
Tola! Cost
FUNDING SOURCE for TOIAI. cost
X2  Fcdctal Receipts
KXLI GP Match
1001 Gmctal Fuiul
1006  GF/Pioginnt Receipt
1IXI6  GF/Mcninl HeaiihTtusl
1007 I/ARcccipls
1061 CIP Receipts
Oilier

RIIQUIIST Tor AGENCY
NIiW POSITION inu
COMPONENT

No. ol Positions Range/Slop

1 fIH
Ixxalion
Bclliel
Jusiilicalion
Mural project situ

AMOUNI'

Dai gaining Unit
GGU
Flection Disiiicl

Need lot roial piojecl $tal/ls based on llit! same basic assumptions ost d lo amni< e need
at urban sites, adjusted downward lo icller.l the gonerally lower caseload sizes managed
by rural eligibility workers because of tin* additional complexity of rural casewoik. Wo
00 4ssume lor numnscs ol this analvsis Ilinl them will bn an avcraue ol r.bout 200 lamilies
in the ruinl site wiro arc either u...ployed as a result ol tbo project or subject to
Wmkfnie. This pioduces a need lot two eligibility ease managers nod one hall-time

soppoit clerk.

[o:illli ami Social Services
Public Assistance Adminisiralion
Public Assistance* Adminisiralion

%
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1005 GF"mgiaiiillcccipls
1006___ GF/Mcnlail IcallliTiasl
1007  1/AReceipts

1061  CIPRcccipls
Oilier

Position Title . No. of Positions - Raiige/sicp linigaining Unit
Cleik I . o) 66U
Time Status Slarf Mmllts Irocalion |da lion Disiiicl
HT 9 iiionllis Bolltul
'type Ofexpenditure AMOUNT Justification
Salmy
Benefits Urholr piojecl sites
Ptcniiiun Pay
Ollier llotlSc Dili 109 pioduces it need lot additional Eligibility Determination stall beginning in
Tulal Pcisminl Services 165 Oclohei 1995. This need is goneialod Inigoly by llie time needed lo administer (Ire
. ' worktarn component. I'lneing. enforcing, and inonltoring wurkinre participation will be
‘ravel . . . . : - - .
a labor intensive activity We project dial eligibility specialists with workfare caseloads
Contractual TO  will he able lo handle AI'DC caseloads approximately ball as large as those handled by
Commaodilics aregular maintenance woiker. The anticipated increase in the number ol woiking AFDC
Ei_ll—jiipiiiciil leclpients also piodor.es additional need lot caseworkers.
Otlier
TOta| COSt 25 0 Stall will also spend lime informing applicants about llie demonstration and their options
uiuloi it.
FUNDING SOURCE for TOI Al (X).ST
1002 Federal Receipts IiiS reiluest is mr one hall time clciical support stall.
1003 GF Match ~ !
1001 General FonJ 250 (‘orient liiban caseloads aveiage 250 AFDC lamilies per eligibility worker. Caseload

sizes lor lamilies involved in (lie woiklaie activities will be rudtzi etl |<> 125 AFDC lamilies
per worker. This additional wmkload pioduces the need loi appioximatcly A additional
uihdh eliyihilily woikei positions.

Woiklaie nod lliu ottering of an option between liodiog anil accepting employment or
|jniticipnling in unpaid work is expected to iucreaso tiro number of urban woiking
recipicnls who aio not involved in worktaie by approximately 1.000. Processing cases
which icceivc earned income demands considerably more time and exposes the stole
lo high liability tor potential payment error. Caseload sizes lor urban woiking recipients
currently average around 150 per eligibility worker. Ibis increased wn'Moad produces
a need lor approximately 2.5 additional uiban eliyihilily woikei positions.

In lliu piojecl nica, intake eligibility v/oikcis will be re<|uin:d lo inform each applicant (or
AFDC ol the demonstration project and its provisions. We assume that each such
inletaction will im|uiic an average cl 10 additional minutes ol stall time, producing a
need lor sliyhlly more llian one Inll lime uiban eligibility woiker position.

RIIQUIIST for
NIliwW POSITION

AGENCY: Health and Social Services
IJRIJ: A'ublic Assistance Adminislralion

CUMIt>NHN I Puhlie Assistance Adminislralion

tago 14 cf
liuvistxf (tala
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PositionTitle No. of Positions  Unnjrr/Strj) Hed]iiiring* Unil

Clerk 1INl I _ 1100 GGU

Time Slnliis Staff Mutllis incoiion iilixlion Oishicl

HT 9 muiilhs Bk
TYPFof EXPENDITURE AMOUNT justification
Salary Mural project silo
BCUCf_IIS Need lor rural project sInliis based mi lire same Irnsic assumptions used to analyze ncod
Premium Pay at urban sites, adjusted downward lo reflect tin; generally lower caseload sizes managed
Oilier by rtlinl eligibility workers Irccnuse of the ndditional complexity of rural casework. We

Total Personal Services 00 assume lor purposes ol Ibis analysis that tlieic will be an average ol about 200 lamilies

ravel in the rural site who ate either employed as a result ol the project or subject lo

Conlurlual Woikinte. lliis produces a need lor two eligibility case managers and oite ball-time
Commodities suppoil cieik.
Equipincnl
Oilier

Total Cost 0.0

PUNDING SOURCE lor TOI Al. LUST
X2  Federal Receipts
1008  GFMaldi
IoM  General Fund
1005 GF/Projjtniu Receipts
1005 GF/Mcnlal 1callli Trust
1007 I/A Receipts
1061 CIP Receipts

Oilier
REQUEST for ACIlINCY: ljicaMIt and Social Services 1-YO6
NIiW POSITION 1HUJ;. Public Assistance Admittislfutioit Pngo 15 of' 15
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No. 3

FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: CSHB 409(HES)

T Ee Lt AUASKA BILL" (1) publish Date:  3/4/94

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION '

Revision Date: 2125/94 _Dept. Affected: Health and Soeial Service!

Tile: An Act propoiiog i ipccial demoottratioo _BRU: PA Admioiitration

project withio the APDC program _Component:  PA Adminiitratioo

Sponsor: Hanley

Requestor HouieHES .COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0233
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FY96 | FYo7 1 FY98 1 FY99 1 FYO0 1
PERSONAL SERVICES 85.9 11451 11451 11451 114.51 001
TRAVEL 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
CONTRACTUAL 47.2 44.61 29.61 2961 59.61 0.01
SUPPLIES 0.0 00i 0.01 0.01 0.0: 0.0
EQUIPMENT 9.0 0.0! 0.0. 0.01 0-0r 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.01 0.0 00 0.0: 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 °° 0.0. 0.0 0.0; 0.0
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 76.61 169.9 177.41 92.8; 0.0-
TOTAL OPERATING 142.1 235.7! 314.01 321.5i 266.9; 0.0°'

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES" 00 001 oo oa oa o
CHANGES IN REVENUES ol o o ag
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 66.0 | 72.0: 10.01 10.0" 25.01 0.01
1003 GF Match 761 1 8r.1 1341 ! 141 . 1491 : 0.0:
1004 GF 00 ! 76.6 16991 177.4 92.81 0.0!
1005 GF/"Program Receipts 00 - 0.0. 0.0! 0.0; 0.01 0.01
1006 GF/MHTIA 00 1 0.0' 0.01 0.0 0.0! 0.01
C-her 0.0 ! 0.0 0.01 0.0! 0.01 0.01
TOTAL 1421 i 235.7- 314.0 321.5; 266.9! 0.0;
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 2 ; 2 2' 2- 2i 0!
PART-TIME 01 0: 01 Oi Oi 0!
TEMPORARY 0 0 0: 0 01 0

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

House Bill 409 authorize s DHSS to de3|?n and operate a waiver project under the
authority of section 1115 (a) of the Social Security Act.

Prepared by: Jan L. Hansen. Director Phone: *6S- 2630, ,
Division: QOiviiion of Public Aiiinance / 0\ Date: A

Tor bsh 00 £ g0 nvi N 207901
Approved by Commissioner: MarsareK Low .. Med.. Ed.S, Daté!_ .
Agency: Department of Health A Social Secyieea

PREPARERTO STRl S SLATIVE OFFICE
R mﬁ%%n%w%%}%&)\m S ve 3 e 1 o 3

COMMITTEE COPY



Revision Dete; BILL nO. HB 409

ANALY5JS (cont.):

Project development and management include Iplannln_ ,ne _otlatm% and ;t)_re aring the
demonstration project application(s), including equesu_gw Iver of the pertinent federal
law provisions. Development also includes “coordinating the necessary. program and
system changes and. dealing with requests for information about the project as well as
negotiation and administration of the evaluation contract and monitoring of thn project.
Project management staff would also be resgaonsmle to oversee the operation and
monitoring of the project and maintain the necessary relationships with federal officials
throughout its duration.

The project assistant will be a35|g|ned_ to the Juneau, project manager during Pre-
implementation development and planning. This Posmon,wnl_b_e reassigned to the
Anchorage field operations mana%ement office as afield project liaison once the project
becomesoperational in January 1996.

The federal Department of Health and Human services requires that a demonstration
ro%ect evaluation be performed by an independent contractor. The evaluation would
est the effects of the demonstration, on. pr_o?ram costs and recipient outcomes. The
Clinton administration is adamant in its insistence that demanstration project designs
meet scientific standards for experimental design and statistical analysis. -

This hill also requires DHSS to pay transportation costs for individuals who need it to
participate in workiare. — —

Assumptions:

An independent conractor will review prO{ect design, review the design and evaluation
of similar projects in other states, construct the” evaluation design, coordinate EIS
programming necessary to compart with evaluation desmi_n parameters, and produce
Interim_and_ final reparts of RijeCt results.  Total estimated evaluation cost  of
$140,000. is based on what other states have paid for evaluation of projects of similar
scope.

Re%ulatory authority will he necessary for DHSS to_operate the project in compliance
with the Adminjstrative Procedure Act. The services of a private law firm will be
retained to develop requlation language, prepare the necessary documents, analyze

public comments, ‘and prepare the regulations for submission to the Attorney General.

Transportation costs are needed bgv 75 percent of participants in workfare. Average
monthly costs per recipient = $15.50.

Costs for rogect start-up and evaluation are federally matchable. PA Admin personnel
costs in FY95 and first_half of FY96 are federally matchable at 50 percent state/50
Peégreant efggﬁr%arEvaluatmn contract costs are matchable at 50 percent state/50 percent
e .
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Revision Date:

ANALYSIS (cont.l):
Calculations:

FY 95 (9 months):

FY 96

FY 97

FY 98

FY 99

Project Coordinator
Project Assistant
Equipment

Office space
Regulations contract
Evaluation contract
Total

Project Coordinator
Project Assistant

Office space
Regulations contract
Evaluation Contract
Workfare Transportation
Total

Project Coordinator

Project Assistant

Office space

Evaluation_Contract |

¥V%rll<fare Transportation
ota

Project Coordinator

Project Assistant

Office Space

Evaluation Contract .

¥Vf%rlffare Transportation
ota

Project Coordinator

Project Assistant

Office space

Evaluation_Contract
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No. 4

FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: cshb 409(hes)

STATE OF ALASKA BILL  (H) Publish Date: 3/4/94
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date; 2125194 Dept. Affected: Health and Social Scrvicci
Title: An Act propoxint aipecial demooUratioo ~BRU: PA Adminiitratioo

project withig the APOC protram Component:  PA Data Pmccnint

Hanley
Requestor: House HES COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0240
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FYO5 | FY96 FYo7 I FY98 | FY99 |  FYoo |
PERSONAL SERVICES 2605 | 347.3 169.51 169.51 169.51 0.0:
TRAVEL 00 | 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 001
CONTRACTUAL 216 | 28.8 1441 144 144 0.0:
SUPPLIES 00 I 0.0 0.0! 001 0.01 0.0’
EQUIPMENT 270 | 0.0 0.0: 0.0 0.0 0.0
«LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 : 0.0 001 0.0 0.0 0.0
i GRANTS, CLAIMS 00 . 0.0 0.0 00 0.0: 0.0
MISCELLANEQUS 00 1 0.0 0.01 001 0.0! 0.0.
TOTAL OPERATING 309.1 ! 376.1 18391 183.91 183.9! 0.0;
1CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 1 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0i
1CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 0 o! 0L 01 0.
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Feaeral Receipts 1545 i 188.01 91.91 919! 9191 0.0;
1003 GF Match 1546 i 1881 92.01 92.0i 92.0¢ 0.0
1004 GF 0.0 ' 0.0. 0.0; 0.0’ 0.0; 0.0;
1005 GF/Program Receipts 00 0.0' 0.01 0.0; 0.0; 0.0:
1006 GF/MHT1A 00 i 0.0l 0.01 0.0; 0.01 0.01
Other 00 | 0.0; 0.01 0.0; 0.0; 0.0!
TOTAL 309.1 ! 376.1 183.9! 183.9' 183.9! 0.0:
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 6 | 6 61 6l 61 0
PART-TIME 0 i 01 01 a1 01 0!
TEMPORARY (N 01 0: 0 0 0

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE

ANALYSIS:  (Attacn a separate page if necessary)

House Bill 409 creates a need for major modifications to the Division of Public
Assistance Eligibility Information  System.  Operation of a federally approved
demonstration Pro;ect will require that the DPA apply two different, parallel sets. of

eI|([;|b|I|ty rules to cases which are part of the demonstration project and cases which
fall under normal AFDC pr%gram rules. Demonstration project methodology will also
require special collection and compilation of data for program monitoring and evaluation
pUrposes.
Prepared by: Jan L. Hansen. Director XA JrA Phone: *65 - 263a , ,
Division: Division of Public Aaii»tance F; < ;
Approved by Commissioner: Date: 2. —2. r‘fy
Agency: Department of Health A Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

(v 0Mropa IR Pe 1 G

COMMITTEE COPY



Revision Date: BILL nO. MB 409

ANALYSIS (cont.):

The EIS is fundamental to DPA's administration of public assistance. Full automation
of the demonstration project will be necessar}/ to comply with federal requirements and
to minimize the need for additional field staff to operate the project.

Modifications to the EIS system will require extensive programming and testing by PA
data Processm  staff. This is a major systems development project which must be
completed within averY short timeline. “Once the programming modifications are in
place, a reduced level of staff effort will be required to ‘maintain the special
programming, generate momtormq data, and produce the information necessary for
completion 6f the final project evaluation.

Assumptions:

HB 409 is enacted effective July 1, 1994, The EIS modification project begins as soon
as possible thereafter, presuming federal approval of the demonstration project. —
Project staff is hired effective October 1, 1994,

Demonstration project evaluation is performed by a contractor. PA data processing
staff are responsible to generate data needed for ‘the evaluation.

EIS programming for demonstration project is on-line January 1, 1996. Full system
staffing™is necessary through FY 96 to complete system dé-bugging and complete
development of moriitoring Components.

From FY 97 through FY 99, 3 PA data processing positions will be needed to maintain
the system, generate monitoring reports, and produce data for the program evaluation.

Page 2 of 3



Revision Date:

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Calculations:

FY 95: (9 months)

FY 96:

FY 97

FY 98:

FY 99:

1
1
2
2

———

Project Manager
Lead Programmer
Pro%rammers
Testers/Analysts
Equipment

Office Space
Total

Project manager
Lead Programmer
Pro%rammers
Testers/Analysts
Office space
Total

Lead Programmer
Pro?rammer
Tester/Analyst
Office spacé
Total

Lead Programmer
Pro?rammer
Tester/Analyst
Office spac

Total

Lead Programmer
Pro%rammer

Tes er/AnaIgst
Office spac

Total

BILh WO. HB *09
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No. 5

FISCAL NOTE Biil Version CSHB_409£HESI

STATE OF ALASKA BILL (H) Publish™Date:"3/4/94

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: _Dept. Affected: Health arid Social Scrvicca

Title: An Act propoiiak a special dem ooitratioo  BRUI PA Administratioo

project within the APDC program Component:  Alaska Work Program

Sponsor: HaolcY

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0238
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars
OPERATING FY95 FYoé 1 FY97 1 FY98 1 FY99 1 FYOO |
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 39.01 52.01 52,01 26.01 0.01
TRAVEL 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 106.7 | 137.31 137.3i 68.71 0.01
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.21 0.21 0.21 0li 001
EQUIPMENT 0.0 10.01 0.01 0.01 001 0.0;
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 001 0.01
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0i 001 001
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 001 0.01
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 155.91 18951 189.51 94.8 1 0.01
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 001 0.0i
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 I 01 Ol 01 01 0]
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 001 0.0;
1003 GF Match 00 1 0.01 001 0.0! 0.01 0.01
1004 GF 0.0 1 155.91 18951 189.51 9481 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0
1006 GF/MVHT1A 00 i 00] 0.01 0.01 001 001
Other 00 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 001 001
TOTAL 0.0 | 155.91 1C€9.51 189.51 948 | 0.01
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 01 11 11 11 11 0;
PART-TIME 01 01 01 0L 01 01
TEMPORARY 01 Ol 0! 0L 01 0!

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE
ANALYSIS:  (Attach aseparate page if necessary)
House Bill 409 generates a need for recruitment. development, monitoring and

maintenance_of unpaid-community work sites for AFDC recipients participatingin the
workfare activity set out in section 6 of the hil.

Prepared by: Jan L. Hansen. Director _ Phone:

Division: Division of Public Assistance /| Date:
o alorts™ -

Approved by Commissioner: MareareuR. Lowe. M.Ed., Ed.S. Date:

Agency: Deoarlnaent of Health TESocial Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

RvO%BEknhR Pa%e |
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Revision Date: BILL J. HB 40

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumptions:

AFDC recipients without paid employment will be required to participate in unpaid
(uncompensated) work activities at least 21 hours per week.

Unpaid-work sites need to be developed, monitored, and maintained in two urban and
one rural area for client referrals in FY96-99.

One Project Assistant position will develop, monitor, and maintain agreements with
unpaid-work sites in the 2 urban areas.

Development, monitoring, and maintenance of rural project sites will be conducted by
a contractor,

Development of work sites begins 10/1/1995, then continues with monitoring of
placement agreements: recruitment of new sites to replace filled or discontinued sites;
and termination with end of project 12/31/1999.

The state-equivalent insurance for Workmen's Compensation must be maintained for
each work site, providing medical for accidental injury, death, and dismemberment.

Participants oTWorkfare "will requireTrvTensive 4-hr employment assistance workshops,
covering resumes, interviewing skills and WW ethics.

Development and presentation of Workfare Workshops in all 3 areas will be contracted

out to the Department of Labor, to include development, materials, travel, and personal j
Services.

Page 2 of 3



Revision Date; BILL ..0. hb 400

ANALYSIS (cont.):
Costs:

FY95
No Costs
FY96

Personal Services (9 months Project Assistant)
Contractual (9 months Facilities)

Contractual (6 months Insurance)

Contractual (6 months Dept. Labor)

gontﬁactual Rural Project Development & Management
upplies

EqBPpment

FY97

Personal Services (12 months Project Assistant)
Contractual (12 months Facilities)

Contractual (12 months Insurance)

Contractual (L2 months Dept. Labor)

gontrlactual Rural Project Development & Management)
upplies

&>
— ©>
o — wo

>

—~rooo (S ]

© [SpF~Nap] &Y S
I OOOLWLWD

Ro3
—_
oo

FY98

Personal Services (12 months Project Assistant) $
Contractual (12 months Facilities)

Contractual {12 months Insurance)

Contractual (12 months Dept. Lahor)

gontrl,actual Rural Project Development &Management)

upplies

—~Proco [&p ]
«© [SpE=Nop] &) ).

§18
FY99

Personal Services (6 months Project Assistant) $

Contractual (6 months Facilities) *

Contractual (6 months Insurance)

Contractual (6 months Dept. Labor)

gontrlactual Rural Project Development &Management)
upplies

© O — [pS]
~ —~NPO OO
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No. 6

FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: cshb 409 (hes)
BILL (H) Publish Date: 3/4/94

_Dept. Affected: Health aod Social Servicci

An ftci propotiog 3epccial demooitration  BRU. PA Adm inietration
project within th; APDC program _CompOnent: ~ Child Care Benefiti
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1897
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FY96 | FY97 FY98 1 FY99 1  FYOO
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 001 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0’ 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01
IAND& STRUCTURES 0.0 oCl 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0!
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 614.A1 1.228.8 1.228.81 614.4 1 0.0
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 001 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 61441  1.228.8 1.228.81 614.4 1 0.01
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 00 (Ol o oL o 00
CHANGES IN REVENUES a
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0! 0.01 0.0
1008 GF Match 00 | 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0
1004 GF 00 1 614.4 1.228.8 1.228.81 614.4 1 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.01 001 0.0
1006 GF/MHTIA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 001 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01 001 0.0
TOTAL 0.0 614.4 1.228.8 1.228.81 614.4 1 0.0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 01 oL 01
PART-TIME 01 0 0 o1 o! o1
TEMPORARY 01 0 0 01 oL oL
Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE
ANALYSIS:  (Attach aseparate page if necessary)
House Bill 409 generates a need for child care services for AFDC recigients who are
participating in the workfare activity set out in section 6 of the bill, Subsection (¢) (1)
requires that DHSS pay for child care services necessary for an individual to participate
in workfare.
Under current AFDC program operations, the Department does not pay for child care
services for individuals Who are participating in unpaid work activities unless the
individual is partir-ipating in rha JORS program—
Prepared by: Jan L. Hansen. Director Phone: _ 465-263.0
Division; Diviiion of Public § pilbagcc / . Date:
Approved by Commissioner: Margat r. p/we. M.Ed../Ed](.S. Date:
Agency: Department of Health SSocial Servicci
PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
_ For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office
(R DB IR Page 1 °f 2
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Revision Date: BILL NO. hb <

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumptions:
Workfare participants will be required to work 21 hours per week.

300 urban families and 20 rural families per month will require child care services to
participate in workfare,

Need for child care begins on January 1, 1996 and ends December 31, 1998. FY 96
and FY 99 costs repreSent 6 months® benefits.

Calculations:
FY 95 No child care benefi' paid, workfare not operational.
FY 96: 320 families x  * 20 per family/month x 6 months =$614.4,

FY 97-
FY 98: 320 families x $320 per family/month x 12 months = $1,228 8/year.

FY 99: 320 families x $320 per family/month x 6 months =$614.4,

Page 2 of 2



No. 7

FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: cshb 409 (hes)
STATE OF ALASKA BILL  (H) Publish Date:  3/4/94
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: _Dept. Affected: Health and Social Servic;»
Title: An Act propotinp. a ipccial dcmomtration _BRU: Aninance Paymenti
project within Ibc APDC urogram - ratable rcductioox ~_Component: apdec
Sponsor:
.Requestor: .COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 20
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thouscjids of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FYoe | FY97 FY98 FY99 1  FY0O
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0l 0.0 0.01 0.01 00
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 001 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01
SUPPLIES 0.0 001 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01
EQUIPMENT 0.0 001 00 0.01 0.01 0.01
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.01 00 0.01 0.01 001
GRANTS, CLAIMS (1,160.0) (243701  (2.559.0) (2687.01 (282101 00i
MISCELLANEQUS 0.0 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01 001
TOTAL OPERATING (1,160.0) (243701  (2.559.0)  (2,687.001  (2.821.0)1 0.01
1CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 00 |1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0
[ CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 1 01 01 01 01 0
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Fedeial Receipts (526.6) i (110641 (1.161.81 (121991 (1.280.7)1 0.01
1C03GF Match (526.7) (110641  (1L,16L81 (121991  (1,28091 0.01
1004 GF 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 00 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0
1006 GF/MHT1A 00 1 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0
1007 I/AReceipts (106.7) | (2421 (23541 (247.21 (259.5)i 0.01
TOTAL (1,160.0) 1  (2.437.011 (2.559.0)1 (2.687.0)1 (2.821.0)1 0.01
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 i 01 01 01 01 0!
PART-TIME 01 01 01 01 01 0]
TEMPORARY 01 01 01 01 0! 01

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE
ANALYSIS:  (Attach aseparate page if necessary)

Section 1 of HB 409 reduces AFDC maX|mum payment levels by approximately 1.7
percent below the current paxment evels. This benefit reduction becomes efféctive
upon federal approval of the AFDC waivers contained in Section 4 of this bill.

(Please see page 2 for additional information)

Prepared by: Jan L. Hamen. Director Phone: 465-2680.
Qivision: Division of Public Aiiistancc / D3tB: Zﬂﬁ 27 va
Approved by Commissioner: Margaret T—totfe. M.Ed., Ed.s. I  Oate: ' 1a ‘T
Agency: Department of Health & Social Services

PREPARER TO PRQVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

R/DBeHuEE page 1 G 2
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Revision Date: BILL ..0. HD <P

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Section 2 of HB 409 restores AFDC payment maximums to current levels at the end of
the AFDC demonstration pro*ect escribed in section 5 of the bill. Section 11
establishes an effective date of June 30, 1999 for section 2.

Assumptions;

Reductions in AFDC payment maximums produce a 1.7 percent savings in AFDC
formula costs effective January 1, 1995.

Ratable reductions are imposed statewide.
Savings for FY95 represent 6 months of benefit reductions.
AFDC caseload size will increase by 5 percent each year.

The average amount of the monthly AFDC henefit decrease as a result of ratable
reductions will be $13.00.

Calculations;

Average AFDC Average monthly Total FY

Caseload oavment reduction Reduction
FY95 14,882 $13 $1160.0
FY96 15,626 $13 $2431.0
FYO7 16,407 $13 $2559.0
FY98 17,228 $13 $2687.0
FY99 18,089 $13 $2821.0
FY00 18,993 $0 $ 00

Page 2 of 2



No. 8

FISCAL NOTE Bill Version: cshb 409Chest
STATE OF ALASKA BILL4) publish Date: 3/4/94
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION '
Revision Date: Dept. Affected: Health and Social Service!
Title: Ao Act propotinc a «pccial dem oaitration  BRU: Aniitance Piymeati
project within thc APDC program Component:  Adult Public Aniitaoce
Sponsor: Haplcy
Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. (02224
OPERATING FY95 FYoe | Fyo7 1 FY98 1 FY99 1 FYO0 |
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0!
TRAVEL 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0i
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 001 0.01 0.01 0.01 001
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 001 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS (321.4) (67491 (708.7)1 (744.0)1 (78131 0.0’
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0!
TOTAL OPERATING (321.4) (674.9)1 (708.7)1 (744.1)1 (781.3)1 0.01
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.01 0.01 001 0.01 0.01
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 01 01 01 01 01
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0!
1003 GF Match 0.0 0.01 0.0i 0.01 0.0! 0.01
1004 GF (302.8) (635.8)1 (667.61 (70091 (736.01 0.0i
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
1006 GF/'MHTIA 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
1007 I/AReceiots (18.6) (39.01 (41m 4321 (45.3)i 0.01
TOTAL (321.4) (674.9)1. . (70871 ._ (744.1)_.. . (781.3)L._ .. 001
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 01 01 01 01 0
PART-TIME 0 01 01 01 0! o
TEMPORARY 0 01 01 01 01 0!
Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Section 3 of HB 409 reduces Adult Public Assistance. benefits by setting the amount
of the maximum state contribution to Adult Public Assistance recipients at 1.7 percent
less than the amount payable on January 1, 1992. This benefit reduction becomes
effective upon federal approval of the AFDC waivers contained in Section 4 of this bil,
and is repealed effective June 30, 1999. (See page 2 for additional information.)

Prepared by: ~ Jan L. Hansen. Director | Phone: %;ﬂ ,

Division: Divnion of Public Aniitance / Date: | Wy
crzot-

Approved by Commissioner: Margaret  Lowe. M.Ed.. Ed.S. Date

Agency: Department of Health & Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

Bv 09l B Pagp 1 OF 2
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Revision Date: BILL . J. HB <B

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumptions:

] APA benefit reductions will become effective January 1, 1995. Savings for FY
95 represent 6 months of benefit reductions.

J Benefit reductions are imposed statewide.

»  The average amount of the mon_thg/ APA benefit decrease will be $5.45. The
APA benéfit payment to an individual SSI recipient will be $6 less per month.

»  APA caseload size will increase by 5 percent each year.

J Recipients of APA Interim Assistance payments will not be affected by the
benefit reductions.

Calculations;

Average APA Average monthly Total FY

Caseload payment reduction Reduction
FY95".... 9,829 $5.45 $321.4
FY9%6 10,320 $5.45 $674.9
FY97 10,836 $5.45 $708.7
FY98 11,378 $5.45 $744.-1
FY99 11,947 $5.45 $781."
FYCO 12,544 $0.00 $§ 00

Page 2 of 2



No.

STATE OF ALASKA FISCAL NOTE BILL Bill Version: cshb 4Qs_QjES)

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (H) PUb“Sh Date' 3/4/94

Revision Date: _Dept. Affected: Health and Social Service!

Title: An Act propoeing a epecial dcmomtratioo _3RU: PFD Hold Harmlc»i

project within the AFDC program Component:  PFD Hold Harmlcw

Sponsor: Hanley

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0228
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FYoé | FY97 1 FY98 FYoO9 | FY00 1
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 001 001 0.0 0.01 0.01
TRAVEL 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 001 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01
SUPPLIES 0.0 001 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01
EGUIPMENT 0.0 0.0! 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.0'
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.0’
GRANTS, CLAIMS (125.3) (263311 (276.51 (290.4) (304.81 0.0
MISCELLANEOUS i 1 1
TOTAL OPERATING (125.3) (263.3)1 (276.5)1 (290.4) (304.8)1 0.01
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 001 001 0.0 0.01 0.01
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 01 01 0 01 0L
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01
1003 GF Match 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01
1004 GF 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01
1006 GF/MHTIA 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01
1050 PFD Fund (125.3) (26331 (276.51 (290.4) (304.81 0.01
TOTAL (125.3) (263.3)1 (276.5)1 (290.4) (304.8)1 0.0!
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 01 0L 0 01 01
PART-TIME 0 01 01 0 ol 0!
TEMPORAR. 0 Qi oi 0 01 Qi

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE
ANALYSIS:  (Attach aseparate page if necessary)

PFD Hold Harmless payments replace AFDC and Adult Public Assistance benefits when
receiving the dividend causes individuals to lose eligibility or to have benefits reduced.
The ratéable reductions provided for in HB 409 réduce costs in the AFDC and APA
assistance Paxments BP.Us. PFD Hold Harmless costs change in direct proportion to

the costs of the programs held harmless. (See page 2 for additional information.)
Prepared by:  Jan L. Hamtn, Director Phone:, 4b-28) / /
Division: Divmon ot Public Aimtancc Date: P p t
ercrny¥—
Approved by Commissioner: Margaret K. Lowe. M.Ed.. Ed.S Date: J /0 M
Agency: Department of Health ift Social Servicer

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

(Fer DBtIOCR Page 1 of

COMMITTEE c¢coopy



Revision Date: BILL 1SO. HG409

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumption:

PFD Hold Harmless costs for AFDC and APA henefits will decrease in direct proportion
to the decreases produced by the reductions in AFDC and APA expenditures for each

fiscal year.
Calculations;
PFD HOLD HARMLESS SAVINGS PRODUCED BY HB 409

AFDC APA PFDHH
FY95 ($106.7) ($18.6) ($125.3)
FY9% ($224.2) ($39.1) ($263.3)
FY97 ($235.4) ($41.1) ($276.5)
FY98 ($247.2) ($43.2) ($290.4)
FY99 ($295.5) ($45.3) ($304.8)
FYOO $ 00 $ 0.0 $ 0.0

Page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

No. io
STATE OF ALASKA BIL. il v'ersTu_on: cshb 409 (hes)
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION (H) Publish Date: 3/4/94

Revision Date; 02/25/94 _ De t. Affected: Health and Social Services
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due to emg %ment an?la ult famil mem ers and some children osm(\;lMedlcaIge

Some children losing eligibility may have incomes below or near the poverty leve
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Assumptions provided by Division of Public Assistance for 2/10/94 fiscal note have changed. All other
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Revision Date: /5% BII NO. House Bill 4C9

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumptjons:
Averagg Annual Cost of gt d|caI Assistance FY 93

AFS &
Growth = 11% per year

Adults ineli nqlble due to sanctions remain off Medicaid for the wh?le %/ear except FY 96 and FY 99. InFY 96
the ptogram starts midy earand the sanct|on IS projected to last for 3 months. "In FY 99, the program ends mid year and

e gfttsloonrlc ﬂ&%en“v%.‘ﬂ t(?r aSt?gW&calé in FY 96 as a result ofdro[$p|ng off the AFDC caseload becayse of Transitional!

Medlcald providing extended coverage for one year. The average length of time without Medicaid benefits for other

fiscal years is one-half year. j
N f Clients Aff

umber of Clients Affected FY 95 FY?S FY 97 FY 98 FY gg FY00
S%Tﬁt;on&(ri]Adults T Caseload 8 0 431ES> %% 85 8?
Children Gomg Off Caseload 0 0 43 93 89 89
e Aduts o SI5T5 S8 514235 §79.008
Bhew B Tw W0 S AWl s
TOTAL SAVINGS S s TR SR R srfr!

Note; Assumﬁtmns for the number of people losing eligibility for Medicaid and for how long are based on estimates
provided by the Division of Public Assistance.
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OPERATING EXPENDITURES
AFDC Payments - Project
Eligibility Determination

PA Administration

PA Data Processing

Alaska Work Programs

Child Care Benefits

Medical Assistance

Gross Project O st

Less Federal Receipts for
Project Costs

Net Project Cost

Less Ratable Reduction
GF/GF Match Savings

Net GF Budget Impact

RATABLE REDUCTION SAVINGS
AFDC - GF Match

APA - GF

Total GF

AFDC - Federal Receipts

AFDC/APA - I/A Receipts
(PFD Hold Harmless

REVISED COST/SAVIN
HO ILL
PrepaieJ by the Departme of H

IVI I@BR% PI £AS s%tjmce

G
4

(p]

[ —
L w
rI'I
_o
Yo

FY95 Yo YT
0.0 (1634)  (1553.7)
0.0 545.9 621.3

142.1 235.7 314.0
309.1 376.1 183.9
0.0 155.9 189.5
0.0 614.4 1,228.8
0.0 (15.8) (266.6)
4512 1,748.8 717.2
(2205) (260.0) (101.9)
230.7 1,488.8 515.3

6205)  (L7422)  (1829.4)

5988)  (534)  (L214.])

(5267 1 (11064)  (L1618)

(3028) 1 (635.8) (667.6)

6295)  (L7422)  (1,829.4)

5266)  (L1064)  (L16L9)

(125.3) (263.3) (276.5)

ANALYSIS
alth and Social Services

FY98

(2,051.7)
621.3
3215
183.9
189.5

1,228.8
(451.8)
415
(101.9)

(60.4)
(1,920.8)

(1,981.2)

(1,219.9)
(700.9)
(1,920.8)
(1,219.9)
(290.4)

FY99

(2,531.0)
621.3
266.9
183.9

94.8
614.4
(399.9)
(1,149.6)
(116.9)

(1,266.5)
(2,016.7)

(3,283.2)

(1,280.7)

(736.0)
(2,016.7)
(1,280.7)
(304,81

TOtAL

(6,299.8)
2,409.8
1,280.2
1,236.9
629.7
3,686.4
(1,134.1)
1,809.1
(801.2)

1,0079
(8,338.6)

(7,330.7)



Revised Cost/Savings Analysis
House Bill 409

February 22, 1994

Page 2

Explanation of Changes from February 10, 1994 Fiscal Note Analysis
AFDC Payments:

New assumption: 65 percent of AFDC families in Anchorage and Mat-Su are included
in project experimental ProuB, 35 percent in control ?roup._ Control group members
participate under normal AFDC rules. 100 percent of recipients in rural project area
Included ir. experimental group.

Projected savings reduced based on fewer additional working recipients in smaller
experimental group. Revised caseload impacts shown below:

FY95  FY96  FY97  FY98  FYO9

Recipients
Already 972 1025 1092 1160 1230
Working

Additional
Working 0 397 678 124 124

Recipients

Total
Working 972 1422 1770 1884 1954

Recipients in
project area

Projected costs of increased earnings disregard reduced substantially because of
discovery of major flaw in previous calculation methodology.

Correction: We assume that field operation of the project ends on December 31,
1998. This assumption was inadvertently omitted from the original fiscal note.
Eligibility Determination:

Need for project eligibility determination staff reduced by one half-time eligibility
technician because of reduction in cases with earned income.



Revised_Cost/Savings Analysis
House Bill 409

February 22, 1994

Page 3

PA Administration:

New assumption: Costs for project start-up and evaluation are federally matchable.

Admin personnel costs in FY"95 and fist half of FY 96 are federally matchable at
50 percent state/50 percent federal. Evaluation contract costs are matchable at 50
percent state/50 percent federal each year.

Correction: ~ Costs for fransportation needed by workfare participants was
inadvertantly omitted in original fiscal note and are added here. Costs are

FY 96. 76.6 FY 9r7: 1699  FY 98 1774  FY 99 928

PA Data Processing:

New Assumption: All PA Data Processing costs are for either groject start-up qr
evaluation and as such are federally matchable at 50 percent state/50 percent federal.

Medical Assistance:
Projected savings reduced based on fewer additional working recipients in
experimental group

Net Project Costs:

Projected federal receipts based on revised assumPtions about federal participation in
project start-up and evaluation costs are now reflected i net project costs.
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riease enter into ;ne record mry testimony to me I
committee name

‘oili/subject

Good Afternoon. My name is Joni Whitmore — | am the Child Care Programs Coordinator
for South Peninsula Women's Services, iu Homer. | administer the Day Care Assistance
Program, the At-Risk Assistance Program, the Transitional Child Care benefits program,
and” the Child care food program for™the lower kenai peninsula.

With respect to this bill:

- X believe the Jargest impediment to moving families off welfare is the loss of health .

insurance. Minimum Wage jobs and child care assistance will not afford parents the ability
to purchase private health  insurance - and many w ill stay on welfare until this choice/
dilemna changes.

- | do believe however it is important for welfare recipients to have an opportunity to garnt
wages from meaningful work experiences - experience they can begin to build a bridge to a
higher paying occupation and a career.

- | do believe waivers may be appropriate - standards for those wajvers are appropriate -
BUttﬂ'e)élbllltty for individual case management is essential to decisions in the recepients
est interest,

- | don't support creating another regulatory bureaucracy to move legislation like this |
beyond a pilot projet. As a lesson to us...” the TCCB has enormous potential to give working
parents a jump start off welfare. As program administrator however, my experience has been
that the red tape surroundln% the application process(ing) has preventéd us from serving
very many people thus far (at considerable expense given all the agencies involved).

- | believe it is most aPpropriate and cost effective for local communities to administer
any such workfare projects and to determine work projects as needed by the community.

- the lack of licensed child care will be a problem for workfare recipients who will be using
| assume éARA, TCCB.do not allow welfare receipienc participation). _
- fulltime students working for degree/or increased employability should be waivered.

Representing (Optional)
Address

- TV -
Phene No.
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e lfare in Alaska— Help or

indrance to Self-Sufficiency?

by Cristina Klein

-!,-hereisasimple butrevealingtaIesetinJapﬁn A working person who has never alp lied for wel-  cristina Klein is a Project
which explores then

tale of Rashomon,
same evqnt—a death on t

tureoftruth. In this story, the  fare may see the system as an unfayr dole to people  Coordinator with the
four mimdual wam & e to,oh ﬁz% o Work Someone without SLI|PS a%d flaska Departmentof

road which they with little work experience, newly separated, ith - she has previously worked

are traveling, Later, when these witnesses re=  two young children, may see welfare as her Salva-  asaLabor Econornist for
count w fatgthey have seen to the p_oﬁce, four 1o, kee ?n her?amn %?Fﬁ]?_streets Aneh%\llbﬂ- R e iter
vastl éilferent stgrles emerge. Was'it a sticide ity techrician in @ welfare office with a growing  social worker, business
or marder? It murder, by whom? caseload may seewelfareasafrustratmg compleX  owner and Péace Corps

. . of re?ulatjo s to wade through while dttempting ~ Volunteer, Her artide, s
Beliefs about welfare and how it shoyld work are  to he Ip clients. Angl In the various states,. 0“??/ House? appeared in the
like the contrasting “ trutns” inthe tale ofRashomon.  makers express their views about welfare in poli-  December 1989 Alaska

Economic Trends.

Welfare in Alaska

Aid toFamilies with Dependent Children (AFDC) is known simply as welfare. Some facts ahout welfare in Alaska:

*

Alaska

}he AIFIlJC_ Gpl)rogram provides support to needy children. Grants are given to families because this is the most efficient way to deliver
inancial aid.

The AFDC-Basic program helps low income families deprived of one or both parents. AFDC-Unemployed Parent (UP) provides
cash assistance to families with both parents in the home,

AFDC participation makes members of households eligible for Medicaid and energy assist.
In 1993, a household comprised of amother and two children receives $950 amonth or 79% of the federal poverty level for Alaska.
5814 was the average AFDC payment in August 1992,

Eachmonthin 1992, about 11,000 families in Alaskareceived AFDC assistance. Family members included about 12,000 adults and
about 20,600 children, a total of about 32,600 incivicluals.

Between FY 84 and FY 91, roughly 67% of AFDC families received AFDC for less than two years,

INFY91,45% of all AFDC families served had only one child. Only 9% of AFDC families had more than three children,

Child support payments for AFDC families reimburse state and federal AFDC programs and gartiall fund the Alaska Depart-
ment of Revenug's Child Support Enforcement Division. AFDC clients are allowed the first $50 of child support payments as a
collection incentive.
The federal govemn  pays 50% of the Alaska AFDC program costs for both clients benefits and for program administration.

The federal governmentrequires states to provide education, emplogmentand training services to AFDC recipients. Alaskaprovides
these servicas through the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program.

égt%geruf MW%% federally mandated for all states by October 1,1990. Alaska began including two parent households in AFDC on

Economic Trends Januaty 1993 1



T able 1

AFDC Caseload and Expenditures
August 1592

AFDC-Baslc AFDC-UP  AFDC Total ~AFDC Avg. AFDC Total

Cases Cases Cases  Expenditure  Expenditure

'SCéScI)(uth I(I:enrt]ralincludes Anchorage 4,108 458 4,566 5826 S3.772,077
Kodiak, Dillingham, Nome, - E5irhanks 1,061 151 1212 793 961,518
Kotzebue and Aleutian Chain. Wasilla 087 232 11219 833 1,021,887
"NR/lgo_rIEerrll RngiO\r; iEdUdeZ Southwest Region 623 315 938 808 757,641
airbanks, Ft. Yukonand  Kengj 640 m 751 800 601,133
Surounding 2€3s:  jnea an 66 537 754 404,834

Source: ’Tt'ﬁ‘lkas Department o! South Central Field* 410 68 478 781 373,366
_rea 0clal SEVICES,  Ketchikan 432 48 480 809 388,428
Pision o PUDICASSISENSE:  Northern Region Field** 312 78 39 850 331477
Nome 205 55 260 833 216,495

Kotzebue 184 52 236 762 179.928

Sitka 86 un 97 829 80,334

Total 9,519 1,645 11,164 S814 59.089.168

AFDC Self-Sufficiency Project

The Alaska Department of Health and Social Services/Division of Public Assistance is conducting the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children Self-Sufficienc Progect,aone_yearstudyofstrat les for helping AFDC clients become self-sufficient The
project is also looking at ways to reduce or to contain AFDC pi‘gram Costs,

The study is composed of.

1) Asurvey of AFDC clients' and staffs perceptions of barriers to self-sufficiency. Forty AFDC clients were interviewed in
person, another forty were interviewed by phone, and over 1,000 randomly ‘selectéd clients were mailed an extensive
questionnaire, This statistically valid survey focuseclon barriers toemployment. ideas for changing thewelfare system, and the
kind of help clients need to gétjobs and move off welfare.

AFDC clients returned 48% (485) of the mailed questionnaires.

All eligibility. technicians, JOBS staff and Native JOBS staff were mailed questionnaires with questions about clients'
barriers to self-sufficiency. About 50% (181 questionnaires) were returned.

2) - Focus group meetings. The project coordinator heldelt enf ;..m%oup meetings on the barriers to se_lf-suﬁicienc?/. Megtings
wereheldwitii AFDC dlients andstaff, JOBS clientsandstaff, andNative JOBS Clients and staff. Meetings were held inJuneau
and Anchorage. About 175 people attended these meetings.

3)  Ananalysis of the federal process (called a Section 1115 Waiver) which Alaska would have to undertake in order toruna
demonstration project exempt from the usuial federal provisions governing the AFDC program.

4)  Ananalysis of the AFDC waiver demonstrations proposed or carried on by other states.
5)  Areviewofruraljob possibilities for AFDC clients that might be developed with other agencies.
The Self-Sufficiency Project will produce an interim report in early 1993,

2 Alaska Economic Trends January 1993



Tab
f t les which range from the innovative to the puni-

tive, Length of Stay Summary
Self-Sufficiency project seeks answers January 1,1992
e REC el sl 'Sttvyvep e - -
%r\?gtt%y%v %rr ; Q{deese&een’}t M&emvglél Qforéncuﬁ” Length of Time on AFDC #of Clients Percentage
Hons and oims” o ca g el Systerelp L2 Montts o i
(9 |ents gethobs andt%ecome independentof e 75"5¢ pnhe 1183 177
RSEATTRC) tott‘it“%%‘sétoté‘é? Saph- 3180 Mot i T

e(groectsurv rtled AFDC clients anﬂ_s affand  Total 9,703

d at the infovative p rograms which other , | Senvices. Divsion ol PUb

blr % undertakmg to ndn Wways to pro note 22;;(;;@25@ Department of Health & Social Services, Division ol Public
selt-surficiency.
Table 1%|ves the number of AFDC clients Fnd
grogram 0sts Iyd|str|ct|n Au %st 1992. Tab

hows AFDC recipients Ieng of stay In the
program.
Poverty is growing in Alaska and the U.S. Figured
According tothe U.S. Bureau of the Census annual :

W poverty reort, Poverty in the United. States 1991 AFDC Program Average Caseload in Alaska

tenubaror) oor%gtltsmghestleve smceanhl by Fiscal Year—1987 to 1992

overtey 8ro rams gan In“the mid-1
Fumb rof mencan Mﬂ? below theg vert¥

ine in 1991 was 3 on, or 11n ever

Amencans In 1991 35.4 million Amencans
(i4.1%) had no medical insurance,

One of the primar reasons given for the national
mcreflse |q over |ste| cr aSéng number. of
people In low wage jobs which do”not provide
medjcal beneﬂts n the 1960s and 19 Os the
earnm% of a full t|me eyear roun wor er'in a
minim mwa% n%o ty?m ly exceecled the povert
ehve for a family of three. In the 1980s, that
changed.

Natjonally, the minimum wage for a full tim
wor|<er ou| d?tave to e ra|se% t0 55.40 10 equeﬁ
the poverty level for a famll¥]ot three. In Alaska,
te m|n|mum w e w ave to e ra|sed to
0°Tor a aml of three In r er to equa FYs7  FYs8  FY8)  FYQ Fel  Free'
overt level (51,205) set for t at famil % size b VEARS
i}/era Vemment A the Current Inlmu '‘AFDC-UP (two parent) added in October 1990.
wa ele 5 In Alaska, aWwage earner wit

tWO de ndents Would be eamlngjust 66% Of the Source: Alaska Department ol Health A Sodal Services, Division ol Public 1. 2s/stance.
A povery eve
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T able 3

AFDC-UP in Alaska and Western States
(As a % of total AFDC)

Recipients Families

%of %of %oof %oof
State AFDC-UP Total Baste Total UP Total Basic Total
Alaska 6,645 22 23245 78.8 1,449 143 8,710 85.7
California 480,611 213 1,775530 787 114213 145 647,097 85.5
Oregon 15,884 136 100,897 86.4 3,826 9.2 37,708 %038
Washington 58,469 217 210,666 783 13,827 146 80,974 85.4

source: Alaska Deparmentoi 1 1991,11,8% of Alaskans were living below the  due to both thegrovvthofAIaskasp%pulatlon and

Division of Public Assistance, YFtP/"] bOUt g‘y Of |aSkanS Or |€SS than to the natlona eceSSI?n T e ro InA?
o't e |n% elow he poverty line, were caseloads correlat?scoselyw h a national tren

recipients of A of Increasing caseloads

AFDC-UP added in 080 AFDC caseloads on the rise Anathersi nlflcantreasonforthemcr as(emcase
loads has fieen the ederalymandat ditiop of
Alaska | |sexper|encmd: %henomenon ommon to tvvo parent households (AFDC-UP) in October,
most_ other states. AFDC caseloads have been  1990. This mandate was contained In the Family
growing dramatically since 1990. This increase is FuO'o port Act (FSA) of 98? amajor package of
. ederal welfare reform eﬂts ation designed to pro-
Frgure motefamtly self sufftme ficy. Adout half the states
_ _ Weye é) w o natent families
Primary Reason for Coming to Alaska before the mandate X the Family Support Act in

Field Operations Client Survey 1988.
Alaska's addition of AFDC-Unemployed Par?nt
, SUPj Po %holdsm October, 1990, ac P
_Lived here before 13% ver ha telncrease mtestatescaseoa s |n
Climate 3%- -Looking lor adventure 1% 19 -92. vr

g FDC caseloads grew bg

he 199 veI tothe 1992 aver geca %
eve A D caseloads In, V|rt ery ot

(her reason 18% State Ur| t |S er|0 Na 10na y, t ere
ere ,9 3, 00 m||e recelvi gAFDC In June,

PeVKV; Sustalned caseload increases correlate closel W|th

Work  31%- Perl dsofeconomlcturnd?wn in Alaska. F
ng the boom ofthe o pIE Ine construction WhICh
O ATy osan economy et o g
mcreaserd dramattcaﬁ From 1981 udtll 1984,
W C caseloads decreased hen oll . revenue(sj
% |n 198? AFDC caseloads adam mcr? se
SegF ! éttl 1988. Caseloads thenTeveled o1t and

In 1989
Note: Although 13% gave ‘lived here before'as primary reason. 24% ol total respondents had actually

lived In Alaska before. /0

Source: Alaska Departmentol Health S Social Services, Division ol Public Assistance.
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WFI ure .1 shows the average casejoad gro rogram s paid by the federal overnment About

IgD rnAqas afrom 198%througlr 1992, Ta qu BO of theFS)e recy lents a?sorq Bcelve food stamp

s ows that AFDC-U ma es UE about the same assrstance and about a third of AFDC families
ercent of AF Ir?oCOStS or Alaska, Washington, ~receive housing assistance.

regon and California

Figure 4 compares the federal Roverty level tor

Are r&eo[ple c?mrn\% Alaska with AFDC grants in the state | F)

Alaska to collect welfare? ureS?omParesm |mumAFDC ene ItS ora
L lly of three in the ten aeswrcAm/

Two studies say no. |hetAF C rants. Ta |e4 Ives the Ametican
8 ero ? merceR search Association (AC-

A ?thvee(rtothveeatﬁeé‘nﬁ"”dc‘ht‘*sderb o LRA] Cost of Living Idex

Drvrsron 8? Pub Ic Assistance %ﬂ Irst Is an  Does welfare discourage work?

?non mous %ue |é>nnarregrven tonewa Cpap licants _

C to find out If"AFDC applicants are In some ways it does,

coming to Alaska to collect benefrts
Some federal regulations are an albatross around
This surverr shows that being wrth family, Prevr the state’s neck” because they discourage work.
0us residerice in Alaska andwor are the r ?J These regulations are:
[83S0NS New a Plrcants grve orc?m g Alas
Figure 2 gives the results of the field Survey. — / The 100 hour yule. This rule limits an unem-
Polye parent in a two parent (UP) household
The second confrdentral questionnaire was gsven hoursofworka onth inorder to remain
T%gver 1,000 clients through the AFDC e Hr le for AFDC. If the parer sta sworkrn?
ufficiency Profrect In July, 1992, The grrmar u trme h e or she becomes Ineligible fo
reasons ven or coming to Alaska were that ?l] edicaid even if she or'he earns
Arecl |ent used to live heré, that their families live Iess thant FCgran
W |n laska, that the qualit ofIrernAaskarsbetter

than in other laces, and that work 1S r.oundant in Figure
the state. Frgure 3 shows the results for both rural
and urban clients. Primary Reason for Ntov 7/} to Alaska

Does Alaska pay too Client Survey/Self-Sufficiency Project

much to welfare clients?

That de ends on who hy%u ask. Askat{y ical client, Family Lives Here
amot §r with two children, who Is tr ? ﬁ

rent an exHensesonS950 amonth, ands e Used lo Live Here
answer VY)r be no ﬁ government emg %ee

whose |0 Provrdes the security of a reason ality of Lile Here
V\ra% %xce ent medical c %era e, and a pension Quality

The answer may wel

Butithe [ealit %/whrch continu stoemerﬂefrom die
Self-Sufficienc Prohectstuyrsnottatwelfare Work Related Reasons
E %s too much: Rather, It Is thet ow tp é
J)%do not Eray enough for a family tojvé on.
IS situation s exacerbated by the lack of Other Reasons
medrca coverage. 40%

Alask @ pas alfout 9% of the deraI deter PERCENT
mrne overty level to aty |ca DC

three. proxrma er 50% of die fu ndrs[]r rants $3 Urban S3Rural mTotal

p torecipie ts and oradmrnrstratro noft

Plenty of Work Here

Note: Based on 485 client responses in August 1992.

Sourco: Alaska Departmentol Health e, Social Services, Division ol Public Assistance Selt-Sutliclency
Project.
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Figure 4

Alaska* Grants Below Federal Poverty Level

FAMILY SIZE

$500 51,000 $1,500
GRANT AMOUNT PER MONTH

03AK Grant BFod, Pov. Lova

' The Alaska Legislature has appropriated an annual Cost or Living Allov/ance (COLA). These ligures
revised November 1992.

$2,000 $2,500

Source: Alaska Departmentol Health 5 Social Services, Division ol Public Assistance.
Figureeb

AFDC Benefits in States
with Highest Grant Levels—January 1992

FAMILY OF THREE GRANT AMOUNT

$923
$680
$673
$666
$663
1 8577
$554
$539
$532

Washington|____ $531

$0 $200  $400  $600  $800
PAYMENTS

Source: Congressional Resource Service, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Center on Social
Wellare Policyand Law.

$1,000 $1,200

[ The resource limit. AFDC clients can onl
hﬂve assets Qr caTh holdings of up, to 31,000
This low, savings limit putsments in a precay-
|ous osition gn leaving the security of Lie

l? rRro ram. ?mestat ave sougntwalv-
ers from thils requlation whi ?otherbm are

creatm% SCIoW account? t% low reuﬁyents 0
fave funds which can only be tapped atter they
eave AFDC.

[ The vehicle limit, Families are allowed to own
one vehlcle worth no more than 32,500 (if
family has no assets) Such vehicles are In
frequentneeqofco% |y repairs. Unreliable trans-

rtation IS ajso a barrier 0 reuﬁlents seeking
ggr eeping jobs and getting children to day

/ Low earned income * d|sregards .These disre-
ﬂ?r Sare Earnmr%swmch are not.counted against
when a recipient Work For
AFDC chen sw rkmgFat&ob apaymglq cl ose fo
the amoulnto the A Et this policy
growdes Ittle jncentive to Wor SomT states
re.operatin demonstratlons which alfow re-
wﬂ? ts to Keep more of thel!]r earne( Income
thout losing their gr n% These pol C|e? en-
courage wor an ake the transition rom£
AFDC towork easier,

[ Transitional  /Neal b?nefn;s Welfarereorl
?ntswohr @ emplo. | are now dig*, e
or one Yearof transitional Med|ca|d CoVerage

asthe?/ eave the AFDC prog ram Some stafes

are allowing farget ro%Pso re g|ents ftwo
years of tra S|t|ona| caid ra I than the
current one year. The loss of medical coverage

IS am?éor concermn.of AFDC clients when they

try to leave the AFDC program.

Most clients want to work

On iheSeIf -Sufficienc Proljwectque?nonn?we 88%
ofclients resE)ond| F% ala they would prefer work-
Ing to receiving A

In focus groups, clients said the same thing.

AFDC ¢ f Enentswantto ork, but the jressthat
tt?? availa JObS pay too t|e and usia Xdo not
ofter medical coverage. Th f cost 0 care,
Penerall ahout 3400 per child, 15 T(nother arrier
or AFDC clients who want to wor
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Tableoi4

ACCRA Cost of Living Index
First Quarter 1992—10 High Cost Urban Areas

City Index ~ Grocery  Housing Util.  Trans.  Health  Source:American Chamberol
Association (ACCRA).
1 New York, NY 219.1 1414 342 1%1 1219 2099
2. ANCHORAGE, AK 1310 1321 1411 B5 1069 1785
3 KODIAK, AK 1457 160.6 168 128 1122 114
4, FAIRBANKS AK 1298 1255 1232 107 UST 1899
5. JUNEA 1331 1311 1317 g 199 1822
0. Los Angeles/Lon Beach, CA 1326 107.1 1853 800 1196 1365
7. Palm Springs, C 1203 1065 1368 1072 1181 1329
8, Baltlm re, MD 1223 1360 1181 1458 1260 1264
9, Washington, 1344 1186 1h8 137 1304 1422
10. Albany,NY 1142 1108 1198 1282 1044 1025
Common barriers to employment Act ﬁFSAE)of 1988, addresses the need for skills
training, basic educat|0n and work experience

Flgure 6 shows what AFDC c||ents consider tobe  which gAFDC clients list as primary barrlers 0
h Prlmary barriers to em o ment. (Theremy becoming employed and etungoff we fare The
be other barriers toemplo tsuchassubstane JOBS ro rami aedera I)( (? (Me are-to-
abuse which were un er eported by AFDC cli worli amwhichiscu ent nded toserve a
ents on the survey resuits, small percentage of AFDC cl |e
Focus groups were held in Anchorage and Juneau J BS case ana ers w rk W|th rtcl ansto
ont q E’ Ement ogstgcles to work, enUyemg?X %nt oasan nee)cj71 %}
HC Cl ents anf/J staﬁ AFDC/J Schen&s ang  Personal mi (Y eas are a|SOJ and
sta H AFDC/Native JOBS clients and starr addressed in suppdrt groups and wit support|ve
stated the same points over and over again; serwces
/" Jobs don't pay enough. Natives have their own JOBS program
| Clients fear the loss of medical coverage. ~ The Family Support Act offered Alaska Nat|ve
. . . regional corporations t eoptlon ofo erertmg eir
| Day care is too expensive and often unreliable. JOBS rograms with 100 edera fur g
. . ey . f 3 P g’aml requwe tomatc ederal
I Clients need, basic education, skills andexperi-  funds with state funds.) In, 1992 therewereeleven

ence. Native reglolqa corporaﬂon grantees which re-
celved S814 "+Min fe (eral funﬁis Th aﬁr%estNa
ook Inlet Tribal Councll

| There are nojobs available in rural Alaska. tg/e %C))BS grantee Is

JOBS training program comprehensive
Alaska JOBS and CITC JOBS are workmg With
The b gpportumtles g% Eﬁlc Sk|l’ éJOBS the Alaska Department of Education and thé Mat-
Training Program, created by the Family Support - Sy’ School District to provide case management
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Figure

Wore: Based on <185 client
responses inAugust 1992,

Source: Alaska Department ol
Healths Social Services,
Division ot Public Assistance
Sell-Sullidency Project.

and oilier specia servrce Io teen parents at an
Pternatrve rp (hoo In Was P
JOBS faces difficult task

The Famrly SupPort Actmangates states to rovrde

S services 10 an moreasrn%numo of AF
cIrents each ear O Smustserve 20%
of nonexem % atory Basic (singl
garent cIrensadB(f%o FDCH twq parent
llents whrlﬁ federal allocations do not Increas
proportionally.

The JOBS pro%am Is financed by astate aPP opri-
atron that i esa’ oa% ped” al ooatrono ed ral
unds. Alaska’s FY93 share oft enatrona

allocation s 817 mr lon. Alaska a§3£ro rrates
state general funds in excess of this federal match
Eor(r) Jae Cutct basic education and alternative highschool

In focus gror\r})s f]OBS ﬁartrcr ants stressed that the
program them skills, basic education, heIp
wit rPr Ets like substance abuse and el’o g
finding wor ntensrve case mana ement e e
artrcr pants with a varrett tR : tﬁms
articipants repeatedly stated e
Elrgver pﬁ h %h %3/ hasic life sirllsw

c?rgtﬁert

Primary Reason for Being on AFDC in Alaska

Client Survey/Self-Sufflciency Project

No Transportation
No Med Insurance
No Childcare

Poor Job Skills
Slay Home wi/Kids

Jobs Don't Pay Enough

Both AFDC clients and AFDC/JOBS partici ants"
were asked in focus groups and on tiuestron alres"
a out their ex ectatrons or hecom gem loyed
avrng BS parfi g t respande g
t?rr ram ha re arrtadt torwt
e overcome multiple obstacles to
dn srﬁ su Iclent AFDCchents on theotR
and, Were frustrated because growing caseloas
ean that el Ogrbrlr Br teohnrcrans are 18ss and less
able to provr Ccrent wrt tesu po d
resource re erraste,ynee fo find H e
come self-sufficient. The AFDC staff e oe
frustration.

What are other states doing?

Fourteen states have created task forces and com-

mrssrons to study how to he AFDC clients reach
sel ufficiency. We ese E re on a
arale cours with Alaska Iclency

rot/ect using focus roug a guestronnarr sto
sur VAFD clients andstatr. States are watchin

cose?/tr ee What succeeds in other parts of th

county There |5 an encoura?mrt; exchange 0

Information and ickeas as the states Tackle the'same
roblems—a tight job market, clients with multi-

le needs, and growing caseloads.

All of the states are in the process of implementin
and refining their JOBS ror%rams ome of t
aes are allocatir;- a
|t|ona| money to therr
JOBS programs so that
they can sérve more par-
trchants and provide
Mmore Support services.

Fo e states are usrn%
eral walvers from th
usual provrsrons gov-
ernrngA DC programs
% exRerr ent wrth
chan % avior and/

(t)err\hw changing thesys-

What are waivers?
Simply put, waivers are
exer[hyp

Ptrons from _the
usual fedleral provisions

Can't Get Jobs oveénrn a state’s
5% 0% 15% 20% 25%  30% prO fam.
PERCENT In recent years elvej A
states have conducte
12 Urban S Rural m Total walver demonstration
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projects: Cahforma Florida, Mar xland Maﬁsa
*\1? Wn Minnesota, Ne Jerserx Ohio,
sylvania, Washington and Wisconsi

The wa|ver fa%)roval rocess was accelerated in

ecember 1 1997 “accelerated”
wa|vers ha tfeen aEproved for e|g tstates Wis-
consin, Maryland, California, Orggon, New Jer-
sey, Michigan, Utah and Missourt. Virginia's pro-
posal was pending.

Waiver projects run the gamut

Demonstr tions ran ﬁfrom those which attem ePt to

change behav'or w e|t er r%)snwe 0r negative
Incentives to those which undertake lete
{e(srt]rsucturmgofthe welrare system an |ts requla-
|

The ihmary behawor

enc
attendanc ARN FARE

hea?t measures H ALT FAR ) mama e

RE%, ment

EDFARE

WORKFARE andno alg ilre W |eor}

welfare éFAM LY CAP). Pendlties In the form o

ﬂrant reductions or mcenhves in the form of ho-
Uses are used to Influence behavior.

NS me sates are trying to d|scoura§e m|%rat|on

ouraged are:
préventive

w—\
:U

t—l-

other states Withi two-tiered payment sy
tems AnAFDC cli nt IS \Bm theq amaunt of
the previous state (It lower) unt aremglent 15
consTHe)red a resident of the new state (6 to 12
months

Some states are proPosmg to tie benefits to em-
ponment community work or training.

A few states are attemptm to save mone}/
e ucm%grants to earlier I els by time i tmé
grants and by limiting eligibility.

her states are usm waiyer prolects to develo
at amounts to alternative We( are pré) grams.
xam les of t se re New o ASSIS-
tance rogram |nnesotasFam| Invest
t Program rP MIChtﬂaﬂs To ﬁen then
|c iganm Families”, and s “Single Parent
Employment Program.”

Waivers Must Meet Two Conditions:

Experimental desi %n and nfqorous evaluationis the
First conditjon. A emons ration roect mustm

))s an outsige evaiuator. The cost of this evaluaé
hared by the state and federal government and is

Alaska Economic Trends January 1993

elude a [hgeormis evalyation co ducted |gn 3

Facts about JOBS:

* JOBS serves hard-to-employ AFDC re-
cipients targeted by federal and state law.
These parents are;

Under 24 and lack a high school
diploma or havelittle work experience

On welfare 36 of last 60 months

Parents whose youngest child is 16
years or older

* 73% ofall JOBS participants in Alaskain
Auqust 1992 were tart_:ieted Ion? -term, or
likely to become long-tetm welrare recip-
|entst with multiple barriers to employ-
men

* 460AFDCreC|p|entswerepartlcg)atlng at
least 20 hours per week in JOBS educa-
tion, training or emplorment activities in
June, 1092, while ‘a total of 808 were
parhupatmg in JOBS atsome level.

* During August, 1992, 97 JOB?
pants were employed for Wages.

* In August 1992, 37 JOBS participants
were gaining work experience in Job
Sampling, an unﬂald work experience ac-
tivity. Durmg the first nine months of
1792, atotal of 86 participants had parti-
cipated in Job Sampling.

* In any month, 18-28% of JOBS partici-
gants need adult basic education services
efore they are "training ready."

* JOBS achieved a 15.5% federally mea-
sured /)arhupahon rate in FY91, double
the 7% requirement.

* 341 children were served ngOBS Child
CaremJuIY 1992; 65% of JOBS parents
needed child care to participate in JOBS.



exempt from the second required condition, cost
neutrality. Control and experimental groups are
typically required in such exBerlments. Cost esti-
mates by states run from S20.0U0 for a simple
waiver project to several million dollars for more
complicated projects.

Cost neutrality is llie second condition. When a
state undertakes awaiver project, itmustshow that
total federal costs are no higher than they would
have been without the demonstration project. The

star- .nustassume any fiscal risk if the projectturns

out to cost more than anticipated.

Pros and cons of some
waivers for Alaska

The Self-Sufficiency Project has reviewed various
waiver demonstrations to see if they are approgrld-
e

ate for Alaska. To date, Alaska has not submi
any waiver applications.

Other Subsidies Available to Recipients

Medicaid IS a medical payment rogram funded about e(iually by the feder-
al government and by the state. Medicaid is provided to low income indi-
viduals. In September 1992 there were about 28,100 Medicaid cases. All
AFDC recipients (about 11,000 cases or 32 600 recipients) are eligible to
receive Medicaid. About 660 adults are receiving one year of transitional
Medicaid benefits as they leave the AFDC program. The balance of Medic-
aid recipients is made up of the aged, blind and disabled and poverty level
children and pregnant women.

Food stamps are fully funded by the federal government Recipients must
meet certain federal quidelines which include income and resource limits.
The maximum amount which a household of three can receive per month is
S376 in urban areas and hetween $479 and S583 in rural areas. Benefits are
made in the form of food coupons. In September 1992, approximately
13,600 households received Food Stamps in Alaska. About 8,000 of these
were AFDC households.

Housing Assistance In the fcrm of low rent housing, Native rent subsidies
and Section 8 assistance is used by about 30% of AFDC clients statewide.
After deductions for each child in the family and for utility costs, a housing
subsidy recipientpays 30% of their income as rent

Energy Assistance IS available to households in the state with an income
less than 140% of the poverty level. This program makes payments to rent-
ers for home heating costs. The Ener §A35|stance Program served 11,380
households in 1991-92. An estimated 3,400 of these were AFDC house-
hﬁlds. The yearly grant averaged $380 but varied from region to region in
the state.

10

Some of ceenore rotenorthy ceo stralia s:

The Family CAP Program reduces or eliminates
increases in the AFDC grant for children con-
ceived after aparent is on welfare. New Jersey has
a Family CAP program and Wisconsin’s Supreme
Court is _rewe_wmq the Family CAP program for
constitutionality. 1In 1992, thirteen state legisla-
tures rejected Family CAP proposals.

The two main arguments for Family CAP are that
the traditional grant increase for additional chil-
dren encourag1<es welfare parents to have children
and that wor |n%_people do_not receive salary
increases for the birth of a child.

The arguments against this P.ollcy are that only a
small Bercentage 0f AFDC clients have large fam-
ilies (9% with over three children in Alaska); that
the birthrate for AFDC and non-AFDC families is
about the same; that the grant increase is small
%‘%102 per month for an additional child in Alaska);
that the Iprogram was created to serve children,
not penalize them; that working parents do in fact
get an "incentive” in the form of additional tax
eductions for additional children.

The two-tiered benefit program pays a lower %rantA
to new AFDC clients to a state if the state o f*
previous residence had a lower AFDC grant. Usu-
aIIY_cllents receive the lower grantfor 6-12months,
until they become residents of the new state.

Results of two surveys show that people are not
coming to Alaska for the .vFDC benefits. Some
anecdotal stories persist, however, and there is an
occasional AFDC recipient who has moved to
Alaska to collect AFDC benefits.

The primary disadvantage of the two-tiered pro-
gram is that clients may be unable to live on the
Interim amount provided while in a state such as
Alaska with much higher costs. Again, it may well
be the children who suffer.

New Jersey and Maryland have two-tiered pay-
ment programs which'began in 1992. Wisconsin’s
two-tiered benefit aXment program is scheduled
to commence in 1994,

Leamfare is aimed at keeping children in school to
help break the welfare cycle. After a child misses
school a certain number of times, the family may
bepenallzed with areduction in their grant. Other
states use a bonus system to encourage children to£
go to school. *
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m

itial results from a University of Wisconsin,
_ilwaukee, studY show that children in the coun-
ties studied actua IP/ missed school more often than
those not targeted for a benefit reduction, Wiscon-
sin plans to do a more rigorous evaluation of the
program to check the results of the first study.

One criticism of this program is that attendance in
itself does not %uarantee learning. Another is that
the program adds a substantial administrative bur-
den to schools and AFDC agencies.

Healthfare programsencourage preventive health-
care through grant reductions (Maryland) or
through grant bonuses (Virginia). These’programs
are administratively complex. Results arenotavail-

What do
these waiver
demonstrations show?

Mostof these projects arestill inthe planning stage
or have just commenced. For example, Wiscon-
sin’s much publicized Family Cap which cuts
benefits for children bom on AFDC is still under
review by the Wisconsin Supreme Court. There is
data available on some early projects which indi-
cates that the waiver of die 100-hour rule (Fresno
and Merced Counties, California) encourages work.
Alternate welfare systems like New York’s Child
Assistance Program (CAP) appear to foster self-
sufficiency by making the transition off welfare
easier for clients.

able on their impact,

Wedfare/Bridefare pro%;

with bonuses or penal

mothers to leave

Other projects may not require waivers

rams encourage marriage

honuses ol les. Wisconsin Is experi-

menting with this program which tests the hypoth-

esis that encouratlung marriage will cause single
he welfare rolls.

There are two other types of projects which pro-
vide work experience and which encourage em-
ployment. Depending on how the programs are
designed, they may or may not require federal
Waivers.

Alternate welfare systems are New York’s Child

Assistance Program (ICAP), Michigan’s program
andMinnesota’s Family Investment _ro%[am ((]FIP
which have been mentioned earlier in this article.
These programs, unlike the demonstrations which
isolate tYpes of behavior and attempt to change

ow clients to keep more of their earned

them, al

Community Work Experience (CWEP) creates
unpald_Pub ic sectorjobs for AFDC clients so that
they will gain work experience. These jobs could
provide useful community services which are not
currently provided. But a%am, the cost of running
su' eaprogram would be high, and an administra-

income (earned income disregards) and to accu-

mulate more resources.
New York’s Cap pro-
?ram allows participants
0 own a vehicle of any
value. Participants in
these programs are usu-
allyexemptfrom die 100
hour rule.

Utah has also designed
aprogram whichwaives
some of the regulations
which  discourage
work. lowa |sde3|gn!n%
a program  whic

moves from income
maintenance to an as-
set-based policy which
encourages AFDC cli-
ents to save and invest
in the state’s economic
development.

Self-Sufficiency Project Survey Highlights

The Self-Sufficiency Projectsurvey elicited the following information from clients and staff:

88% of AFDC clients responding said that they would latherwork than receive welfare.

94% of clients responding said that AFDC regulations about such items as asset limits
and transitional benefits should be changed.

78% ofclients responding said thatthey would do community orvolunteerwork to gain
experience.

Lack of medical coverage is a major barrier to self-sufficiency.
Day care is too costly, often unavailable, sometimes unreliable.

AFDC clients and staffand JOBS/Native JOBS participants and staffwere asked avariety of
questionsaboutbarrierstoemployment, thehelp needed to getoffwelfare, and changes which
should be made to the welfare system. Some interesting information provided by the survey
is found in Charts 7 through 12,
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tive structure would need to be created for the Protject design and application costs, computer®
program. system redesign, and additional staff to monitor®
. and collect data required for the evaluation are
Work Supplementation pays part of the costof an - some of the additional costs which a state faces in
employee so thatempIoYers areencouraged tohire conducting a waiver Rrohect. Another cost is the
AFDCclients. The employee’sAFDC grantmakes outside evaluation which runs from S20-30.000
up the balance of the employee’s wage. The prin-  for a simple waiver to several million dollars for
uEaI_dlsadvantageofsuchaproEram IS thatitmay more complex waivers. States with large AFDC
take jobs from non-AFDC workers. On the posi- populations have the advantage of a larger admin-
tive side, employers might be encouraged to add istrative budget to absorh these costs. Alaska’s
additional staff hecause the cost for the added AFDC population is relatively small compared to

employee would be low. other states.
Should Alaska do a waiver A waiver would require that some AFDC recipi-
demonstration? ents are treated differently than others. Since waiv-

_ _ er demonstrations are intended to gain research

As a welfare reform coordinator in another state data, clients are divided into experimental and
put it, “Welfare reform ain’t cheap.” control groups. Different sets of program rules
. _ would be apﬁlle_d to experimental and control

The Self-Sufficiency Projecthas looked atdemon-  groups over the life of the demonstration project.
stration projects and waiver proposals in other o . . _
states. Those projects which eliminate federal reg-  The Alaska Division of Public Assistance is as-
ulations discouraging work and which make the sessln? the costs and benefits of experimental
transition off welfare easier for clients have merit. PI’OJGC s which would create increased incentives

But waivers cost moneY_ and they only affect a to work.
target group of AFDC clients.
What is Alaska
doing? |
Figure A great deal.

AFDC Clients' Plans ur Self-Sufficiency in AlasKa  &itiegies forneloiny
AFDg clients aﬁain

self-sufficiency is _the

. : JOBS program. The
eaponsos h Auguet 1683 JOBS program, a feder-
Souce: ally mandated welfare-
ource: Alaska Departmentol

Health & Social Services. to-work _program .for
g)nlll_SéorhpllFub||%A$S|stance Get A Job AFDC clients, 'pr0V|des
elt-Sulliclency Project. basic education and
skills to asmall percent-
Attend 2-4 Yr College age of AADC clients
withmultiple barriers to

Get Vocational Skills self-sufficiency.
The JOBS program was
Self-Employment created by the Alaska
Slate Legislature, the
. Department of Health
Mariece 4% and Social Services, and
the Departments of La-
bor, Community and Re-
gional Affairs, aid Ed-

Other

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%
PERCENT
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ucation. The legislature has appropriated addition-
al funds to the JOBS program for adult basic
education and teen parent Services. Preliminary
results show that this program is effective in mov-
mglflong term dependent clients into jobs and off
welfare.

The Child Su1p£0rt Enforcement Division of the
DepartmentofRevenue is establishing and enforc-
Ing chtlld support orders ata dramatically increas-
ing rate.

Several agencies are working together to explore
the creation of rural jobs. The Department of
Health and Social Services ha awarded contracts
toprivate agencies to provide homecare services in
six of ten regions statewide, enablln? clients to
stay in their homes. Individuals in rural communi-
ties can train to become Personal Care Attendants.
(See insert.)

The Alaska Housing Finance Corporation
(AHFC), Public Housing Division is initially
tar?e_tllng the Anchorage area for the Family Self-
Sufficiency Program. (See insert.)

Alaska is looking at the coordination of social
services so that AFDC clients are provided with
increased access to mental health and substance
abuse programs.

Alaska will also watch closely the waiver pro-
jects conducted by other statesto see what works
|nfr}elp|ntg clients'get off AFDC and hecome self-
sufficient,

Self-Sufficiency Project
Client and Staff Survey

A comgrehenswe questionnaire was sent out in
July, 1992 toover 1,000 AFDC clients in a statis-
tically valid survey. Another 40 clients were inter-
viewed by phone and 40 clients were interviewed
in depth during Quality Control interviews. Ran-
dom samgllngwas done foreach of these question-
naires. There were 485 responses received back
(49% of questionnaires sent out to clients.)
Clients were asked a number of questions about
what they perceived to be their barriers to employ-
ment and self-suffluenc?/, about what help théy
needed to qet work and leave welfare, and about
how the welfare system could be changed to better
serve clients and promote their self-sufficiency.

Mlasia Economic Treross JNLATY 1993

Figure-s<38
How Long Since AFDC Clients' Last Joh?

Alaska Self-Sufficiency Project

4 Years or More

Never ]ihaot/i ajob
0
21%

Under 1 Year
24%

Note: Based on 485 clientresponses in August 1992,

gourc%: Alaska Departmentol Health S Social Services, Division ol Public Assistance Sell-Sulficiency
roject.

Figuree<9

Primary Help Needed to F**<%nie Self-Sufficient
Client Responses/Ak Sth j*Uiciency Project

Medical Insurance
Vocallonal/Job skills
Into on Jobs

Work Experience

High Schl/GED

Child Care Paid

10% 1% 20% 25%
PERCENT

S3urban SBRural | Total
Note: Based on 485 clientresponses InAugust 1992.

Source: Alaska DepartmentolHealth & Social Senrices, Division. ' Public Assistance Sell-SuHIdency

Project.
13



Figured

0

A %ue_stjonnalre was also sent out to all e|IgIbI|It?/
technicians (about 200 staff statewide), and to all
JOBS case managers gabout seventy staff state-
W|de%, App_romma.telg. 0% of staff returned these
questionnaires. Eligibility technicians and JOBS
staff were asked what they perceived to be clients'
barriers to employment, ‘what help they thought
that clients needed to become self-sufficient, and
about changes that could be made to die AFDC
program to make it serve clients better and to
promote self-sufficiency.

The following charts give some of the information
derived from the Self-Sufficiency project survey:
F|ﬁure 7.gives AFDC clients’ plans for becoming
self-sufficient; Figure 8 shows how long it has
been since AFDC clients' last full time employ-
ment; Figure 9 shows die help which clients stated
dial diey needed in order to getjobs; Figure 10
shows how much clients think that they need to
earn to leave AFDC; Figure 11 shows what eI|g||-
bility technicians think is die most important help
that clients need to leave AFDC; Figure 12 shows
what eligibility technicians perceive to be the
primary reason for being on AFDC.

How Much Pay Do You Need to Get off AFDC*

Client Survey

463 Responses

$2,000 or more
210

$1,700 -$2,000
16%

$1,500 - $1,700
17%

"Permonth.

%

Under $1,100
11%

$1,100-51,300
14%

$1,300 - $1,500
21%

Project held focus groups

Eleven focus group meeungs were held by the
Self-Sufficiency PrO{ect Coordinator in Juneau
and Anchora?e. Meetings were held with AFDC
clients and staff and JOBS/Native JOBS partici-
pants and staff. A total of about 175 people partic-
Ipated in these meetings.

“Jobs don’t pay enough." One of the issues that
surfaced most often was the fact that jobs which
AFDC clients are likely to getdon't pay enough to
live on and do not provide medical bénefits, Cli-
ents stressed their concerns about losing Medicaid
once off AFDC. The}/. also spoke of the high cost
of day care. AFDC clients talked about their lack
of skills and basic education which hampered them
in getung jobs.

“Being an eligibility technician is like putting vour
head in a washing machine and screaming." Eligi-
bility technicians who work with AFDC clients
comFIalned of an overwhelming and _%rowmg
caseload. They were frustrated athaving little time
to refer clients to community and job resources.
They also criticized federal régulations which dis-
couraged their clients from seeking employment.

“In the villages, we’re the new middle class. If |
AFDC savs we have to %et married, then that is
whatwe do." Rural clients were frustrated by the
lack of jobs in village areas and by their dcp.
dence on AFDC.

“The JOBS Program works." JOBS participants
spoke of their success at acquiring basic education
and skills forjobs. Some mentioned that the inten-
sive case management provided helped them with
problems like substance abuse and the need for
parendng and general life skills. JOBS staff were
pleased with die successes of the participants with
whom they worked. Both staff and Fartwl ants
were concerned about a job market that offered
JOBS partlm?.ants. mainly low paid service work
without benefits like medical insurance.

Native JOBS staff and participants were happy
with the intensive case management, education
and skills training which they received.

Other Issues Surfaced in Meetings

 Medical insurance is too costly for low income
families.

Note: Based on 403 client responses in August 1992, (

Source: Alaska DepartmentolHealth & Social Services, Division of Public Assistance.
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 Day Careis toocostly, often unavailable, some-
times unreliable. Large employers should be
required to provide day care.

 The AFDC regulations provide little incentive
to work. Regulations which were mentioned
repeatedly were the 100-hour rule, the amount
of earned’income an AFDC client could keep,
the amount of assets a client could have
51,000), and the value of an automobile that
FI?(): clients can have (51,500 0r 52,500 if no
assets).

e AFDC clients need to learn many life skills.

 Pregnancy prevention should be taught in
schools.

 More transitional medical benefits should be
made available toclients trying to getoff AFDC.

Conclusions

The major issues are obvious and shared by all
sta}tes, but it is the federal government which can
act.

The accelerated waiver process is the federal gov-
ernment’s attempt to look for ways to change the
welfare system. States, including Alaska, are in
agreement that some AFDC changes are obvious
ones:

Eliminating the 100-hour rule for AFDC-UP fam-
ilies would encourage work. Under the current
Provlsmns, clients_are dlscoura%ed from taking
ull time, low paid jobs hecause they lose benefits
like Medicaid. Eliminating the 100-hourrule would
allow AFDC-UP eligibility to be based solely on
mcokmg raiherihanonincome and number of hours
worked.

Allowing AFDC clients to retain more of their
earned income on a graduated scale over a longer
period of time would encourage work. This work
Incentive could be accomplished by changing the
earned income disregard provisions in the AFDC
program.

Allowing clients to save more money would pro-
vide them with more security when leaving the
AFDC system. This work incentive could be ac-
complished with a change in the resource limit
provisions in the AFDC program.

Alssia Econamic Teoras JANUATY 1993

Most Important Way

Figuree+l1l
to.Help Get Off AFDC

Eligibility Téchnician Survey

Literacy Skills

High Schl/GED

Into on Jobs

Child Care Paid

Work Experience

Vocational/Job skills

O%

10%  15%
PERCENT

5% 20% 25%

ffl Urban SgRuraI mTotal

Note:Based on 150 eligibility technician responses in August 1992.

Source: Alaska DepartmentolHealth & Social Services, Division ol Public Assistance, Sell-Sullidency

Project.

Primalrzy{i

Figuree12

Reason for on AFDC

gibility Technician Survey

Jobs Don't Pay Enough

Can't Get Jobs

Prelertonor "FDC

Poor Job Skills

15%  20% 30% 35%

PERCENT

0% 5% 10% 25%

3) Urban £3Rural mTotal

Note: Based on 150 eligibility technician responses in August 1992,

Source: Alaska DepartmentolHealth & Social Services, Division oI Public Assistance, Sell-Sullidency

Project.
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Providing clients with longer transitional benefits Eartofthe U.S. Ropulatlon. AFDC clients in Alas-
would encourage work. Clients often leave AFDC  ka stated that the lack of medical coverage is a
for jobs which do not provide medical coverage. major barrier to leaving AFDC. (See Figure 8.
These clients are now provided with one year of _
transitional benefits like Medicaid. Welfare reform staffs in all states agree on one
. . _ . thing— a hope that this time of turmoil, question-
And a makor national issue remains to be ad- ing and change will lead to a program that works.
dressed— the lack of medical coverage for large

Public Housing and Family Self-Sufficiency

In the National Affordable Housing Act of 1990, Congress mandated that the Public Housing Authorities develop and
operate aFamily Self-Sufficiency (FSS) Program by October, 1993. The FSS program encourages low income families
to pursue education, training and/orsupportive services leading to employment. The program uses rentvouchers as an
incentive for participation.

Statewide, about 30% ofall families in assisted housing are also receiving AFDC. In Anchorage that figure is closer to
40%. The Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFQ is initially targeting the Anchorage area for the FSS program.

The AlaskaDepartmentsofLabor, Health and Social Services andthe Anchorage JTPA program are working to provide
social services for the program.

Homecare Services/Developing Jobs in Rural Communities

The Department of Health and Social Services has awarded contracts to private agencies to provide homecare services
in six of ten regions statewide, thus expanding private sectoremployment

The purpose ofhomecare services contracts is the provision of personal care and chore services to elderly and disabled
people throughout the state. Homecare services will enable clients to stay in their own homes and communities. The
consolidationofthe Home Health Aide, Homemakerand Personal Care Attendantprograms into one program simplifies
access for clients.

Funding willbe available through the Departmentof Community and Regional Affairs forjob training forindividuals
in rural communities to become Personal Care Attendants.

Approximately 700 individuals are served each month in 55 communities throughout the state. About 67% of those
communities are considered to be rural.
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Unemployment
As Bad A S LastYear_

by Tom Lane

Qs ctober’s unemploymentrate for Alaska rep-

s Only

Retail giants find a new frontier

resented a mixture of good and bad news. The rate,

9.1%, was 15 percentage points higher than the
previgus month, and much higher than the corre-
nding 6.8% for the entire country. On the
positive side, however, October was the second
month in a row not to show a dramatic increase
compared to the same month last year.

sponding

The rise in the unemployment rate between Sep-
tember and October is typical for the beginning of
the state’s annual seasonal decline. Unfortunately,
in recent years it has also been typical that every

Much of the economic news concerned develop-
ments in retail trade. Major retail chains continued
to produce a stream of announcements about ex-
pansions in Alaska. While most of these expan-
sions focus on the stale’s urban and more devel-
oped areas, the purchase of the historic Alaska
Commercial Company by the equally historic North
West Company of Canada could” greatly affect
rural communities. The purchase could revitalize
the existing rural retail s%/stem with possible ex-
pansion of outlets into other communities.

month’s unemployment rate was greater than the

corresponding rate a year before. However, recent
months have demoristrated an improving trend
with rates approachlnﬂ those of the prior year. This

at the unemployment situa-

trend does not mean t

Eagle Hardware opened its big new store in An-
chorage at the beginning of November with a staff
of about 150. Store management is considering
organizing shopping tours from Whitehorse in the

tion itself has been improving, but'simply that itis Yukon Territory, w%ere some interest in the store

no longer becoming
consistently worse.

Rates were still much
higher than they were
two years ago. (See Fig-
ure 1) Moreover, 6
more Alaskans were un-
employed in October
1992 than in the same
month in 1991

While more people in
Alaska were unem-
ployed this October than
a year a%o,_qune a few
more held jobs than in
October of 1991— the
state gained a net 2,900
new jobs over the year.
Therelatively favorable
un.emBonmentnewsap-
plied broadly across the
state with some local ex-
ceptions. Only one re-
gion, the SoutAwest, had
significantly hlgher un-
employment rates than

AN the prior year.

Monthly Unemployment Rates "W -199?

Percent

0
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Ju! Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
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Tom Lane is a labor
economist with the
Research & Analysis
Section, Administrative
Services Division, Alaska
Depar'ment of Labor. He is
based ,i Juneau.

Figure=»1

Source; Alaska Departmentol
Labor. Research & Anal/sis
Section.



Figures»?2

Note: Change in employment
October 19917to October 1992,

Source: Alaska Departmentol
Labor, Research &Analysis
Section.

has deveIoKed. K-mart began site preparation for
its South Anchorage store and is planning addi-
tional stores in Kenai, Fairbanks and Juneau with
rumors of another store in Anchorage. Each will
have about 100-150 workers. Costco recently
opened its second Anchorage facility at DcBarr
Road, and Pace Membership Warehouse was to
open its second Alaska store, in Fairbanks, late in
ovember. Sears has moved up thr completion
date for expansion of its Anchora%e outlet from
fall to spring of 1993, Wal-Mart and Toys “R™ Us
may also be coming to Anchorage and Fred Mey-
er’s has begun site work for a third outlet there.

The wave of new large retail outlet openings and
proposals has caused some concerns among exist-
Ing retailers. Some are planning to strengthen their
niche markets and emphasize products not avail-
able from the giants. One study, by the Anchoraqe
Economic Development Corp., suggests that svhile
competition will be severe amongi the large retail-
ers, smaller local concerns mightTose little market
share. On the other hand, based on the experience
with the Pay ‘N Save purchase, local wholesale
distributing companies could lose out because of
an increased emphasis on national distribution
systems.

Job Losses in Only One Major

Industry Group

Percent

18

Whathas led to the Iar?e number of expansions? In
part, they may result from lesser opportunities in**A
other states. However, advances In distribution
technology make it easier to stock Alaska stores
and the miajor chains see potential for replacing
catalog sales and shopplnﬁ trips to other states.

Moreover, existing outlets have had some success.
TheAlaskaJournalofcommerce reported that the
Costco outletin Anchora%e has the second highest
sales in the chain of 100stores. Success in smaller
markets in other states has also led retailers to
consider Alaska. In planning new stores, Costco
ﬂenerally used aminimum polpulatlon threshold of

00,000 within sixty miles. It started looking seri-
ously at Alaska after it had success with a Store
serving 300,000 people.

Several other developments outside the retail sec-
tor could have a future impact on Alaska employ-
ment. Arco’s Kuvlum exploratory well in the East-
ern Beaufort Sea has had promising results. Arco
and Unocal also recently swapped some proper-
ties. While the immediate impact could be aloss of
some jobs (up to 100), the swap may lead to more
aggressive exploration.

Some major construction projects are planned for
the state. The Alaska Economic Report indicates£
that the military in Alas-™
ka was authorized to
spend $125 million in
capital projects in 1993,
Projects include hous-
ing renovations at Fort
Richardson and aircraft
shelters, a Fire tra[mngi
facility and a regiona
hospifal at Elmendorf
Air Force Base. The
hospital, to replace the
Clark Air Force Base
hospital in the PhI|IP-
pines, will eventually
cost $160 million and
will be the biggest An-
choragrebundmg roject
ever. The new agminis-
tration’s views toward
this proLect are not yet
known, however. In ad-
dition to the military
%ro ects, the University

f Alaska at Fairbanks
began work on a$5mil-
lion recreation center”
Also, the Alaska Indus-
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/fl*rial Development and

"WEXxport Authority (AID-
EA) will oversee con-
structionofthe new Fed-
eral Express mainte-
nancehan?ermAnchor-
age. Construction of me
facility, which should
open ‘in the spring of
1994, will employ about
100 workers.

Some bad news came
from Alaska Airlines.
As a cost saving mea-
sure, it closed its reser-
vations centers in An-
chorage and Juneau and
transferred their func-
tions to Seattle. On the
other hand, and despite
itsbankruptcy, MarkAir
announced if would ex-
Pand service from Seat-
le to four other cities in
the Lower 48.

- AFederal Communica-
tions  Commission
(FCC) advisory panel
recommended “against
approval of the sale of
Pacific Telecom’s long
distance operations to
AT&T: the FCC gener-
ally follows the advice
of the panel. If the sale
were approved, howev-
er, Pacific Telecom
would like to eliminate
nearly three hundred
obs from its work force
y 1998,

A seasonal
downturn,

but October
employment
increased over
the year

As usual in Alaska at
this time, October em-
Ployment was down
rom the previous
month. The state lost a

Table-e+l

Nonagricultural Wage and Salary Employment
by Place of Work — Alaska & Municipality of Anchorage

Alaska

Total Nonag. Wage & Salary
Goods-producing

Mining

Constnrction
Manufacturing

Durable Goods

Lumber & Wood Products

Nondurable Goods

Seafood Processing

Pulp Mills
Service-producing
Transportation

Trucking & Warehousing
Water Transportation

Air Transportation
Communications
Trade

Wholesale Trade

Retail Trade

Gen. Merch. & Apparel

Food Stores

Eating & Drinking Places
Finance-Ins. & Real Estate
Services & Misc.

Hotels & Lodging Places

Health Services
Government

Federal

State

Local

Municipality of Anchorage

Total Nonag. Wage & Salary
Goods-producing

Mining

Construction
Manufacturing
Service-producing
Transportation
Communications

Trade

Wholesale Trade

Retai' Trade

Food Stores

Finance-Ins. & Real Estate
Services & Misc.

Hotels & Lodging Places

Health Services
Government

Federal

State

Local
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P>
10/92

247,600
38,000
10,500
12,200
15,300

3,300
2,500
12,000
8,400
900

209,600

22,600
2,900
1,600
7,000
3,600

48,100
7,900

40,200
7,000
7,500

13,500

10,800

52,800
5,400

11,700

75,300

19,600

21,700

34,000

pl
10/92

115,800
12,300
3,400
6,800
2,100
103,500
12,100
2,200
26,500
5,700
20,800
3,500
6,700
29,200
2,400
6,100
29.000
11,000
8,200
9,800

r
9/92

255,700
43,100
10,800
13,200
19,100

3,500
2,600
15,600
12,100
900

212,600

24,000
3,200
1,900
7,300
3,700
49,200
8,100
41,100
6,700
7,700
14,300
11,000
54,400
6,500
11,600
74,000
19,800
21,700
32,500

9/92

117,300
13,000
3,400
7,200
2,400
104,300
12,800
2,200
26,500
5,700
20,800
3,600
6,700
29,500
2,400
6,000
28,800
11,100
8,200
9,500

10/91

244,700
38,700
11,500
12,200
15,000

3,800
2,900
11,200
7,300
900

206,000

22,500
2,900
1,600
7,100
3,600

47,700
7,800

39,900
6,900
7,000

13,500

10,700

51,600
5,400

11,100

73,500

19,100

21,600

32,800

10/91

115,200
13,100
3,800
6,800
2,500
102,100
11,900
2,200
26,500
5,800
20,700
3,300
6,600
29,100
2,400
6,000
28,000
10,800
8,200
9,000

Changes
from Notes: Prepared in
cooperation with the U.S.
9/92 10/91 Bureau ol Labor Statistics.
Governmentincludes
:2’188 2_’388 teachers in primary and
' secondar)r schools, and
-300 -1,000 personnelemployed by the
-1,000 0 University ol Alaska.
-3,800 300
200 -500 [heemploymentnumbers
100 -400 thatappearhere are
delinitionally dillerent from
-3,600 800 those thatappear in the
-3,700 1,100 LaborForce table.
0 0
-3,000 3,600 %( mmrym
-1,400 100 : g
-300 0 % S revised estimetes
-300 0
300 -100 Source:;Alaska Depa.tment
100 o OlLabor, Research &
1,100 400 Analysis Section.
-200 100
-900 300
300 100
+200 500
-800 0
-200 100
-1,600 1,200
-1,100 0
100 600
-00
200 500
0 100
1,500 1,200
9/92  10/91
1,500 600
-700  -800
0 -400
-400 0
-300  -400
-800 1,400
-700 200
0 0
0 0
0 -100
0 100
-100 200
0 100
-300 100
0 0
100 100
200 1,000
-100 200
0 0
300 800
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nei toiai of 8,100 jobs over the month. Employ-
ment declined in"the usual seasonal industries
mclud[nﬁponstructlon, seafood processmP, eatlngi
and drinking places and hotels and motels. Loca
government employment, mostly school related,
was up significantly over die previous mondi. An
increase In school employment is typical for the
season.

Alaska did better on a year-to-year comparison.
Jobs increased in October by a net total of 2,900
over the same month in 1991. However, this in-
crease offered some mixed blessings and hid a loss
of 700 jobs in die relatively hlt};h-gagl_n% goods-
producing sector. An increase of 3,600jobs in the
generally lower-paying service-producing sector
accounted for the jump in employment over die
year.

The eir "eloyment decline in thefoods-producmg
sector rejected a loss of about 1,000 mining an
mineral extracuon jobs. The employment losses
were in the oil and gas industry, parucularly in oil
field services. Oil companies have narrovied the
number of firms that they work with ca_usm% a
shake-out in the industry. Employment in other
mining industries was up slighdy over the year,
despite low metal prices.

Seafood processing employment was hI(I]he_r than
lastyear. The increase was consistentin all diree of
the major seafood producing regions (Southeast,
Gulf Coast, Southwest) but no single factor ap-
peared to account for the increase. The decline In
othernondurable qoods manufacturing comes from
prinung and publishing industry cutbacks: The
Anchorage Times ceased operauons and Rural
Publicauons of Alaska susi)ended publicauon of
nine of its chain of ten rural newspapers.

In the service-producing sector, trade employment
increased by over 500 Jobs from die year before.
That increase reflected a gain in food store em-
ployment but some decline in automobile related
services. The Anchorage-MatSu, Gulf Coast, and
Southeast Regions all had gains in trade employ-
ment; Fairbanks suffered some loss. The services
and miscellaneous category gained over 1,700
new jobs; most of these were in die health services
and personal services industries.

22

Federal governmentemployment increases heI%ed'
Anchorage and Southeast. At the same time, 1,20
local governmentjohs were created. Many of those

jobs were in Anchorage, particularly inareaschools.

Universitg employment was also up and provided
the most benetit fo Fairbanks.

More jobs.in every region for the year—
but sgm etimes jugt bgrely y

The unemployment rate was up slightly from the
year before in the Anchorage Mat-Su region and
472 mqredpeople were unemployed. The region
still gained a net of 750 new jobs over the year.
Nevertheless, it lost 900 goods-producing jobs.
Oil and gas industry cuthacks (500 {pbs I_osg and
declines in the grmtln and publications industry

another 500 jobs IostsJ hit the region harder than
the rest of the state. At the same time 1,400 new
se.rvme-produc_ln% jobs were created over the year
with increases in transportation and utilities, foo
stores. Federal %overnment and local government
(particularly school related).

In the Gulf Coast Region, the unemployment rate
was slightly down over the year but still higher
than for the state as a whole. While the region had
a net employment gain of 150, it lost 350 high)
a mP ol and gas industry jobs over the year.
etroleum industry declinés contributed to the
relatlvely high "VrTir’r>vment rates for the v+ vti
Peninsula Boro.., . sstng emﬁu.y-
ment was up over the year and retail trade had a
gain of 200 jobs.

Although the unemployment rate for the Interior
Reglon as a whole was only slightly higher than
|ast year, rates in the rural dreas oufside the Fair-
banks North Star Borough increased. The Borough
?alnedamgmflcantnumberofUnlver_snyjobs but
ostoverahundred retail jobs. Losses in retall_food
and general merchandise employmentoutweighed
gains in eating and drinking establishments.

The Northern Region as a whole did better than a
year previously in terms of unemployment rates.
Oil and gas employment was down over 200jobs
for the year while the number of other miningjobs
increased slightly. Service producing johs “also
increased slightly. In the Southwest Region, un-
employment rates were somewhat higher than the

Mlaska Economic Trerds Janury 1993
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Alaska Hours and Earnings for Selected Industries
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ear before, but the rate was still much better than

or the entire state. Rates were particularly low in
}he fishing areas. Employment in both the seafood
processing mdustrYand e service-producing sec-
tor was significantly higher than the same month a
year ago.

In the Southeast region, the unemployment rate
remained stable over the year. The rate for the
HalnesBorou?hdropped tohalfol what itwas the
year before— last year’s rate reflected the closure
of the local sawmill. The region gained 550 new
jobs over the year, with increases in mining, con-
struction and Seafood processing. U.S. Forest Ser-
vice employment was up about 150, although
lumber and 'wood products employment declined
significantly. M|n|ng1 employed about 350 people
in‘the region but could become more important in
the future— the Kensllntf]ton Mine near Juneau re-
ceived its first permit from the Juneau Planning
and Zoning Commission.

Alaska Econamiic Trenus Jaﬂﬁl'y 1993

Summary

While the October unemploymentrate for the state
approached that of the prior year for the second
consecutive month, rates are Stl_||_h[§]h_. Nonethe-
less, the current trend is promi’in? in tint the
unemploymentrate .Ippetu: .it- :<ngcr to U.

ly worsening. Despite some cutbacks in the impor-
tant oil and gas mdustr?/, October’s empIoKment
data indicated that the state had weathered the last
yearmoderately well. The relatively small growth
In jobs was fairly well distributed over the state.
However, job growth was mainly in the generally
lower-paying service-producing sector and oil and
gas industryjob losses remain worrisome.

Big changzes are occurring in Alaska’s retail indus-
try with the exPanslo_n of national chains in the
state. How well existing retailers will manage to
deal withthatinflux remains problematical. In any
case, the Alaskan as consumer should benefit.

23
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p>

10/92

Alaska Statewide......... ~ 261,208
Anch.-MatSu Region...... 136,413
Munic. ofAnchorage....... - 118,900
MatSu Borough........... 17,513
GulfCoastRegion........ . 30,358
Kenai Peninsula Borough ... 19,056
Kodiak Island Borough..... 6,796
Valdez-Cordova........... 4,506
Interior Region...._....... . 36,659
Fairbanks North Star Bor.. ... 31,612
Southeast Fairbanks........ 2,110
Yukon-Koyukuk........... 2,937
Northern Region.......... 8,413
Nome oot 3,050
North Slope Borough....... 2,984
Northwest Arctic Borough... 2,379
Southeast Region.......... 35,863

Haines Borough............ 874

Juneau Borough............ 16,115
Ketchikan Gateway Bor. .... 6,743
Pr. of Wales-Outer Ketch. ... 2,697
Sitka Borough............. 4,080
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon. .. 1.719
Wrangcll-Petersburg........ 3,635
Southwest Region......... 13,502
Aleutians EastBorough..... 935
AleutiansWest............ 2,637
Bethel ... ... ..ooooooo... 5,226
Bristol Bay Borough........ 531
Dillingham................ 2,470
Wade Hampton............ 1,703
Notes:  p/denotes preliminary estimates

e Federal guidelines require the use ol unroundedlabor lorce data

Labor Force By Region and Census Area

Labor Force

r/
9/92

267,465

138,215
120,191
18,024

31,917
19.796
7,354
4,767

37,460
32,358
2,037
3,015

8,320
3,013
2,971
2,336

37,691
916
17,056
6,974
2,838
4,333
1,786
3,788

13,862
970
2,735
5,336
528
2,527
1,766

10/91

256,381

133,953
116,954
16,999

29,981
18,645
6,918
4,418

36,310
31,279
2,039
2,992

8,272
3,031
2,987
2,254

35,123
965
15,639
6,514
2,770
4,046
1,667
3,522

12,742
896
2,507
4,900
490
2,318
1,631

Unemployment

P/
10/92

23,691

11,273
8,800
2,473

3,769
2,764
588
417

3,870
3,182
293
395

880
294
135
451

2,913
91
1,213
637
267
199
202
304

986
19
70

482
47

204

164

r/
9/92

20,307

10,122
8,006
2,116

3,023
2,092
608
323

3,225
2,674
190
361

S29
272
138

19

2,277
74
1,042
411
226
161
155
203

S31
16
63
397
24
167
164

rldenotes revised estimates

10/91

23,014

10,801
3,451
2,350

3,797
2,601
S05
391

3,821
3,108
239
474

893
332
196
365

2.559
198

1,049
535
39!
245
181
260

843
25
67

390
30

163

168

10/92

9.1

8.3
7.4
14.1

12.4
14.5
8.7
9.3

10.6
10.1
13.9
13.4

10.5
9.6
4.5

19.0

8.1
10.4
7.5
9.4
9.9
4.9
11.8
8.4

7.3
2.0
2.7
9.2
8.9
8.3
9.6

Rate %

r/
9/92

7.6

7.3
6.7
1.7

9.5
10.6
8.3
6.8

8.6
8.3
9.1
120

10.0
9.0
4.6

17.9

6.0
8.1
6.1

8.0
3.7
8.7
5.5

6.0
1.6
2.3
7.4
4.5
6.6
9.3

Employment
pl r/

10/91 10792 9/92  10/91
9.0 237,517 247,158 233,367
8.1 125,140 128,093 123,152
7.2 110,100 112,185 108,503

13.8 15,040 15,908 14,649
127 26,589 28,894 26,184
14.0 If 292 17,704 16,044
11.6 0,208 6,746 6,113
8.9 4,089 4,444 4,027
10.5 32,789 34,235 32,489
9.9 28,430 29,684 28,171
11.7 1,817 1,897 1,800
15.8 2,542 2,654 2,518
10.8 7,533 7,491 7,379
11.0 2,756 2,741 2.699
6.6 2,849 2,833 2.791
16.2 1,928 1,917 1,889
S 32,950 35,414 32,264
20.5 783 842 767
67 14,902 16.014 14,590
t - 106 5,979
14.1 2,430 2,612 2,379
6.1 3,881 4,172 3,801
10.9 1,517 1,631 1,486
7.4 3,331 3,580 3,262
6.6 12,516 13,031 11,899
2.8 916 954 871
2.7 2,567 2,672 2,440
8.0 4,744 4,939 4.510
6.1 484 504 460
7.0 2,266 2,360 2,155
10.3 1,539 1,602 1,463

Benchmark: March 1991

adjusted to be consistent with the Current Population Survey in formulas used to allocate federal funds.

« Comparisons between different time periods are not as meaningful as other time series published by the Alaska Department ol Labor. o
 The official definition of unemﬁloyment currently inplace excludes anyone who has made no attempt to lind work in the lour-week period up lo and including theweek

thatincludes the 12tholeac

month. MostAldska economists believe thatAlaska's rurallocalities have proportionately more ol these discouraged workers.

+ The employmentnumbers that appear above are definitionally dilterent horn those thatappear in the Nonagricultural Wage SSalary Employment tables.

Source:
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Alaska Departmentol Labor, Research & Analysis Section.
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The Alaska Economic
Trends Index:
1992 Articles

\January
Alaska's Worker Injury and lliness Hate
Improving . :

High risk jobs make for high fatality rates.

Mass Layoffs in Alaska Rise in 1990 .
More people f|I|n8unemp5%Tent claims.

Employment Scene ~OCtODer
Alaska's October employment and
unemployment data examined.

February

Innovative Uses ofthe Occupational Data Base

Targeting training and track career paths
are wo éxamples presented.
Emgloyment Scene -November 1991

ame as above and repeated for each month.

March

How Alaska Compares to Other Oil States
The top ol producing states arc compared
to Alaska's oil patch.

Employment Scene -December 1991

April
Gpender Gap: No Progressfor Alaska Women
Examines the gro_vvmgi gap in pay between
women and men in Alaska.
On the Annual Benchmark Revision
® Benchmark revision completed for
employment estimates for 1990and 1991
Employment Scene -January 199

May

Slower Growth in 1991

The year in review, 1991, showed continued

if slowed growth.
Alaska Forecast: Slow Growth to Continue

Slat.”wice. Anchorage and Fairbanks
£CONomIes examinea.
Employment Scene -February 19

June

Industry/Occupation Outlook to 1995
Annual occupational and industry forecasts
projected.

Employment Scene -March 1992

July

Income In Alaska; A Decade of Cnange ,
The income of Alaskans from the decennial
census in Alaska is interpreted by the state
demographer. ,

Employment Scene -Apl'|| 1992

August

The Trends 100 . .
Alaska’s Largest Private Employers Listed
in 1991

Employment Scene - May 1992

September
A Look at Today's Economies in Prince
William Sound

Cordova, Whittier, Valdez, Tatitlck and
Chenega revisited after the oil spill.
Employment Scene =JUNe

October

A Portrait of Older Alaskans
How elders in Alaska arc faring.
Employment Scene - JUly

November

Measuring Alaska's Cost ofLiving
How much docs it cost to live In both
rural and urban Alaska?

Employment Scene - August 1992

December

Ketchikan: Southeast's Manufacturing

Capital .
Al the factors of Ketchikan's economy
examined.

Employment Scene - September 1992

Alaska _
Economic
Regions
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Making Welfare Work

Under Indictment

Americans Want To Change, But Not Demolish, the Welfare System

By W iril M arshall

N othing better exemplified candidate Bill Clinton's
commitment to fundamental change than his
promise to "end welfare as we know it." More

than any other, this pledge defined him as a New

Democrat determined to move beyond an exhausteu

left-right debate that is failing to confront America's

most pressing problems. o .

In calling for a two-year limit on welfare, Clinton
proposed the most radical reform in U.S. social ﬁollcy
since the New Deal. The notion that welfare should
offer poor Americans transitional support en route to a
job— rather than subsidize a way of life W|deI){ seen as
divorced from work and responsibility— clearly struck
a responsive chord with the public.

Recent surveys confirm that Americans, regardless of
class or race, overwhelmlngI?/ want to change—but not
demolish— the welfare system. Peolple are less con-
cerned about costs than about welfare's failure to
encouraﬁe and reward the values most Americans live
by: work and saving, marriage and family, individual
initiative and a sense of reSPOHSIblllty to one's commu-
nity. More than 90 percent of the public thinks tnat mak-
ing welfare recipients self-sufficient is more important
than removing diem from the rolls to cut costs. Nearly
as many support work requirements, even for mothers
with young children. _

Déspite near-unanimous support for sweeplnP
reform, the administradon has been curiously slow off
the mark. In a questionable strategic judgment, the
White House delayed action on welfare and instead
pressed ahead with a far more complicated and costly
plan to overhaul the nation's health care system. The
downgrading of welfare reform as a presidential priori-
ty has heartened both liberal defenders of the status
quo and conservative opponents of new public efforts
to help the poor. It also has blurred the president's New
Democrat image even as his economic and health care
initiatives define him in more traditional terms. _
~ Still, as Lyn A. Hogan notes in this section, the admin-
istration deServes credit for Pflvmg Wisconsin approval
to testa two-year limit on welfare eligibility in two coun-
ties. Other states likewise have proposed using a combi-

t

_natiqnbof carrots and sticks to move welfare recipients
Int0 Jobs.
T#]e indictment against America's welfare system has
four main counts: _

~Itundercuts incentives to work and isolates the poor
in a separate welfare economy; it penalizes marriage
and underwrites out-of-wedlock births and single par-
enthood; it empowers bureaucracies and social service
providers rather than poor citizens; and it undermines
values held by most Americans, rich and poor, per-
verselﬁ rewarding failure rather than success.

Although virtually ev.erY president in the last two
decades has vowed to fix these defects, their tries at
reform have foundered on ideological gridlock.
Conservative resistance to spending more on social pro-
grams, coupled with liberal reluctance to demand more
of welfare recipients, has ruled out anything more dra-
matic than marginal adjustments in the status quo. We
are left with a welfare system that seems |mP053|bIe to
defend yetimpossible to change fundamental E)

Apart from the fact that it comes from a Democrat,
President Clinton's call for time-limited assistance is
strlklng because it represents a great conceptual leap
forward. Time limits would ensure that the requirement
to work replaces the right to income maintenance as thr
organizing principle of welfare policy. Such a policy
casts welfare not as an entitlement buf as a compact of
mutual obligation: While society owes everyone a
chance to work, the beneficiaries of public aid have a
corresponding responsibility to strive to support them-
selves. This approach says that all work, confers moral
dignity and can lead to sélf-sufficient citizenship.

T ime limits, however, are not.enou?h. Simply man-

datlng a two-year limit, without other reforms,
~would only worsen the plight of 14 million welfare
recipients, 9 million of who are children. Helpm% peo-
ple develop their capacities— especially those with few
resources and many problems—is an éxpensive propo-
sition. Hence, a radical rede3|?n of social welfare will
cost more, not less, in the short run. In fact, the current
welfare system has survived successive bouts of reform
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Making Welfare Work

precisely because it is a relatively cheap way to deal
with the poor. _
But spending more now to enabledpeople to work will
reap large dividends down the road: fewer people on
Publlc ald, more people working and paying taxes, and
ewer children trapped in an underclass characterized
by rampant unemployment, crime and illegitimacy.
President Clinton will have to strike a political bar-
gain with the left and the right if he is to achieve his
(rloal of making welfare "a second chance, not a way of
ife": Liberals will have to accept time limits, and con-

e

servatives will have to accept higher social costs.

In addition to time limits, a progressive, work-based
social policy requiies five key policy shifts:

e Firstand most important, we must make work pay.
Low-wa%e jobs simply can't compete with the package
of benefits available in the welfare economy. For exam-
gle,_a welfare recipient in Ohio may collect'a maximum

asic .welfare?rant (Aid to Families with Dependent
Children plus food stamps) of $633a month, or $7,5% a
year. However, she also is eligible for valuable Medicaid
and child care assistance and possibly housing subsi-

-ty

Leomi



Making Welfare Work

dies. Yet, if she takes a 40-hour-a-week job at the mini-
mum wage of $4.25, she will make only $3,840 a year,
nearly $3,000 below the poverty line fora typical family
of three. It makes little sense to exhort welfare recipients
to work if that means lowering their standard of living
orleavm? them without health care.

The alternative is to shift public subsidies from wel-
fare to work, so that what people earn from low-wage
jobs and subsidies always exceeds what they collect for
not working. At the president's request, Congress this
year took a giant step in this direction bly expanding the
earned income tax credit, a subsidy to fow-wage work-
ers, Together with food stamps, the ELTC should be suf-
ficient so that even a minimum-wage job would lift a
full-time worker and her fam|I%/ out of poverty. Working
mothers also will need more fransitional assistance for
child care and perhaps housing as they move from wel-
fare to private jobs. .

* Second, we must assure universal access to health
care. When welfare remﬁlents take %dgb, they soon lose
Medicaid benefits worth about $3,000 a year. The jobs
they are most likely to take rarelhl offer health insurance
or pay enough to let them buy their own policy. Health
care reform must guarantee universal access and ,,0
remove a serious obstacle to work.

* Third, we must strengthen child support enforce-
ment to supplement the income of poor families. Even
with expanded subsidies for work, many single moth-
ers who lack education and skills will remain on the
financial edge. Their children deserve the support of
both parents, yet only 20 percent of never-married
mothers collect child support from absent fathers. We
need to crack down on deadbeat dads and encourage
mothers to cooperate by letting them keep more of their
child support payments.

* Fourth, we must expand welfare-to-work efforts by
BUb.“C agencies, nonprofit groups and even private

usinesses. As Lee A. Bowes notes in this issue, while

studies show that education and training programs can
lead to marginal increases in earnings, such gains are
rarely enough to lift a family out of poverty. On the
other hand, innovative ventures such as America Works
and Chicago's Project Match, profiled in this issue by
Andrew Cooper, show that with intensive support,
even long-term welfare recipients can get and hold pri-
vate jobs with decent pay and benefits.

This is not to deng that many welfare recipients need
more education and training. The guestlon is, should
their entry into the job market be delayed while they
attend tram!n? classes? That may make sense for
some— especially teen-age mothers who dropped out of
school when they became pregnant. But for adults, get-

ting a job is usually a better bet than getting generic
Jraining that may be irrelevant to the local job market.

A recent Maripower Demonstration Research Corpo-
ration study of California's GAIN program confirms
this view. The study found that programs that stress
work, offer mtenswegob placement and work closely
with local employers to determlne.tramln? needs have
been more successful at both reducing welfare rolls and
increasing earnings than programs that stress education
and training. This should not be surprising: Most peo-
ple lean their jobs on the job. What welfare recipients
need more than anything else is to be reconnected to the
world of work. Moreover, such efforts should begin
when a person joins the welfare rolls, not when she
reaches the two-year limit. The best time-limited wel-
fare system is one in which no one ever hits the limit, as
David Ellwood, assistant secretary of planning and
evaluation at the Department of Health and Human
Services, has said. . o

* Fifth, we must offer community-service jobs for
People who can't find or keep private jobs. If society is
0 require work as a condition of public assistance, it
must guarantee the opportunity to work. But communi-
ty-service jobs at a minimum wage should be a last
resort. Wage subsidies for private jobs, and other transi-
tional benefits, should create a differential that always
makes private work a better paying proposition. Our
new social welfare system should be characterized
above all by closer ties with private employers and
should work to reduce the stigma now attached to wel-
fare recipients as they seek employment.

T hese five initiatives would move us from a system
centered on income maintenance and consumption
to a system oriented around work and the develop-

ment of personal assets. In addition, welfare reform

should be reinforced by an array of empowering initia-
tives, including individual development accounts to
encourage saving and asset-huilding; microenterprise to
encourage self-employment; tenant management and
ownership, to encourage public housing residents to
handle their own affairs; and social service vouchers, to

?lvethpoor people more control over the services created

or them.

It's |mPosslbIe, of course, to subsidize private jobs
that don't exist. A crucial question for backers of the
time-limited approach_is whether there will be enough
jobs for welfare remﬁnents seeking work. Liberals say
expanding welfare rolls show that jobs are not available:
conservatives point to the want ads and the fact that
immigrants seem to find Lobs here. In truth, however, no
one knows the answer because the supply of jobs is

Ol cleill 1%9)



Making Welfare Work

dynamiic, always expanding and antracting. Time lim-
itsare the only way o find out whether our labor mar-
kets can absorb the estimated 1.5 million people who
would need jds two years after the limitwas imposed.

Arally, as w- Tigure out how to help people leave
velfare, we need 1o redouble efforts 1 prevent them
from entering the system in the firstplace. A seriouss
prevention strategy must take aim squarely at the
eplosion of out-of-wedlock births to teen-age mothers.
As Hogan details in an accompanying atide, illegiti-
macy isclosely linked towelfare dependency -

There are lots of devilish details to be worked adt,

Kitc hen

The Soup

and awork-based social policywilll be no more immune
to the law of unintended consequences than others. All
this suggests the need for a lengthy trarsiian,  lots of
state experiments with ways to move people into pri-
vate jabs and to aeate and monitor community service
Jaos, and much more rigorous evaluation of these
effots. Nonetheless, President Clinton should press
ahead. Ifhe makes 1994 the year of replacing welfare
with work, he will fird a public eager for change and
ready tosupport his resohe. ¢

Will Marshall is president of the Progressive Policy Institute.

Elite

'‘Good Guys' Always Find a Way To Get Money for Themselves

By Theresa Funiciello

W oodstock ,N.Y.

P owerty inAmerica isamegabusiness. With remark-

able aaativity, every time our sccial velfare irstitu-

tias discover or redefine a need of poor peple,
the "nonprofit” agencies find a way to get money for
themsehves. In the meantime, poor people have become
incressingly poor. ltwas not quite by accidat. Or quite
by design.

Instead of helping the poor directly by spending
enough money o provide them with adequate baefits,
the social velfare system s indirect. Insteed of offering
a welfare mother enough money o buy decent food
and housiing for her children, the system offers her food
pantries and homeless shelters and information and
refaral savicss. The idea, of course, isthatshe canthbe
trustad to use money wisely and that itismore prudent
tooffer her services. The reaUlt, honever, isan elaborate
series of poverty bureaucracies that are wasteful and
irefficient. But because the people who run these
bureaucracies are 'good guys,"" treir motives are rarely
questioned and treireffectiveress srarely evaluated.

A triad of interests converged 1o create this penerse
exchange. These three are the nonprofit agencies that
lobby for sarvices and later celiver them, the forprofit
corporate sector and weal thy individualswho fund non-
profits to influence govermment policy, and the govern-
ment officials and bureaucrats whose stars riseand i

Thi Nik Dikociat

wi'th each wave of public policy. The norprofitsand fa—
profits interface with government as personrel rotate in
and out of staff positions. They are also frequently
linked through interlocking directorates. And layers of
elected officials influence the contracting-out process in
a covert exchange for an array of future campaign con-
tributias. Each of the "helping hands™ washes the oth-
erswhile counting the bounty of itsgood intentias.

Their power isdirectly proportional to the amount of
money they antrol, the size of treilr bureaucracies and
the successes they claim. Since they are the "'good
guwys," the media tend t report their self-representa-
tios uaritically. The result is sociial policy fashioned
by relatively few individals. Often irratiaal even on
its fae, itis the public consequence of virtually private
decision-neking.

The system faibs us dll, not by spending two much
money on pi,ur people, but by spending so much on
their sunrogate: the social welfare establishment that
purports to represent these people. In partiadlar, by
using welfare mothers as public punching bags and
ascribing multiple failues to them, the players position
themselves 1o "fiX" the women. Those now refarred O
as the "undarclass'” are regular subjects of social scien-
tists (biased onlly by the sources of their paychecks) and
the dojects of innumerablle cures by social vwelfare dhar-
laters.
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T he

Training T rap

Research Shows the Best Path From Welfare to Work Is a Straight Line

By Lee A. Bowes

New York
P  residatt Clinton™s plan to revamp the welfare sys-
tem has rekindled a debate between those who
believe education and training is the best route
from velfare towork, and thosewho beliee inadirect
path— placing people in jdss that offer decentt pay and
berefits.

The argument has been going on fora long time, and
the education-and-training camp has had the upper
hand for most of it TTiis is beeinning t change, and
none oo soon. The president™s plan will succeed onlly if
it puts welfare recipiats into jds where they can get
eqerience. A growing body of research backs this view.

Previous federal stabs at welfare reform have been
disggpointing, tosay the lesst. The Aid toFamilies with
Dependent Children program had an education and
training component that began in the 1980s. The Work
Incentive program, or WIN, tecdhnically required
women 1o participate once thelr youngest chilld tumed
6. Partly because of inadequate fuding, itnever really
worked.

The federal govermment vastly expanded jab trainirng
for the disadvanitaged in the "0s and "83s through the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act and s
suocessor, the Job Traiining Partrership Act. Studies of
both found that they have larcely ignored the needs of
the most disadvartaged. Just kst year, for example, the
Labor Department issued new regulatios for JTPA to
address concems that the program barefits white men
almost eclusinvely.

By the late "8, welfare caseloads were growing, and
a consensus was emerging that recipients should be
obliged 1o engage in some sort of ectivity leading ©
ssHaufficiexy. Congress responded by passing the
Fami ly Support Act, which required states t ewoll a
certain percentage of their caseloads in education, jdb
training or jab search programs. The program®s over-
whelming emphasis, honvever, has been on education
and training rather than placement in jds.

Recent research supports the view that a strategy
focused on Finding people jobs first rather than on
enrolling them in training classss s the ansier. In treir

Thi Nik Qiuociai

study, Judith Gueron and Edward Pauly found litte
evidence that education and training helps welfare
recipients get jds. And government-sponsored pro-
grams such as CETA, JTPA and proprietary and voca-
tioal schools failed to prepare people for the labor
market, according to researcher Paul Osterman. Unlike
apprenticeship programs in Germany and Japan, he
says, the American programs fail © integrate them-
selves in campanies” recruitment and employment sys-
tars. Other findings:

Previous federal stabs at welfare reform
have been disappointing, to say the least.
The Work Incentive program, or WIN,
technically requ' dwomen to participate
once their youngest child turned 6.

Partly because of inadequate funding,

It never really worked.

« A recent analysis of a Rockefeller Foundation-
funded jdb-training demonstration program for sirgle
minority mothers found that only one of four Sites, In
San Diego, was showing positive results. The
researchers attributed Its success to an aggressive
approach to job-specific training and marketing 1
employers.

« The Manpower Demonstration Research Corpo-
ration recently finished a two-year study of Califomia™s
GAIN program, which tries to move welfare recipieits
into activities leading toward independence. It found
that Riverside County had the greatest suocess in get-
ting candidates into jds. The rescardhers said this was

1S
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because the program focused on getting jds, kept up
relationships with area employers and encouraged wel-
fare recipiats tbe flexible about taking jds.

= The Urban Irstitute recently published a study of
Washington state™s Family Independence Program, a
voluntary training program. The researders said the
program is failirg to increase employment because it
lads tiss to the jJobmarket.

= Michael Dowling, New York states newly appoirnt-
ed commissioner of social servicss, has redirected dl
welfare department activities and funds into a jds-first
strategy. Education and training are considered sec-
odary. )

My own research, published as No One Need Apply:
Getting and Keeping the Best Workers, indicates that
employers hire largely through networks and informal
systams. The adage "t’swho you know, not what you
know" saliveand well inAmerican busiress. \\elfare-
reform policies without a strategy aimed at penetrating
the jamarket aredoomed o fl.

The adage "it's who you know, not what
you know" is alive and well in American
business. Welfare-reform policies without
a strategy aimed at penetrating the job
market are doomed to fail.

America Works, the forprofit company 1 founded
with my husband, s rooted in the kelief that the jdo-
finding service isdistinct from the education and train-
ing service. Gee The New Democrat, May 1993.) The
America Works model was created to help people find
Jas, support their transition to work and remove
disincentives to work. We have cottracts with New
York, Connecticut and Indiana and with Indiangolis.

Here"s how America Works works. People on welfare
hear about us through word of mouth. We screen peo-
ple only t make sure they"re eligible for our services.
We believe strogly inmotivation. Participaits must be
on time and have perfect attendance the firstweek of
the program. After about five weeks in classes- where
they leam interview tedniques, gopropriate dress and
behavior, besic offie ddlls, elc— we get themajob a
company, buton our payroll.

b

In a traditiaal vwelfare-to-work program, people get
classroom trainingand help wriiting a resume, and then
they are expected to find the job themselves. At
America Works, half of our staff members are slliga
service to comporations- a four-month trial employer in
which the businesses save up t $2,500 in combined
berefits and taes. During the trial an Arerica Works
staff member acts as a full-service human-resource
department for the worker, arranging day care, child
e, helping to pay overdue bibs- you name it

We"re paid a fee only if the person gets a job and
stays on a company payroll an average of six months.
According toa study by Emst and Young, 85 percent of
the first 750 people we placed in jdos are dill enployed.
Their average stay on welfare had been fiveyears. Their
average annual pay was $15,000, and more than a third
had received promotions and raiss.

The evidence isdear: IFyou want tomove people
from welfare towork, you have to help them find jds.
s time for classroom training to take a back st

Lee A. Bowes is chief executive officer of America Works.
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"Out of Work isa triplehit: an engaging
rarrativeofa centuryofUS . economic history that

idirrc rulesand
\hamed *sinoe 1930
Nadocu] Bureau of Economic Research

"On* of Work isessential foreconomists,
hi?gcrias, omen;]srial sr?terasted entists, and especd ial Ir){med
i who are i inand concel
memp loyment."
- JAMEST.BEWTFTT
Editor, Jourmal ofiLabor Research

The specter of unemployment is
increasingly used to justify ever bigger
government programs— from continuing
high military expenditures to areturn to
New Deal-type make-work agencies.
Now, Out ofWork amasses relentless and
devastating evidence that the major cause
of high unemployment, both cyclical and
secular, is government itself.

Out ofWork challenges Keynesian
fiscal demand-management and shows

hat such policies as minimum wages, legal
I’?VI eeeﬁ%run?ons «ﬂp a|9 59

—  e*e'eqtiiiuuuluto M 1

generafingjoblessness. Too, Out ofWork
lucidly and absorbingly recounts tne
history of American unemployment It
demonstrates, for example, that the policies
of both presidents Herbert Hoover and
Franklin Roosevelt not only prolonged and
exacerbated the unemployment of the
Great Depression, butdirectly contributed
to the depression's banking crisisaswelL
In snort. Out ofWork redefines the
way we think about one of the most
explosive issues of the twentieth century.

“Yeddcrand Gal losay*smasterful book

demonstrates that the invisiblehand of hemarket

works better in preventing hiigh unemployment then

thevisiblefool ofgovernment =™

— CONGRESSMAN RICHARD ARMEY
Joint Economic Committee of Congress

“Yeddcrand Cal laway show convincingly thet we
need once again to rethinkour entirenotionof

unemployment. Sixtyyearsofthewelfarestale
t[gat?erwi Ih intrusivegovernment regulations
havegiven us prdbiemslargely unreacheble by
federal policiesdesigned locope with oclical
unemployment. Ineffect, you enr_.not fum a stan—
dardscrewwitha Phillips (cune) screndriver.'
—JONATHAN R. T. HUGHES

Professorof Econarmics, Northwestern University

"Out of Work isa very important bookabout one
ofthemost important economic problems ofour
times. eshouldbewidely readandhav: a strong
influenceon publicpolicy.”
—GOTTFRIED HABERLER

Senior Fellow, American Enterprise Institute
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Dependency reduction requires altering the welfare incentive structure: reducing the
rewardsfor nonwork and increasing the rewardsfor work. Requiring welfare recipi-
ents to work in exchange for welfare benefits reduces the attractiveness of welfare
and is crucial to dependency reduction. However, most current workfare programs
impose minimal requirements on welfare recipients and are ineffectual. This paper
proposes methodsfo r improving workfare as well as other reforms.

. Introduction

Today near’l__y one out of eight American children is being raised on welfare under
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program. Almost one out of
ten Americans receives Food Stamps. With total means-tested welfare spendmg
exceeding $225 billion annually, or around $7,000 for every poor person in the U.S.
welfare now consumes four percent of the Gross Nationai” Product— the some level .
& during the Great Depression, when a quarter of the labor force was unemployed

(Rector, 19920).

Not only has the cost of welfare become exorbitant, but many also believe that
the present system has greatly contributed, over the last 25 years, to the rise of a new-
set 0f “behavioral poverty” problems including eroded work ethic and dependency,
lack of educational aspiration and achievement, increased single parenthood and ille-
gitimacy, criminal activity, and drug and alcohol abuse.

The onset of the War on Poverty directly coincided wi'h the disintegration of
the low-income family— the black family in particular. During the mid-1960s when
the War on P(_)vert{ began, the black illegitimate hirth rate was VO.UPhW 25 percent—
today it has risen fo 65 percent and, if current trends continue, will reach 75 percent
in ten years. Similar trends are found among low-incomc whiles. A second kety prob-
lem in"welfare policy is long-term dependence: 65 percent of the 4.3 miiiion families
currently on AFDC will stay on for over 8 years; 82 percent will be on for over five
ears. nIK47 percent will receive welfare for less than two years (Committee on
ays and Means. 1992, p. 685). This pattern of dependence is passed from one gen-
eration to another. With all other socioeconomic variables held constant, being raised

I Creditcard orders only. 24 hours a day.

The Independent Insttute, Dept, BPO. 134 Ninety-Eighth Avente, Oakland, CA 94603 in a single-parent AFDC family doubles the probability that a woman will give birih -
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fare dependency thy should reduce welfare benefit levels or at least not increase”
those benefits n real dollar terms.

' Altering Benefit Reduction Rates

As noted, means-tested programs provide benefits to households below sFecified
income levels. In theorx, a program could offer full benefits to all households with
eamnings below, say, $10,000 per year and no benefits to households with eamings
above that level. In ﬁractlce, this is seldom done because an abrupt termination of ben-
efits creates a “notch” effect in which net income falls as earnings rise. For example,
assume a welfare gro ram provided $2,000 in benefits to households with annual
earnings helow $10,000, and zero benefits to those with earnings above $10,000. If a
household had earnings of exactl¥ $10,000, its net income, combining earnings and
welfare, would equal $12,000. If the household's earnings, however, rose by one
dollar to $10,001, all welfare benefits would be eliminated. Net income would fall
by $1,999 as a result of one dollar of extra eamings. For this reason, welfare benefits
are usually lowered incrementally as earnings rise. The benefit reduction rate (some-
times called the marginal tax rate of the program) measures the cut in benefits per
dollar of earnings. AIthou?h the rules are detailed and technical, basically AFDC
benefits are cut by one dollar i>* each dollar of earnings. Food stamps are cut by
30 cents for every dollar of earnings.

~Lowering benefit reduction rates (cutting benefits less per dollar Of added earn-
ings) is a perennial favorite proposal of legislators seeking to promote work effort.
However, both theory and empirical evidence indicate that this policy will not
achieve its intended result. While higher maximum benefit levels have an unambigu-
ous income effect which reduces labor, lowering benefit reduction rates generates
both income and substitution effects which offset each other. Contrary to the concep-
tions of most legislators, SIME/DIME in fact showed that lower benefit reduction
rates yielded lower labor force participation, i.e., the income effect dominated the
substitution effect (SRI International, 1983, p. 127).

_ The history of the AFDC program shows that lower benefit reduction rates have
little or no effect in reducing dependence. Prior to the 970s, the AFDC program
had a benefit reduction rate of roughly 100 percent; during the 1970s, the benefit
reduction rate was cut to around 66 percent; in 1981, it was returned to 100 percent.
But the iower benefit reduction rate in the 19705 did not reduce dependence. While
some AFDC mothers may have been induced to work more, the lower benefit reduc-
tion rate made AFDC more attractive and drew more mothers into the welfare ﬁro-
gram to start with. And the lower benefit reduction rate also encouraged motners
who otherwise would have worked full time and exited from AFDC entirely to work
Fart time, combining wage and welfare income, and thereby remain on welfare
onger (Levy, 1979).

However, one program where benefit rate reductions could have a pro-labor
effect is Medicaid, the only major welfare program with a substantial “notch.”

[ -RTRECTOR il

Historically, a welfare mother lost all Medicaid coverage when she lost AFDC eligi-
bility. Thus, each dollar of added eqrnlngis reduced AFDC benefits by one dollar, but
ihe marginal dollar of earnings which eliminates the last dollar of AFDC payments
mmultaneouslgorendered the mother’s family ineligible for Medicaid coverage worth
between $3,000 and $4,000 [per year. Although Congress has attempted to assuage
this dilemma through several measures, mcludm% transition benefits which allow a
family to retain Medicaid coverage for 12 months after losing AFDC eligibility, a
substantial “notch™ problem still remains (Ellwood, 1990).

Some analysts have maintained that providing Medicaid-type cc_)vera%e to all
working single mothers would spark an exodus of AFDC mothers into the labor
force, dropping the AFDC caseload as much as 16 percent (Moffit, 1989). However,
providing medical coverage of unlimited duration only to single mothers or only to
families which have previously been on AFDC would create critical equity problems
vis-i-vis low-income, working, two-parent families who have never been on welfare
but currently lack medical coverage. Also providing long-term, free medical cover-
age to those exiting from AFDC poses an invitation to many families to enroll in
AFDC precisely to obtain such coverage. (This issue will be discussed further in the
section on wage supplements below.)

V. Performance Requirements

Most welfare Frogra_ms today have no performance requirements; persons syho meet
the categorlca and income criteria are simply given assistance and are expected to
contribute nothing in exchange for the aid given.5This practice represents a sharp
break from the East; during the Great Depression, for example, beneficiaries were
expected to work for aid received through programs such as the Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps and the Works Progress Administration.

Most discussion of welfare reform today involves returning to earlier principles
by re(iumng beneficiaries to work or engaw other activities for the aid they receive.
A Gallup poll conducted in November showed that most Americans favored
requiring welfare recipients to work in exchange for the benefits given them. A full
79 percent of those polled agreed that the government should require “able bodied
people on welfare, including women with small children, to do work for their welfare
checks" (Marshall, 1992, p. 225). As a candidate. President Clinton progosed to
require welfare recipients to work in exchange for benefits after two years on the rolls.

Under the impetus of the Reagan reforms of 1981 and the Family Support Act of
1988, states are experimenting with a variety of performance requirements under the
loose and somewhat misleading term of “workfare.” Workfare, in fact, refers to three
distinct types of required activity.

Job Search. Tin SC programs require welfare recipients to seek employment. In a

group job search program, for example, dll individual wi'l be required to receive up

ato d week’s training on how to find ajob. This may be followed by several weeks
of participation in a phone bank where recipients are required to report to the wel-
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biased in favor of programs trai offer extarsive education, childcare, and smoon?‘
srvicss- and are dolivious 1o "he possibillity that such generous services may adtu-L
ally attract more pegple onto the welfare rolks (ONeilll, 1990, p. 100).8The MDRC

method now allmost monopol izes workfare ealatian. Whi le this method yields use-

ful information on welfare edts, itshould be complemented by other tedmnioes
cgpablle of measuring dissuesion effedts.

VI. Examples o f Effective Workfare Programs

show dramatically higher impacts on dependency. These programs impose much

either by time series data or through county by county comparisons which capture
dissciasibn effect gn county by cotnty comp P

more rigorous performance requirements on welfare recipients, and were evaluated 'A'g
f

The importance of dissuasion effects ¢an be seen quite clearly in an experiment £
conducted in Washington stats in the early 1980s ﬂFledIer, 1983). Under the Inten- *
sive Applicant Employment Services (1A S? project, new applicants to AFDC were £

placed immediately in organized job search for up to 30 days before the initial AFDC
grant was awarded. Tho: e aplollcants who failed to obtain eirployment during the
Initial month were subsequently enrolled in AFDC. The project sent a clear message
that work was expected and that welfare was to be a last resort.

~|AES was carefully evaluated as a pilot project. Some fifty counties and other
jurisdictions were sorted into pairs in which each county was matched with another
county as similar as possible demographically, socially, and economically. Random
assignment was then used to designate an experimental and a control county within
each matched pair. Within the experimental counties some 80 percent of new appli-
cants were exempted from the IAES job search re_c1uwements_ because they were
mothers with children under three or because the family’s financial straits made post-
poning the initial welfare check impossible. Despite the fact that the number of new
applicants who were required to search for work before receiving welfare was lim-
ited, the 1AES requirements and the moral message they conve?/ed.had a striking
effect in discouraging new AFDC apﬁllcatlons. During the evaluation period, the
number of AFDC applications rose sharply throughout Washlnqton state, but the
increase was far less in IAES counties. When compared to control counties without

the |AES F,ro?,ram, the job search requirement was found to have reduced new
AFDC applications by 15 percent.

~ The message conveyed by the IAES program also appeared to linger in the
minds of new welfare applicants even after they were enrolled in AFDC and the
|AES requirements were terminated. New AFDC enrollees in IAES counties were
more likely to leave AFDC within the first year after enrolling, reducing rhe new
applicant caseload by another 7 percent. Thus, the combined dissuasion and exit

5

Although most discussion of workfare is presently dominated by the MDRC evalua- *
tions, showing modest results, studies of several less-known™ workfare programs »
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effects of the IAES program cut first year welfare costs of new applicants to AFDC
by one-fifth overall.

Recent research on pilot projects in Ohio also shows that rigorous workfare pro-
qgams can dramatically reduce welfare dependence (Schiller and Brasher. 1993; In
the Ohio programs, primary emphasis was placed on community service work rather
than job search or training. At any given point in time roug{ﬂ}/ two-thirds of partici-
pants were performing mandatory c_ommunltY service work for uP to 40 hours per
Wweek. Work requirements were continued as fong as the individual received welfare
benefits; this approach differed greatly from conventional short-term workfare pro-
grams which require recipients to work for a few months but then suspend the work
obligation and allow the recipient to continue to receive henefits without further
work obligation.

Around 25 percent of single mothers on AFDC were required to perform com-
munity service work in exchange for the welfare henefits they received; the require-
ment resulted in an overall reduction in the AFDC single-mother caseload of 113
percent. For every 100 AFDC single mothers placed in the workfare program, the
AFDC rolls were reduced by some 45 cases. Similar reductions were seen in the
AFDC-UnempIoged Parent program [()AFDC-UP%, which provides welfare to two-
parent families. Eighty percent of AFDC-UP fathers were required to participate in
workfare, resulting in a 34 percent reduction in the AFDC-UP caseload. For every
100 AFDC-UP fathers re?uwed to work, the AFDC-UP rolls were reduced by some
42 cases. The Ohio workfare programs are, by far, the most successful dependenc
reduction pro]grams so far evaluated. The effects on both AFDC and AFDC-U
caseloads are four to five times greater than the effects reported for conventional job
search and training programs elsewhere in the country.9

Other states have shown that work requirements can dramatically reduce wel-
fare dependence, at least in the AFDC-UP program. In 1983, Utah established the
Emen};ency_ Work Program (EWP) in place of traditional AFDC-UP ﬁrogram for two-
parent families (Janzen and Taylor, 1991). EWP established one of the most stringent
and comprehensive workfare Systems yet known. Male parents of welfare families
were required to fartlupate in organized activities for 40 hours per week: 8 hours of
job search and 32 hours of community service work or education and training. These
requirements were rigorously enforced, some 20 percent of families were terminated
each year for noncompliance. Among the remaining male parents, EWP achieved an
effective participation rate in mandatory activities of 100 percent.

As noted, EWP offered some education and skills training in addition to com-
munity service work and job search. However, education and training did not
increase the employability of welfare recipients relative to participation in other
activities. A final unusual feature of EWP was a work/job search requirement
imposed on hoth spouses in some families. Work_re%uwemenB on both spouses rose
from 5 percent of caseload initially to 61 percent in EWP’s third year. It is unclear to
what extent this extra requirementadded to EWP's success in reducing dependency.
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fae beefits in exchange for a full year™s koo, By antrast, once an irdividal i
required towork as a condrtion for receiving velfare payments, the attractveessof
welfare isgready reduced, and the inoatives 1o leave velfare through employment
ormarriage are gready erhanced.

At present we have few models of suooessful work requirement prograns, ut
the availlable evidence suggests tat suocessful programs would have tre folloving
carponents. (D) The requirement towork or participete in other aowvitties should be
permanent, not tenporary, and should kstas log as the recipient receives velfare.
(@ The requiremat towork or participate in other activides should be condnuous,
not intemitttent. Therre shoulld be no intenals of irectivilty as recipients are suttled
between differant sub-camponents of the program. Q) The enphasis should be on
mandatory communiity service work; job search and training should be de-empha-
sizd. (4) Recipients should be required towork or perform other aawvities foramin-
imum of 30 hours per week. (B) WelHare berefits shoulld be condngenl on and paid
only after the fully suooessful conpletion of relevant performance requiraants. 6)
The ethos of tre welfare office s very Inportant; casenworkers must sincerely ad
parsistantly inform recipients traet they have a moral obligadon to themselves and tre
comunity togeta private sectorjob ar. ifjoos are not awailable, to performcommu-
My service work. (7) Opposition t workfare by public sector unions anattly
results in prchibirttias on welfare recipients undertaking much public ssctor work
which they are cgpeblle of performing; such prohibidons nust be Iiftel

Arelly, work requirenents should be imposed firston those who are most reedlily
inployeble. More secifically, work recuirements of the son autlined above shauld
>eestablished for dll fatters in tvVoaat AFDC-UP fanilies and forsirglemothers
vho have no children under ageNfive or who have been on welfare for over four
"ears. 4 fsuch a regime were insutpted retionwiice, some two million acliit welfare
ecipiaits would be engaged In contiinuous work activitses. The result woulld be a
pedial, but profound, reduction independence.
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NOTES

"This calculation is for a mother with no earnings and no persons who are not pan of the AFDC unit living
in the household. Data available from the author on request.

This penally occurs because when asingle mother on welfare marries an employed male, the man’s earn-
ings ore included in the calculation of the mother’s welfare eligibility; upon marriage, welfare benefits are
eliminated or cut significantly and the joint income of the man and the woman falls dramatically.

Jpor areview of the effects of welfare on family structure see Murray (forthcoming).

JCriiics charge that the SIME/DIME findings cannot be applied to the existing welfare system because the
SIME/DIME benefit levels were much higher than those of existing welfare programs. In reality, the
SIME/DIME benefit levels ranged between 95 and MO percent of the poverty income thresholds, a range
of benefit levels very similar to the average combined benefits packages provided to AFDC families by
different states under the existing welfare system.

Sn addition to income criteria, some welfare programs also have categorical criteria which define eligibil-
ity, such as having dependent children, being elderly, or being disabled.

6Datx provided by the Office of Family Assistance. Department of Health and Human Services.

7Among the population required lo participate, SWIM reduced caseloads by 7 percent and AFDC costs by
15 percent. Since the group eligible for participation comprised a third of the total AFDC caseload, reduc-
tions as a percentage of the entire AFDC population would be about 5 percent for costs and 2 to 3 percent
for cases (Hamilton and Fricdlander, 1989. p. 52).

' These comments simply point out the limits of the MDRC studies and are not intended to criticize the

studies themselves which provide useful information on many important questiors. The National Sup-
ported Work Demonstrations, in particular, provide invaluable data to social scientists.

The key factors explaining the success of the Ohio experiments appear to be the heavy emphasis on
required work, the seriousness of the work obligations, and the severity of the sanctions provided for non-
compliance. Also the Ohio evaluation included an unusually long (five-year) evaluation period and found
that the effects cumulatively increased over lime. Dissu-sion effects, however, did not appear to have a
major role.

"The study compared the AFDC-UP program in 1980-1981 and the EWP program in 198-1-1987. Utah's
unemployment rate was 6.8 percent in the AFDC-UP corr.Mrison period and 6.2 percent in the EWP
period.

"Work requirements also appear to be very effective in reducing caseloads in General Assistance pro-
grams which largely aid single, nonelderly adults (Bernstein. 1982. pp. 48-49).

Trhere are key differences between wage supplementation and benefit rate reduction. In wage supple-
mentation the value of government aid provided is relatively low; this encourages families to combine
higher earnings with moderate amounts of government aid. In the benefit rate reduction approach, initial
welfare benefits are high, encouraging families to combine high levels of welfare receipt with modest sup-
plemental wage income.

'"Legislation enacted in 1990 established an incremental series of increases to the EITC over future years;
the figures given in the (ext are for 1994 when the increases are completed.

MIf work requirements are established for mothers with children over age five, it is also necessary to
establish requirements for mothers who have been on the welfare rolls for over four years. Otherwise,
mothers would have an incentive to continue to have children to avoid the work obligation.
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March 9, 1994

RE: House Bill 309 £t 409

Dear senators:

I understand there is a bill before your committee at present
time that 1is going to reduce public assistance benefits. In
response to this bill, 1 feel concern for the families that work
hard to improve themselves while still maintaining families and
homes.

We have 3 children under the age of 7. My husband attends "iJM
full time in the evenings, 1is observing in the classroom 120 hours
this semester, and tutoring 10 hours at the American Native Center,

all towards his degree in Elementary Education. 1 average 8-16
hours a week 1in the classroom at Palmer Head Start along with
serving as President of the Policy Council. I attend class one

night a week for 4 hours towards my certificate.

Not all families on welfare are looking for a free ride, cone
families need the assistance to better ther.selves when times are
tough. Some families use this assistance to work towards a career
or job not only to get off of the system and but to stay off. If
the benefits are reduced, we won"t be able to make ettdfl meet. That
only adds to future use of these programs by us and many others

like us.
I am requesting that you consider other options 1in order to
help needy families.

sinoerely,

Ann Cockrell

ACoo "Lnnan@ O

Poswt”” brand fax trarsnittal memo 7671 D0i RS # 7/

Co
Dept/ pnone#

Pax#



HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT

)
Date Referred: January 28, 1994 FURTHER REFERRALS: Finance

Date of Committee Action; 3/<*]q g _ _

The HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered: HB 409
HOUSE BILL NO. 400 _ AFDC DEMO PROJECT AND DECREASE
"An Act relating to the maximum amount of assistance that mgy be granted under the adult gubllc_ assistance
pr_og_ram and thé program of aid to families with dePendent chilaren; pr_oposm%as eclal demonstration project

Wwithin the rogramo aid fo families with aependent children and directing the eg rtment of Health and Social
ggtrgn"cest seek waivers from the federal government to implement the project; and providing for an effective
ECOMMENDATIONS: % , , .. " the same, itle

Eereplace Wll:% oS | [4£SS) .tvl]anewtltle

[ Jhave attached amendments(s)

| ] do pass

| Jdonotpass

/| no recommendations

| individual recommendations _

[ | additional referral to the Committeg

ADOPTS: letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL N'TE(S): @ APPROVES PREVIOUS: Qe

[ Fiscal impact [ ]fiscal note(s)
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Housing an

To: All House Finance Members

From: Barba\ra Bennett, Alaska Coalition on Housing and
Homelessness Chair

Re: HB 40S
Date: March 10 1994 e

Further cuts, even 1.7%, to current AFDC benefits are comEIeteI
unacceptaple. The state made significant cuts to both AFDC an
disability benefits last spring as well as preventing any COLASs.

Reguestmg the 100 hour and auto allowance limit waivers from.the
efederal governmentTs not a bad idea but implementing a program to
test the “use of these waivers as a means to welfare reform by
further reducing AFDC henefits is indecent and unhealthy.

This is not the time to create a new pro?ram. If the state of Alaska
\l/vantls tto furthert_thefcellluse %we”}are reform IYVh ddo_esn tththeJOBS
egislature prioritize fully rather than minimally funding the
pr%gram?_ IOTh|s prograrX doesn‘t need to be_stayrted fro?n ground
zer0. It is already doing its job. If the waivers are considered
Important enoughto pursue, use them within the established JOBS
program.  And“fund the JOBS program and any waiver options by re
prigritizing the use ofprecious staté dollars.

Redirect 5 or 6 million dollars from roads or electric intertie capital
Drojects to heI?mg _ma,r?mallzed Alaskans have opportunities to
mprove their fanillies’ fives and achieve economic independence.

Constituents in Anchorage would like to be given the onortun_ity 10
be In audio contact and ‘comment as you continue to debate this hill.
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bethel, Alaska 09559

(907) 543-3521
March 15/ 1994

Committee Members

House Finance Committee

Alaska State Legislature

Eighteenth Legislature - Second Session
Juneau, AK 99801

RE: House Bill 4.09
Greetings:

It"s my understanding that your group will be considering this House

Bill 404 this week. During a time of shrinking resources on both
State and Federal levels, it would seem more appropriate to provide
continuing support to one effective program service. Currently, that

line of. thinking is not taking place since this bill proposes to create
duplication of services by taking funds away from the Adult Public
Assistance (APA) as well as Aid-of Families wi"th Dependent Children

(AFDC) and putting the funds into a proposed program entitled "Workfare.'

As proposed, welfare recipients will be required to do community service
under Workfare. While this action would be well and good, the decreased
funding lavele -to bo-fch"APA and AFDC recipient« Hn Si*at.a nf£ Alaska

io not woll and good. mho creation of another program eervir®A to
supposedly meet the needs of the economically disadvantaged residents

of the State would be a disservice and is not positive action. Rather,
would be detrimental since a reduction of APA and AFDC has already
taken place during the last Legislative year. The timeline for this
bill - five years demonstration - is another negative factor since we
don"t know the outcome of Federal Welfare Reform.

1

I"m surprised that this legislative piece went sailing through the

HESS Committee sii:ce there appeared to be statewide testimony against
its passage. At the time of testimony, the JOBS program had the full
support during the hearing (March 2, 1994), and should be State funded.

Consider voting against this bill - or send it back to HESS for recon—

sideration in light of their constituency®s negative input.

ASSOCIATION OF VILLAGE COUNCIL PRESIDENTS
Willie Kasayulie, Chairman of the Board

it



