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Position Title

Analyst/Programmer

Time Status StaffMonths
I-_I' 10 months
TYPE cr EXPENDITURE
Sal
Benetits
Premium Pay
Oth..
Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE for TOTAL COST
1002 Federal Receipts
1003  GFMatch
104 General Fund
10056  GF/ProgramReceipts
1006  GF/Msntal Health Trust
1007 I/AReceipts
1061  QCPRecelpts
Other

AMOUNT

91.7

15.8
20.0

127.5

127.5

No. of Positions Range/Step Bargaining Unit
2 17B GGU
Location Election District
Anchorage
Justification

The EIS requires maintenance on a daily basis to implement federal mandates,
make corrections, implement performance enhancements, and ensure accurate
daily issuances. Existing staff levels are necessary to perform the operational
duties. This project will require complex modifications to the exmtmgi system
and extensive acceptance testing to ensure accurate tracking of results.

These positions are journeyman-level programmers necessary for development
of the system modifications needed to operate the AFDC demonstration project
authorized by this hill.

REQUEST for AGENCY: Health and social Services FY95
NEW POS'T'ON BRU:™ Public Assistance Administration Page 1 Of 1
COMPONENT: Public Assistance Data Processing (0240)  Revised Date: 3/23/94



Position Title

Public Assistance Analyst |
Time Status Staff Months

FT 10 months
TYPE of EXPENDITURE
Salary
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other
Total Personal Services
Travel
Contractual
Commodities
Equipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE for TOTAL COST
1002 Federal Receipts
1003  GFMatch
104  General Fund
1006 GF/ProgramReceipts
1006  GF/Mental Health Trust
1007 J/AReceipts
1061  CIPReceipts

AMOUNT
86.6

86.6
15.8
20.0

122.4

122.4

No. of Positions Range/Step Bargaining Unit
16B GGU
Location Eection District
Anchorage
Justification

The EIS requires maintenance on a daily basis to implement federal mandates,
make corrections, implement performance enhancements, and ensure accurate
daily issuances. Existing staff levels are necessary to perform the operational
duties. This project will require complex modifications to the exwtmgi system
and extensive acceptance testing to ensure accurate tracking of results.

These positions are user level analysts/testers that are necessary for
development of the system modifications needed to operate the 4FDC
demonstration project authorized by this bill.

Other
REQUEST for AGENCY: Health and social Services
NEW POSITION BRU:-public Assistance Administration

COMPONENT:

Public Assistance Data Processing (0240)



PositionTitle No. of Positions  Range/Step Bargaining Unit
Clerk Typist Il 1 R08 GGU
Time Status Staff Months Location Section District
FT 10 months Anchorage

TYPE ot EXPENDITURE AMOUNT  Justification
Sal 27.7
bene |t3 The EIS requires maintenance on a daily basis to implement federal mandates,
Premiumpay make corrections, implement performance enhancements, and ensure accurate
Oﬂmr daily issuances. Existing staff levels are necessary to perform the operationa

TOtal Personal SerViCGS 27.7 duties. Thi.s project will requir.e complex modifications to .the existing system
Tﬁ“@l and extensive acceptance testing to ensure accurate tracking of results.
%ﬂgﬁghﬁles 7.9 This request is for one full-time support clerk for programming/testing staff.
Equipment 10.0
Otner

Total Cost 45.0

FUNDING SOURCE for TOTAL COST
1002 F.Jeral Receipts
1003  GFMatch
1004 General Fund 45.6
1006 GF/ProgramReceipts
1006 GF/Mental Health Trust
1007 VAReceipts
1061 CIPReceipts
Other
%
REQUEST for AGENCY: Health and Social Services FY95

NEW POSITION BRU:-~Public Assistance Administration Page 1 of 1

COMPONENT:

Public Assistane Data Processing (0240) Revised Date:  3/23/94



STATE OF ALASKA

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE

DPA #5
BILL NO. scs HB409 (inn)

Health aad Social Scrvicei

Alaika Work Program!

0238
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Revision Dete: % Affectect
Tltle: An Act propoiing a ipccial dcmopitration IA Adminiitration
. flrojlect within the APDC program _CompOnent:
e _ COVPONENT SERALNO
Eernditures/Revenue! . (Thousands of Dollar
RATI FY% FY% FY97 FY98
T T O R
%ﬂﬂ. 00 %56 10715 10715
00 04 8.4 04
%IDPNEI\IT 00 150 0 00
&STRUCTURES 00 00 00 00
CRANTS ALAIVG 00 00 00 00
MCH LANEOLS 00 00 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 1,056.9 1,164.9 11649
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 0 0 0
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars
1002 Feceral Receipts 00 00 00 ) 00
1008 G Metch 00 00 00 00
18 i o O A
1006 A 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 00 00 00 00
TOTAL 0.0 1,056.9 1,164.9 11649
POSITIONS:
RULL-TIVE 0 2 2 2
PART-TINE 0 0 0 0
TEVRCRARY 0 0 0 0
Estimate of current year (FY%4) impact: ~ NONE

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)
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This legislation provides for a workfare project in which uncompensated work activities
are required of certain AFDC recipients. It directs the department to contract for certain
workfare activities on a comFetltlve basis to organizations that have been successful

in conducting employment p

Prepared by
Division:

Approved by Commissioned

Jan L. Hansen. Director

Agency: (A) Hepartmcnt of Health & social Service!

Phone: 465-2@3[0//[>

acement services, community services, and job training.

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

(R I0BRIIrWIR

Pa9°

f

OCOOOOOOOD
[l el e e o e

oo ooO

OOO

4



Revision Date: BILL NO. SCS 11B409 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumptions:

Workfare projects will be contracted out in each of the project areas for client referrals
in FY96-99.

The contractor(s) will assess the availability of activities that are suitable as
uncompensated activities and if necessary will develop additional activities.

Unless exempt, AFDC recipients without paid employment will be required to participate
in uncompensated activities at least 21 hours per week.

Contractors will be responsible to monitor the participation of individuals referred to
workfare, provide participation reports to DPA eligibility offices, and compile information
and report on workfare program outcomes.

Development, monitoring, and maintenance of the project contracts will require the
services of a full-time Project Coordinator.

Development of work sites begins in October 1995, then continues with monitoring of
placement agreements; recruitment of new sites to replace filled or discontinued sites;
and terminates with end of project in December 1998.

DHSS pays for insurance for medical for accidental injury, death, and dismemberment
at each workfare site.

Participants in workfare will require intensive 4-hour employment assistance workshops,
covering resumes, interviewing skills and work ethics. Presentation of workfare
workshops in all 4 areas will be contracted out to the Department of Labor, to includa
development, materials, travel, and personal services.

One Accounting Clerk lll will process child care and transportation billings for services
provided to workfare participants and produce any necessary accounting reports.

Page 2 of 4



Revision Date: BILL NO. SCS HB409 (PlN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Costs:

FY95

No Costs

FY96

1 Project Coordinator (12 months) R18 $ 56.3

1 Accounting Clerk Il (9 months) R10 27.6

Contractual (12 months Facilities) 3.7

Contractual (6 months Insurance) 25.2

Contractual (6 months Dept. Labor) 16.8

Contractual (Workfare Project Development & Management) 911.9

Supplies

Equipment 1ILQ

$ 1056.9

FY97

1 Project Coordinator (12 months) R18 $ 56.3

1 Accounting Clerk Ill (12 months) R10 36.7

Contractual (Facilities) 3.7

Contractual (Insurance) 50.4

Contractual (Dept. Labor) 33.6

Contractual (Workfare Project Development & Management) 983.8

Supplies $11§4’\9

FY98

1 Project Coordinator (12 months) R18 $ 56.3

1 Accounting Clerk Il (12 months) R10 36.7

Contractual (Facilities) 3.7

Contractual (Insurance) 50.:
a

Contractual (Dept. Labor) 33.

Contractual (Workfare Project Development & Management) 983.e
=

Supplies $11€4 i
=1

Page 3 of
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Revision Date: BILL NO. sCS 118409 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

FY99

1 Project Coordinator (6 months) R18
1 Accounting Clerk lll (9 months) R10
Contractual(6 months Facilities)

Contractual (6 months Insurance)

Contractual (6 months Dept. Labor)
Contractual(Workfare Project Development & Management)
Supplies
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PositionTitle . No. of Positioas Range/Step Bargaining Unit
Project Coordinator 1 18A GGU
Time Status Staff Months Location Election District
Full Time 12 months Anchorage
TYPE of EXPENDITURE AMOUNT Justification
Salary 56.C
Benefits
Premium Pay Project Coordinator needed to coordinate contracts with providers of
Other employment and community service placements as part of the AFDC workfare
Total Personal Services 56.3 project proposed in this bill.
Travel
Contractual 1.9
Commodities 0.2
Equipment 75
Other
Total Cost 65.9

FUNDING SOURCE for TOTAL COST
1002  Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 General Fund 65.9
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/Mental Health Trust
1007  I/AReceipts
1061  CIPReceipts
Other

RE\A?UEST for acency: Health and Social Services
POS N sru: PA Administration
componeNT: Alaska Work Program (0238)



Position Title

No. of Positions Range/Step

Bargaining Unit

Accounting Clerk il 1 GGU

Time Status Staff Months Location Election District

Full Time 9 months Juneau
TYPE of EXPENDITURE AMOUNT Justification
Salary 27.6
Benefits
Premium Pay
Other

Total Personal Services 27.6
Travel Accounting clerk needed to process supportive services and child care
Contractual 1.8 authorizations for payments to participants and providers and to provide
Commodities 0.2 statistical and accounting expenditure reports. This position supports the
Equipment 7.5 AFDC workfare project proposed in this bill.
Other

Total Cost 371

FUNDING SOURCE for TOTAL COST

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 General Fund 37.1

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/Mental Health Trust

1007 I/A Receipts
1061 CIP Receipts
Other

REQUEST for
NEW POSITION

AGENCY: Health and Social Services
BRU: PA Administration

COMPONENT: Alaska Work Program (0238)

FY96

Page 1 ol 1
Revised Date: 3/23/%4



HB40S - Workfare
411194 vs. 5/6/94 Estimate

Initial calculations to contract Workfare for HB409 included the
following research:

« contacted other states with workfare

« contacted Manpower Demonstration Research Corp, (MDRQ)

. pI\}JDbRIéshed research material on Workfare in other states by
. local community service contract for court system

Research showed costs ranglng from $700 to $1700 per slot.
Estimated version 4/1/94 a 10 per slot, which r flects an
average from the costs identified urlng the research. Thjs number
was multiplied by 1400 to arrive at the Contractual (Workfare

Project Development & Management) cost reflected In the analysis.

Cost_in? out anticipated expenses, including State salary and
facilities rates, the estimate on the 5/6/94 version averages $703
er slot.  This amount s reflected in this more recent version of

B409.



FISCAL NOTE DPA #6 5

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. scs hd4Q9 (pin)
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

RevisionD a te : Dept. Affected: Health and Social Service!

Title: An Act proposing a special dem onsfration  BRU: PA Administratiou

EerIect within the APDC program component: ~ Child Care Benefits

Sporsoi; anley

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1897
Expenditures/Revenues: ffhousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 U.v 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 578.3 1,360. 1.360. 680.4
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 578.3 1.3C0.8 1.3V0.8 680.4
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 0 ) oi 0
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1003 GF Match 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1004 GF 0.0 578.3 1.360.8 1.360.8 680.4
1005 GF/Pieqram Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1006 GF/MHTIA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 0.0 578.3 1,360.8 1.360.8 680.4
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE

" ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This legislation generates a need for child care services for AFDC recipients who are
participating in workfare. This bill 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 carc
services for individuals who are participating in unpaid work activities unless the
individual is participating in the JOBS program.

Prepared by:  Jan L. Hansen. Director Phone: 465 - 2680
Division: Division ot Public Assistance Date:
Approved by Commissioner: Margaret r . Lowe, Date: 5-- L ~qY

Agency: (tfp  Department ot Health & Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor’s Legislative Office
@DBRIBRLIR
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V
Revision Date: BILL NO. SCS 1111409 (PIN)

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumptions:

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

During the initial 6-month start-up phase in FY 96, 357 families per month will require
child care services to participate in workfare. Beginning with FY 97, 420 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 benefits paid, workfare not operational.

FY 96: 357 families x $270 per family/month x 6 months = $578.3.

FY 97- N _
FY 98: 420 families x $270 per family/month x 12 months = $1,360.8/year.
FY 99: 420 families x $270 per family/month x 6 months = $680.4.

Page 2

of
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FISCAL NOTE DPA #7 5/5/%

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SCS 11B409 (PIN)

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

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

Title: ~AnAct propoiing a ipecial Jem operation  BRU: Aniitance Payment!
project within the AFDC program - ratable reduction!  _Component: apdc

Sponsor; Hanley

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0220
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING Fros FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND& STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS (3,080.6) (4,312.8) (4,528.4) (4,754.9) (4,992.6)
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING (3,080.6) (4.312.8)  (4,528.4)  (4,754.9)  (4,992.6)
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 0 0 0 0
FUND SOURCE (Thousa ds of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts (1,353.5) (1,960.0) (2,053.0) (2,161.0) (2,269.0)
1003 GF Match (1,353.5) (1,960.0) (2,058.0) (2,161.0) (2,269.0)
1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
,006 GF/MHTIA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1007 I/AReceipts (373.6) (392.8) (412.4) (432.9) (454.6)
TOTAL (3.U80.6) (4,312.8)  (4,528.4)  (4,754.9)  (4,992.6)
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME 0 0 ol 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 ol 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 ol 0 0
Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page u necessary)

This legislation permanently reduces AFDC maximum payment levels by approximately
3.0 percent below the current payment levels.

FY0O

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

(5,242.2)

(5,242.2)

0.0

(2,382.5)
(2.382.5)

0.0
0.0
0.0

(477.2)
(5,242.2)

Prepared by: Jan L. Hansen, Director - Phone:  465-2680

Division: Division of Public Assistance Date: */Q/ C,<d
Approved by Commissioner: Margaret R. Lowe. M.Ed,, Ed.C"Z " : Date: A

Agency: Department of Health & Social Servic

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

Ry DBRIBOAER Page 1
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Revision Date:

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumptions:

The ratable reduction takes effect on October 1, 1994.

BILL NO. scs 118409 (FIN)

Reductions in AFDC payment maximums produce a 2.2 percent savings in FY 35 AFDC
formula costs.

Ratable reductions are imposed statewide.

AFDC caseload size will increase by 5 percent each year.

Calculations'
Caseload

FY95 14,882
FY96 15,626
FYO7 16,407
FYS8 17,228
FY99 18,089
FY00 18,994

Average AFDC

Average monthly
Davment reduction

$23
$23
$23
$23
$23
$23

* EY95 Total Reduction is for 9 months

Total FY
Reduction

* $3,080.6
$4,312.8
$4,528.4
$4,754.9
$4,992.6
$5,242.2



FISCAL NOTE DPA #8 515194

FY00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
(1,053.7)
0.0
(1,053.7)

0.0

0.0
0.0
(990.5)
0.0

0.0
(63.2)
(1,053.7)

o o

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. scs »B409 (h s)
1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

RevisionD a te: Dept. Affected: Health and Social Services

Title: An Act propoiing a tpccial demomtration BRU: AnUtancc Payment!

project within the AFDC program Component:  Adult Public AnUtancc

ponsor: Hanley .

& equestor: COMPONENT SERTALNO—— (B2
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.c 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS (619.2) (866.9) (910.2) (955.7) (1,003.5)
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING (619.2) (866.9) (910.2) (955.7)  (1.003.5)
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 0 0 0 0
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1003 GF Match 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1004 GF (569.6) (814.9) (855.F1 (898.4) (943.3)
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
1006 GF/MHT1A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1007 I/AReceipts (49.6) (52.0) (54.6) (57.3) (60.2)
TOTAL (619.2) (866.9) (910.2) (955.7)  (1,003.5)
POSITIONS: &
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 ol
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0

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

This legislation permanently reduces Adult Public Assistance benefits by setting the
amount of the maximum state contribution to Adult Public Assistance recipients at 2.2
percent less than the amount payable on January 1, 1992.

Prepared by: Q fo. ~ Phone:  465- 2880/
Division: Division of Public Assistance Date:
Approved hyCommissioner: Margaret r. Lowe. M.Ed.. Ed.s s Date: ir- G-71V

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

(Rev 10/93)%sno /D8R Pa90 1
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Revision Date:

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Assumptions:

The ratable reduction takes effect on October 1, 1994,

Benefit reductions are imposed statewide.

BILL NO-scs nn-too (PIN)

The average amounv of the monthly APA benefit decrease will be $7.00. The APA
benefit payment to an individual SSI recipient will be $8 less per month.

APA caseload size will increase by 5 percent each year.

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

Calculations:
Average APA
Caseload
FY95 9,829
FY96 10,320
FY97 10,836
FY98 11,378
FY99 ¢1,947
FYOO 12,544

Average monthly
Davment reduction

$7.00
$7.00
$7.00
$7.00
$7.00
$7.00

* FY95 Total Reduction is for 9 months

Total FY
Reduction

¥ $619.2
$866.9
$910.2
$955.7
$1,003.5
$1,053.7

Page 2 of



FISCAL NOTE DPA #9 5%

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SCS 118409 (FIN)

1994 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

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

Title: An Act propoiing a ipccial demonitrntion  ~BRU: PFD Hold Harmlcn

project within the AFDC program _CompOnent:  PPD Hold Uarmlcn

Sponsor: llanley

Requestor: COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0225
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FY96 FY97 FY90 FY99 FY00
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVEL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS (423.2) (444.8) (467.0) (490.2) (514.8) (540.4)
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING (423.2) (444.8) (467.0) (490.2) (514.8) (540.4)
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CHANGES IN REVENUES o 0 0 0 0 0
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1003 GF Match 0.0 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1006 GF/MHTA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1050 PFD Fund (423.2) (444.8) (467.0) (490.2) (514.8) (540.4)
TOTAL (42.- .2) (444.8) (467.0) (490.2) (514.8) (540.4)
POSITIONS:
FULL-TME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact; NONE

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

PFD Hold Harmless payments replace AFDC and Aduu Public Assistance benefits when
receiving the dividend causes individuals to lose eligibility or to have benefits reduced.
The ratable reductions provided for in this bill reduce costs in the AFDC and APA
assistance payments BRUs. PFD Hold Harmless costs change in direct proportion to
the costs cf the programs held harmless.

Prepared by:  Jan I.hanscn, Director Phone: 2680
Division: Division of Public Assistance Date: 57£1
Approved by Commissioner: Margaret I Ipwe. MTEd.. Ed.ST Date: S -L>~
Agency: Department of Health S Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution inform ition call the Governor’s Legislative Office
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Revision Date: BILL NO.scs nmo9 (fin)

ANALYSIS (cont.):
Assumption:
The ratable reductions take effect on October 1, 1994.

PFD Hold Harmless costs for AFDC and APA benefits 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
AFDC APA PFDHH

FY95 ($373.6) ($49.6) ($423.2)
FY96 ($392.8) (852.0) ($444.8)
FY97 ($412.4) ($54.6) ($467.0)
FY98 ($432.9) ($57.3) ($490.2)
FY99 ($454.6) ($60.2) ($514.8)
FY00 ($477.2) ($63.2) ($540.4)

Page 2
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SENATE CS FOR CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 409(FIN)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY THE VATE ANANE COMMITTEE

(A

U
Q) REFREENTATVES HANEY, Treiat, Bith, ket

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

"An Act relating to the maximum amount of assistance that may be granted

under the adult public assistance program and the program of aid to families
3 with dependent children; proposing a special demonstration project within the
4 program of aid to families with dependent children and directing the Department
5 of Health and Social Services to seek waivers from the federal government to

s implement the project.”

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA;
> *Section 1. AS 47.25.32(\a) is amended to read:

9 @ The department shall determine the amount of assistance for a dependent
10 child, and the relative with whom the dependent child is living, with regard to the
1 resources and necessary expenditures of the family and the condition existing in each
12 case. Assistance is sufficient if, when added to all other income and support available
- SCS CSHB 409(FIN)

Hew Texc Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED/



WORK DRAFT WCRK DRAFT WORK DRAFT !

to the child, the child and relative have reasonable subsistence compatible with

2 decency and health. However, the amount of assistance may not exceed the following:
3 (1) dependent child living with nonneedy relative: 3451 [FOR A
4 DEPENDENT CHILD WHO IS LIVING IN THE HOME OF A NONNEEDY
5 RELATIVE, 5412], plus S99 [S102] for each additional child;
6 (2) dependent child living with parent;
7 (A) for a parent and one dependent child, a maximum of S796
s [S821];
9 (B) for each additional dependent child, or for a second parent,
10 S99 [S102] a month per individual;
1 C mpregnant woman who is otnerwise eligible for assistance under this
12 section, or a single-person household that does not consist of a dependent child: S499
13 [S514] a month.
14 *Sec, 2. AS 47.25.430(e) is amended to read:
15 (€) Notwithstanding (a) and (b) of this section, the department shall, in a
16 manner that complies with federal requirements, reduce the maximum state
17 contribution to recipients otherwise payable on the effective date of this hbill section
s [AUGUST 24, 1993] to the maximum state contribution to recipients that was in effect
19 on October 1 1993, further reduced bv 2.2 percent [JANUARY 1, 1992]. On and
20 after the effective date of this bill section. [AUGUST 24, 1993], the department shall,
21 in @ manner that complies with federal requirements, calculate the amount of monthly
nn assistance for a recipient based on the maximum state contribution to recipients in
23 effect on October 1.1993, reduced bv 2.2 percent [JANUARY 1,1992], as modified
24 by any increase under (b) of this section.

25 *Sec. 3. WAIVER APPLICATION, (a) The Department of Health and Social Services
26 shall, by December 31, 1994, seek appropriate waivers from the federal government to
21 implement the AFDC demonstration project described in secs. 3 - 8 of this Act. To the extent
28 that the federal government approves the necessary waivers, the department shall implement
29 the project The purpose of he project is to promote personal responsibility and self-
30 sufficiency.

3l (b) Notwithstanding (a) of this section, if changes in federal stamtes or regulations

SCS CSHB 409(FIN)
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occur after the effective date of this section and would have a major effect on the design,
implementation, or operation of the project, the department shall

(1) apply for and implement only the waivers that relate to the pans of the
project that are not substantially affected by the changes in federal statutes or regulations; if
the department determines that the parts of the project that are not substantially affected by
the federal changes do not comprise a fiscally responsible project, the department is not
required to apply for or implement waivers under this Act and may discontinue operation of
the project under waivers that were implemented before the federal changes occurred;

(2) repon to the legislature its recommendations for changes in its statutory
authority that may be needed in order to implement a fiscally responsible project in light of
conflicting or permissive changes in federal statutes or regulations.

* Sec. 4. EARNED INCOME DISREGARD; WAIVER OF "100-HOUR" RULE; AUTO
ALLOWANCE. When determining the AFDC eligibility of a family in the project area and
when determining the amount of assistance to which a family in the project area is entitled,
the department shall

(1) disregard, for 24 months, $200 plus one-third of the remainder of the
earned income of each person in the family unless federal regulations require that more earned
income of a person must be disregarded; for a family that applies for AFDC after this
paragraph has been implemented, this 24 months begins with the month for which the family
Is first granted AFDC; for a family that is already receiving assistance when this paragraph
IS implemented, this 24 months begins with the first month during which this paragraph is
implemented;

(2) waive the requirement that, for purposes of assistance for a dependent child
of unemployed parents, the principal wage-earning parent must be employed less than 100
hours a month; and

(3) allow the exclusion of $5,000 of the combined equity of motor vehicles
used by the family for basic family transportation, transportation of a disabled child in the
household, or transportation of a member of the family to or from employment, training, or
participation in an activity required under sec. 5 of this Act; if the combined equity of vehicles
described in this paragraph exceeds $5,000, the department shall apply the excess equity
amount toward the asset limit otherwise applicable to the family.

3- SCS CSHB 409(FIN)
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*Sec. 5. WORKFARE, (3) Each member of a family in die projec: area who is 13 years
of age or older shall participate for 21 hours a week in an uncompensated acavity if assigned
to the activity by the department. The depanment shall assess the availability of acdviries that
satisfy the purposes of this subsection in each pan of the project area and attempt tc develop
additional activities where necessary. \When assessing the availability of activities that are
suitable as uncompensated activities under this section and in assigning persons to those
activities, the department shall consider activities recommended by governmental
representatives of boroughs, cities, and communities and others in the project area. The
department shall penalize the family for failure of a person to comply with this subsection by
disregarding tha* person as a member of the family for purposes of determining the amount
of AFDC assistance given to the family.

(b) If organizations exist in the project area that have had successful experience in
conducting employment placement services, community services, and job training programs,
the department shall offer on a competitive basis contracts to those organizations to administer
(@) of this section. A contract under this subsection must provide that the department shall
make the determinations required under (c) and (d) of this section and the contractor shall
perform the duties assigned to the department under (a) of this section with respect to
uncompensated activities, including assessment of their availability, development of additional
activities, consideration of activities recommended by governmental representatives, and
assignment of persons to specific activities after referral of those persons to the contractor by
the department

() The requirement to participate in an uncompensated activity under (a) of this
section does not apply to a person who

(1) has paid employment of at least D tours a week; a person who has paid
employment of less than 15 hours a week shall participate in an uncompensated activity
assigned under (a) of this section for the number of hours that, when added to the hours of
paid employment, equals 21;

(2) is participating in an activity under AS 47.25.421 - 47.25.429 (JOBS
program);

(3) s participating in an activity under a program operated by an Indian or
Native organization under 42 U.S.C. 682(i) unless the Indian or Native organization agrees

SCS CSHB 409(FIN) 1
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to the person’s inclusion in the project:

(4) is exempt from participating inan activity under AS 47.25.421 - 47.25.429
(JOBS program);

(5) is the parent or other relative of a child under six years of age living in the
same household who personally provides care for the child; or

(6) is determined, according to regulations of the department, to be physically
or mentally unable to perform any reasonable activity that may be assigned under this section;
or

(7) is aparent who is providing care for a child with a developmental disability
as defined by AS 47.80.900(7).

(d) Notwithstanding (a) of this section, the department may not require a person to
participate in an uncompensated activity under (a) of this section unless the department agrees
to pay for

(1) costs of child care determined by the department to be necessary for the
person’s participation; and
(2) transportation expenses determined by the department to be necessary for
the person’s participation in the activity.
*Sec. 6. PROJECT AREA. The department shall determine the area in which the project
will be implemented by choosing four municipalities as follows:
(1) the municipality that had the highest number of households receiving
AFDC in fiscal year 1992;
(2) amunicipality contiguous to the municipality determined under (1) of this
section;
(3) anarea consisting of
(A)a home rule city that is contained within the boundaries of asecond
class borough and has a population  of at least 15,000 persons; and
(B) the second class horough that contains the city described in (A) of
this paragraph; and
(4) the largest municipality, as measured by square miles, including the cities
within the municipality.
* Sec. 7. COOPERATION. Suite agencies shall cooperate with the department to the

5 SCS CSHB 409(FIN)
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extent necessary to implement secs. 3 - 8 of this Act.

*Sec. 8. DEFINITIONS. In secs. 3 - 8 of this Act.

(1) "AFDC" means the program of aid to families with dependent children
under AS 47.25.310 - 47.25.420;

* () "department" means the Department of Health and Social Services;

(3 "project” means the department’s implementation of the eligibility
modifications of sec. 4 of this Act and the work requirements of sec. 5 of this Act, to the
extent that the federal government approves those modifications and requirements;

(4) "project area" means the area established by the department under sec. 6
of this Act.

* Sec. 9. REGULATIONS. The Department,of Health and Social Services shall adopc
regulations to implement secs. 1and 2 of this Act, consistent with federal requirements. The
requlations take effect under AS 44.62 (Administrative Procedure Act), but not before the
effective date of this Act.

* Sec. 10. Sections 3 - 8 of this Act are rmealed July 1, 1999,

SCS CSIIB 409(FIN) &
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Page 2, line 3:
Delete "5451”
Insert "$450"

Page 2, line 5:
Delete "$99"
Insert "$100"

Page 2, line 7.
Delete "$7%
Insert “$303"

Page 2, line 10
Delete "$99"-
Insert "$100"

Page 2, line 12
Delete "$499"
Insert “$503"

AMENDMENT

8-LS121INLT A
Lauterbach
56/A






Representative Mark Hanley
Alaska State Legislature

Sponsor Statement

It’s been said the best way to eform welfare 1S 10 qetp we? |fare. What most
Amerrcanswantfromtg Iareﬁ .and wha el milies want, are the same
things —jab trainin { -SU |(i|enc¥ and prr e Ac r ?toarecep ?(urvey

e State Peerpartme tof ealth and Social Services, 88% of A lents In Alaska said

eydrat work than be on welfare.

HB 409 removes. drslrncentrves to w%rk In the welfare prog[ m agd provrdes ositive
;fncentrvesrnther ace Iﬁdrrects eDe artmentof Soclal ? Ices to algw
or a walver from the usua ovrsr ns ernrn IJ?(rté;ramstoeta 1sh a “‘Wworkfare’

demonstration rorr ft Able dre rec s ﬁn}]communrty
Service oy their fr re re uced Th es SUC tqs as q errnco?r
disregards, rgherve icle allowances andc care assistance to make'it easier for welfare

reciplents to work.

The blrlls Ianguaﬂe on the demonstration project des the De ar ment?fHeaIth and
Socira eIVICES xcercrsrdr% Its authority to'ap ﬁ/ orw IVers ot Yvel aregrogram Also
Included in the IS an adjustment to t eben formu as to control rising cos

Amerrca IS read[y to “end welfare as we know it”. Other states are using waiver projects to
geve Paterna Ive welfare progra S. ﬁstrmeforAIaSka with its growing welfare rolls and
windling revenues, to step up-to tne plate

EI Q91is.an im or%ant lece oflegrslathgn—astep toward rewarding hard work and
reaking the cyce of dependence on welfare

Interim: 716 West 4th Avenue, #300, Anchorage, AK 90501; (907) 258-5192 Session: State Capitol, Juneau, AK 99501-1182; (07) 465-4930



ctional Analysi
Senate CS?orgstor By S ) ‘M
Prepared by t %Department qf d”Social Services
|V|3|on of Public A s tance

April 15, 1994
Thtsdr ft bill amends ex stat sfo he Aid to Famili W|th
Dep en er]t atH H; D<%> Ettd H tPu IttcAssdstance ro rams.
Th|s e(g{ datto[t authorizes he De artmentofHea h?:nd C|aI ervices
to set ra rate.an exper| onttétt ﬁ)emonstratton

app af
b
reguwements orgartlmPatlon 1N a man at?rg/heuncom nsated bVY

ram on articipants, and estab statewlde rata
Pe Hctlons nlt)bene%t[t\ay ents in the AFDC and APA programs.

Section 1 Blrects DHSS to seek authorlty from the federal government
to operate a demonstration project.

This section rowdesdtscretllonarP/ Tt rttXforDHS? [ﬁlementation of
the rogectt the event of only partial tederal approval oft
emonstration application.

Cf,tlo 1 also authorjzes PHSS to&ake Into accountana/ chanPes In
8 ﬁ grre ulation that would impact on the dﬁerp nstratoPaand to

emonstration application or to seek ations o
approt;ed demonstration pr(ﬂ%ct ni qhanges In tedmra poﬁlcy oceur.

ThIS sectlon dlrects DHSS, in the ev nt ofstg(tlflcant chaﬁges in federal

law or regulation, to recommend to the LegSature any changes m
statute n% daedp t0 operate antlscal y respongtb e project. ’

Sectlonz?takes certanchan es mAlig e|lr%}IbI|It rovisions for
B eorsseescelonpiratlngteexpe Imental dem strato project authorized

ubﬁectton 1 provides for an mgeesg Yvork mcentlvesJorAFD
embers b)(]lncreasmg ederally-set eafr m&; ISreqar

[] he current short-term arni 8? sregard of $30°plus ore-
Ird of the remainder for a period ot 24 months.

Subsectll %watves th federal DC Unemplo d nP rent f‘}l]OO—
tiurrue "that curren(sfydls U es YVO parent families with a
full tlmeworkerregar ess of t amlyslncome

ubse ?Walves the federal \teh\clee ujty limit that

25%8 a amilies who ownasmgrevep orth m% than

% stitutes a mOdllerd ule wsA rtHlles

to own a com matloH of vehicles worth up to their
value 1s counted In the $1,000 maximum resource asset test
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randomly assigned tq experimental or coptral groups, Members o
contrngf/roup ou%%e s% Ject to normaPAFD elll%lbllltyrequwements.

Section g Is repealed at the end of FY 99 under the sunset provision in
section 9.

gection 3 establishes a ‘Wworkfare" requirement as part of the
emonstration project.

Suhsection E\ ?ts In the demonstration

requires adult AFDC recipie
roject to_participate in.workfare actjvities for 21 houts.per week and
equires. 10 penalize indivi who fail to participate as required
y deleting their needs from the payment.

e duarKtare (epieme |(tes”](§\sl?r$“?nnt eap%'-%%%%}Qg Drojetarea gefined
assigned tci eégenm_ental arh control %gpg% Members of the contro
(r’erauPreV\r[nogngs subject to the normal program participation

ubsection. (0).establishes exemptions from the workfare requirements
?or certain, m@wuﬁua\s parUmpat?ng In the demonstration, |Hclu8mg:

e Indivi loyed at least 10h k (if
OVO'rVk'Fn“ga o5t | Oa%r%@rﬂﬁu%? Wb 18 Creaad ssvard th

21 hout requirement

. Indiv_idu&lf wha are partici atin%jn aJob Oé)%ortHnities and
Basic Skills training_ (JOBS) activity operate t eita{(e
NOBS p(go ram or a JOBS program operated by an Alaska

ative Ordanization
{ {

. Igglé/gdg%sgr\évrgo are exempt from participating in the state

e Indr/idyals getermined by DHSS to be physicall tall
Pncarl)ag?e o?perforlm?ng orL-lfare activirtjlhexé.SICa Y Ormentatly

Subsection (C) prahjhits DHSS from requiring individuals to participate in
work?are unfe)sg BHQS pays for c?mdrc re, tr nsportaHon, a c?anypot er
Necessary expenses.

The requirement of section gare repealed at the end of FY 99 under the
sunset’provision In section 9.

Sec%i ensltl (gefinues_ épe ﬁ{ojg 'tA\ %rehao}‘or gh%hdemgtns%rast&%rl .STQet daefinition
ggFgﬂangwe aprlba%s orth tar%qor’oug%, an tHe Nort% %Pope



Section 5 r%%uires other state agencies to cooperate with DHSS to
Implement the demonstration project.

Section 6 defines basic terms, defines the basic.scope of the project, and
Suthonzes DHOS to establi i ffis of

orlsz DHSS to establish the project area within the conﬁptra nts o
section 4.

tion 7 estaplishes temporary statewide ratable reductions pf ahout
%Cpercent In tqwe mammurr)n m ntmy AH)C payment to most f%ml?les.

Maxim rB a){ments for children Ii_vingCYvith anon—needsy reI%tive_ege
ediced byaleser amunt 0 o edlong gayert o 2
SuC familyunltsyin?\/fl , T98d8). ey

he AFDC ratable reductiops.established by Section 7 would be in force
rom January ?995t rougHJune 1999. y

Section .8 establishes temnﬁ)orarY statewide ratable reductions of 1.7
percent in the maximum monthly APA payment to most recipients.

he APA ratable reductions established by Section 8 would be in force
IromJanuary 99€ﬂ1rougﬁ1 June 19%9. y

Section 9 sunsets the project at the end of FY 99.
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elfare Iin Alaska— Help or

indrance to Self-Sufficiency?

by Cristina Klein

T  hereisasimple butrevealing tale set in Japan
which explores the nature of truth. In this story, the
tale of Rashomon, four individuals witness the
same event— a death on the road which they
are traveling. Later, when these witnesses re-
count what they have seen to the police, four
vastly different stories emerge. Was it a suicide
or murder? If murder, by whom?

Beliefs about welfare and how it should work are

A working person who has never applied for wel-
fare may see the system as an unfair dole to people
too lazy to work. Someone without skills and
with little work experience, newly separated, with
two young children, may see welfare as her salva-
tion, keeping her family off the streets. An eligibil-
ity technician in a welfare office with a growing
caseload may see welfare as afrustrating complex
of regulations to wade through while attempting
to help clients. And in the various states, policy

Cristina Klein js a Project
Coordinatorwith the
Alaslﬁ Department of
Health & Social Services.
She ha%grevmus%worked
asa r Economist for
lr Rasearch
Analysis, an asawnter
social worker, business
owner and Peace Corps
Volunteer. Her article, ‘Is
There a Nurse In the
in the

like the contrasting “ truths" inthe taleofRashomon.

House?* appeare
ecember 1989

|aska
conomic Trends.

makers express their views about welfare in poli-

Welfare in Alaska

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) is known simply as welfare. Some facts about welfare in Alaska;

*

Alaska Economic Trends January 1993

The AFDC program provides support to needy children. Grants are given to families because this is the most efficient way to deliver
financial 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 a mother and two children receives S950 a month or 79% of the federal poverty level for Alaska.
$814 was the average AFDC payment in August 1992.

Each month in 1992, about 11,000 families in Alaska received AFDC assistance. Family members included about 12,000 adults and
about 20,600 children, a total of about 32,600 individuals.

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 partially fund the Alaska Depart-
ment of Revenue's Child Support Enforcement Division. AFDC clients are allowed the first $50 of child support payments as a
collection incentive.

The federal government pays 50% of the Alaska AFDC program costs for both clients’ benefits and for program administration.

The federal government requires states to provide education, employmentand training services to AFDC recipients. Alaska provides
these services through the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program.

AFDC-UP was federally mandated for all states by October 1,1990. Alaska began including two parent households in AFDC on
October 1,1990.

Alas? o WAV 4

V-rs



"SC/South Central includes
Kodiak, Dillingham, Noma.
Kotzebue and Aleutian Chain.
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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-Sufficiency Project, a one year study of strategies for helping AFDC clients become self-sufficient. The
project is also looking atways to reduce or to contain AFDC program costs.

The study is composed of:

1) A survey of AFDC clients' and staffs perceptions of barriers to self-sufficiency. Forty AFDC clients were interviewed in

2)

3)

4)

5)

person, another forty were interviewed by phone, and over 1,000 randomly selected clients were mailed an extensive
guestionnaire. This statistically valid survey focused on barriers toemployment, ideas forchanging the welfare system, and the
kind of help clients need to getjobs 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.

Focus group meetings. The project coordinator held eleven focus group meetings on the barriers to self-sufficiency. Meetings
were heldwith AFDC clients and staff, JOBS clientsand staff, and Native JOB S clients and staff. Meetings were held inJuneau
and Anchorage. About 175 people attended these meetings.

An analysis of the federal process (called a Section 1115 Waiver) which Alaska would liave to undertake in order to run a
demonstration project exempt from the usual federal provisions governing the AFDC program.

An analysis of the AFDC waiver demonstrations proposed or carried on by other states.
A review of rural job 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



Table

cies which range from the innovative to the puni-

tive. Length of Stai/ Summary
.Self—Sufficiency project seeks answers January 1,1992

The Alaska AFDC Self-Sufficiency Projectsetcut
in May of 1992 to find out about welfare. Does it

. g Length of Time on AFDC #of Clients Percentage
create a group of dependent people with no incen-
i ? i -
:!ve to V\(/jofrk. Isoti;'e systemﬂz}a nlgr:]fmare OI regﬁl? 1-12 Months 2.800 28.9
recipients getjobs and become independentof the 1324 Months Lo 206
pients get) P ; 25-36 Months 1,183 122
system? And how can the system reduce or main-
. . . ; 37-60 Months 1,716 17.7
tain costs in atime of growing caseloads— a prob-
: Greater than 60 Months 2,007 20.7
lem fit for a sage to ponder.
The project surveyed AFDC clients and staff and Total 9,703

looked at the innovative programs which other %Jlr&eanéleaskampanmmoﬂ_balth &SOCI&ISGNICGS, Division ol Public

states are undertaking to find new ways to promote
self-sufficiency.

Table 1 gives the number of AFDC clients and
program costs by district in August, 1992. Table 2
shows AFDC recipients’ length of stay in the

program.

Poverty is growing in Alaska and the U.S. Figuresel
According to thaU.S. Bureau o f the SUS a | :

Coverty report, Wlﬂetf'ﬂmﬂeagmés m AFDC Program Average Caseload in Alaska

.he number of poor is at its highest level since anti- by FISC&| Year—l987 to 1C92

poverty programs began in the mid-1960s. The
number of Americans living below the poverty
line in 1991 was 35.7 million, or 1 in every 7
Americans. In 1991, 35.4 million Americans
(14.1%) had no medical insurance.

One of the primary reasons given for the national
increase in poverty is the increasing number of
people in low wage jobs which do not provide
medical benefits. In the 1960s and 1970s, the
earnings of a full-time, year-round worker in a
minimum wage job typically exceeded the poverty
level for a family of three. In the 1980s, that
changed.

Nationally, the minimum wage for a full time
worker would have to be raised to S5.40 to equal
the poverty level for afamily of three. In Alaska,
the minimum wage would have to be raised to

S7.20 for a family of three in order to equal the FY87 FYBS FY89 FY90 FYo1 FY92
poverty level (S1,205) set for that family size by EAR3

Y
the federal government. At the current mmimum 'AH}:_LP(I\/\oparent) added in Octooer 1990
wage level 0 54.75 in Alaska, awage earner With gy o Alacia Department of Health s Social Services. Division ol PublicAssistance.

two dependents would be earningjust 66% of the
poverty level.
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AFDC-UP in Alaska and Western States

(As a % of total AFDC)
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in 1991,11.8% of Alaskans were living below the

P°verly line- About 5% of Alaskans, or less Urn
half of those living below the poverty line, were

recipients of AFDC.1
*AFDC-UP added in October,

1000 AFDC caseloads on the rise

Alaska is experiencing aphenomenon common to
most other states. AFDC caseloads have been
growing dramatically since 1990. Tb’Sincrease is

Primary Reason for Coming to Alaska

leld Operations Client Survey

Lived here before 13%

Climate 37. Looking tor adventure 1%

ther reason 18%

Work

Slate Programs To be with lamily 33%

Note: Although 13% gave 71ivedhere before "as primary reason. 24% ol total respondents had actually
livedInAlaska belore.

Source: Alaska Department of Health ASocial Services, Diviion ol PublicAssistance.
4

HEHE

Families

e

B8RS
S8 &H &
2898gg
RERAE

due to both the growth of Alaska's population and
to the national recession. The growth in Alaska’s
caseloads correlates closely with a national trend
of increasing caseloads.

Another significant reason for the increase incase-
loads has been the federally mandated addition of
two parent households (AFDC-UP) in October.
1990. This mandate was contained in the Family
Support Act (FSA) of 1988, a major package of
federal welfare reform legislation designed to pro-
mote family self-sufficiencv. About half the states
were provide. v emt>! families
before the mandate or the i-anaiy Support Act in
1988.

Alaska’s addition of AFDC-Unemployed Parent
(UP) households in October, 1990, accounted for
over half the increase in the state’s caseloads in
1991-92. Average AFDC caseloads grew by 43%
from the 1989 level to the 1992 average caseload
level. AFDC caseloads in virtually every other
state grew during this period. (Nationally, there
were 4,973,200 families receiving AFDC in June,
1992)

Sustained caseload increases correlate closely with
periods of economic turndown in Alaska. Follow-
ing the boom of the oil pipeline construction which
ended in 1976. the Alaskan economy went into a
recession. AFDC caseloads at this lime (1977-80)
increased dramatically. From 1981 until 1984,
AFDC caseloads decreased. When oil revenues
fell in 1985, AFDC caseloads again increased
sharply until 1988. Caseloads then leveled off and
decreased in 1989.
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/"Figure 1 shows the average caseload growth of
“W AFDC inAlaskafrom 1987 through 1992.Table3

shows that AFDC-UP makes up about the same
percent of AFDC costs for Alaska, Washington,
Oregon and California.

Are people coming to
Alaska to collect welfare?

Two studies say no.

Two recent surveys have been conducted by the
Alaska Department of Health and Social Services/
Division of Public Assistance. The first is an
anonymous questionnaire given to new applicants
for AFDC to find out if AFDC applicants are
coming to Alaska to collect benefirs.

This survey shows that being with family, previ-
ous residence in Alaska and work are the primary
reasons new applicants give for coming to Alaska.
Figure 2 gives the results of the field survey.

The second confidential questionnaire was given
to over 1,000 clients through the AFDC Se'f-
Sufficiency Project in July, 1992. The primary
reasons given for coming to Alaska were that
recipients used to live here, that their families live
in Alaska, that the quality of life in Alaska is better

han in other places, and that work is abundant in
the state. Figure 3 shows the results for both rural
and urban clients.

Does Alaska pay tco
much to welfare clients?

That depends on who you ask. Ask atypical client,
a mother with two children, who is trying to pay
rent and expenses on S950 a month, and surely the
answer will be no. Ask a government employee
whose job provides the security of a reasonable
wage, excellent medical coverage, and a pension
plan. The answer may well be yes.

But the reality which continues to emerge from the
Self-Sufficiency Project study is not that welfare
pays too much. Rather, it is that low paid jobs
simply do not pay enough for a family to live on.
And this situation is exacerbated by the lack of
medical coverage.

Alaska pays about 79% of the federally deter-
mined poverty level to a typical AFDC family of
three. Approximately e0% of the funds for grants
to recipients and for administration of the AFDC

Alaska Economic Trends January 1993

program is paid by the federal government. About
60% of these recipients also receive food stamp
assistance, and about a third of AFDC families
receive housing assistance.

Figure 4 compares the federal poverty level for
Alaska with AFDC grants in the state in 1993.
Figure 5 compares maximum AFDC benefits for a
family of three in the ten states which nay the
highest AFDC grants. Table 4 gives the American
Chamberof Commerce Research Association (AC-
CRA) Cost of Living Index.

Does welfare discourage work?
In some ways it does.

Some federal regulations are an albatross around
the state’s neck because they discourage work.
These regulations are:

[/ The 100-hour rule. This rule limits an unem-
ployed parent in a two parent (UP) household
to 100 hours of work amonth inorder to remain
eligible for AFDC. If the parent starts working
full time, he or she becomes ineligible for
AFDC and Medicaid even if she or he earns
less than the AFDC grant.

Primary Reason for o*

Figuree<3

/ to Alaska

Client Survey/Self-Sufticlency Project

eFamily Lives
Used to Live
Quality ol Lile
Plenty ol Work
Work Related

Other

0% 10% 20%

30% 40%

PERCENT

S Urban S3Rural mTotal
Note: Based on 485client responses in August 192

%j&? Alaska Department ol Health &Social Services, Division ol Public Assistance Sell-Suticiency
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Figuree4
Alaska* Grants Below Federal Poverty Level

FAMILY SIZE

$500  $1,000  $1500  $2000  $2,500
GRANT AMOUNT PER MONTH

E2AK Grant | Fad. Pav. Level
;%ﬁ%%%has appropriated an annual Costat Living Allowance (QCLA). These ligures

Source: Alaskr Departmentol Health &Social Services, Division ol Public Assistance.
Figureeb5

_ AFDC Benefits in States
with Highest Grant Levels—January 1992

FAMILY OF THREE GRANT AMOUNT

$400 $600 $800 $1,000 51.200

, , PAYMENTS. =~ . :
%ﬁe P%ﬂ%ﬁ%%wm Service, Center on Buoget andﬁ Policy Priorities, Center on Social

The resource limit. AFDC clients can onJy”
have assets or cash holdings of up to S1,000.~

This low savings limit puts clients in a precar-
ious position when leaving the security of the
AFDC program. Some states have sought waiv-
ers from this regulation while other states are
creating escrow accounts to allow recipients to
save funds which can only be tapped after they
leave AFDC.

The vehicle limit. Families are allowed to own
one vehicle worth no more than S2,500 (if
family has no assets). Such vehicles are in
frequent need of costly repairs. Unreliable trans-
portation is also a barrier to recipients seelcing
and keeping jobs and getting children to day
care.

Low earned income “disregards”. These disre-
gards are earnings which are notcounted against
the AFDC grant when a recipient works. For
AFDC clients working at jobs paying close to
the amount of the AFDC grant, this policy
provides little incentive to work. Some states
are operating demonstrations which allow re-
cipients to keep more of their earned income
without losing their grant. These policies en-
courage work and make the transition from
AFDC to work easier.

[ Transitional mcF-al benefits. Welfare rec:-'i-
ents who k emplo. tfarc now elig. e
for one year of transitional Medicaid coverage
as they leave the AFDC program. Some states
are allowing target groups of recipients two
years of transitional Medicaid rather than the
currentone year. The loss of medical coverage
isamajor concern of AFDC clients when they
try to leave the AFDC program.

Most clients want to work

On the Self-Sufficiency Projectquestionnaire.88%
of clients responding said they would prefer work-
ing to receiving AFDC.

In focus groups, clients said the same thing.

AFDC recipients want to work, but they stress that
the available jobs pay too little and usually do not
offer medical coverage. The cost of day care,
generally about $400 per child, is another barrier
for AFDC clients who want to work.

Alaska Economit Trends Ja.iuary 1993
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. ACCRA Cost of Living Index
First Quarter 1992—10 High Cost Urban Areas

City Index Grocery
1 New York, NY 219.1 1414
2. ANCHORAGE, AK 131.0 132.1
3. KODIAK, AK 145.7 160.6
4. FAIRBANKS, AK 129.8 1255
5. JUNEAU, AK 133.1 137.7
6. Los Angeles/Long Beach, CA 132.6 107.7
7. Palm Springs, CA 120.3 106.5
8. Baltimore, MD 122.3 136.0
9. Washington, DC 134.4 118.6

10. Albany, NY 114.2 110.8

Common barriers to employment

Figure 6 shows what AFDC clients consider to be
the primary barriers to employment. (There may

e other barriers to employment such as substance
abuse which were under-reported by AFDC cli-
ents on the survey results.)

Focus groups were held in Anchorage and Juneau
on the topic of AFDC clients’ obstacles to work.
AFDC clients and staff, AFDC/JOBS clients and
staff, and AFDC/Native JOBS clients and staff
stated the same points over and over again:

/ Jobs don’t pay enough.

| Clients fear the loss of medical coverage.

/  Day care is too expensive and often unreliable.

Clients need basic education, skills and experi-
ence.

/  There are no jobs available in rural Alaska.
JOBS training program comprehensive

The Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS)
Training Program, created by the Family Support

Alaska Economic Trends January 1993

Housing Util. Trans. Health
394.2 196.1 127.9 209.9
1411 98.5 106.9 1785
156.8 172.8 112.2 1714
123.2 140.7 115.7 189.9
131.7 157.6 129.9 182.2
185.3 80.0 119.6 136.5
136.8 107.2 118.1 1329
1181 145.8 126.0 126.4
175.8 113.7 130.4 142.2
119.8 128.2 104.4 1125

Act (FSA) of 1988, addresses the need for skills
training, basic education, and work experience
which AFDC clients list as primary barriers to
becoming employed and getting ofi welfare. The
JOBS program is afederally mandated welfare-to-
work program which is currently funded to serve a
small percentage of AFDC clients.

JOBS case managers work with participants to
idendfy employment goals and needed job skills.
Personal and family needs are also identified and
addressed in support groups and with supportive
services.

Natives have their own JOBS program

The Family Support Act offered Alaska Native
regional corporations the option of operating their
own JOBS programs with 100% federal funding.
(The JOBS program is required to match federal
funds with state funds.) In 1992 there were eleven
Native regional corporation grantees which re-
ceived S814,470 in federal funds. The largest Na-

(Cﬁ,&jBS grantee is Cook Inlet Tribal Council

Alaska JOBS and CITC JOBS are working with
the Alaska Department of Education and the Mat-
Su School District to provide case management

T a b |
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and other special services to teen parents at an
alternative school in Wasilla.

JOBS faces difficult task

The Family Support Act mandates states to provide
JOBS services to an increasing number of AFDC
clients each year. By 1995. JOBS must serve 20%
of nonexempt (mandatory) AFDC-Basic (single
parent) clients and 50% of AFDC-UP (two parent)
clients while federal allocations do not increase
proportionally.

The JOBS program is financed by astate appropri-
ation that matches a“capped" allocation of federal
funds. Alaska’'s FY93 share of the national JOBS
allocation is S1.7 million. Alaska appropriates
state general funds in excess of this federal match
for adultbasic education and alternative high school
projects.

In focus groups JOBS participants stressed that the
program { ave them skills, basic education, help
with problems like substance abuse and help in
finding work. Intensive case management helped
participants with a variety of problems. JOBS
participants repeatedly stated that the program
provided them with the basic life skills which they
lacked.

Primary Reason for Being on AFDC in Alaska

Client Survey/Self- Sufﬂclency Project

No Transportation

No Med Insurance

No Childcare

Poor Job Skills

Slay Home w/Kids
Jobs Don't Pay Enough

Can't Get Jobs

10% 15%

PERCENT

ffl Urban s3Rural | Total

Both AFDC clients and AFDC/JOBS participants®
were asked in focus groups and on questionnaires
about their expectations for becoming employed
and leaving AFDC. JOBS participants responded
that the program had prepared them for work and
helped them overcome multiple obstacles to be-
coming self-sufficient. AFDC clients, on the other
hand, were frustrated because growing caseloads
mean that eligibility technicians are less and less
able to provide AFDC clients with the support and
resource referrals they need to find jobs and be-
come self-sufficient. The AFDC staff echoed this
frustration.

What are other states doing?

Fourteen states have created task forces and com-
missions to study how to help AFDC clients reach
self-sufficiency. Some of these groups are on a
parallel course with Alaska's Self-Sufficiency
Project, using focus groups and questionnaires to
survey AFDC clients andstaff. States are watching
closely to see what succeeds in other parts of the
country. There is an encouraging exchange of
information and ideas as the states tackle the same
problems— a tight job market, clients with multi-
ple needs, and growing caseloads.

All of the states are in the process of implementing
and refining their JOBS programs. Some of the
states are allocatir ;»ad-
ditionai money u .aeir
JOBS programs so that
they can serve more par-
ticipants and provide
more support services.

Some states are using
federal waivers from the
usual provisions gov-
erning AFDC programs
to experiment witt
changing behavior and
orwith changing the sys-
tem.

What are waivers?

Simply put, waivers an
exemptions from tht
usual federal provision,
governing a state’

AFDC program.

20% 25% 30%

In recent years twelvi
states have conductei
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projects: California, Florida, Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, Ohio,
nnsylvania. Washington and Wisconsin.

The waiver approval process was accelerated in
1992. As of December 1, 1992, “accelerated"
waivers had been approved for eight states: Wis-
consin, Maryland, California, Oregon, New Jer-
sey, Michigan, Utah and Missouri. Virginia’s pro-
posal was pending.

Waiver projects run the gamut

Demonstrations range from those which attempt to
change behavior with either positive or negative
incentives to those which undertake a complete
restructuring of the welfare system and its regula-
tions.

The primary types of behavior encouraged are:
school attendance (LEARNF.'RE), preventive
health measures (HEALTHFARE), marriage
(WEDFARE or BRIDEFARE), employment
(WORKFARE) and not having children while on
welfare (FAMILY CAP). Penalties in the form of
grant reductions or incentives in the form of bo-
nuses are used to influence behavior.

~Som e states are trying to discourage migration

from other states with two-tiered payment sys-
tems. An AFDC client is paid the grant amount of
the previous state (if lower) until a recipient is
considered a resident of the new state (6 to 12
months).

Some states are proposing to tie benefits to em-
ployment, community work or training.

A few states are attempting to save money by
reducing grants to earlier levels, by time limiting
grants and by limiting eligibility.

Other states are using waiver projects to develop
what amounts to alternative welfare programs.
Examples of these are New York’s Child Assis-
tance Program (CAP), Minnesota’s Family Invest-
ment Program (FIP), Michigan’s ‘T o Strengthen
Michigan Families”, and Utah’s “Single Parent
Employment Program.”

Waivers Must Mesrt Two Conditions:

Experimental design and rigorous evaluation is the
first condition. A demonstration project must in-
clude a rigorous evaluation conducted by
an outside evaluator. The cost of this evaluation is
shared by the state and federal government and is

Alaska Economic Trends January \993

Facts about JOBS:

* JOBS serves haid-to-employ AFDC re-

cipients targeted by federal and state law.
These parents are:

Under 24 and lack a high school
diploma or have little work experience

On welfare 36 of last 60 months

Parents whose youngest child is 16
years or older

73% of all JOBS participants in Alaska in
August 1992 were targeted, long-term, or
likely to become long-term welfare recip-
ients with multiple barriers to employ-
ment.

460AFDCrecipientswereparticipatingat
least 20 hours per week in JOBS educa-
tion, training or employment activities in
June, 1992, while a total of 808 were
participating in JOBS at some level.

During August, 1992, 97 JOBc
pants were employed for wages.

In August 1992, 37 JOBS participants
were gaining work experience in Job
Sampling, anunpaid work experience ac-
tivity. During the first nine months of
1992, a total of 86 participants had parti-
cipated in Job Sampling.

In any month, 18-28% of JOBS partici-
pants need adult basic education services
before they arc "training ready."

JOBS achieved a 15.5% federally mea-
sured participation rate in FY91, double
the 7% requirement.

341 children were served by JOBS Child
Care in July 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 experiments. Cost esti-
mates by states run from S20.000 for a simple
waiver project to several million dollars for more
complicated projects.

Cost neutrality is the second condition. When a
state undertakes awaiver project, itmust show that
total federal costs are no higher than they would
have teen without the demonstration project. The
state mi'.stassume any fiscal risk if the project turns
out to cjst 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 appropri-
ate for Alaska. To date, Alaska has not submitted

any waiver applications.

Other Subsidies Available to Recipients

NEd(HId is a medical oayment program funded about equally by the feder-
al government and by tne 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.

FO(XjSHTpS are fully funded by the federal government. Recipients must
meet certain federal guidelines which include income and resource limits.
The maximum amount which a household of three can receive per month is
6376 in urban areas and between $479 and $583 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.

FUBITUAGSISH‘IE in the form 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 recipient pays 30% of their income as rent.

ASSISIHIE 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 Energy Assistance Program served 11,380
households in 1991-92. An estimated 3,400 of these were AFDC house-
holds. The yearly grant averaged $380 but varied from region to region in
the state.
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Some of the more noteworthy demonstrations:

The Family CAP Program reduces or eliminates
increases in the AFDC grant for children con-
ceived after a parent is on welfare. New Jersey has
a Family CAP program and Wisconsin's Supreme
Court is reviewing the Family CAP program for
constitutionality. In 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 encourages welfare parents to have children
and that working people do not receive salary
increases for the birth of a child.

The arguments against this policy are that only a
small percentage of 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
(S102 per month for an additional child in Alaska):
that the program was created to serve children,
not penalize them: that working parents do in fact
get an “incentive” in the form of additional tax
deductions for additional children.

The two-tiered benefit program pays alower grantd
to new AFDC clients to a state if the state of™
previous residence had alower AFDC grant. Usu-
ally clients receive the lower grantfor 6-12 months,
until they become residents of the new state.

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

Tne 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 payment program is scheduled
to commence in 1994.

Leamfare is aimed at keeping children in school to
help break the welfare cycle. After achild misses
school acertain number of limas, the family may
be penalized with areduction in their grant. Other
states use a bonus system to encourage children to |
go to school.
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itial results from a University of Wisconsin,
filwaukee, study show that children in the coun-
ties studied actually 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 guarantee learning. Another is that
the program adds a substantial administrative bur-
den to schools and AFDC agencies.

Healthfare programs encourage preventive health-
care through grant reductions (Maryland) or
through grant bonuses (Virginia). These programs
are administratively complex. Results are not avail-
able on their impact.

Wedfare/Bridefare programs encourage marriage
with bonuses or penalties. Wisconsin is experi-
menting witn this program which tests the hypoth-
esis that encouraging marriage will cause single
mothers to leave the welfare rolls.

Alternate welfare systems are New York’s Child
Assistance Program (CAP), Michigan’s program
and Minnesota’s Family Investment Program (FIP)

kwhich have been mentioned earlier in this article.

'These programs, unlike the demonstrations which
isolate types of behavior and attempt to change
them, allow clients to keep more of their earned
income (earned income disregards) and to accu-
mulate more resources.
New York’'s Cap pro-
gram allows participants
to own avehicle of any
value. Participants in
these programs are usu-
allyexemptfrom the 100
hour rule.

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

Utah has also designed
aprogram which waives
some of the regulations
which discourage
work. lowa is designing
a program which
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.

experience.

What do
these waiver
demonstrations show?

Mostof these projects are still in the 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 the 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.

Other projects may not require waivers

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.

Community Work Experience (CWEP) creates
unpaid public sector jobs for AFDC clients so that
they will gain work experience. These jobs could
provide useful community services which are not
currently provided. But again, the cost of running
such a program would be high, and an administra-

Self-Sufficiency Project Survey Highlights
The Self-Sufficiency Project survey elicited the following information from clients and staff:

88% of AFDC clients responding said that they would rather wo ricthan receive welfare.

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

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
questions aboutbarrierstoemployment, thehelp needed to getoffwelfare, andchangeswhich
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
program.

Work Supplementation pays part of the cost of an
employee so thatemployers are encouraged to hire
AFDC clients. The employee's AFDC grantmakes
up the balance of the employee’s wage. The prin-
cipal disadvantage of such aprogram is that it may
take jobs from non-AFDC workers. On the posi-
tive side, employers might be encouraged to add
additional staff because the cost for the added
employee would be low.

ahould Ia[ska 0 a waiver
emonstration”

As a welfare reform coordinator in another state
put it, “Welfare reform ain’t cheap.”

The Self-Sufficiency Project has looked atdemon-
stration projects and waiver proposals in other
states. Those projects which eliminate federal reg-
ulations discouraging work and which make the
transition off welfare easier for clients have merit.
But waivers cost money and they only affect a
target group of AFDC clients.

AFDC Clients’ Plans for Self-Sufficiency in Alaska

Gel AJob
Atlend 2-4 Yr College
Get Vocational Skills

Self-Employment

Project design and application costs, computer”
system redesign, and additional staff to monitor™
and collect data required for the evaluation are
some of the additional costs which astate faces in
conducting a waiver project. Another cost is the
outside evaluation which runs from S20-30.000
for a simple waiver to several million dollars for
more complex waivers. States with large AFDC
populations have the advantage of a larger admin-
istrative budget to absorb these costs. Alaska's
AFDC population is relatively small compared to
other states.

A waiver would require that some AFDC recipi-
ents are treated differently than others. Since waiv -
er demonstrations are intended to gain research
data, clients are divided into experimental and
control groups. Different sets of program rules
would be applied to experimental and control
groups over the life of the demonstration project.

The Alaska Division of Public Assistance is as-
sessing the costs and benefits of experimental
projects which would, create increased incentives
to work.

\é\éﬁﬁa J)S Alaska

A great deal.

c ka

strategies tor helping
AFDC clients attain
self-sufficiency is the
JOBS program. The
JOBS program, afeder-
ally mandated welfare-
to-work program for
AFDC clients, provides
basic education and
skills to asmall percent-
age of AFDC clients
with multiple barriers to
self-sufficiency.

The JOBS program was
created by the Alaska
State Legislature, the
Department of Health
and Social Services, and
die Departments of La-
bor, Community and Re-
gional Affairs, and Ed-

25% 30% 35%

Marriage 4%
Other
% 5% 10% 15% 20%
PERCENT

12
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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-
ing long term dependent clients into jobs and off
welfare.

The Child Support Enforcement Division of the
Departmentof Revenue is establishing and enforc-
ing child support orders at a dramatically increas-
ing rate.

Several agencies are working together to explore
the creation of rural jobs. The Department of
Health and Social Services has awarded contracts
to private agencies to provide homecare services in
six of ten regions statewide, enabling 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
targeting 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 wliver pro-
jects conducted by other states to see what works
in helping clients get off AFDC and become self-
sufficient.

EFIf—Sufﬂcgen(a{ g’rOJect

lent and Staft Survey

A comprehensive questionnaire was sent out in
July, 1992 toover 1,000 AFDC clients in astatis-
tically valid survey. Another 40 clients were intei
viewed by phone and 40 clients were interviewed
in depth during Quality Control interviews. Ran-
dom sampling was done for each 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 toemr'~v-
ment and self-sufficiency, about what help uiey
needed to get work and leave welfare, and about
how the welfare system could be changed to better
serve clients and promote their self-sufficiency.
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Figure*10

A questionnaire was also sent out to all eligibility
technicians (about 200 staff statewide), and to all
JOBS case managers (about seventy staff state-
wide). Approximately 50% of staff returned these
eqguestionnaires. 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 the 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:
Figure 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 the help which clients stated
«that they needed in order to get jobs; Figure 10
shows how much clients think that they need to
earn to leave AFDC; Figure 11 shows what eligi-
bility technicians think is the 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

<Per month.

Note: Based on 463 client responses in August 1962
Source: Alaska Department ol Health &Social Services. Division ol PublicAssistance.
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Project held focus groups

Eleven focus group meetings were held by the
Self-Sufficiency Project Coordinator in Juneau
and Anchorage. Meetings were held with AFDC
clients and staff and JOBS/Nahve 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’tpay enough to
live on and do not provide medical benefits. Cli-
ents stressed their concerns about losing Medicaid
once off AFDC. They also spoke of the high cost
of day care. AFDC clients talked about their lack
of skills and basic education which hampered them
in getting jobs.

“Being an eligibility technician is like putting vpur
head in a washing machine and screaming." Eligi-
bility technicians who work with AFDC clients
complained of an overwhelming and growing
caseload. They were frustrated athaving little lime
to refer clients to community and job resources.
Th”y also criticized federal regulations which dis-
couraged their clients from seeking employment.

"In the villages, we're the new middle class. If
AFDC savs we have to get married, then that is
what we do." Rural clients were frustrated by the
la~k of jobs in village areas and by their dep.
dence on AFDC.

“The JOBS Program works." JOBS participants
spoke of their success at acquiring basic education
and skills for jobs. Some mentioned that the inten-
sive case management provided helped them with
problems like substance abuse and the need for
parenting and general life skills. JOBS staff were
pleased with the successes of the participants with
whom they worked. Both staff and parucipants
were concerned about ajob market that offered
JOBS participants 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 incorm
families.
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< DayCareistoocostly, often unavailable, some-
times unreliable. Large employers should be
required to provide day care.

e The AFDC regulations provide little incentive
to work. Regulations which were mentioned
repeatedly were the 100-hour rule, die amount
of earned income an AFDC client could keep,
the amount of assets a client could have
(S1,000), and the value of an automobile that
AFDC clients can have (S1,500 or S2.500 if no
assets).

< AFDC clients need to learn many life skills.

= Pregnancy prevention should be taught in
schools.

e More transitional medical benefits should be
made available toclients trying togetoff AFDC.

Conclusions

The major issues are obvious and shared by all
states, but it is the federal government which can
acL

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
provisions, clients are discouraged from taking
full time, low paid jobs because they lose benefits
like Medicaid. Eliminating the 100-hour rulewould
allow AFDC-UP eligibility to be based solely on
income rather thanon income and number of hours
worked.

Allowing AFDC clients to retain more of their
earned income on a graduated scale over alonger
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.
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Most Important Way to Help Get Oft AFDC
Eligibility Technician Survey

oo e e oo} e —

10% 5%  20% 25%
PERCENT

£5Urban S3Rural | Total

Note: Based on 150eligibility technician responses in August 1962
E%f@ Alaska Department ol Health 6Social Services. Divisi n ol Public Assistance, Sell-Sutfidency

Figureel?2

Reason for Bt mc on AFDC
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Providing clients with longer transitional benefits
would encourage work. Clients often leave AFDC
for jobs which do not provide medical coverage.
These clients are now provided with one year of
transitional benefits like Medicaid.

And a major national issue remains to be ad-

part of the U.S. population. AFDC clients in Alas-
ka stated that the lack of medical coverage is a
major barrier to leaving AFDC. (See Figure 8.)

Welfare reform staffs in all states agree on one
thing— a hope that this time of turmoil, question-
ing and change will lead to a program that works.

dressed— the lack of medical coverage for alarge

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/or supportive services leading to employment. The program uses rentvouchers as an
incentive for participation.

Statewide, about 30% of all families in assisted housing are also receiving AFDC. In Anchorage that figure is closerto
40%. The Alaska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) is initially targeting the Anchorage areafor the FSS program.

The Alaska Departments o fLabor, Health and Social Services and the 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 sector employment

The purpose o fhomecare services contracts is the provision of personal care and chore services to elderly and disabled
people throughout the state. Homecare services w ill enable clients to stay in their own homes and communities. The
consolidation o fthe Home Health Aide, Homemaker and Personal Care Attendantprograms into one program simplifies
access for clients.

Funding w ill be available through the Department o f Community and Regional Affairs forjob training for individuals
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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ANin the prior year.

Unem ployment

A's Bad
by Tom Lane

ANES

O ctober’sunemployment rate for Alaska rep-
resented amixture of good and bad news. The rate,
9.1%, was 1.5 percentage points higher than the
previous month, and much higher than the corre-
sponding 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.

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
month’s unemployment rate was greater than the
corresponding rate a year before. However, recent
months have demonstrated an improving trend
with rates approaching those of the prior year. This
trend does not mean that the unemployment situa-
tion itselfhas been improving, but simply that itis
no longer becoming

consistently worse.

ates were still much
higher than they were
two years ago. (See Fig-
ure 1.) Moreover, 677
more Alaskans were un-
employed in October
1992 than in the same
month in 1991.

While more people in

Alaska were unem- L
ployed thisOctober than 12-
a year ago, quite a few
more held jobs than in 10
October of 1991— the
state gained a net 2,900 8
new jobs over the year.
The relatively favorable 6 H
unemploymentnews ap-
plied broadly across the
state with some local ex- 4
ceptions. Only one re-

2 H

gion, the Southwest, had
significantly higher un-
employment rates than
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Retail giants find a new frontier

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 state’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 system with possible ex-
pansion of outlets into other communities.

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
Yukon Territory, where some interest in the store

Monthly Unemployment Rates w9®&M99?

LJ 1990 231991 M 1992

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jut Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
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has developed. 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 DeBarr
Road, and Pace Membership Warehouse was to
open its second Alaska store, in Fairbanks, late in
November, Sears has moved up the completion
date for expansion of its Anchorage 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 Anchorage
Economic DevelopmentCorp., suggests thatwhile
competition will be severe among the large retail-
ers, smaller local concerns might lose 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
industry Group

18

What has led to the large number of expansions? In£
part, they may result from lesser opportunities in“
other states. However, advances in distribution
technology make it easier to stock Alaska stores
and the major chains see potential for replacing
catalog sales and shopping trips to other states.

orepve istingjouglts have had some success.
vaCNBSkaGTOUI'n& ﬁm& reported that the
Costco outlet in Anchorage has the second highest
sales in the chain of 100 stores. Success in smaller
markets in other states has also led retailers to
consider Alaska. In planning new stores, Costco
generally used aminimum population threshold of
400,000 within sixty miles. Itstarted 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 afuture impact on Alaska employ-
ment. Arco’s Kuvium exploratory well in the East-
ern Beaufort Sea has had promising results. Arco
and Unocal also recently swapped some proper-
ties. While the immediate impactcould be aloss of
some jobs (up to 100), the swap may lead to more
aggressive exploration.

Some major copstructien projects-are planned for
the state. The N&SR& CT\%FXH indicates™
that the military in Alas-
ka was authorized to
sper.i S125 million in
capital projects in 1993.
Projects include hous-
ing renovations at Fort
Richardson and aircraft
shelters, a fire training
facility and a regional
hospital at Elmendorf
Air Force Base. The
hospital, to replace the
Clark Air Force Base
hospital in the Philip-
pines, will eventually
cost S160 million and
will, be the biggest An-
chorage building project
ever. The new adminis-
tration’s views toward
this project are not yet
known, however. In ad-
dition to the military
projects, the University
of Alaska at Fairbanks
began work on aS5 mil-
lion recreation center
Also, the Alaska Indus

Major
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Northern Region
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net total of 8,100 jobs over the month. Employ-
ment declined in the usual seasonal industries
including construction, seafood processing, eating
and drinking places and hotels and motels. Local
government employment, mostly school reLied,
was up significantly over the previous month. 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 tne relatively high-paying goods-
producing sector. An increase of 3,600 jobs in the
generally lower-paying service-producing sector
accounted for the jump in employment over the
year.

The employment decline in the goods-producing
sector reflected a loss of about 1,000 mining and
mineral extraction jobs. The employment losses
were in the oil and gas industry, particularly in oil
field services. Oil companies have narrowed the
number of firms that they work with causing a
shake-out in the industry. Employment in other
mining industries was up slightly over the year,
despite low metal prices.

Seafood processing employment was higher than
lastyear. The increase was consistentin all threeof
the major seafood producing regions (Southeast,
Gulf Coast, Southwest) but no single factor ap-
peared to account for the increase. The decline in
othernondurable goods manufacturing comes from
printing and publishing industry cutbacks: The
Anchorage Times ceased operations and Rural
Publication.', of Alaska suspended publication of
nine of its chain of ten rural newspapers.

In the service-producing sector, trade employment
increased by over 500 jobs from the 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 the health services
and personal services industries.

22

Federal government employment increases helped!
Anchorage and Southeast. At the same time, 1,200

local governmentjobs were created. Many of those

jobs were in Anchorage, particularly inareaschools.

University employment was also up and provided

the most benefit to Fairbanks.

ore jobs in every regiop for the year—
l\)ﬂts met|me51u¥t bg P y

The unemployment rate was up slightly from the
year before in the Anchorage Mat-Su region and
472 more people 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 cutbacks (500 jobs lost) and
declines in the printing and publications industry
(another 500 jobs lost) hit the region harder than
the rest of the state. At the same time 1.400 new
service-producingjobs were created over the year,
with increases in transportation and utilities, food
stores, Federal government, and local government
(particularly school relat'd).

In the Gulf Coast Region, the unemployment rate

was slightly down over the year but still higher

than for the state as awhole. While the region had

a net employment gain of 150, it lost 350 high™
paying oil and gas industry jobs over the year.

Petroleum industry declines contributed to the

relatively high ntes for the V -i

Peninsula Boro.., 0,»jsing -
ment was up over the year and retail trade had a
gain of 200 jobs.

Although the unemployment rate for the Interior
Region as a whole was only slightly lugher than
last year, rates in the rural areas outside the Fair-
banks North Star Borough increased. The Borough
gained asignificantnumber o f Universityjobs, but
lost over ahundred retail jobs. Losses inretail 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 200 jobs
for the year while the number of other mining jobs
increased slightly. Service producing jobs also
increased slightly. In the Southwest Region, un-
employment rates were somewhat higher than the

Alaska Economic Trends January 1993
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year before, but the rate was still much better than
for the entire state. Rates were particularly low in
e fishing areas. Employment in both the seafood
rocessing industry and the 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
Haines Borough dropped to halfof what it was 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. Mining employed about 350 people
in the region but could become more important in
the future— the Kensington Mine near Juneau re-
ceived its first permit from the Juneau Planning
and Zoning Commission.

Alaska Economic Trends January 1993

Summary

While the October unemploymentrate for the state
approached that of the prior year for the second
consecutive month, rates are still high. Nonethe-
less, the current trend is prom~in? r that the
unemployc mtrate .U... ager to

lyworsen .. Despite some cutbacks in the impor-
tant oil arw. gas industry, October’'s employment
data indicated that the state had weathered the last
year moderately well. The relauvely small growth
injobs was fairly well distributed over the state.
However, job growth was mainly in the generally
lower-paying service-producing sector andoil and
gas industry job losses remain worrisome.

Big changes are occurring in Alaska’s retail indus-
try with the expansion of national chains in the
state. How well existing retailers will manage to
deal with thatinflux remains problematical. In any
case, the Alaskan as consumer should benefit.
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Labor Force By Region and Census Area

Labor Force Unemployment Employment
]ﬂ/@ r/ [ 10/5% t/
10/91 92 10M 1001 Y2 o 10M
Alaska Statewide.............. 201208 267465 256381 28601 20307 23014 90 237517 24718 233367
Anch.-MatSu Region........... 16413 18215 1B/ 11273 1012 10801 81 15140 1808 123152
Munic. of Anchorage............. 11890 120191 116%4 8800 3006 8451 : 72 110100 1]2185 108503
MalSu Borough......cccoveevene. 1753 18024 1699 243 2116 2350 1l 138 15,040 158 146/
GulfCoast Region.......cc...... 03B 3917 08 370 308 3797 124 27 2658 28384 26,134
Kenai Peninsula Borough....... 190% 197% 18665 2764 2002 2601 145 140 16,29 74 1604
Kodiak Island Borough.......... 6/% 734 6918 538 608 85 87 116 6,208 6,746 6113
Valdez-Cordova...........co...... 4506 4767 4418 47 323 1 89 4089 404 4027
Interior Region.......oevveeenees 69 37460 H30 380 . 325 381 106 105 32,789 A2H 32489
Fairbanks North Star Bor........ 3162 R3BW 3120 318  26/4 318 101 99 2843 2064 28171
Southeast Fairbanks............... 2110 2087 203" 23 190 239 139 1n7 1817 1897 190
Yukon-Koyukuk................... 2987 305 29@ 3% 3Bl 474 134 158 2542 2664 2518
Northern Region...cccvuvvvenen. 8413 8320 8212 830 39 3 105 108 7533 7491 7309
NOME...ovvrrirerrirernr i, 3050 3013 308L 2% 332 ) 110 2,796 274 269
North Slope Borough............ 2%4 2911 2987 135 1% \ 6.6 2,849 283 2/
Northwest Arctic Borough..... 2319  233% 2XH4 451 3B 190 162 1923 197 183
Southeast Region................. 5B IO BB 2913 2217 289 81 32,950 A4 2264
Haines BOrough.................... 874 916 965 a 198 104 205 83 842 167
Juneau Borough.............eeeve. 615 7% 1569 1243 102 100 . 6t 14902 16014 1450
Ketchikan Gateway Bor......... 6,43 6974 6514 637 535 '06 H]z 9
Pr. of Wales-Outer Ketch........ 2697 288 2710 267 £ . 14 2430 2, 2379
Sitka Borough..........cccvvvveennns 4080 433 4046 19 16l 245 . 6.1 3881 4172 3301
Skagway-Yakutat-Angoon..... 179 1786 1667 202 1% 18 18 109 1517 1631 14%
WrangcU-Petersburg.............. 3635 378 352 W 28 260 . 74 331 3580 3202
Southwest Region................ 1352 1382 12742 96 &l 843 6.6 12516 BBL 11,39
Aleutians East Borough.......... 93% 970 8% 19 16 2 28 916 %A g1l
Aleutians West.........cc.ovveen 2631  21%H 2507 70 63 2 2567 2672 2440
Bethel.....c.ovvveeriesiisniens 526 533% 4900 482 7 390 30 4744 4939 4510
Bristol Bay Borough.............. 531 528 490 47 24 K] 61 484 4 460
Dillingham.........ceoevveerirnnnea. 2410 2521 22318 204 167 163 70 2,206 2,360 155
Wade ampton ..................... Im8 176 16l 164 164 168 103 15% 162 1483
Notes: p/denotes preliminary estimetes r/denotes reused estimates Benchmerk: March 1901
the Cu Informulas used to allocate leceral tunes.
deral u e%rﬁ the u§eol unrgggded Iaior lorce ? a,Eus %er "l%%%gp%sste 9%5 men(e(}f _ dlloca
atmc es re ace exc B%e A | d Xtio SLg%ltalrand including the week
d[ll—‘d veare (ﬁfo [hona? VOl er tram %Sosestha pea'lreﬁ K%HE@?O i i aly e ploy C

Source. Alaska Departmentol Labor, Research AAnalysis Section.
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Under Indictment

Americans "Want To Change, But Not Demolish,

Bv Will Marshall

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

the Welfare Systenm

nation of carrots and sticks to move welfare recipients
into jobs.
The indictment against America’s welfare system has

han any other, this pledge defined him as a Newour main counts:

Democrat determined to move beyond an exhausted

left-rght debate that is failing to confront America's
most pressing problems.

In calling for a two-year limit on welfare, Clinton
proposed the most radical reform in U.S. social policy
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 widely 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, overwhelmingly want to change— but not
demolish—the welfare system. People are less con-
cerned about costs than about welfare's failure to
encourage and reward the values most Americans live
by: work and saving, marriage and family, individual
initiative and a sense of responsibility to one's commu-
nity. More than 90 percent of the public thinks that mak-
ing welfare recipients self-sufficient is more important
than removing them from the rolls to cut costs. Nearly
as many support work requirements, even for mothers
with young children.

Despite near-unanimous support for sweeping
reform, the administration 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 ".vn A. Hogan notes in this section, the admin-
istration deserves credit for giving Wisconsin approval
to test t two-year limit on welfare eligibility in two coun-
ties. Other stales likewise have proposed using a combi-

It undercuts 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-
versely rewarding failure rather than success.

Although virtually every 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 impossible to
defend yet impossible to change fundamentally.

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

e limits, however, are not enough. Simply man-
dating a two-year limit, without other reforms,
would only worsen the plight of 14 million welfare

recipients, 9 million of who are children. Helping peo-
ple develop their capacities— especially those with few

resources and many problems—is an expensive propo-
sition. Hence, a radical redesign of social welfare will
cost more, not less, in the short run. In fact, the current
welfare system has survived successive bouts of reform

Pt



precisely oec.u:>e : 1 ei.Ktvtjiy cheap way :o deal
with riie poor.

Bat spending more now to enable people to work will
reap iarge dividends down the road: fewer people on
public aid. more people working and paying taxes, and
fewer children trapped in an underclass characterized
bv 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
goal of making welfare "a second chance, not a way of
life": Liberals will have to accept time limits, and con-

P apas P r e ach

servatives will have to accept higher social costs.

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

= First and most important, we must make work pay.
Low-wage jobs simply can't compete with the package
of benefits mvailable in the welfare economy. For exam-
ple, a welfare recipient in Ohio may collect a maximum
basic welfare grant (Aid to Families with Dependent
Children plus food stamps) of S633 a month, or 57,5% a
year. However, she also is eligible for valuable Medicaid
and child care assistance and possibly housing subsi-

Th.. Link Between Illegitimacy and Dependency

By Lyn A. Eogan
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dies. Vet. it she takes a 40-hour-a-week job at the mim-
mum wage or 54.25. 'he will make only 5S.340 a year,
nearly 53.000 below the poverty line tor a typical family
of three. It makes little sense to exhort welfare recipients
to work if that means lowering their standard of living
or leaving them without health care.

The alternative is to shift public subsidies from wel-
fare to work, so that what people earn from low-vvage
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 by expanding the
earned income tax credit, a subsidy to low-wage work-
ers. Together with food stamps, the EITC should be suf-
ficient so that even a minimum-wage job would lift a
full-time worker and her family out of poverty. Working
mothers also will need more transitional assistance for
child care and perhaps housing as they move from wel-
fare to private jobs.

e Second, we must assure universal access to health
care. When welfare recipients take a job, they soon lose
Medicaid benefits worth about 53,000 a year. The jobs
theyare most likeba to take rarely offer health insurance
or pay enough to let them buy their own policy. Health
care reform must guarantee universal access and so
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
public agencies, nonprofit groups and even private
businesses. 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
rareiv 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 deny that many welfare recipients need
more education and training. The question is, should
their entry into the job market be delayed while they
attend training 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
training that may be irrelevant to the iocai job market.

A recent Manpower Demonstration Research Corpo-
ration study of California's GAIN program confirms
this view. The study found that programs that stress
work, offer intensive job placement and work closely
with local employers to determine training 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 learn 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, a;
David Ellwood, assistant secretary of planning and
evaluation at the Department of Health and Human
Services, has said.

= Fifth, we must offer community-service jobs for
people who can't find or keep private jobs. If socieW is
to require work as a condition of public assistance. :t
must guarantee the opportunity to work. But communi-
tv-service jobs at a minimum wage should be a las"
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.

ese 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-building; microenterprise to
encourage self-employment; tenant management and
owneiship, to encourage public housing residents to
handle their own affairs; and social service vouchers, to
give poor people more control over the -ervices created
for them.

It's impossible, 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 recipients 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 jobs here. In tnith, however, no
one knows the answer because the supply of jobs is
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Making Welfare

dynamic, always expanding and contracting. Time lim-
its are the only way to find out whether our labor mar-
kets can absorb the estimated 1.5 million people who
would need jobs two years after the limit was imposed.

Finally, as we figure out how to help people leave
welfare, we need to redouble efforts to prevent them
from entering the system in the first place. A serious
prevention strategy must take aim squarely at the
explosion of out-of-wedlock births to teen-age mothers.
As Hogan details in an accompanying article, illegiti-
macy is closely linked to welfare dependency.

There are lots of devilish details to be worked out,

T he Soup Kitchen

Work

and a work-based social policy will be no more immune
to the law of unintended consequences than others. All
this suggests the need for a lengthy transition, lots of
state experiments with ways to move people into pri-
vate jobs and to create and monitor community service
jobs, and much more rigorous evaluation of these
efforts. Nonetheless, President Clinton should press
ahead if he makes 1994 the year of replacing welfare
with work, he will find a public eager for change and
ready to support his resolve. &

Wl Marstell s presicint of the Progressive Policy Intitute.

Elite

"Good Guys®" Always Find a Way To Get Money for Themselves

By Theresa Funiciello

\Weodstook, NY.

overty in America is a megabusiness. With remark-
ble creativity, every time our social welfare institu-
ions discover or redefine a need of poor people,
the "nonprofit" agencies find a way to get money

themselves. In the meantime, poor people have become

increasingly poor. It was not quite by accident. Or quite
by design.

Instead of helping the poor directly by spending
enough money to provide them with adequate benefits,
the social welfare system is indirect. Instead of offering
a welfare mother enough money to buy decent food
and housing for her children, the system offers her food
pantries and homeless shelters and information and
referral services. The idea, of course, is that she can't be
trusted to use money wisely and that it is more prudent
to offer her services. The result, however, is an elaborate
series of poverty bureaucracies that are wasteful and
inefficient. But because the people who run these
bureaucracies are "good guys,” their motives are rarely
guestioned and their effectiveness is rarely evaluated.

A triad of interests converged to create this perverse
exchange. These three are the nonprofit agencies that
lobby for services and later deliver them, the for-profit
corporate sector and wealthy individuals who fund non-
profits to influence government policy, and the govern-
ment officials and bureaucrats whose stars rise and fall

Tml NI w OiMOCi \ r

with each wave of public policy. The nonprofits and for-
profits interface with government as personnel 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 coven exchange for an array of fu.ure campaign con-
tributions. Each of the "helping hands" washes the oth-
ers while counting the bounty of its good intentions.

Their power is directly proportional to the amount of
money fhey control, the size of their bureaucracies and
the successes they claim. Since they are the "good
guys," the media tend to report their self-repmsenta-
tions uncritically. The result is social policy fashioned
by relatively few individuals. Often irrational even on
its face, it is the public consequence of virtually private
decision-making.

The system fails us all, not by spending too much
money on poor people, but by spending so much on
their surrogate: the social welfare establishment that
purports to represent these people. In particular, by
using welfare mothers as public punching bags and
ascribing multiple failures to them, the players position
themselves to "fix" the women. Those now referred to
as the "underclass" are regular subjects of social scien-
tists (biased only by the sources of their paychecks) and
the objects of innumerable cures by social welfare char-
latans.



T he T raining

Research Shozvs the Best Path Fromnm

By Lee A. Bowes

New York

resident Clinton's plan to revamp the welfare sys-
em has rekindled a debate between those who
elieve education and training is the best route

Welfare to

T rap

Work Isa Straight Line

study, Judith Gueron and Edward Pauly found little
evidence that education and training helps welfare
recipients get jobs. And government-sponsored pro-
grams such as CETA, JTPA and proprietary and voca-

from welfare to work, and those who believe in a direct tional schools failed to prepare people for the labor
path—placing people in jobs that offer decent pay and market, according to researcher Paul Osterman. L'r.iike

benefits.

The argument has been going on for a long time, and
the education-and-training camp has had the upper
hand for most of it. This is beginning to change, and
none too soon. The president's plan will succeed only if
it puts welfare recipients into jobs where they can get
experience. A growing body of research backs this view.

Previous federal stabs at welfare reform have been
disappointing, to say the least. The Aid to Families with
Dependent Children program had an education and
training component that began in the 1960s. The Work
Incentive program, or WIN, technically required
women to participate once their youngest child turned
6. Partly because of inadequate funding, it never really
worked.

The federai government vastly expanded job training
for the disadvantaged in the '70s and '80s through the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act and its
successor, the Job Training Partnership Act. Studies of
both found that they have largeiy ignored the needs of
the most disadvantaged. Just last year, for example, the
Labor Department issued new regulations for JTPA to
address concerns that the program benefits white men
almost exclusively.

By the late 'SOs, welfare caseloads were growing, and
a consensus was emerging that recipients should be
ooliged to engage in some sort of activity leading to
self-sufficiency. Congress responded bv passing the
Family Support Act, which required states to enroll a
certain percentage of their caseloans in education, job
training or job search programs. The program's over-
whelming emphasis, however, has been on education
and training rather than placement in jobs.

Recent research supports the view that a strategy
focused on finding people jobs first rather than on
enrolling them in training classes is the answer. In their

apprenticeship programs in Germany and Japan, he
savs, the American programs fail to integrate them-
selves in companies' recruitment and employment -y--
tems. Other findings:

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

Partly because of inadequate funding,

it never really worked.

< A recent analysis of a Rockefeller Foundat: re
funded job-training demonstration program for -mc.v
minority mothers found that only one of four site-
San Diego, was showing positive results. 1 <
researchers attributed its success to an aggre?-r.
approach to job-specific training and marketmec
employers.

e The Manpower Demonstration Research C ry. =
ration recently finished a two-year study of Califorr a -
GAIN program, which tries to move welfare rec:ir<
:nto activities leading toward independence. It i
that Riverside County had the greatest succes? m
ting candidates into jobs. The researchers said this = .-



because the program focused on getting jobs. kept up
relationships with area employer, and encouraged wel-
fare recipients to be flexible about taking jobs.

= The Urban Institute recently published a study of
Washington state's Family Independence Program, a
voluntary training program. The researchers said the
program is failing to increase employment because it
lacks ties to the job market.

= Michael Dowling, New York state's newly appoint-
ed commissioner of social services, has redirected all
welfare department activities and funds into a jobs-first
strategy. Education and training are considered sec-
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employers hire largely through networks and informal
systems. 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.

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

America Works, the for-profit company | founded
with mv husband, is rooted in the belief that the job-
finding service is distinct from the educ 'on@a rain-
ing service. iSee The New Democrat, Why jThe
America Works model was created to help people find
jobs, support their transition to work and remove
disincentives to work. We have contracts with New
York, Connecticut and Indiana and with Indianapolis.

Here's how America Works works. People on welfare
hear about us through word of mouth. We screen peo-
ple only to make sure they're eligible for our services.
We believe strongly in motivation. Participants must be
on time and have perfect attendance the first week of
the program. After about five weeks in classes— where
thev learn interview techniques, appropriate dress and
behavior, basic office skills, etc.— we get them a job at a
company, but on our payroll.

In a traditional welfare-to-work program, peopie get
classroom training and help writing a resume, and then
they are expected to find the job themselves. Ac
America Works, half of our staff members are selling a
service to corporations—a four-month trial employee in
which the businesses save up to $2,500 in combined
benefits and taxes. During the trial an America Works
staff member acts as a full-service human-resource
department for the worker, arranging day care, child
care, helping to pay overdue bills—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 to a study by Ernst and Young, S5 percent of
the first 750 people we placed in jobs are still employed.
Their average stay on welfare had been five years. Their
average annual pay was 515,000, and more than a third
had received promotions and raises.

The evidence is clear: If you want to move peopie
from welfare to work, you have to help them find jobs.
It's time for classroom training to take a back seat. &

Lo A Boves is chiefeeautive officer of Arerica k-



“The most comprehensiyk R euepgyiypggploynent in Welfare Reform, Dependency Reduction, and
Thesloecterofunemlo\}/ergnt|s LabOF Market Entry notice

increasingly used to justi
%overnmentprograms— from contmumg This material may be

igh military expenditures to a return to :
Néw Deal-type make-work agendes. RI RECTOR, . . protected by copyngni
Now Outo%/ork amasses leniess and (1tage ndation, V\bzt.lrgtm, DCANR 1w (ritie 17 US. Codecs
devastatmgewdencethatt emaﬂorcause
II% unemployment, bo cyclical and
secu r, Isgoveriment itself,
Utofwork challen%eleegHesmn

8 Dependency reduction requires altering the welfare incentive structure: reducing the
fiscal demand-manageme

practemante tan 0W5| | rewards for nonwork and increasing the rewards for work. Requiring welfare recipi—
r?w?er espf%rluﬁlsoanssmdl\r)”n” rp”s? elsslaega ents to work in exchange for welfare benefits reduces the attractiveness of welfare
|0nfU %mplo lm?ntcgm fsa“r?tnro%ggn and is crucial to dependency reduction. However, most current workfare programs
welfare nave g prayedsl gICIJCStofWOrIk impose minimal requirements on welfare recipients and are ineffectual. This paper
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g)}%%?rDb&elteresm%Hngmdlrectlencoontrlbuted Tod2 nearly one out of eight American children is being raised on welfare under

to the depression’s banking crisis as well the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program. Almost one out of

\’vnest % gg‘}uotfowneo&{ﬁg%g]setsthe ten Americans receives Food Stamps. With total means-tested welfare spending

‘ exp){oswe issues of the twentieth century. exceeding $225 billion annually, or around $7,000 for every poor person in the U.S.,

welfare now consumes four percent of the Gross National Product— the same level

\ lanls’ as during the Great Depression, when a quarter of the labor force was unemployed
TRl I fhan
U the (Rector, 1992b).

St - Not only has the cost of welfare hecome exorhitant, but many also believe that

gl Ve the present system has greatly contributed, over the last 25 years, to the rise of a new

set of "behavioral poverty" problems including eroded work ethic and dependency,

| i\ A lack of educational aspiration and achievement, increased single parenthood and ille -

] . 1 Ly o gitimacy, criminal activity, and drug and alcohol abuse.

M s A The onset of the War on Poverty directly coincided with the disintegration of

p KS. ] A U]\ﬂg[y the low-income family— the black family in particular. During the mid-1960s when
lf"'tLT:l % ¢ KIcA A m the War on Poverty began, the black illegitimate birth rate was roughly 25 percent—
[" ! today it has risen to 65 percent and, if current trends continue, will reach 75 percent
'A in ten years. Similar trends are found among low-income whites. A second key prob-

Serilor Fellow, American Enterprise Institute lem in welfare policy is long-temr dependence: 65 percent of the 4.3 million families

d rqs Tahles olodes. o K currently on AFD C will stay on for over 8 years; 82 percent will be on for over five
%@% %@@lm&%ﬁg@ years. Only 7 percent will receive welfare for less than two years (Committee on
Ways and Means, 1992, p. 685). This pattern of dependence is passed from one gen-

ORDER TOLL FREE 1-800-977-8733 eration to another. With all other socioeconomic variables held constant, being raised

) Credit card orders only. 24hours a day. in asingle-parent AFDC family doubles the probability that a woman will give birth
The Independent Institute, Dept. BP9.134 Ninety-Eighth Avenue, Oakland, CA 94603
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fare dependency they should reduce welfare benefit levels or at least not increase!
hose benefits in real dollar terms.

w. Altering Benefit Recluction Rates

As noted, means-tested programs provide benefits to households below specified
income levels. In theory, a program could offer full benefits to all households with
pamings below, say, S10,000 per year and no benefits to households with earnings
pbove that level. In practice, 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,
fissumc a welfare program provided 52,000 in benefits to households with annual
earnings below 510,000. and zero benefits to those with earnings above 510,000. Ifa
household had earnings of exactly 510,000. its net income, combining earnings and
welfare, would equal 512,000. If the household's earnings, however, rose by one
tlollar to 510,001, all welfare benefits would be eliminated. Net income would fall
by 51,999 as a result of one dollar of extra earnings. 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. Although the rules are detailed and technical, basically AFDC
benefits are cut by one dollar for each dollar of earnings. Food stamps are cut by
)0 cents for every dollar of earnings.

Lowering benefit reduction rales (cutting benefits less per dollar of added eam-
ngs) is a perennial favorite proposal of legislators seeking to promote work effort,
however, both theory and empirical evidence indicate that this policy will not
ichieve its intended result. While higher maximum benefit levels have an unambigu-
JUS income effect which reduces labor, lowering benefit reduction rates generates
nodi 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
ubstitution 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 1970s, 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 lower benefit reduction rate in the 1970s did not reduce dependence. While
tome AFDC mothers may have been induced to work more, the lower benefit reduc-
ion rate made AFDC more attractive and drew more mothers into the welfare pro-
gram to stan with. And the lower benefit reduction rate also encouraged mothers
who otherwise would have worked full time and exited from AFDC entirely to work
pan time, combining wage and welfare income, and thereby remain on welfare
longer (Levy, 1979).

However, one program where benefit rate reductions coula have a pro-labor
effect is Medicaid, the only major welfare program with a substantial “notch.”
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Historically, a welfare mother lost all Medicaid coverage when she lost AFDC eligi-
bility. Thus, each dollar of added earnings reduced AFDC benefits by one dollar, but
the marginal dollar of earnings which eliminates the last dollar of AFDC payments
simultaneously rendered the mother's family ineligible for Medicaid coverage worth
between 53,000 and 54,000 per year. Although Congress has attempted to assuage
this dilemma through several measures, including transition benefits which allow a
family to retain Medicaid coverage for 12 months after losing AFDC eligibility, a
substgptial “notch" problem still remai

Ellwopd, 19fh)0i.i .
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v. Performance Reguirements

Most welfare programs today have no performance requirements; persons sylio meet
the categorical and income criteria are simply given assistance and are expected to
contribute nothing in exchange for the aid given.5 This practice represents a sharp
break from the past; 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 requiring beneficiaries to work or engage in other activities for the aid they receive.
A Gallup poll conducted in November 1991 showed that most Americans favored
requiring welfare recipients to work in exchange for the benefits given ihem. 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 proposed to
require welfare recipients to work in exchange for benefits after two years on the rolls.

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

distinct types of required activity.

Job Search. These programs require welfare recipients to seek employment. In a
group job search program, for example, an individual will be required to receive up
a to a 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 thai offer extensive education, childcare, and supporrj
services—and are oblivious to the possibility that such generous services may achKW

ally attract more people onto the welfare rolls (O'Neill, 1990, p. 100).8 The MDRC

method now almost monopolizes workfare evaluation. While this method yields use-»
ful information on welfare exits, it shouid be complemented by other techniques »

capable of measuring dissuasion effects.

vi. Bxamples of Effective Workfare Programs

Although most discussion of workfare is presently dominated by the MDRC evalua- }

tions, showing modest results, studies of several less-known workfare programs
show dramatically higher impacts on dependency. These programs impose much
more rigorous performance requirements on welfare recipients, and were evaluated

either by time series data or through county by county comparisons which capture
dissuasion effects.

The importance of d|SSLBS|m eﬁ:achan be seen quite clearly in an experiment
conducted in Washington state in the early 1980s (Fiedler. 1983). Under the Inten-
sive Applicant Employment Services (IAES) project, new applicants to AFDC were
placed immediately in organized job search for up to 30 days before the initial AFDC
grant was awarded. Those applicants who failed to obtain employment 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.

IAES 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 requirements 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 IAES requirements and the moral message they conveyed had a striking
effect in discouraging new AFDC applications. During the evaluation period, the
number of AFDC applications rose sharply throughout Washington state, but the
increase was far less in IAES counties. When compared to control counties without

the IAES program, 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
IAES requirements were terminated. New AFDC enrollees in IAES counties were
more likely to leave AFDC within the first year after enrolling, reducing the new
applicant caseload by another 7 percent. Thus, the combined dissuasion and exit

b
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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-
grams 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 lime rough.y two-thirds of partici-
pants were performing mandatory community service work for up to 40 hours per
week. Work requirements were continued as long as the individual received welfare
benefits; this approach differed greatly from conventional shon-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 benefits 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 benefits they received; the require-
ment resulted in an overall reduction in the AFDC single-mother caseload of 11.3
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-Unemployed 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 required to work, the AFDC-UP rolls were reduced by some
42 cases. Die Ohio workfare programs are, by far, the most successful dependency
reduction programs so far evaluated. The effects on both AFDC and AFDC-UP
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
Emergency Work Program (EWP) in place of traditional AFDC-UP program for iwo-
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 participate 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 EV/P was a work/job search requirement
imposed on both spouses in some families. Work requirements 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 requirement added to EWP's success in reducing dependency



fare benefits in exchange for a full year's labor. By contrast, once an individual Ui
required to work as a condition for receiving welfare payments, the attractiveness of

welfare is greatly reduced, and the incentives to leave welfare through employment
or marriage are greatly enhanced.

At present we have few models of successful work requirement programs, but
the available evidence suggests that successful programs would have the following
:omponents. (1) The requirement to work or participate in other activities should be
permanent, not temporary, and should last as long as the recipient receives welfare.
[2) The requirement to work or participate in other activities should be continuous,
lot intermittent. There should be no intervals of inactivity as recipients are shuttled
lecween different sub-components of the program. (3) The emphasis should be on
nandatory community service work; job search and training should be de-empha-
ized. (4) Recipients should be required to work or perform other activities for a min-
mum of 30 hours per week. (5) Welfare beneft»s should be contingent on and paid
inly after the fully successful completion of relevant performance requirements. (6)
he ethos of the welfare office is very important; caseworkers must sincerely and
ersistently inform recipients that they have a moral obligation to themselves and the
ommunity to get a private sectorjob or. ifjobs are not available, to perform commu-
lity service work. (7) Opposition to workfare by public sector unions currently
ssults in prohibitions on welfare recipients undertaking much public sector work
‘hich they are capable of performing; such prohibitions must be lifted.

Finally, work requirements should be imposed first on those who are most readily
mployable. More specifically, work requirements of the son outlined above should
e established for all fathers in 1”o-parent AFDC-UP families and for single mothers
ho have no children under ageNfive or who have been on welfare for over four
ears.14 If such a regime were insutpted nationwide, some two million adult welfare

icipients would be engaged in continuous work activities. The result would be a
radual, but profound, reduction in dependence.
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NOTES

tThis calculation is for a mother with no earr.ings and no persons who are not pan of the AFDC unit living
inthe household. Data available from the author on request.

"This penalty occurs because when a single mother on welfare manies an employed male, the man's earn-
ings are 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.

*For a review of the effects of welfare on family structure see Murray (forthcoming).

"Critics 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 Eercent 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.

Sin 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.

®au provided by the Office of Family Assistance, Department of Health and Iluman Services.

7Among the population required to participate, SWIM reduced caseloads b%/ 7 percent and AFDC costs by
13percent. Since the group eligible for gartlupat!on comiJrlsed 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 Friedlandcr. 1989, p. 52).

*These comments simply point out the limits of the MDRC studies and are not intended to cnlicire the
studies themselves which provide useful information on many important questions. The National Sup-
ported Work Demonstrations, in particular, provide invaluable data to social scientists.

*1116 key factors explaining the success of the Ohio experiments appear to be (he heavy emphasis on
required work, the seriousness of the work obligations, and the severity of the sanctions provided tor nun-
compliance. Also the Ohio evaluation included an unusually long (five-year) evaluation period and found
that the Ieffects cumulatively increased over time. Dissuasion effects, however, did not appear to have a
major role.

"The study compared the AFDC-UP pro%ram in 1980-1981 and the EWP program in 1984-1987. Utah's
unemCFonment rate was 6.8 percent in the AFDC-UP comparison 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 (Bemstein. 1982. pp. 4849).

[2There are key differences between wage supplementation and benefit rale 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_rqovernment.ald. In the benefit rate reduction apﬁroach, initial
welfare benefits are high, encouraging famifies 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 text are for 1994 when the increases are completed.

**If work requirements arc established for mothers with children over age rive, 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.



Fiscal Notes Accompanying HB 409

Senate Finance 5/72/794
All notes are from DH&SS

CSHB 409 (Finjamfefd fld-r SCSCSHB 409 (HESA
#7 AFDC 2/10/94 (1,160.0)
#8 APA 2/10/94 ( 321.4)
#9 PFD 2/10/94 ( 125.3)
#11 AFDC 3/24/94 0 11. AFDC 3/24/94 0 a2 o
#12+ Elig. 3/24/94 0
Det
#13 Pub . 3/24/94 200.1 13 Pub . 3/24/94 200.1 ~ 3 3
Asst. Asst.
#14 Pub . 3/24/94 631.4 14 Pub . 3/24/94 631 4 o250
Asst. DP Asst.DP
#15¢+ Alaska 3/24/94
Work
#16 child 3/24/94 16. Cchild 3/24/94
Care Care
#17+ Medicaid3/24/94

Non-Fac.

#18. Elig. 4/08/794 18. Elig. 4/08/94 0

Det. (Replaces #12) Det. (Replaces #12) 3 & *
#19. Alaska 4/08/794 19. Alaska 4/08/94 0

Work (Replaces #15) Work (Replaces #15) o ~ 3 » re
#20. Medicaida/08/94 20. Medicaid 4/08/94 0

Non-Fac. (Replaces #17) Non-Fac. (Replaces #17) 3

New From Dept.

DPA#1 AFDC 4/08/794 0 (Updates #11)
Proj.Costs

DPA#3 Pub.Asst. 4/08/794 200.1 (Updates #13)

DPA#A4 Pub.Asst/DP 4/08/794 631.4 (Updates #14)

DPA#6 Child Care 4/08/794 0 (Updates #16)

DPA#7 AFDC 4/08/94 (1,160.0)(Updates #7-not applied to S(HES)
Ratable Reduc.

No . # Medicaid 4/08/794 0 (Updates #20)
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Revision Dale: Dept.Affected:HealthandSocialService._

Title: An Act propping a epecial demonetration BRU: Anietancc Paymcnti
project within the AFDC program - project coita Component.- AFDC

Sponsor. Hanley

Requestor: Senate HES COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0220
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FY96 FY97 FYos FY99 FY0O0
PERSONAL SERVICES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TRAVa 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
LAND & STRUCTURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
GRANTS, CLAIMS 0.0 (200.5) (1.915.8) (2,523.7) (3,105.4) (2,955.4)
MISCELLANEOUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 (200.5) (1,915.8) (2,523.7) (3.105.4) (2,955.4)

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.01

I CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 0 (o] 0 o] ol
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dallars)
1002 Federal Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1003 GF Match 0.0 (200.5) (1,915.8) (2.523.7) (3.105.4) (2.955.4)
1004 GF 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1005 GF/Program Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1006 GF/MHT1A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1007 I/A Repts. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 0.0 (200.5) (1.915.8) (2,5623.7) (3,105.4) (2,955.4)
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estimate of current year (FY94) impact: NONE

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This legislation impacts the AFDC program in several ways. The bill makes certain
changes in AFDC eligibility provisions for purposes of operating a demonstration
project. The demonstration project includes an increase in the AFDC earned income
disregard from the currenttime-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. Hamcn,_Director Phone:  465-2680
Division: Divieion of Public Aiiinancc /A Date:

jlI<7/& LL
Approved byCommissioner: Ma/giaret y/Lowe. Mnra., e ¢s.l Date: /J/ 0/ 9]
Agency: Department of Health 1t 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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ANALYSIS (cont.):

The demonstration also includes a waiver of the AFDC Unemployed Parent "100-hour
rule" and increases the total amount of equity in vehicles a family may own. These
modified requirements apply only to AFDC families living in the project area defined in
the bill.

The bill also establishes requirements for AFDC recipients in the demonstration project
to participate in workfare activities for 21 hours per week. Individunls who are required
to participate in workfare are subject to fiscal sanction if they do not comply with the
requirement.

Assumptions:
Basis of project:

Federal approval is secured to operate an AFDC demonstration project under the
authority of section 1115 (a) of the Social Security Act, including all of the provisions
of this bill.

Project is operational from January 1, 1996 through December 31, 1999.

The project area includes the Municipality of Anchorage, the Matanuska Susitna
Borough, the Fairbanks North Star Borough, and the North Slope Borough. 65% of
AFDC families in Anchorage, Mat-Su, and Fairbanks are included in project experimental
group, 35% in control group. Control group members participate under normal AFDC
rules. 100% of recipients in the North Slope Borough project site are included in the
experimental group.

Federal financial participation is available only for total project costs which do not
exceed baseline costs of operating the AFDC program without the demonstration
project.

Cost and Savings:
Savings Assumptions:

The increased earned income disregards, waiver of the 100-hour rule, and the workfare
requirement will cause the number of AFDC recipients who are working to increase over
thd course of the project. We project that the following numbers of recipients will
become employed as aresult of the demonstration provisions: 488 in FY 96, 347 more
in FY 97, and 56 more in FY 98. At the end of the three-year demonstration, a total
of 891 recipients who would not otherwise be employed are expected to be receiving
regular earnings.
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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
Fairbanks North Star Borough $474.67 $484.92
North Slope Borough $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 these newly working recipients will decrease because their
earnings will reduce their AFDC grant amounts. The total savings because of such
benefit reductions is projected at about $8.6 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: 26 in FY 96,
62 in FY 97, 51 in FY 98, and 31 more in FY 99. This reduction in the caseload is
expected to generate a total savings of about $3.5 million over the term of the
demonstration.

Sanction penalties for failure to participate in workfare will also generate 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
Unemployed Parent cases where both parents would be required to participate. The
average sanction per case is projected at $350.00 per month.

Afterthe demonstration project ends, we project a reduction in the number of recipients
who are working as a result of the demonstration. The decrease in the earned income
disregards will cause some individuals to leave work. Other individuals will leave work
to avoid becoming ineligible because of the reimposition of the unemployed parent 100-
hour rule. Inthe last 6 months of FY 99, we project that the average monthly number
of working recipients will decrease by 359.
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ANALYSIS (cont.):

Sav;ngs Calculations:

AFDC BENEFIT SAVINGS

FY95 FY96 FYQ97 FY98 FY99 FYOO
$200 + 1/3
Earned Inco7 0 (769.0) (2582.2) (2825.6) (2447.0) (1482.9)
Disregard & 0-
Hour Rule
Clients off AFDC 0 (119.5) (724.7) (1212.5) (1472.5) (1472.5)
(# persons) 0 26 88 139 170 170
Workfare
Sanction 0 (44.2) (176.4) (176.4) (88.2) 0
Penalties
Total Gross 0 (932.7) (3483.3) (4214.5) (4007.7) (2955.4)
Savingc

Cost Assumptions:

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

AFDC benefits to recipients who go to work as aresult of the increased disregards will
cost more than they would under the existing rules. These increased c tsts are partially
offset by the savings generated through grant reductions and terminations. Those
savings are accounted for above.

Approximately 1104 families in the project area have at least one member who is
working now. We project that the same proportion of the caseload, or 1267 families
will have a working member at the beginning of the project in January 1996. Wo
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 488 recipients will go to work in FY 96 as a result of the
policy waivers, that an additional 347 will go to work in FY 97, and an additional 56

in FY 98.
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Reviisian Date: BILL NO. c3B100@EIN)Km(efd i)

ANALYSIS (cont.):
On average, cases receiving normal $30 and one third of remainder disregard receive
2 months per year of 1/3 of remainder disregard and 6 months per year of $30
disregard.

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 BEIY PIT COSTS

$200 + 1/3 EARNINGS DISREGARD

FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO
Recipients
Already 1200 1267 1348 1434 1520 1605
Working
Additional
Working 0 488 835 891 445 0
Recipients

Total Working
Recipients in 1200 1755 2183 2324 1965 1605

project area

Total AFDC
Benefit Costs 0 732.2 1567.5 1690.8 902.3 0

Automobile value allowance increase:

Federal law currently allows exclusion of the first $1500 of the equity of one vehicle.
Remaining equity is applied toward the $1000 maximum asset limit. This bill provides
for application of a federal waiver in the project area to increase the vehicle equity
exclusion to $5000 and allow it to be applied to any number of vehicles necessary for
specific purposes.

We project that the vehicle provision will result in an average of 15 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 benefit savings. No net change in
program costs is anticipated as a result of the vehicle value provision.



Revision Date:

ANALYSIS (cont.):

Net AFDC Savings produced bv HB 409:

Gross Savings
Gross Costs

Net Baefit
Savings

BILL NO. c3Ba0aEt\)en(cfd i)

TOTAL AFDC BENEFIT COSTS AND SAVINGS

FY95
0.0

0

0.0

FY96
(932.7)

732.2

(200.5)

FY97 FY98
(3483.3) (4214.5)

1567.5 1690.8

(1915.8) (2523.7)

FY99
(4007.7)

902.3

(3105.4)

FYOO

(2955.4)

0

(2955.4)

Pe 6 oF 6



COST/SAVINGS ANALYSIS
CSHB 409 (FIN) am (efd fid)

Prepared by the Department of Health and Social Services
Division of Public Assistance

April 1, 1994

FY95 FY96 FY97 FYO98 FY99 TOTAL
OPERATING EXPENDITURES
AFDC Payments - Project 0.0 (200.5) (1,915.8) (2,523.7) (3,105.4) (7,745.%)
Eligibility Determination 0.0 541.8 496.8 496.8 496.8 2,032.2
PA Administration 200.1 291.4 408.7 408.7 306.4 1,615.3
PA Data Processing 631.4 549.1 228.9 228.9 228.9 1,867.2
Alaska Work Programs 0.0 1294.4 1713.6 1713.S 866.2 5,587.8
Child Care Benefits 0.0 578.3 1,360.8 1,360.8 680.4 3,980.3
Medical Assistance 0.0 (15.8) (267.0) (453.3) (413.4) (1,149.5)
Gross Project Cost 831.5 3,038.7 2,026.0 1,231.8 (40.D) 6,187.9
Less Federal Receipts for (322.3) (346.5) (124.4) (124.4) (139.4) (1,057.0)
Project Costs
Net GF/GF Match Project 509.2 2,692.2 1,901.6 1,107.4 (,079.5) 5,130.9
Cost
Less Ratable Reduction (829.5) (1,742.2) (1,829.4) (1,920.8) (2,016.7) (8,338.6)
GF/GF Match Savings
Net GF Budget Impact (320.3) 950.0 72.2 (813.%9) (3,0%.2) @G,207.7)
RATABLE REDUCTION SAVINGS
AFDC - GF Match (526.7) (1,106.4) (1,161.8) (1,219.9) (1,280.7) (5,295.5)
APA - GF (302.8) (635.8) (667.6) (700.9) (736.0) (3,043.1)
Total GF (820.5) Q,742.2) (1,829.9 (1,920.8) (2,016.7) (8,338.6)
AFDC - Federal Receipts (526.6) (1,106.4) (1.161.8) (1,219.9) (1,280.7) (5,295.4)
AFDC/APA - I/A Receipts (125.3) (263.3) (276.5) (290.4) (304.8) (1,260.3)

(PFD Hold Harmless)
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DPA #3

41194

NO. csHB409(FINYam(efd fid)

Dept. Affected: Health and Social Servicca

BRU.
Cc iiponent:

PA Adminiitration

PA Adminiitration

FISCAL N
STATE OF ALASKA
19% LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Dale:
Title: An Act propoeing a epccial demomtration
project within the AFDC program
Sponsor: Hanley
Requestor Senate HES

Expenditures/Revenues:
OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGES IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHT1A

Other

TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-7'"ME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate of current year (FY94) impact:

ANALYSIS:

COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

FY95 FY96
1145 114.5
16.0 0.0
49.6 44.6
0.0 0.0
20.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 132.3
200.1 291.4
0.0 0.0
o] 0
95.1 72.0
105.0 87.1
132.3
uo 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
200.1 291.4
2 2
0 0
0 0

NONE

(Attach a separate page if necessary)

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY97 FYo8
114.5 1145
0.0 0.0
29.S 29.6
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
264.6 264.6
408.7 408.7
0.0 0.0
o] 0

(Thousands oi Dollars)

10.0 10.0
134.1 134.1
264.6 264.6

0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
408.7 408.7
2 2

0 0

0 0

This legislation authorizes DHSS to design and operate a waiver project under the
authority of section 1115 (a) of the Social Security Act.

Prepared by:
Division:

Approved byCJommlissioner:

Agency:

Jan L. Hansen. Director
Diviiion of Public A»i»tancc /

(tts) Department of Health & Social Services

Q all

Margaret «. Lowe, M.Ed., Ed.s.

Phone:
Date:

Date:

0233
FY99 FY0O0
1145 0.0
0.0 0.0
59.6 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
132.3 0.0
306.4 0.0
0.0 0.0
0] @]
25.0 0.0
149.1 0.0
132.3 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0
306.4 0.0
2 (o]
0 0
0 0
*65-26HC +
N T <4

LIV /§¢///

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
Forfurtte-detrition nfaratin cl tre G. \varar“sLegdetine i

RS

Pe 1 of 3



Reviisian Date: BILL NO. c3B10oEN)an(efd i)

ANALYSIS (cont.):
Project development and management include plamning, negotiating, and preparing the
demonstration project gplication(s), including requesting waiver of the pertinent feceral
law provisions. Development also includes ocoordinating the necessary program and
system changes and dealing with requests for information about the project as well as
negotiation and adninistration of the evaluation cormtract and monitoring of the project.
Project management staff would also be responsible to oversee the gperation and
monitoring of the project and mairtain the necessary relatioships with federal officials
throughout its duration.

The project assistait will be assigned to the Juneau project manager during pre-
implementation development and planning. This position will be reassigned to the
Anchorage field operations management office as a field project liaisn once the project
becomes operational in January 1996.

The federal Department of Health and Human Services requires that a demonstration
project evaluation be performed by an independent contractor. The evaluation would
test the effects of the demonstration on program costs and recipient outcomes. The
Clirnton adninistration i adamant in s insistence that demonstration project designs
meet scietific standards fo_experimental design and statistical aralysis.

This [l also requires DHSS to pay transportation costs for individuals who need itto
participate inworkfare.

Assumptions:

An independent contractor villl review project design, review the design and evaluation
of similar projects in other states, construct the evaluation design, coordinate EIS
programming necessary to comport with evaluation design parareters, and produce
interim and firel reports of project reaults. Total estimated evaluation cost of
$140,000. sbased on what other states have paid for evaluation of projects of similar

scope-

Regulatory authority will be necessary for DHSS to operate the project in compliance
with the Adninistrative Procedure Act. The services of a private law firm will be
retained to develop regulation language, prepare the necessary documents, analyze
public comments, and prepare the regullations for submission to the Attormey Cereral.

Transportation costs are needed by 45 percent of participats in workfare. Average
monthly costs per recipiatt = $35.00.

Costs for project start-Lp and evaluation are federally matchable. PA Admin personrel
costs in FY95 and first half of FY96 are fedcerally matchable at 50 percent state/50
percent federal . Bvaluation contract costs are matchable at 50 percent state/50 percent
federal each year.

Pge 2 ofF 3



Revision Date:

ANALYSIS (@i):
Calaulations:

FY 95:

FY 96:

FY 97:

FY 98:

FY 99:

Project Coordinator
Project Assistant
Equipment

Office space
Regulations cormtract
Bvaluation contract
Trael

Total

Project Coordinator
Project Assistant

Office space
Regulations contract
Bvaluation Contract
Workfare Transportation
Total

Project Coordinator
Project Assistant

Office space

Bvaluation Contract

W ¢ kfare Transportation
Total

Project Coordinator
Project Assistant

Office Space

Bvaluation Contract
Workfare Transportation
Total

Project Coordinator
Project Assistant

Office space

Bvaluation Contract
Workfare Transportation
Total

R19
R16

R19
R16

R19
R16

R19
R16

R19
R16

BILL NO. csBacedHan(cfd i)

62.5
52.0
20.0
9.6
10.0
30.0
16.0
200.1

62.5
52.0
9.6
15.0
20.0
132.3
291.4

62.5
52.0
9.6
20.0
264.6
408.7

85 0
SBSEREN Y
A WOOOWL
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FosttianTitle

No. offsitias Range/Step BargpiningUnirt
Project Assistant 1 16A GGU

Time Sats Staffivonths Location EectionDistrict

FT 12 months Juneau
TYPE of EXPENDITURE AMOUNT Jstificaiion
Slary 52.0
Brefits This kil authorizes DHSS to design and operate a demonstration project under
PremiumPay the authority of section 1115 @) of the Social Security Act.
Other

Total Persoral Servioss sp.0 Project development and management include plaming, negotiating, and
Trael 80 preparing the demonstration project goplication(s), including requesting waiver

) of the pertinent federal law provisions. Development also includes coordinating

COW the necessary program and system changes and dealing with requests for
Comodities 4.8  information about the project as well as negotiation and administration of the
Equipment 100 evaluation cortract and monitoring of the project. Project management staff
Other would also be responsible to oversee the operation and monitoring of the

Total Cost 748 project and maintain the n°cessary relationships with federal officials

) throughout its duration.
FUNDING SOURCE forTOTAL COST

102  Federal Receipts The project assistant will be assigned to the Juneau project manager during pre-
108 GFMatch implementation development and planning. This position will be reassigned to
1004 Gereral Fund 74.8 the Anchorage field operations management office as a field project liaismonce
1006 GE/ProgramReceipts the project becomes gperational ..
1006 G/MatalHealthTiust
1007 1/AReceipts
1061 CIPRexiIpts
Other

REQUEST for

NE

AGENCY: Health and Soda! Services

W POSITION BRU: Public Assistance Administration

COMPONENT - Public Assistance Administration (0233)

e 1 oF 1 I
Rovise Dote: 3/2304

FYO5



PositionTite
Project Coordinator
Time Stalis StafVortths
FT 12 months

TYPE of EXPENDITURE
Salary
Brefits
PremiumPay
Other

Total Personal Services
Trael
Contractial
Comodities
Eouipment
Other

Total Cost

FUNDING SOURCE forTOTAL COST
102  Fectral Receipts
1008 GFMatch
1004 CGaeral Fund
1006 GF/ProgramReceipts
1006 GAVental HealthTrust
1007 1/ARexEIpts
1061 CIPRexeipts

Other
REQUEST for AGENCY:
NEW POSITION BRU:

COMPONENT =

No. of Rsitias Range/Step BargpiningUnit
1 19A GGU
Location ElectionDistrict
Juneau

AMOUNT Jstificatin
62.5
This kil authorizes DHSS to design and operate a demonstration project under
the authority of section 1115 @) of the Social Security Act.

.5 Project development and management include plaming, regotiating, and

S- 0 preparing the demonstration project gplication(s), including requesting waiver

- of the pertinent federal law provisions. Development also includes coordinating

the necessary program and system changes and dealing with requests for

4.8 information about the project as well as negotiation and adninistration of the

10.0 evaluation contract and monitoring of the project. Project management staff

would also be responsible to oversee the operation and monitoring of the

5.3 project and maintain the necessary relationships with federal officials
- throughout its duration.

This request is for one project coordinator.

Health and SoczJ Services FY95
Public Assistance Administration Page 1 of 1
Public Assistance Administration (0233) RoviseDiler /2334



FISCAL NOTE DPA#L  4m

) EEGALHOR session BILL NO. c3 BroaEentefc )

R_evision Date; Dept. Affected: Health and Social Services
Title: An Act proposing a special demonstration  BRU: PA Adminiitration
project within the AFDC program Component:  PA Data Proccsring

SpOﬂSOI’: Hanley

Requestor: Senate HES COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0240
Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYO00
PERSONAL SERVICES 317.1 380.5 202.7 202.7 202.7 0.0
TRAVEL 30.0 35.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 0.0
CONTRACTUAL 214.3 133.6 19.2 19.2 1S.2 0.0
SUPPLIES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
EQUIPMENT 70.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 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 0.0
f.IISCELLANEQUS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 631.4 549.1 228.9 228.9 228.9 0.0

| CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

| CHANGES IN REVENUES 0 ¢} 0 o 0 0o
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receipts 315.7 2745 114.4 114.4 114.4 0.0
1003 GF Match 315.7 274.6 1145 1145 1145 0.0
1004 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1005 GF/Pr|_(|J_?ram Receipts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1006 GF/MHTIA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL 631.4 549.1 228.9 228.9 228.9 0.0
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 7 7 4 4 4 0
PART-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0
TEMPORARY 0 0 0 0 0 0
Estimate of current year (FY94) Imoact: NONE

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This kil creates a need for major modifications to the Division of Public Assistance
Higility Information System. Operation of a federally approved demonstration project
will require that the DPA apply two differat, parallel sets of eligihbillity rules to cases
which are part of the demonstration project and cases which &l under normal AFDC
program rules. Demonstration project methodology will also require special collection
and campi lation of data for program monitoring and evaluation purposes.

Propared by:  Jan L. Hansen, Director Phone: 465-2680 , | :
Division: Division of Public Assistance / Date: fy
Approved by Commissioner: _ . Date:

Agency: Department of Health & Social Services

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OH-ICE
Farfurttardtriotion infanation all tre Covermor SLegsatine O -
@@DOBRIEDR Page 1 3



Reviisian Dite: BILL NO. CSHBA0FIN)an(Cfdl H)

ANALYSIS (@t):

EIS sfundamental to DPA"s adhministration of public assistance. FUll automation of the
demonstration project will be necessary 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 processing staff. This i a major systems development project which must be
completed within a very short tirelire. Once the programming modifications are in
place, a reduced leel of staff effort will be required t maintain the special
programming, generate monitoring data, and produce the information necessary for
completion of the firal project evaluation.

Assumptions:

This lggislation s enacted effective July 1, 1994. The EIS modification project begins
as soon as possible trereafter, presuming federal approval of the demonstration project.

Demonstration project evaluation s performed by a contractor. PA data processing
staffare responsible to generate data needed for the evaluation.

EIS programming for demonstration project is a+lire January 1, 1996. Rl system
staffing s necessary through FY 96 to complete system de-bugging and complete
deve"opment of monitoring components.

From FY 97 through FY 99, 4 PA data processing positions will be needed to maintain
the system, generate monitoring reports, and produce data for the program evaluation.

These positions also will be needed nFY 99 for firal program analysis and to fecilitatie
transition of the system back to normal gperation.

Travel funding will be needed to maintain monitoring and liaism between system staff
and management staff in Juneau.

An independent contractor will be retained In FY 95 and FY 96 to fecilitate system

design and implementation. Contractual costs are projected at 150.0 for FY 95 and
100.0 for FY 9%.

Pgeg 2 oF 3



Revision Date: BILL NO. CS-BARFIN)anEef i)

ANALYSIS (@t):

Calaulatios:
FY 95:
1 Project Manager APV R21 59.0
1 Lead Programmer APIV R19 52.1
2 Programmers APIL R17 91.7
2 Testers/Analysts PAAIL R16 86.6
1 Clerk Typist Il RO8 27.7
Implementation Contract 150.0
Equipment 70.0
Office Space 55.3
Training 9.0
Travel 30.0
Total 631.4
FY 96
1 Project manager AP V R21 70.8
1 Lead Programmer APIV R19 62.5
2 Programmers API R17 110.0
2 Testers/Analysts PAAIL R16 104.0
1 Clerk Typist i RO8 33.2
Implementation Contract 100.0
Office space 33.6
Trael 35.0
Total 549.1
FY 97 -FY 99:
1 Lead Programmer APIV R19 62.5
1 Programmer APHI R17 55.0
1 Tester/Analyst PAAIL R16 52.0
1 Clerk Typist Wl RO8 33.2
Office space 19.2
Trael 7.0
Total 228.9

Pp 3 oF 3



RPesitinTite
Analyst/Programmer V
Time StatLs StaffVonihs
FT 10 months
TYPE of EXPENDITURE
Sllary
Brefits
PremiumPay
Other
Total Personal Servicess
Trael
Contrectial
Camodities
BEouipment
Other
Total Cost
FUNDING SOURCE forTOTAL COST
1002  Feckral Reeipts
1008 GFMatch
1004  General Fund
1006 G/ProgramReceipts
1006 GRAVental HealthTrust
1007 1/AReeipts
1061 CIPRex:Ipts

Other
REQUEST for AGENCY :
NEW POSITION BRU:

COMPONENT :

AMOUNT
50.0

5.0
0.0

7.9
10.0

106.9

106.9

No. of Rositias  Range/Step BargainingUnirt
1 21B SS
Location ElectionDistrict
Anchorage
it

The ESS requires maintenance on a daily basis to implement federal mandates,
make corrections, implement performance enhancements, and ensure accurate
chily issuances. Existing staff lewels are necessary to perform the ogperational
duties. This project will require complex modifications to the existing system
and extensive acceptance testing to ensure accurate tracking of reaults.

This position is the project manager for system development necessary to
operate the AFDC demonstration project authorized by this dill.

Health and Soda] Services FY95
Public Assistance Administration Page 1 of 1
Public Assistance Data Processing (0240) RaisHlée 354



