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STATE OF ALASKA 1956 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST
Dill/Resolution No. : r
Title: anerHinp. uniform ruleé6

reCvclhVY Co health ana social

services and educai .ten.
Sponsor:  Thompson ec al
Requestor:  HKc>b

Date of Request: _2/5/86

EXPFENDITURFS/RF.VF.NUES

OPERATING FY 86

PERSONAL SERV
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
tiRANTS, CLAIMS

\ &SCELI.ANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0 0

FY 8" FY

CAPITAL i

PEVEN-Hi

FL'NI/TNG :
GENERALFUND
FEDERALFUNDS

OTHER
total

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

(Thousands of Dollars)
0

ANALYSIS : Attach a separate page if necessary

Prepared by
Division :

v/ Vv T />

mHouoo HESS Committal

Approved by Commissioner:
Agency

Distribution (b*Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies)

page.

FISCAL DETAIL
Agency Affected: TLGgi ala Hire

BRU:

Components :

(Thousands of Dollars)

88 FY 89
0
u
0 (T~
0 0

¢

of

FY 90 FY 91
0 0
TT
0 1 - 0

l IIOH

Phone : A65-3759
Date:  2/5/86

Date:
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Introduced: 4/1/85
Referred: Health, Education &
Social Services and Finance

BY THOMPSON, CLOCKSIN, SHULTZ,

IN THE HOUSE FRANK AND COLLINS

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO.25
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
Proposing an amendment to the Uniform
Rules of the Alaska State Legislature
relating to the Health and Social Ser-
vices Committees andthe Education

Committees.

IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. Rule 20(a) of the Uniform Rules of the Alaska State Legis-

lature is amended to read:

(a) Each house has the following standing committees with the
jurisdiction indicated:

Finance (all appropriation, revenue, capital improvement, and
bonding measures, the executive budget, and the programs and activ-
ities of the Department of Revenue)

Health [, EDUCATION] and Social Services (the programs and
acti\ ties of the Department of Health and Social Services [, THE
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, AND THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA])

Education (the programs and activities of the Department of
Education and the University of Alaska)

Judiciary (the programs and activities of the Alaska Cov.rt
System and the Department of Law, and the legal and substantive review
of bills referred to it for that purpose)

Labor and Commerce (the programs and activities of the Depart-
ment of Labor relating to labor-management relations, industrial
safety, unemployment compensation, and workers® compensation and the

programs and activities of the Department of Commerce and Economic

-1 HCR 25
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Development)

Community and Regional Affairs (the programs and activities of
the Department of Community and Regional Affairs and other matters
relating to political subdivisions)

Resources (the programs and activities of the Departments of

Fish and Game, Natural Resources, and Environmental Conservation)

Rules (int -pretation of the Uniform Rules, calendar, the in—
ternal administratxi. the house "nd matters pertaining to the
management of the legisi.i as a whole)

State Affairs (programs a. 1 activities of the Office of the

Governor and the Departments of Administration, Military Affairs and
Public Safety, and programs and activities of the Department of Trans -
portation and Public Facilities relating to public facilities)
Transportation (programs and activities of the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities relating to transportation and

other legislative matters relating to transportation).

HCR 25 -2-



COMMITTEE REPORT

HOUSE
@) FINANCE
FURTHER:
4/1/85
Date:
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
) SOCIAL SERVICES HCR 25
The Committee on has had

Proposing an amendment to the Uniform Rules of the Alaska State
Legislature relating to the Health and Social Services Committees and the
Education Cornnittee.

under consideration and recommends:

1 1] do pass [ 1 do not pass
[ 1 do pass with attached amendments(s)

[ 1 same title
[ ] replace with CS for [ 1 new title

and recommends

[ ] AND attaches a "Letter of Intent"” [ 1 New Fiscal Note
L 1 Zero Fiscal Note Attached
[ 1] reports it back without recommendation
[ 1 referred to the Commi ttee
MEMBERS SIGNING MEMBERS HAVING
DO PASS OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
/7

/77 /

V L /A/.

CHAIRMAN
Vy* y/
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Original sponsors: Thompson, ClocRsiri,
Shultz, <t al

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
IN THE HOUSE SOCIAL SERVICES COKMITTEE

CS FOR HOUSE CONC.DRSEtiTRESOLUTION 5*0. 25 (HESS)
Hi THELEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Proposing, an amendment tc the Uniform
Rules of the Alaska State Legislature
relating to the jurisdiction of certain
standing committees.
EE IT RESOLVED BY TEE LEGISLATURE OFTHE STATE OF ALASKA:
X Section 1. Rule 20(a) or the Uniform Rules of tb« Alaska State Legls-
lacure amended to readt

{«) Each house hae the following standing courmi- :<if3 with cb«
jurisdiction indicated;

Finance (all appropriation, revenue, capital improvement, and
bonding measures, the T"Executive budget, and the programs arc activ—
ities oi the Department of Revenue)

health (, EDUCATION] and Social Services (theprograms and
activities of the Department oXx Health .sod Social Services f,THE
PFPARTFIEN? OF EDUCATION, AND THE UNIVERSITY OF ALASKAj>

Education (the programs end activities oi the Departmeat of
Education and the Ifolvegsif« o[ Alaska)

Judiciary (the prograd&a ar»d activities o0i the Ala.ka Court
System”™ {AND] the Department of Lav, and the Department of Corrsc-
tijnus and the legal and substantive review <L bills referred to it for
that purpose)

Labor and Commerce (the programs and activities of the Depart—
ment of Labor relating to Jlabor-management relations, industrial
safety, unemployment compensation, and workers®™ coapena&tioa and the
programs and activities of the Department of Commerce and Economic

-1- CSKCR 25 (HESS)
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Development)

Coaurunity and Regional Affairs (the programs and activities of
the Dcparcount of Community ar.d Regional Affairs and other Matters
relating zo political subdivision¥®)

Recourcec (the programs and activities of the Departments of
Fish and Gajte, Natural Resources, and Environmental Conservation)

Rules (iatarprecation of the Uniform Rules, calendar, the in—
ternal &d»inistraticm of the house a.nd nattern pertaining to the
management of the legislature an a whole)

State Affairs (pre-grans end activities of the Office o1 the
Governor and the Dopar taaents or Administration, Military Affairs and
Public Saf&ty, anti programs r.t.d >uctivitiea of the Department of Trans—
portation and Public Facilities relating to public facilities)

Transportation (programs r.clactivities of the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities relating to trartspcn. tation and

other legislative matters rel ting Co transportation).

CSHCR 25 (HESS)
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EDUCATION COMMITTEE IN LEGISLATURE

WHEREAS, Alaska®s commitment to education has matfe it available to all people;
and >

WHEREAS, the largest single element of the StatetOperating Budget is expended
in support of education; and %

WHEREAS, the state bureaucracy has a department of education unto itself; and

WHEREAS, the legislature currently addresses education issues in the Health,
Education and Social Services (HESS) Committee; and

WHEREAS, the existing legislative HESS Committee must review many non-education
concerns; and

WHEREAS, education in Alaska is too essenti*  jot to focus on it exclusively at
the legislative committee level,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Association of Alaska School Boards endorses
HCR 25 amending the Uniform Rules of the Alaska Legislature to create a separate
education committee.



DISPOSITION OF BILLS REFERRED TO HOUSE HESS

Other Bill On Heard But

Subject Matter Total Passed Out Topic Passed Not Passed Waived Never Heard
Health and

Social Services 52 29 3 4 2 13
Education 45 23 5 3 1 13
Corrections 8 5 1 1 0 1
Miscellaneous 21 7 0 0 4 10

Total 126 64 9 8 7 37
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HOUSE
COMMITTEE REPORT

FURTHER REFERRALS:RESOURCES

DATE
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND

TheSOCIAL SERVICES Committee has considered HCR 43

Relating to the University of Alaska School of Mineral Industry, Mineral
Industry Research Laboratory and Mining Extension Program.

and recommends:

V/j do pass

] do not pass
] do pass with attached amendment(s)
1] no recommendation
] replace with ] same title
1 new title
and recommends
[ 1 further referral to the Committee

letter of intent
first fiscal note
new fiscal note
zero fiscal note

and attaches:

O e b bl

SIGNING DO PASS SIGNING OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:



STATE OF ALASKA 1986 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:

RF.QUF.ST FISCAL DETAIL
Bi”/RESOlUtion No.:House Resolution 43 AgenCyAffected: University of Alaska
Title: Relating to UA School ot Mineral BRU: University of Alaska - Fairbanks,
Industry, Mineral |Ind. Res. Lab and Organized Research
inino. Extension Program
nsor: Davis. Kononen. Frank, Shultz Compmwnmz.
uestor:
ate of Request:  Marrh 7. 1996

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91

CAPITAL

REVENUE

FUNDING

10N

POSITIONS :

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Thousands of Dollars)

ANALYSIS : Attach a separate page if necessary
See attached page.

Prepared by: Brian Rogers, Budget Director 474-7593
Division: University of Alaska Date: March 10, JL986
Approved by Commissioner: Date:  March 10 1986
Agency: University

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) page —  of 1058



CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

For Hill/Resolution No. n3

Assumptions

1.

Mining operations will continue to have difficulty in complying with water
quality regulations and standards for discharges from mining operations
into receiving streams. Solutions utilizing new technology are needed for
these problems before serious disruption occurs to the mining industry.
This fiscal note does not attempt to calculate the impact to the state if
miners are forced to curtail operations due to ‘*<ater quality
regulations.

A comprehensive study on mining water quality control 1is needed on the
soils contributing to and the causing of turbidity including those of
organic muck, clay, decomposed bedrock and combinations of thereof.
Emphasis should be placed on the application of available treatment
technology as well as the evaluation of new and 1innovative treatment
strategies.

Any studies or publications required will be funded by outside research
grants and contracts.

Program Summary:

1.

Positions. No new permanent positions will be created as a result of
House Resolution 43.

Other expenditures needed to complete the water qualitycontrol analyses
will also be absorbed with existing budgets.

No additional funding will be required by theUniversity as the study

would be a regular vresearch grant covered within the existing budget
authority levels.

pee 2_ of Z



STATE OF ALASKA 1986 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

RF.QUEST
Bill/Resolution No.:House Resolution 43

Titledelating to UA School of Mineral
Industry, Minerial Ind Res Lab and

Revision Date:
FISCAL DETAIL

Agency Affected: University of Alaska
BRU:University of Alaska - Fairbanks,
Organized Research

Mining Lxtension Program
Sponsor:Day iff, Kooonen, Frank and Shultz

Requestor: .
Date of Request: March 7, 1986

Components:,

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89
PERSONAL SERVICES 165.3
TRAVEL 6.0
CONTRACTUAL P.b.f)
SUPPLIES 15.-0
EQUIPMENT in.n
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAINS 1b. b
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 357.9

CAPITAL

REVENUE
FUNDING (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND 357.9
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
TOTAL 367.9
POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY
ANALYSIS :  Attach aseparate page if necessary

See attached page.

Prepared by: Brian Rogers, Budget Director Phone
Division . University of Alaska Date:
Approved by Commissioner: Date:

Agency. University of

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget

Impacted Agency(ies) page.

FY 90 FY 91

474-7593
March 10, 1986

March 10, 1986



CONTINUATION of FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS
For Bill/Resolution No. - H

Assumptions

1. Mining operations will continue to have difficulty in complying with water
quality regulations and standards for discharges from mining operations
into receiving streams. Solutions wutilizing new technology are needed for
these problems before serious disruption occurs to the mining industry.
This fiscal note does not attempt to calculate the impact to the state if
miners are forced to curtail operations due to water quality
regulations.

2. A comprehensive study or. mining water quality control is needed on the
soils contributing to and the causing of turbidity including those of
organic muck, clay, decomposed bedrock and <combinations of thereof.
Emphasis should be placed on the application of available treatment tech-—
nology as well as the evaluation of new and 1innovative treatment strate—
gies.

3. The proposed study will be completed in two phases. Only the first phase
costs are covered by this fiscal note. A progress report on Phase |1 will
be available on Ouly 1, 1987 with a final report on Phase | submitted on
or before December 31, 1987. Advances 1in wastewater management and other
techniques are made available- to miners in the field.

Program Summary:

1. Positions. No new permanent positions will be created as a result of
House Resolution 43. Personal services costs include 4 staff months of
the co-principal mining engineer 1investigator, 5 staff months of tne co—
principal environmental engineer investigator, 50 months of graduate
student labor and related fringe and staff benefits. Total personal ser—
vices costs are $165,310.

2. Other major expenditures include:

- Laboratory and field supplies $ 10,000
- Advisory Resources Services 9,000
- Services (Telephone, copying,report preparation, film, etc. 85,000

- Travel. 6,000
- Overhead on above expenditures. 76,562
- Equipment. 10,000

- Publication of brochures, newsletters and bulletins for
distribution to the mining community. Preparation, printing
and secretarial costs 76,000

Total Phase 1 Costs " $357,872

pnge_ of L
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I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
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HOUSE

COMMITTEE REPORT
(7)

Date referred: 2/17/86
FURTHER REFERRALS: FINANCE

DATE:
HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
The SOCIAL SERVICES Committee has considered 50

Establishing a joint committee on mental health trust land.

and recommends:

[ 1 do pass
[ 1 do not pass
[ ] do pass with attached amendment(s)
[ ] no recommendation
[ ] same title
[ 1 new title
and recommends
[ 1 further referral to tne Committee

and attaches: [ 1 1letter of intent
[ J first fiscal note
[ ] new fiscal note
[

] zero fiscal note

SIGNING DO PASS: SIGNING OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:



PUSILIN PAiPH:I/’\qoarmm ¢ Health &tSocial Services

POSITION PAPER
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 50

"Establishing a joint committee on mental health trust land"

The department supports this bill.

The 1985 Supreme Court decision establishing mental health trust lands

has broad reaching policy ramifications for the State or Alaska and its
citizenry. There are many avenues to carry out the original intent of

the trust, including mechanisms established by the Administration, the

Courts, and the Legislature.

The department supports an indepth legislative examination of this
important public policy issue. Should this resolution be adopted, we
would be pleased to assist the committee in any appropriate manner,
particularly as their work relates to assessment of need for mental
health services.

RECOMMENDED BY:
Kareri Perdue
Assistant Commissioner
for Administration

DATE:

APPROVED BY:

DATE:



Testimony of Senator Joe Josephson
House HESS Committee
HCR 50

March 4, 1986

I would 1like to thank Representative Gruenberg for
introducing HCR 50 and for his long-standing 1interest 1in
addressing the State®"s responsibilities for the mental
health land trust.

My long-term goal in resolving the mental health lands

dispute has been to develop a trust of sufficient size t»

adequately fund mental health programs for future
generations. Because of unresolved legal 1issues, declining
oil revenue projections, and lack of time during the

remaining session, I have concluded that a long-term
solution to the mental health lards dispute, satisfactory to
all, vfas unlikely to be found this year.

I believe, though, there are a number of actions the
Legislature should take this year so that we will be 1in a
better position to enact a long-term solution during our
1987 session:

1. Provide funding 1in the operating budget to the

Department of Natural Resources and the Department of

Health and Social Services to enable them to complete

the land and expenditure audits required by the recent

court order.



Senator JolLephson
Page Two

2. Provide funding for the plaintiffs and int*--venors
to more fully participate 1in settling the la -suit.
Funds are needed for these groups to review the State's
audits of land revenues and program expenditures, as
well as travel and organizing expenses for their board
members to be involved in the settlement process.

3. Increase funding for immediate mental health
program needs through the operating budget and SE 388/
KB 412 programs Tfor the chronically mentally 1ill. The
bottom 1line in the mental health Jlands dispute 1is
increased program funding, and the Legislature must
show an vntent to expand cur treatment programs 1in the
FY®"87 budget.

4. Establishing a joint committee on mental health
trust land to work on settlement proposals before the

1987 session begins, via SCR 36 or KCR 50.

The differences between my SCF. 36 and Representative
Gruenberg®s HCR 50 are not major; the primary difference
is that SCR 36 would include two public members and two
commissioners on the legislative committee, while HCR 50
would include cnlj legislators. I deeply believe that
public membership will add important perspectives and will
help <create better understanding and support for the

eventual work product of the committee.



Senator Josephson
Page Three

I appreciate this opportunity to testify before the
Committee, and look forward to working with vyou on
addressing our responsibility for the mental health land

trust.
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Original sponsors: Gruenberg, Koponen,
Hurley, et al

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND

, IN THE HOUSE SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

2 CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 50 (HESS)

3 IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

4 FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

5 Establishing a joint committee on mental
G health trust land.

7 EE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

8 WHEREAS the United States Congress granted 1,000,000 acres of land to
9 the Territory of Alaska to be administered as a public trust for the neces-
10 sary expenses and support of mental health in the territory; and

Hi WHEREAS 1in October 1985, the Alaska Supreme Court determined that the
12 11978 decision of the Alaska Legislature to redesignate mental health trust
13, land as general grant land had breached the trust established by the Con-
uj%gross; and

id} WHEREAS the legislature, the administration, and mental health advc-
ig. cates agree that the state must comply with federal law and the Alaska
17|Supreme Court decision; ard

18 WHEREAS the legislature must be 1involved 1in the resolution of issues
19 involving mental health trust land;

20 BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that a Joint Committee
21 on Mental Health Trust Land is established under Uniform Rule 21(b, ; and be
22 it

23 FURTHER RESOLVED that the Joint Committee on Mental Health Trust Land
24 is composed of three members of the Senate appointed by thepresident of

25 the Senate, and three members of the House of Representativesappointed by

26 the speaker of the House of Representatives; and De it

27 FURTHER RESOLVED that the Joint Committee on Mental Health Trust Land
28 develop, after public hearings, a proposal to resolve the mental health
o9 trust litigation and recommend a level of appropriations adequate to

-1- CSHCR 50 (HESS)



provide sufficient funding for mental health programs 1in the future; and be

it
I"URIIIER RESOLVED that the committee 1is authorized to
between sessions of the legislature and 1is to report its

and findings on the first day of the First Session of the

Legislature; and be it

iURTIIER RESOLVED that the committee terminates on the

First Session of the Fifteenth State Legislature.

CSHCR 50 (HESS) -2-

meet during and
recommendations

Fifteenth State

10th day of the



DISTRICT 27:
AKHIOK
CHIGNIK
CHIGNIK LAGOON
CHIGNIK LAKE
CHINIAK
IVANOF BAY
KARLUK
KODIAK
LARSEN BAY
OLD HARBOR
OUZINKIE
PERRYVILLE
PORT LIONS
WOMENS BAY

T0:

FROM:

Should HCR 50,
pass this session,

Alaska State Legislature

pouch v

JUNEAU, ALASKA 0911
(907) 465-2407

(907) 465-2498

P.0. BOX 75
KODIAK. ALASKA 99615
(H) (907) 486-4899
(LIO, (907) 486-8116

Representative

Dave Thompson

MEMORANDUM

Rep. Max Gruenberg DATE: March 13, 1986

SUBJ: Appointment

David W. Thompson

Rep.

establishing a joint committee on mental health trust land
I wish to be appointed to the the interim committee.
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Introduced: 2/17/86
Referred: Health, Education |,
Social Services and Finance

BY GRUENBERG,KOPONEN,HURLEY,
TAYLOR,HANLEY,PETTYJOHN AND
IN THE HOUSE THOMPSON
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 50
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
FOURTEENTH LEGISLATURF - SECOND SESSION
Establishing a joint committee on mental
healtk trust land.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the United States Congress granted 1,000,000 acres of land to
the Territory of Alaska to be administeredas a public trustfor the ne.ee
sary expenses and support of mental healthin the territv ry; and

WHEREAS in October 1985, the Alaska Supreme Court "-.etermined that the

1978 decision of the Alaska Legislature to redesignate mental health trust
land as general grant 1land had breached the trust established by the Con*
gress; and

WHEREAS the legislature, the administration, and mental health advo
cates agree that the state must comply with the intent of the Congress and
the Alaska Supreme Court decision; and

WHEREAS the legislature must be involved in the resolution of issues
involving mental health trust ldnd;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that a Joint Ccnmmittee
on Mental Health Trust Land is established under Uniform Rule 21(b); and be
it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Joint Committee on Mental Health Trust Land
is composed of three members of the Senate appointed by the president of
the Senate, and three members of the House ofRepresentatives appointed by
the speaker of the House of Representatives; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Joint Committee on Mental Health Trust Land
develop, after public hearings, a proposal to resolve themental health

trust litigation and recommend a level ofappropriations adequate to

-1- HCR 50



provide sufficient funding for mental health progr?/.nsin the future; and be
it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the committee is authorized to meet during and
between sessions of the legislature and is to report itsrecommendations
and findings on the first day of the First Session of the Fifteenth State
legislature; ar it

FURTHER REc ,'D that the committee terminates on the 10t",day of the

First Session of the Fifteenth State L"/.gislature.

HCR 50 -2-



STATE OF ALASKA 1956 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date : -~V.-// »
FISCAL DETAIL

REQUEST
Bill/Resolution N o .: HCR SO Agency Affected: legislature
Title : jag.t3hl i sh jnint cnmmittee— BRU :

minn_mpnt-al health lands-—-———————-—-

Sponsor: tSruenbara Components :,
Requestor: House HcTbs

Date of Request:. 315186

Expenditures/revenues - (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING FY 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91

PERSONAL SERVICES 21.7
TRAVEL A on
CONTRACTUAL 3
SUPPLIES '
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 30 e
CAPITAL

REVENUE t

FUNDING : (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERALFUND 30.6
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL a

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME
PART-TIME 1
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS : Attach aseparate page if necessary

This fiscal note calls for a half-time professional assistant
(Range 21A) to work for the committee. Salary for a nine month
period is $17,239.50,p~us $4,482.27 in benefits.

ruenberg, Jr. phone. 465-4968

Precared by: Kggrfese
Division : House HESS Committee Date: 375/86
Approved by éé%r)](w%shs?o'n)ér: Date: 3/5/86

Agency: House HESS Committee

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) page. of 10/25/85
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State of Alaska

COMMITTEES P.0. BOX V
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION (907) J65-4968
AND SOCIAL SERVICE
(S(?O(EChairSman) ce 914 CLAY COURT
HOUSE JUDICIARY ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503
HOUSE COMMUNITY AND _ (907) 276-6844
REGIONAL AFFAIRS Representative Max F. Gruenberg, .Tr.
District 11

Spenard, Upper Midtown Anchorage

April 23, 1986

William T. Pound ~

Director

Denver Office

National Conference of State Legislatures
1050 Seventeenth Street, Suite 2100
Denver, Colorado 80265

Dear Mr. Pound:

7 enjoyed meeting with you in Juneau and wanted to touch bases
with you on a couple of items. First, 1 would like to receive
the latest NCSL publication list. There are a couple of
publications 1°"d like to order.

Also, | am sending you copies of two resolutions which were
adopted by the Western Legislative Conference in 1985 and the
Alaska Legislature this year. These resolutions, (1) dealing
with AFDC error reduction and quality control and (2) easing
restrictions on Medicaid waivers, are important to all states.
Also enclosed is an article from the March \6 State
Legislatures magazine relating to AFDC error rates. (I would
encourage NCSL to take action upon similar resolutions at your
next general assembly.) I"d offer these two resolutions in
New Orleans myself, but probably won"t be able to attend the
meetings.

Thanks for all the assistance our office ht.s received from
NCSL and for lunch yesterday. I look forward to our
continuing relationship.



MEMORANP 3IM

TO: MAX GRUENBERG
FROM: NANCY BENNETT
DATE: JUNE 10, 1985
RE: MEDICAID WAIVER
BACKGROUND

The Medicaid waiver for Hone and Conmunity Based Services, known
as 1915 (c¢) waivers, was established in 1981 by a federal law known
as OBRA, section 2176 (Ctnnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981).

Ths original concept of the waiver was to contain rapidly rising
medical costs by offering payment for services within the cannunity
to maintain the elderly, the mentally retarded and the men“tally ill
out of high cost institutions. States can apply for Medicaid waivers
for a variety of services and eligible groups based on needs of the
individual state, although the process is cumberscxe and time
consuming. The law has allowed states great flexibility in the past
in determining what kinds of alternative services may be offered,
what groups may be targeted and what geographical areas of the state
will be covered. Applicants must be screened, and states must
establish a pre-admission screening/case management service for the
clients. Applicants must also be eligible for Medicaid if
institutionalized, must be in the process of applying for
institutionalization and the services provided through the waiver
must cost the same or less than institutional services.

Nationally, it has been found that only 7% of the Medicaid
clients are elderly but that this group uses over 50% of the funding
available, with expenditures for nursing hone care taking the major
portion. By 1984, there were 138 applications filed by 47 states;
one year before, in 1983, there were only 69 requests frcm 39 states.
The increased activity of states in attempting the arduous process of
waiver application indicates the perceived need for these services.

In many cases, the quality of life of clients maintained in the
ccmmunity by personal care attendants, heme health and ocher services
is a major consideration.

Studies have sham that the most cost effective method of
service delivery of heme and caimunity based services is through
strict limitation of the services to targeted groups. Also shown, is
that alternative services have not brought about the enormous cost
savings which had been predicted, and, in fact, have often proven to
be cost neutral. Seme states, such as Alaska, "purchase" nursing
heme beds contractually through Medicaid on a prospective basis.
While this method allows the state and providers of services to
prepare budgets and plan with assurance, it also corrmits funding so



that it cannot be diverted for other services without a policy
change.

ALASKAN EXPERIENCE

Alaska has higher nursing hone costs than are experienced
nationally, but as in other states, finds that a small number of
Medicaid clients use the major portion of funding through
institutional services (nursing homes, APl and Harborview and this
year Hope Cottages wall becane Medicaid eligible). Alaska also has a
disproportionately high number of people handicapped by serious
injuries (no doubt connected with our high accident rate) who cannot
qualify for D.D. services and have limited ccnimnity services
available for their use. The chronically mentally ill are another
under-served population in the state who could benefit from a range
of carmunity services which may eliminate the APl "revolving door"
syndrome.

The Senate HESS Committee instructed COr.missioner Helen Bieme,
Department of Health and Services, to apply for a Medicaid Waiver for
non-institutional services in 1982, and amended the Medicaid statute
at that time to indicate legislative approval for funding these
services. Since that time, the state has been in the process of
applying for the waiver - each application has been returned for more
information or verification of information. The latest request,
signed by the Governor in early 1985, was returned to be re-written
according to the final Medicaid Waiver regulations just published
this spring. Unlike other states, Alaska does not have a full time
person working on the Medicaid waiver, and has lost two Medical
Assistance Division positions in this year"s budget process, so it is
unknown when the Division will be able to complete the total re-write
of the waiver application.

THE FUTURE OF THE MEDICAID WAIVER

Hie effect of the new regulations is devastating, and has been
interpreted by seme to mean that the administration is dumping the
program. Some facets of the final regulations include:

1. States must estimate populations and costs of services. |If the
estimate is exceeded, the federal government, will not reimburse
but, rather, those costs must be bom by the state and the state
may not place a cap on services.

2. It is now more difficult to become eligible for waiver services.
The draft regulations formerly controlling the program allowed
waiver services if the difference between services and
institutionalization was cost neutral, now all Medicaid co-Ws
(including medicai services) must be compared to the cost > the
waiver and the waiver must prove to be less expensive.



3. There is a greater emphasis on health and safety standards,
which will raise costs to states to verify information.

4. States who have current waivers in place were given only 90 days
to comply with new regulations or lose existing waivers.

The only hopeful consideration for the future of the waiver is
that the Federal government is considering making non-institutional
services and option under the Medicaid program. The effect of this
change is that states could include selected services in their State
Plan, and it would be absorbed into the normal Medicaid process. Of
course, the regulations would need to be examined prior to final
comment, but if the code allaved states sufficient flexibility in
selecting services offered and eligible groups benefited, this
process could well be the one of choice.



Ccip 3 BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

\zs File 147
POUCH H-07
DEPT. OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES BOUCH HOT <1 qgant
PHONE:
DIVISION OF MEDICAL ASSISTANCE (907)
465-3355

January 23, 1986

The Honorable Max Gruenberg
Alaska State House

P.0. Box V

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Representative Gruenberg:

During HESS hearings held January 22, 1986 on HJR58, you requested a
complete list of community services that Medicaid would pay for if our
Medicaid waiver was approved. The list is as follows:

Adult Residential Care (excluding room and board)
Adult Foster Care

Home Health Nursing

Home Health Aide Services

Personal Care Attendant Services

Homemaker Services

Respite Care

Adult Day Care

Case Management

I am also enclosing a list of all Medicaid agtncy heads across the country
as you requested.

If I can be of any further help, please let me xnow.

Sincerely,

Rod Betit
Director

E*/closure

cc: Commissioner John Pugh

06-F145LH






State of Alaska

Hg-A30wG
HOUSE HEALTH. EDUCATION
AND SOCIAL SERVICES m
(Co-Chairman)
HOUSE JUDICIARY
HOUSE COMMUNITY AND _
REGIONAL AFFAIRS Representative Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
District 11

Spenard, Upper Midtown Anchorage

COMMITTEES

MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 24, 1986

TO: Rep. Mike W. Miller, Chairman
House Rules Committee

FROM: Rep. Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.

POUCH V
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-4968

914 CLAY COURT
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503
(907) 276-6844

SUBJECT: CS HJR 58: Urging the United States Lepartment of
Health and Human Services to ease the restrictions
on the granting of Medicaid 1915(c) waivers.

CS HJR 59: Urging the United States Congress to
pass an amended form of H.R. 1279 (99th Congress),
the AFDC Error Reduction and Quality Control Act, or

substantially similar legislation.

I would greatly appreciate it if you would schedule CS HJR 58
and CS HJR 59 for the House Floor. This action should not
promote controversy, as there 1is no fiscal note attached and
both bills were authored by the full House HESS Committee.

Thank you very much.



Alaska State Legislature

Pouch V
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Official Business

MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 28, 1986

TO: Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp, Chairperson
Senate HESS Committee

FROM: Rep. Max Gruenberg, Jr.,Co-Chai
House HESS Committee

SUBJECT: CS HJR 58
Urging the United States Department of Health and
Human Services to ease the restrictions on the
granting of Medicaid 1915(c) waivers.

This resolution is substantially the same as the one
introduced at the Western Legislative Conference.

In CS HJR 58, the Committee added additional committees 1in
Congress and other states to receive copies of the Resolution.

I would greatly appreciate an early scheduling of this
resolution in your committee.

Thank you very much.



HOUSE
COMMITTEE REPORT

Date ref”rrnd: 1/16/86
ft

FURTHER REFERRALS:

DATA "j?Mi cP™
HEALTH, EDUCATIONWD
The SOCIAL SERVICES Committee has consuadered ~HJR58

Urging the United States Department of Health and Human Services to
ease the restrictions on the granting of Medicaid 1915(c) waivers.

and recommends:
do pass
do not pass

do pass with attached amendment(s)

el N\ hd

no recommendation

replace with ] same title
1 new title

and recommends

[ 1 further referral to the Committee

[ ] letter of intent
[ ] first fiscal note
[ ] new fiscal note

[ 1] zero fiscal note

and attaches:

SIGNING DO PASS: SIGNING OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:



02-619 (REV 8/78)

I, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform accurate reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
regular course of business, and that it is the established policy and practice
of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.






HOUSE
COMMITTEE REPORT

Date refereed: 1/16/86
FURTHER REFERRALS:

date K'J/L"1"1 Q-3.
HEALTH; EDUCATION AND N
The SOCIAL SERVICES Committee has considered!/ HJR 59

Urging the United States Congress to pass an amended form of H.R.
1279 (99th Congress), the AFDC Error Reduction and Quality Control
Act, or substantially similar legislation.

and recommends:
[ 1 do pass
do not pass
do pass with attached amendment(s)
no recommendation
[ /7I[ replace with N Ai-CtR. [ same title
[ 1 new title
and recommends tip jJ&ututs

[ 1 further referral to the Committee

and attaches: 1] letter of intent
] first fiscal note
] new fiscal note
1] zero fiscal note

L
L
[
r

SIGNING DO PASS: SIGNING OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:



State of Alaska

COMMITTEES P.0. BOX V
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
HOUSE HEALTH, EDUCATION (907) 465-4968
AND SOCIAL SERVICES
(Co-Chairman) 914 CLAY COURT
HOUSE JUDICIARY ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503
HOUSE COMMUNITY AND _ (907) 276-6844
REGIONAL AFFAIRS Representative Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
District 11

Spenard, Upper Midtown Anchorage

April 23, 1986

William T. Pound

Director

Denver Office

National Conference of State Legislatures
1050 Seventeenth Street, Suite 2100
Denver, Colorado 80265

Dear Mr. Pound:

I enjoyed meeting with you in Juneau and wanted to touch bases
with you on a couple of items. First;, 1 would like to receive
the latest NCSL publication list. There are a couple of
publications 1°d like to order.

Also, 1 am sending you copies of two resolutions which were
cdopted by the Western Legislative Conference in 1985 and the
Alaska Legislature this year. These resolutions, (1) dealing
with AFDC error reduction and quality control and (2) easing
restrictions on Medicaid waivers, are important to all states.
Also enclosed is an article from the March 86 State
Legislatures magazine relating to AFDC error rates. (I would
encourage NCSL to take action upon similar resolutions at your
next general assembly.) I1"d offer these two resolutions in
New Orleans myself, but probably won"t be able to attend the
meetings.

Thanks for all the assistance our office has received from

NCSL and for lunch yesterday. I look forward to our
continuing relationship.

Enclosures



MEMORANDUM

TO: MAX GRUENBERG
FROM: NANCY BENNETT
DATE: JUNE 5, 1983
PE: THE MATSUI BILL

WHY HAS THE BILL BEEN INTRODUCED?

The federal government has devised quality control guidelines to
ensure that states reduce the number of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) program errors and pay the right benefits
to recipients. Since 1973, with the assistance of improved computer
sustems, states have made a good faith effort and halved the national
error rate.

However, there is some question about the equity of the existing
system. Penalties are assessed, not only for improperly paid funds,
but for paperwork errors and client errors over wl"iich states have
little control. States are currently facing over $1.3 billion
dollars in fiscal sanctions for exceeding federally determined error
tolerance levels. In order to return this money, states may
jeopardize the existing levels of error rates by reducing
administrative costs, or pass the reductions on by reducing or
restricting AFDC benefits to recipients.

A quality control system is highly desirable, but its purpose
shculd not be to force program cutbacks or shift a heavier financial
burden onto states in a time of risincr poverty and economic hardship.
Rather, the goal should be a cost-effective, timely and equitable
system with incentives as well as fair penalties, which will not
subvert the reduction of true errors.

The current system notifies states of errors committed after a
four year time lapse, uses questionable statistical procedures to
develop the rates and fails to take into account economic and
geographic conditions and program differences. States are being
penalized for conditions which are clearly beyond their control for a
complicated system under constant change through federal regulation.

WHAT WILL THE BILL DO?

HR 6295, The AFDC Error Reduction and Quality Control
Improvement Act, would ensure that error rate sanctions are fair and
based only on misspent funds while encouraging correction of all
administrative errors. The bill would also allcw individual error
rates to be adjusted from the national rate depending on certain



unique conditions within each state, and would require the system to
operate in a more timely manner. The Matsui bill will also set up a
waiver arid appeals process as well as offer rewards to states for low
error rates.

HOW CAN THE BILL BE IMPROVED?

AFDC is only one of three need based programs facing fiscal
sanctions from the federal government. The Medicaid and Food Stamp
programs are closely intertwined with AFDC - any change in the
circumstances of any one will ultimately effect eligibility and
benefits for the others. Each of these three programs have
complicated and different requirements for eligibility determination,
benefit calculation and quality control. The state of Alaska
currently faces over a $6.3 million dollar total fiscal sanction for
these three programs, has filed suits over the sanctions, and will
probably be facing an extensive legal battle in defense of the
state"s actions.

All three separate quality control systems, serving the same
clients and creating a total support network, should be included in
the Matsui bill. In addition, the systems should be combined to be
more efficiently administered, to better coordinate benefits and to
reduce the "welfare maze".

The latest development in the Medicaid program, prospective
withholding, where the federal government reduces each quarterly
payment by the amount anticipated to be the error rate, cares as a
blow to states already beyond the budget process, forcing them to
take administrative action to compensate for lost funds which had
been anticipated. This change in federal procedures threatens an
already burdened system and signals the states to expect further
unacceptable changes.

The attached letter from Governor Sheffield to the House Ways
and Means Committee supports the Matsui bill with one exception, that
underpayments to clients not be included in the fiscal sanction,
since benefits not issued do not represen4 loss, waste or abuse. The
Governor also points out the geographical necessity for special
treatment in calculating error rates for persons living in isolated,
rural Alaska not accessible by any commercial transportation.

WHAT CAN BE DONE TO HELP IN PASSAGE OF THE BILL?
Any state supporting the concepts of the Matsui bill must
contact their Congressional delegation for support. Resolutions

passed by state legislatures are another method of demonstrating
state support for equitable quality control.

ATTACHMENTS:



A copy of HR 6295

National Governors®™ Association Infoletter, which explains
provisions of the Matsui bill.

Letter from Governor Sheffield to the House Ways and Means
Committee.

Memo from Commissioner Pugh explaining Alaska"s fiscal sanctions
for AFDC, Medicaid and Food Stamps.



98th CONGRESS
2d Session . .

To amend part A of title IV of the Social Security Act to improve quality control
standards and procedures under the AFDC program, and to provide for
studies to assist in the further improvement of such standards and proce-
dures.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

September 24, 1984

Mr. Matsui introduced the following bill; which vus referred to the Committee
on Ways and Mea"]

A BILL

To amend part A of title IV of the Social Security Act to
improve quality control standards and procedures under the
AFDC program, and to provide for studies to assist in ihe
further improve ment of such standards and procedures.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

lives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

IMPROVEMENTS IN AFDC QUALITY CONTROL STANDARDS
AND PROCEDURES

section 1. (@) Section 403(i) of the Social Security Act

o o1 B NN -

is amended to read as follows:
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1 "(D()la order o establish Ld maintain improved quek

2 itj control ru niirdi end procedural in the operation and ad-

3 miniitniinn of State plim approved under thin part—

4 "(A) each State ihall collect and rubmit to the
Secretary, in accordance with a timetable which ihall
be eitahliihed by the Secretary in regulation*, a atatia-
ticxlly reliable sample of the caiei jnder ita plan ap
proved under thia part during each fiscal year or (at
the option of the State) during each of the two £i-
month periodi in fuch year, for purpoiei of quality

control review under this subsection;

N b O © oin N o o

+ "(B) the Secretary shall review and analyte the

w

sample to submitted and shall m>'fy the State of its
error rale for the period involved within 6 monihs after
the dot/ of the fiscal year or within 6 months after the
date 0'i which the sample is submitted, whichever is
latei, .nd

"(C) the Slate shall develop and submit to the

_ W N w o

Secretary a corrective action plan for eliminating or re-
» during all errors identified as s result of the Secre-
I tary’i review ind analysis under subparagraph (B)
(whether or not such errors are subject to indusion for
purposes of sanctii is under this subsection) and, after
rich plan has been reviewed and approved by the Sec-

retary, shall implement the corrective actions provided

*«HR im [H
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fat in such plan in accordance with a timetable ertah-

- Bahed by the Secretary in regulations; and the Secro-
Ury shall continuously monitor the State's eonoctrve
. action process under such plan.
The sample collected and submitted under subparagraph (A)
by a State which has elected U> collect an annual sample
rather than two 6-month samples for any fiscal year shall in
so case mdude a smaller number of cases than the number
that the Secretary determines would be required for a staiis-
ticaDy reliable sample if the State had dected instead to col-
led and submit two 6-mont' samples for that fiscal year.
"(2XA) Notwithstanding subjection (aXI) (but subject to
subparagraph (O and paragraph (3)), if a State's error rate
for any fiscal year (as defined in paragraph (6)) exceeds the
error rate tolerance level determined for the State (for that
year) under subparagraph (B), then the Secretary shall make
no payment for such fiscal year with respect to the State’s
erroneous payments (as so defined) to the extmt that the
indusion of such payments in determining the State’s error
rate caused such rate to exceed the tolerance levd so deter-
mined.

“(B) a State’s error rate tolerance levd for any fiscal

year thill be 4 percent, increased by—
"Q 0.5 percentage points if the plan of such State
approved under this part providej (throughout such

surn cm m
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(3]

fiscal year) for the payment of aid with reaped to do-
spendent children of unemployed parents at provided in
section 407, ;

"Gi) 0.1 percentage points for each full 20-percent
sincrement (up to a maximum of 5 such increment/, by
-which (1) the ratio of the number of families with
earned income who are receiving aid under such
State’s approved plan to the total number of familiei
receiving such aid exceeds (ED the average ratio, per
State, of the number of families with earned income
who are receiving aid under all of the State plans sp-
proved under this part to the total number oi families
receiving such aid, and

“(iif) 0.1 percentage points for each full 20-per-
cent increment (up to a maximum of 5 such incre-
ments) by which CD the popular-n per square mile of
land area in such State exceeds (ED the average popu-
Is*:on per square mile of land area, per State, in all of
the Stales having plans approved under this part.

"(C) In determining the error rate in any Stale for pur-
poses of this paragraph—

“(i) ruch rate shall be fixed at the lower bound of
the standard interval for errors within which the
Slate's true error rate falls (as determined without
regard to this clause on the basis of the sample or

ehc ins ih

1

3
4

10
1
12
13
14
15
18
17
+18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

... ® samples collected end submitted by the State under
-2 .

. e paragraph (1)); and  « vni e < £

............ :"(ii) errors which are technical in nature or have

.= tofiscal impact, such as omissions (from the State’s

«filet) of social security account numbers, assignments of
support rights, declarations of cooperation in obtaining
support, and WIN or other work program rrgistra-
Sons, shall be disregarded.

"(D) The total amount of the sanctions that would oth-
erwise be imposed upon a Slate under subparagraph (a) on
account of an error rate in excess of the applicable error rate
tolerance level for any fiscal year shall be reduced by the
Federal share of any overpayments collected by ruch State
(on account of erroneous payments) during that fiscal year.

“(3XA) The Secretary, in see .dance with this para-
graph, Day waive all or any part of any sancdoT that would
otherwise be imposed upon a State under pa-agrrob (2XA) if
such State is unable to reach the applicable error rate toler-
ance level for the fiscal year involved despite a good faith
effort by such Stale.

“(B) Any State may request s waiver of sB or part of
any sanction that would otherwise be imposed for any fiscal
year under paragraph (2XA), baaing such requeat upon a
ahowing that it made (and ia continuing to make) a good faith

effort to reduce or eliminate the erroneous payments involved

*s0t 0 t Oi
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but tu unable to ruch the applicable error rate tolerance
level for ruch fiscal year deipite that effort The Secretary
ahal] conaider and review tuch roquett and either approve it
or disapprove it in whole or in part, in accordance with a
timetable which thall be tpecified in regulations. If the Secro-
Ury disapproves the request the State may appeal the Sec-
retary’a decision to the Grant Appeals Board in the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services for such further action
as may be provided for by law or regulations (including judi-
rial review of the Secretary’s decision or the Board's deter-
mination, without regard to any other changes in such regu-
lationi which may hereafter becomi iffective).

“(0) In considering and reviewing any request for a
waiver submitted by a State under this paragraph, the Secro-
tary shall take in' 0 account—

“0 factors beyond the State’s control (including
disasters, strikes by 8late or other staff personnel en-
gaged in determining eligibility or processing cases,
sudden workload changes resulting Bom changes in
Federal or Star, laws or regulations or from rapid
cs .oad growth, and Slate actions resulting from in-
correct policy interpretations by Federal officials);

*fu) factors relating to agency commitment, in-
eluding demonstrated commitment by upper level State
officials to the error reduction program under this sub-

orn* ini Il

1.

7.
section, the sufficiency and quality of operational tys-

2; ) . teas designed to reduce errors, the um of effective

S «  systems and procedures for the statistical and program

4
5
6

7
8

©

10
1
12
13
Id
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
2d
25

: analysis cf quality control and related data, and effeo-
1+ the management and execution of the corrective action
s« process; and R C i. .

“(in) such other factors as the Secretary may de-
termine to be appropriate, aa specified in regulations or
as detailed by the State in ill waiver request.

The Secretary's regulations shall specify the factors to be
conddertd and the criteria to be used in assessing waiver
requests under this paragraph, and shall indicate the relative
weight or importance of each of such factors and criteria in
order to assist States in determining the appropriateness of
proposed requests.

1 “(D) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this
paragraph, the Secretary shall in any case grant a waiver
requested by a State under subparagraph (B) for any fiscal
year if the State's corrective action plan submitted under
paragiap'u (IXC), or a separate plan for the reduction of
errors submitted by the State along with its waiver request,
provides in detail for the expenditure of additional State and
local funds for the reduction of errors in such fiscal year in a
f ‘al amount (over and abov the amount of State and local
funds that would otherwise be -tpended in such fiscal year

»sx CM m
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for the administration of the State plea approved under this
pm) equal to or exceeding one-half of the not amount of the
sanctions that would otherwise be imposed upon the State
under paragraph (2XA) for *uch fiscal year. Expenditures of
additional Stale and local funds for the reduction of errors u
provided for in the corrective action plan or aeparate plan
described in the preceding sentence shall be considered (for
purposes of subsection (a)) to be expenditures for the proper
and efficient administration of the Slate plan approved under
this part.

"(4) If a Stale’s error rate for any fiscal year is less than
4 percent, the Secretary shall pay to the State as an incen-
tive payment an amount equal to one-hdf of the net amount
by which Federal paymerts to the State under subsection
(axI) for such fiscal year arc reduced because such error rate
i below 4 percent.

“(5XA) Each Stale agency administering a plan ap-
proved under this pm shall, at such times and in such form
as the Secretary may specify, provide information on the
rates of erroneous payments made in connection with its ad-
ministration of such plan, together with any other data which
the Secretary may request that are reasonably necessary fcr
the Secretary to carry out the provisions of this subsection.

“(B) If a State fails to cooperate with the Secretary in
proriding information necessary to carry out this subsection,

* HR «ns 1H
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the Secretary, directly or through such contractual or other
arrangements as the Secretary may find a&propriate, gl

. establish the error rates fgr that State op the basis of the best

data reasonably available and in accordance with such tech-
niques for sampling and estimating as the Secretary may find
appropriate. . , Y.

*(C In any ease in which it is necessary for the Secre-
tary to exercise the authority under subparagraph (B) to de-
lermine a State’s error rate for a fiscal year, the amount that
would otherwiie be payable to such State under this pm for
quarters in such year shall be reduced by the costs inclined
by the Secretary h mating (directly or indirectly) such deter-
mination.

“(6) For purposes of this subsection—

"(A) the term ‘errorrate’, with respect to any

State for any fiscal year, means the ratio of such

State’s erroneous paymenti for such year (as defined in

subpsragraph (B)) to its total payments under the St/ie

plan approved uex* *\is pm for such year, deter-
mined subject to the adjustments provided for in para-
graph (2XC); and

“(B) the term’erroneouspayments' means—

"0 paymrils to ineligible families receiving
assistance,

+RCHH
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"GO overpayment* U eligible famHiea rocerv-

fog assistance, and A T

. "GiO underpayment! to eligible families ro-
ceiving assistance.
"(7) Thii subsection aball not apply with reaped to
Puerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Ixlanda.".
(b) The amendment made by aubaection (a) ihall be ef-

fective only with reiped to quartet in the fiacal year 1983

© o ~N o o B w N -

and rubiequent Gscal yeari; except that auch amendment
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may also be effective in the case of any Slate, at the election

N
[y

of the State made in such manner nnd within such time aa

N
N

the Secretary of Health and Human Service! ahall by regula-

[EEN
w

tion prescribe, with respect to quarters in the fiscal year

—
~

19S2 or with respect to quarters in the fiscal years 1981 and

1953.
8TUDT OF CLTSNT EBBOE8 AND HBOADEB PEBFOBUANCE

KEABUPES
Sec. 2. The Secretary oi Health and Human Services

=N
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shall study and analyse in detail—
(1) the nature of client errors under the AFDC
program and the degree to which auch errors could be

controlled by States, including the development of

W N e O ©

standards by which to judge whether particular client

errors could have been so controlled and an assessment
5 of the cost effectiveness of this type of error reduction,

3 and
sHicm ih
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(2) measures of a State’s performance under th
AFDC program which are broader than the curren
‘quality coDtrol system based on payment accuracy
alone, and which might more accurately reflect the full
range of responxibHidesthat Stales have in administer-

mg such program;
and the Secretary thafl submit to the Congress within one
year after the date of the enactment of this Act a full report
of the results of such study and analysis together with the

Secretary's suggestions and recommendations with respect
thereto.

CONTINUATION Of CEBTAIN EEOULATIONS

Sec. 3. The regulations proposed by the Secretary of
Health and Human Services and published in the Federal
Register on April 23, 1984, removing section 416.2086 of
dtlu 20 of the Code of Federal Regulations (relating to Fed-
eral liability when error rate in payment of federally admfois-
tered State supplementation exceeds national standard), «wTl
be of no force or effect; and no regulations hereafter proposed
shall hare the eflect of removing or limiting the application of
jch section except to the extent specuically authorised by

legislation hereafter enacted.

0
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BILL SHEFFIELD. GOVERNOR

POUCH HOI
JUNEAU. ALASKA 90811

OFFICE OF THE COIMISSIOFJER PHONE:?-65-3030

DOCUMENT =35-49

February 25, 1935

The Honorable Max Gruenberg
Alaska State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Gruenberg:

I know Bob Clem, Supervisor of our Quality Control Office, sent you some
materials on U.S. Representative Matsui®s bill to reform the AFDC
quality control system. We just received the enclosed summary of the

Matsui plan. I believe you"ll find the summary helpful.

IT we can answer any further questions on this subject, please call.

Lonnie u. sipe
Deputy Commissioner
for Social Services

Enclosure

cc: Bob Clem
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HALL OF THE. STATES « 444 North Capitol Street - Washington. D C 2000! «(202) 624-5300

February 7, 1985

SUBJECT: The Quality Control System and Fiscal Sanctions for the
Aid to Families With Dependent Children Program (AFDC)

In an Action Letter dated November 26, 1984 concerning the same subject, we told
you that Representative Robert .tatsui of the House Ways and Means Committee will re-
introduce his bill Ln the 99th Congress addressing many of the problems in the current
AFDC quality control system. While he has not yet introduced it, he has sent a letter to
his House colleagues outlining the details of his bill and requesting cosponsors. That
letter is attached for your information. When the bill is introduced within the next
several weeks, we will distribute the details to you immediately.

If you have any questions concerning the letter, please call Barry Van Lare, Staff
Director for the Committee on Human Resources at (202) 624-5342 or Roy Simon on
Barry's staff at (2U2) 624-7819.

«<?- Commissioner
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SSasfiington. 3.C. 20515

January 21, 1S35
Dear Colleague:

Soon I will be introducing legislation to reform the quality
control system used in the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) program. I invite you to become an original
cosDonsor of this measure.

Over the years, the federal government has devised quality
control guidelines to ensure that states reduce AFDC program
errors and pay the right amount of benefits to eligible
recipients. Our efforts have paid off. From FY 1973 through the
first half of FY 1982, nationally states have nearly halved the
average error rate from 16.5% to 7.3%- Als > many states have
error rates well below the national average.

Notwithstanding the tremendous progress that has been made
to reduce errors, many states are threatened by sizeable fiscal
penalties for exceeding federally set error tolerance levels. |
am concerned that the magnitude of these penalties, over $1.3
billion for fiscal years 1981 through 1989, may jeopardize the
steady performance of error reduction that states have turned 1in
over the past decade. In many cases, states which have lower
than average error rates will be penalized. Moreover, states may
be forced to absorb such cutbacks through reducing administrative
costs resulting 1in even higher rates of error or passing it on to
AFDC recipients through reduced or restricted benefits.

As | have stated above, the purpose of the quality control
program is to help states improve AFDC administration and reduce

AFDC errors. Its purpose 1is not, or should not be, to force
states to cut AFDC benefits or develop more restrictive
eligibility requirements. Its purpose 1is not to shift AFDC costs
from the federal to state budgets. Its purpose 1is certainly not

to force states to cutback on AFDC administrative staff or
otherwise reduce administrative resources which will undoubtedly
result in an increase in AFDC errors in the future. This 1is
counterproductive and the reverse of what the quality control
system seeks to achieve.

Without question, states must adhere to some form of quality
control standards. To be effective, such a system must be
timely, applied fairly and be cost-effective. Our present system
does not accomplish these goals.



Fcr example, under the current system, states do net receive
information on errors they commit in time to be of great use to
them in making corrections or recoveries. States have only
received information from EHS relating to their FY 1981 error
rate.

The current system also appears to overstate the actual AFDC
error rate. Questionable statistical procedures are used to
develop the error rates, and states are penalized for client
errors over which they have limited control or for paperwork
errors which do not involve misspent AFDC funds.

In addition, the present system fails to take into account
economic conditions, as well as significant geographic and

program differences among the states. These factors often
contribute to errors in ways largely beyond the control of
states. An unpublished SHS study shows that such outside factors

as greater population density, higher crime rates, size of the.
local population and size of the welfare agencies®™ caselo”s
contribute significantly to higher error rates. Despite these
findings, HES makes no effort to consider these factors when
determining a state"s error liability.

In other words, the current quality control system will take
federal AFDC funds away from states because of an increase in
errors largely caused by conditions beyond the control of the
states. Furthermore, this reduction in federal funds will come
at a time of rising poverty and just when many of these states
are beginning to recover from the recession.

My Jlegislation attempts to address these problem areas while
retaining the quality control system and mandating a basic error
tolerance of 4 percent. The attached fact sheet further
describes the provisions of the proposal. Should you desire to
cosponsor this measure or seek further iInformation, please
contact Elizabeth Vandiviar or Cynthia Ketv.mann of my staff at
X5-7163.

Very truly yours,

ROBERT T. MATSUl, M.C.



January 15, 1985

AFDC ERROR REDUCTION
AND QUALITY CONTROL IMPROVEMENT ACT

The AFDC Error Reduction and Quality Control Improvement Act is
designed to achieve four objectives:

To ensure that error rate sanctions are TfTair and do not

result in AFDC benefit cuts or further reductions in
administrative funds.

To hold States accountable for mak|ng accurate AFDC
payments and 1iImpose Tfiscal sanctions for excessive errors.

To recuire that States 1i1dentify and attempt to correct all
errors made in administering the AFDC program but base

fiscal penalties only on errors which result 1In misspent
AFDC funds.

To establish a fair, equitable and timely AFDC quality
control system by acknowledging that a State®"s error rate
should be adjusted when socio-economic, geographic and
program -actors influence the error rate.

Summarv of Provisions

1. Establish minimum cualifev control policies and procedures

ir.

A

B.

C.

law.

States would be required to determine the AFDC error rate
for each fiscal year. States would collect a statisticall!
reliable sample of cases for a quality control review
following a timetable established in regulations. States
could, at their option, collect either 2 six-month samples
or an annual sample of their AFDC caseload to develoo the
error rate but would be prohibited from reducing their
sample size.

The Federal re-review, analysis, and notice to the States
of the official error rate would have to occur within six
months after the close of the fiscal year for which the
data are collected or six months from the date a completed
State sample is submitted to the Federal regional office,
whichever is later. The State’s official error rate for

fiscal sanction purposes would be the adjusted State error
rate discussed below.

After completing the State data collection process: (1)
States would develop and submit tc the HHS Secretary a
corrective action plan for reducing the 1identified errors
(including those not subject to fiscal penalties as
discussed below); (@) the HHS secretary would review and



Set

approve the olan; anc (3) implementation of the corrective

actions would begin. The HHS Secretary would be required
to establish a timetable for these activities 1in regulations
and monitor the corrective action process. States with

error rates that are consistently at or below the standard
tolerance level, prior to adjustment, would not be required
to submit a corrective action plan for the Secretary’s
approval.

a new national standard for the AFDC error rate.

The standard tolerance level for overpayment errors would
be permanently set at 4 percent. Onder current law,

States must reach a 4 percent standard tolerance level by
FY 83; this declines to 3 percent for FY 84 and thereafter.

Determine the adjusted State error rate.

A.

The procedures described above would be used to obtain the
raw error rate data. Subsequently, two adjustments would
be made to produce the adjusted State error rate:

First, the point estimate of a State"s error rate would
be the lower bound of the range within which a State®s
true c-rror rate Talls. This statistical adjustment is
necessary beca-su the sampling procedure used in the
quality control system cannot precisely estimate the
actual error rate. Instead, the system identifies a
range within which the actual error rate 1is located.
Onder current rules, the midpoint of the range 1is used
even though the true rate may be lower than the
midpoint.

- Next, technical errors would be excluded for fiscal

sanctions purposes. These are paperwork omissions
which, 1if corrected, would not change the AFDC payment
level. They 1include: failure to provide evidence in

the file of social security numbers, assignment of
rights to support, cooperation in obtaining support,
WIN registration, and other errors which have .io
fiscal 1Impact.

Recounire that certain factors bevond a State"s control
influence the error rare bv adjusting che scancarn tolerance
levei annually for eac.n State. The seancard toierancs level
would be adnusced as follows:

A

Add 0.3 percent to the standard level 1if the State has
operated an AFDC unemployed parent program during the
fiscal year.



Add 0.1 percent to the standard level, up to a maximum of
0.5 percent, for each 20 percent 1increment by which the
State exceeds the national average in terms of percent

of total State AFDC caseload with earnings.

Add 0.1 percent to the standard Qlevel, up to a maximum of
0.5 percent, for each 20 percent 1increment by which the
State exceeds the national average iIn terms of population
density (population per square mile of land area).

The steps described 1in item 3 produce the adjusted State
error rate. The steps described 1in item 4 produce the
adjusted State tolerance level.

Imoose fiscal sanctions on the basis of the adjusted State
error rare and the adjusted State coilerance level.

A

A State"s fiscal sanction would be equal to the Federal
portion of benefits paic above the adjusted State
tolerance level using the adjusted State error rate.

A sanction amount would be reduced by the Federal share
of overpayments collected by the State in the fiscal year
to which the error rate applies.

The current authority for the HK3 Secretary to waive
sanctions to acknowledge certain circumstances would be

retained and modified as follows:

(1) States could request a waiver based on the State®s

good faith effort to raduce errors. In making the
waiver request,. States would also be permitted to
challenge the Federal error rate findings. The HHS

Secretary would review and act on the request according
to a timetable specified 1iIn regulations.

(2) The regulations would also specify the criteria that
would be used 1iIn assessing waiver requests and the
relative importance of each f* ;tor so that States may
informally assess whether a waiver request is appropri-
ate. In reviewing the waiver reauest, the HHS
Secretary would be required to consider the following:

(al Factors bevond the State®s control - such as
Disasters (fire, flood or civil disorders);
strikes by State or other staff needed to
determine eligibility or process changes in
cases; sudden workload changes resulting from
changes in Federal or State law and regulations
or raDid caseload growth; and State actions
which were the result of 1incorrect policy
interpretations by a Federal official.



) Factor®"s related to acencv commitment — such as
da., nstratsc ccmm: tnent by too manacetent to the
error reduction program; sufficiency and quality
of operational systems which are designed to
reduce errors; use of effective systems and
procedures Tfor the statistical and program
analysis of quality control and related data;
and effective management and execution of the
corrective action process.

©) Other Factors as Appropriate - these may be
identified by the Secretary 1in regulations or
may be detailed by States 1iIn their waiver requests
but would 1iInclude past State error rate
performance as well as the cost effectiveness of
error reduction efforts.

(3) States would be permitted to appeal the Seere tary”s-
decision on the waiver request described above to the
HHS Grant Appeals Board and could also aopeai to the
courts.

In lieu of the waiver authority identified above/ the
Secretary would be required to oermanently waive a sanction
if the State submits a plan for the reduction cf errors
which 1includes the expenditure of additional State adminis-
trative Tunds equal to one-half of the sanction amount.
These expenditures would be a Federally-matched administra-
tive expense.

6. Reward States with low error rates.

A.

A State would receive an 1incentive payment when 1its
adjusted State error r3te is below the standard tolerance
level (prior to any adjustments) of 4 percent. The
amount of the incentive payment would be equal to one-half
of what the Federal government saves on AFDC payments
because the State error rate is lass than 4 percent.

7. Conduct selected studies related to error reduction and
aualitv contr™1.

A

The HHS Secretary would be directed to complete a studv
within one year of enactment which 1includes: a detailed
analysis of the nature of client errors and the degree to
which client errors can be controlled by States; standards
by which to judge whether a client error could have been
controlled; and an assessment of the cost-effectiveness

of this type of error reduction.

The HHS Secretary would also be di.veered to study and
suggest measures of AFDC performance which are broader
than the current quality control system (which measures



only payment accuracy) and nore accurately reflect the
full range of responsibilities a State has 1in administering
the AFDC program. The underpayment error rate would be
one such measure. This study would also examine the cost
effectiveness of error reduction and of a broader
performance measurement system.

8. Effective date.

A. For FY 81 and 82, States would have the option of
applying current law (the Michel amendment) or the new
quality control system and standards.

B. For FY 83 and thereafter, the new quality control system
and standards would apply.-

* * * *
This legislation also includes a quality control provision
affecting the Supplemental Security Income (SS1) program. The

provision would require the Federal government to continue
reimbursing States for the errors it makes in administering the
State Supplemental Progiam (SS?) in SSI. The present agreement
between the Federal government and the States promulgated in
regulations on March 7, 1979 would be retained.
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October 10, 1984

The Honorable Harold Ford

Chairman

Subcommittee on Public Assistance
and Unemployment Compensation

Committee on Ways and Means

U.S. House of Representatives

1102 Longworth House Office Bldg.

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Ford:

I am writing to express Alaska®s support for H.R. 6295,
which was 1introduced by Representative Matsui on September
24, 1984. The bill would make multiple improvements 1in the
present Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
guality control standards and procedures, and would correct
many of the features that Alaska finds objectionable in the
current and proposed AFDC quality control regulations.

We fully support requiring a state"s error rate to be
calculated at the lower bound of the standard interval,
disregarding technical errors in the error rate calcula—
tions, and reducing fiscal sanctions by the amount of
overpayment recoupments.

We do not agree with Section 403(i)(6)(B)(iii) which in—
cludes "underpayments to eligible famil5 .s receiving assist—
ance”™ in the definition of "erroneous payments.”™ It 1is
Alaska®™s experience that the majority of underpayments are
caused by a recipient household®s failure to report changes
in its circumstances, even when it is to the household"s
advantage to do so. We do not believe states should be held
financially liable for benefits that were not issued, and
thus do not represent program loss, waste, or abuse.



Representative Harold Ford -2- October 10, 1984

We also believe that special treatment should be given to
calculations of error rates for households living in iso—
lated, rural regions that are not accessible by regularly
scheduled commercial air service, automobile, train, or
other surface transportations.

It is proposed, therefore, to add paragraph (iv) to
Section 403 (i)(2)(B) as follows:

"(iv) 0.1 percentage points for each full 20 percent
increment (up to a maximum of five such increments) by
which the majority of recipient households 1in adminis—
trative regions of the state are not reachable by
regularly scheduled commercial air service, automobile,
train, or other surface transportation™.

We believe that this proposal is in keeping with the consid-—
eration given to high density populations as proposed in the
legislation. Our proposal 1is strengthened by the additional
fact that most recipients served in the isolated rural areas

of Alaska are Native Alaskans, with a subsistence life style
and culture.

It is refreshing to see proposed legislation which would
grant states some relief from the ever more punitive actions
and requirements being promulgated by federal agencies.

Sincerely,

Bill Sheffield
Governor



BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

J>KI»T. OF HEALT3I AND SOCIAL SERVICES POUCH H 01

JUNEAU. AuASKA 99811

OFFICEOF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE: 465-3030

Document No. 85-52

February 28, 1985

The Honorable Max Gruenberg
Co-Chairman

House Health, Education and
Social Services Committee
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Gruenberg:

Enclosed is a summary of the status of potential fiscal sanctions based
on auality control payment error rates for the Aid to Families With
Dependent Children, Food Stamps, and Medicaid programs. You had
requested this information during the overview for the Department of
Health and Social Services.

Please feel free to contact mo (”~55-3030) or Bob Clem, Quality
Control/Corrective Action Coorcroator (465-4952) for further information
or explanation.

Thank you for your interest.

Sincerely,

Commissioner

Enclosure

06-F38LH



Summary of Proposed
or Potential Fiscal Sanctions
for Excessive Quality Control
Payment Error Rates for the
AFDC, Food Stamp and Medicaid Programs

Program Period Covered Proposed or Potential Amount
Food Stamp April-Sept. 1981 - Proposed $2°148,102
AFDC Oct. 1982-Sept. 1983 Potential 1,024,230
AFDC Oct. 1983-Sept. 1984 Potential 653,677
Medicaid April-Sept. 1981 Proposed 1,954,936
Medicaid A.pril-Sept. 1983 Froposed 527,512
Total Fiscal Sanctions Proposed/Potential 56,308,507
A discussion of each of the above proposed or :entinl sanctions
follows:

Food Stamp Program

A sanction in the amount of $2,148,102 was imposed by the Fooa and
Nutrition Service (FNS), U.S. Department of Agriculture, for excessive
Quality Control (QC) payment error rates for the period April -
September 1981.

The State appealed this sanction and the appeal was denied. The State
then requested an Administrative Hearing of the proposed sanction and
the decision of that hearing was also against tha State.

In May 1934, a suit was filed in U.S. District Court of Alaska by the
State seeking relief from this fiscal sanction. The attorneys for the
State have just completed discovery phase of the suit and will soon be
filing a request for summary judgement with the court.

Though earlier fiscal sanctions were proposed by FNS, they have all been
waived or dismissed and no other Food Stamp fiscal sanctions are
pending.

It is very probable.however, that the State will face a potential fiscal
sanction for the current federal fiscal year (October 1984 - September
1985) since the federal target error has now been decreased to 5% from
10.48% for tie previous year. Currently the State®s Food Stamp Program
error race 1is nearer 10% than 5% and it is not anticipated to decrease
substantially.

AFDC Program

It was not until federal FY1983 and 1984 that the Department exceeded
the target error rate of 4% and 3% respectively as mandated by Congress
in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 and the Tax Equity and
Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982.

For federal FY1983, the actual error rate as calculated by the State
(without federal adjustment) was 12.313%. This exceeded the target
error rate of 4% by 8.313% and thus exposed the State to a potential



fiscal sanction of approximately $1,024,280.

For federal TY1934, the actual error rate calculated by the State
(without federal adjustment) was 6.793%. This exceeded the target error
rate of 3% by 3.797% and again exposes the State to a potential fiscal
sanction of approximately $653,677.

Though we have not yet received -formal notice of proposed fiscal
sanctions for the above error rates from the federal agency, they are
anticipated shortly, and will be appealed on the basis of good faith
effort. If that is not favorably considered, judicial relief may be
pursued.

It is also probable that the State will be sanctioned for federal FY1985
since the current AFDC error rate is approximately 7% and is not
expected to decrease substantially.

Medicaid

The Department was notified by letter dated June 27, 1983 that the State
was liable for a fiscal sanction of $1,954,936 for excessive quality
control payment error rates for the period October 1980 - September

1981.

The Department submitted a request for waiver of the fiscal sanction on
August 24, 1983 as provided for in federal regulations. Basis for
requesting the waiver was "good faith effort"™ on the part of the State
in reducing Medicaid payment error rates.

Other than acknowledging receipt of our appeal, no further word has been
received regarding the fiscal sanctions and we are advised that it is
still under consideration.

The Department ™ Medicaid error rate was within the 3% target error rate
until the period April - September 1983 when the State®"s actual error
rate was calculated to be 6.798%. (A single nursing home 1ineligible
case was responsible for approximately one - half or 3.35 percentage
points of the error rate.) Based on the excessive error rate of 3.7981%
the federal agency has, in a letter dated January 24, 1985, proposed a
fiscal sanction in the amount of $527,512.

The State has 65 days from the date of the January 2% letter to file an
appeal for good faith waiver of that sanction.



The Welfare System:
A Briar Batchfor

Anna Bums

ITISNT EXACTLY A BED OF ROSES
FOR THE WORKERS, EITHER.

© 198? The American Public Welfare Association



nna Bums is a working mother in Georgia.

Over the past few years she has been on and

off welfare several times. What happened to

Anna Bums illustrates the enormous com-
plexity of our welfare system-not only for clients, but
for caseworkers as well. The welfare system has been
very complicated for years; the situation was only ex-
acerbated by the federal policy' changes and budget cuts
enacted in 1981.

In order to measure the effects of the cuts, the Center
for the Study of Sodal Policy in 1982 began a study of
what was happening to clients and, in particular, what
was happening to Anna Bums. Certainly some of the
effects were unintended by those making the changes
in Washington.

The study took us to ten state welfare offices to review
implementation patterns and caseload impact. It took
us into the homes of 266 working mothers in Georgia
whose welfare grants had been terminated by the
federal policy changes enacted in 1981. It also took us
into twenty-three county welfare offices to review the
case files of 207 families over a three-year period.

Examining these case files-often six inches thick with
forms, correspondence, affidavits, and worksheets-
provided a rare opportunity to observe firsthand the
process by which the new welfare policies, as well as
already existing rules, actually were implemented. We
discovered several instances where the new law affected
a family's grant in a way we had not anticipated.
Although we were familiar with the new provisions of
the federal law, we were surprised on several occasions
to learn of a particular provision's impact when it was
applied to a real family.

Thus, we decided to examine in detail one family's
grant over a three-year period. By documenting the
family's grant changes, we could clearly show how the
new rules-no longer theoretical propositions-were
translated into dollar losses or gains for a typical fam-
ily. We also found it useful to document the sheer com-
plexity of the welfare system even before the 1981 policy'
changes were made. We learned that the administrative
burdens on caseworkers and clients are enormous and
that the time required to make routine grant changes
is considerable.

This analysis of one familyr's ride through the welfare
system between 1980 and 1983 looks closely at actual
program derisions from the perspective of worker-client
interaction. The study incorporates what political scien-
tist Richard Elmore has called "backward mapping" by
beginning not at the top of the implementation process
(the federal level) but at the client level. Itis not enough
to scrutinize federal rules and regulations. If we are to
reveal their true effects, we must look beyond these
words to see how the rules actually are carried out.

Documentation of how the 1981 welfare policy
changes were applied to one family is used here to il-
lustrate the consequences of policymakers' and policy
analysts' failure to adequately consider the operational
aspects of prospective policies. Aid to families with

dependent children (AFDC), the main welfare program,
always has been a complex program, spanning three
layers of government-federal, state, local-and pro-
viding assistance for nonworking as well as workrng-
poor families who meet its eligibility requirements. In
essence, it must act as a "safety-net" for the truly needy
as well as a helping hand for those on their way out of
poverty.

In 1981, the Reagan administration proposed and Con-
gress enacted a set of policy changes in AFDC designed
to pare down the welfare rolls and save money. The
Reagan administration argued that the 1981 welfare
changes would make the system more "efficient." Yei,
as the following pages demonstrate, the changes neither
simplified procedures nor reduced paperwork burdens.
Regardless of the reasons behind the changes, the ef-
fects were to further complicate the program's ad-
ministration, making life even more difficult for
caseworkers and clients alike. And new changes enacted
by Congress in 1984-although intended to reinstate
some benefits previously lost-promise to add an even
greater administrative burden to the system.

Anna Burns’story portrays
the wide gulf between
ideological debates on

“welfare reform” and their

effect on individual clients.

Here you will learn about a typical family from the
study sample of 207 Georgia families whose welfare
grants were terminated when the federal cuts were
enacted. Although real names are not used, all figures
and events were taken directly from a particular fam-
ily's AFDC and food stamp records in acounty welfare
office. The facts-what happened, when, why, and with
what effects-follow. Although this case study has im-
portant implications for welfare policy reforms, that task
is far beyond the limited scope of this paper. Our goal
is simply to present a clearer picture of the complexity
of the current welfare system.

What Happened To Anna Burns

September 1980: Anna Bums is twenty-eight years old
and the mother of three children. Married at age fifteen
and divorced at twenty, she and her three daughters
now live in a two-bedroom trailer in a small town in
Georgia. Bums' eldest daughter is entering the sixth
grade, and the younger twins are beginning fifth grade.
Bums supports her family through a combination of
wages, occasional support from her ex-husband, and
public assistance. She keeps her family's expenses down
by growing vegetables in agarden beside the trailer and
making many of her own clothes. Nevertheless, she oc-
casionally runs out of money before the end of the
month and must borrow from her mother.
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At this time in 1980, Bums is unemployed but actively
seeking a job. She has only a tenth-grade education
because, as she explains, she became pregnant and had
to leave school at an early age. Anna Bums and her three
children receive 5193 monthly in AFDC, $201 in food
stamps, and health insurance through the Medicaid pro-
gram. She must check in with her caseworker at the
county welfare office every six months, unless she
begins working, in which case she must notify her
caseworker within ten days.

Monthly family Income from AFDC and food stamps:
$394.00

November 1980: Bums is offered a job as a nurse's
assistant in a nursing home not far from where she lives.
She accepts the position, begins working, and, as re-
quired, reports this change to her caseworker. The
caseworker requests documentation of her earnings,
taxes, tTavel, and child-care costs, and the cost of the
uniform she must wear at work. Bums files three writ-
ten statements: one indicating how many miles she
drives to and from work, another declaring her meal ex-
penses while at work, and a third horn the neighbor
who looks after her children declaring how much the
neighbor receives for caring for the three girls. Bums
sends these documents to her caseworker for a redeter-
mination of her eligibility for AFDC and food stamps.

In addition to the above information required by
AFDC, the food stamp program requires documenta-
tion of rent, telephone, and utility expenses. Altogether,
Bums must provide eight documents to her caseworker
this month.

The caseworker receives Bums' information and
calculates that Bums' monthly earnings total S346. The
caseworker then must determine whether Bums is eligi-
ble for a gr-. nt at her earnings level and, if so, how much
her monthly grant will be. To determine eligibility, the
caseworker compares Anna Burns' income to the state
"need standard.” To determine her payment amount,
the casev/oiker compares Bums' income with the "pay-
ment standard."” Each state determines its own "need
standard," which is considered to be the minimum in-
come afamily of a given size needs to meet basic month-
ly living expenses. The "need standard” and "payment
standard"” should not be confused. The need standard
determines eligibility; the payment standard determines
the amount of benefits and in many states is well below
the need standard. The payment standard is the grant
to a family with no countable income. In Georgia, the
payment standard is half of the need standard. In other
words, the state says a family of four requires S432
monthly to cover minimum needs, but it provides a
family (with no income) only S216 in AFDC. A family
with some income receives the difference between the
payment standard and its countable income-unless its
countable income is greater than the payment standard,
in which case the family cannot receive AFDC.

In determining eligibility' for Anna Bums' family, the
caseworker uses the following formula:
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= Work expenses of 550 and child-care expenses of
$87 (total $137) are subtracted from Bums’ gross
wages: $546- 5137 =5409.

= The 5409 then is compared t>the need standard
for a family of four, which was 5227 in
November 1980. Because the 5409 exceeds the
need standard, Bums is not eligible for AFDC.

Because Bums' family is not eligible for a grant, the
caseworker, of course, does not have to calculate how
much her grant would be.

The caseworker sends Bums a notice that she will no
longer receive AFDC as of December 1, 1980, because
her new earnings place her above the eligibility ceiling.
Her eligibility for Medicaid, however, will continue for
four months, as mandated by federal law.

Because Bums now is working, her caseworker must
reassess her food stamp allotment as well. Many coun-
ties have separate AFDC and food stamp units, assign-
ing a single family two caseworkers. Bums, however,
lives in a small county that does not have separate pro-
gram staffs; and the same caseworker monitors both
AFDC and food stamps for her. Applying the food
stamp program formula to Bums' new income, the
caseworker calculates that she is eligible for a reduced
allotment of food stamps: 5127, compared to 5201 the
previous month. This new allotment is based on the
following formula:

« Earned income of 5546, less a 20 percent work
disregard (or $109);

« Less a standard earnings deduction of 575;

e Less child-care costs of 587; and

e Less a shelter deduction of S3 (53 is the max-
imum Bums is entitled to, regardless of her ac-
tual shelter expenses, due to a 590 ceiling on
combined dependent care and shelter
deductions).

The result is then multiplied by .3 and subtracted from

the thrifty food plan (5209 for a four-person family in
1980).

S209-KS546-S109-S75-$87-$3).3] = S127

Thus, Bums nov: will receive 5127 in food stamps. The
caseworker must send Bums a second notice indicating
this change in her food stamp allotment. Unlike the
AFDC program, where the state sets its own eligibility
and payment standards within broad federal guidelines,
the food stamp program is entirely federal.

Monthly family income of gross wages and food stamps:
S673.00

December 1980: The federal government mandates
several changes in the food stamp program, which take
effect January 1, 1981: the standard deduction is in-
creased from 575 to 585, the ceiling on the shelter and
dependent-care deduction is increased from 590 to 5115,
and the federal coupon allotment ceilings are increased
from 5209 to 5233. This means that every food stamp
case must be reviewed as outlined above and a notice
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sent to each client. In Bums' case, her food stamp allot-

ment increases from 5127 in December to 5162 in
January.

Monthly family Incoma of wmja* and food stampi: S7TM

February 1981: Although her case record does not
reveal why, Bums must reduce her hours at work. She
immediately contacts her caseworker to report the
change in her earnings and expenses. Bums must mail
in her pay stubs. The caseworker calculates her earn-
ings to be 5350, her work expenses to be 588, and her
child-care expenses to be 538. She then proceeds to
determine whether Bums is eligible for AFDC and, if
so, how much her payment will be.

The caseworker finds that Bums is eligible for aid
because her gross income minus work and child-care
expenses (5350- 588- 538 =5224) is less than the need
standard of 5227. In order to determine the amount of
her payment, the caseworker applies a new formula:

« First, the caseworker subtracts 530 from the total
earnings (5350- 530 =5320).

« Second, the remaining income is reduced by
one-third, leaving 5213. The effect of this "530
and one-third earnings disregard,” mandated by
federal law, is to reduce the amount of earned
income that the welfare agency considers when
calculating the family’s AFDC gTant. The intent
is to provide welfare recipients an incentive to
work.

e Third, the caseworker subtracts 588 to account
for income taxes, uniforms, travel expenses,
meal expenses, and other customary work ex-
penses. (If Bums could not document these ex-
penses, she would be given a standard deduc-
tion of 550.)

=« The caseworker next subtracts Bums' child-care
expenses, which total 538 monthly.

(S350-S30H > (S350-530)]-S88-S38 = S87

The remaining income, $37, is considered to be Bums'
"countable income" and is subtracted from the payment
standard-5193 for a family of rour-to reach the AFDC
grant amount.

S193-S87 =S106

Because of the significant decrease in her earnings.
Bums is again eligible for AFDC, effective the follow-
ing month. The caseworker sends a notice indicating
that Bums will begin receiving an AFDC gTant of 5106
in March.

The caseworker also must redetermine Bums' eligibil-
ity for food stamps, due to the change in Bums' earn-
ings, expenses, and AFDC status. Accounting for these
changes, the caseworker determines that Bums' food
stamp allotment should increase from 5162 to 5171 in
March.

Monthly family income of gross wages, AFDC, and food
stamps: $627

June 1981: The state of Georgia increases its AFDC
payment standard. Consequently, all AFDC cases must
be reviewed and all grants increased according to the
new schedule. The caseworker calculates that Bums'
gTant should increase from 5106 to 5140 effective in July.
This in turn requires an adjustment of Bums' food stamp
allotment. Accounting for the increase in her AFDC

grant. Burns' food stamp allotment decreases from 5171
to $160.

Monthly family Incoma: S650

August 1981: The U.S. Congress passes the Onvdbus
Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA), mandating anvmber
of significant AFDC and food stamp policy changes.
Because the changes are both numerous and complex,
caseworkers in each county are summoned for special
training sessions. These federal policy changes require
that the caseworkers review each case assigned to them,
make the necessary changes, and notify their clients of
these changes. The effective date of the policy changes
is October 1, 1981. Because of the complexity of the
OBRA policy changes and because some provisions con-
flict with state AFDC lav/s, many states are unable to
implement all the AFDC policy changes in October.
Georgia, however, manages to do so.

September 1981: Bums' caseworker reviews each of
the 85 AFDC and 200 food stamp cases assigned to her
and adjusts their grants based on the new policies. Dur-
ing this time Bums receives a pay increase, and she is
able to increase her hours at the nursing home. She
reports these changes to her caseworker by sending in
her most recent pay stubs. The caseworker calculates
th it Bums' monthly earnings have increased from 5350
to 5438. Many of the steps in calculating Bums' grant
have changed as a result of OBKA.

« First, the caseworker now must determine
whether a family's total income, before deduc-
tions, is within a new set of limits created by
federal law.

This new federal rule, called the "150 percent cap,"” re-
quires that a family's gross income-before taxes, child
care, and any other deductions are taken- must be no
greater than 150 percent of the state's need standard in
order to be eligible. If a family's total income is greater
than 150 percent of the state's need standard, the fam-
ily is automatically ineligible for AFDC-and in many
states, Medicaid-regardless of the family's work or liv-
ing expenses.

While this new step in the eligibility determination
process served to close approximately 500 cases in Oc-
tober 1981 in Georgia, Bums' income is within the new
limits, so she remains eligible. The limit in Georgia for
a family of four after the state raised ;ts eligibility ceil-
ing is 5648, and Bums' total income is only 5438. So the
calculations proceed:

= The caseworker next subtracts from Bums' earn-
ings the new standard work-expense deduction
of 575 and her child-care expenses of 536.
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< Finally the caseworker applies the $30 and one-
third earnings deduction to the remaining in-
come. Prior to OBRA this deduction had been
epplied to the total earnings; now it is applied
to earnings less work expenses. The result is a
smaller grant for all working AFDC recipients
under the new policy. The caseworker calculates
Bums' countable income to be $198.

$438-S75-536-$30-[ ;i (5438-S75-$36-$30)] = $153

This countable income is compared to the state "pay-
ment standard" of $216; Bums qualified for an $18 pay-
ment. Thus Bums' grant is reduced from $140 to $18 ef-
fective October 1, and the caseworker sends out a notice
indicating the reason for the change and the new grant
amount. As aresult of the change in Bums' AFDC gTant
and her increased wages, her caseworker must also
recalculate her food stamp benefits. Because of the
reduced AFDC grant. Bums' food stamp allotment in-
creases from $160 to $183 effective October 1. Bums
receives a second notice from her caseworker showing
the new food stamp allotment.

Monthly family Income from wages, AFDC, and food
stamps: S639

November 1981: Caseworkers are instructed that
OBRA mandated a change in the earned income deduc-
tion in the food stamp program: itis to be reduced from
20 percent of earned income to 18 percent. The
caseworker must recalculate the food stamp budget for
each case in which the household has earned income.
The effect on Bums' food stamp allotment is small, as
in most cases: a reduction from $183 to $180 worth of
coupons.

Monthly family income: $636

January 1982: OBRA mandated that the "$30 and one-
third earnings disregard" be limited to four months in
any twelve-month period. Consequently, Burns'
caseworker determines that Bums will no longer be en-
titled to this earnings disregard as of February. Because
this new policy took effect in October, Bums was en-
titled to the disregard for the four months beginning in
October. The caseworker recalculates Bums' February
grant as follows:

S 438 earnings

- 75 standard deduction
S 363

- 36 child-care expenses
$ 327

Expiration of the S30 and one-third disregard increases
Bums' "countable income" from $198 to $327, well above
the payment standard of $216, thereby makes her in-
eligible for AFDC and Medicaid.

The caseworker sends Bums a letter indicating that
her AFDC grant will terminate effective February 1 due
to the new federal policy limiting the $30 and one-third
earnings disregard to four months. Bums also will lose
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her Medicaid coverage as a direct result of becoming in-
eligible for AFDC.

Because Bums' AFDC case must be closed, her food
stamp case must be reevaluated and the AFDC benefits
removed from the food stamp budget. In January 1982,
as the caseworker is calculating a new food stamp allot-
ment, Bums sends her caseworker her most recent
series of pay stubs indicating a small increase in her
wages. The caseworker determines that Bums' earnings
have increased from $438 to $454. This increase in earn-
ings, despite the loss of AFDC benefits, results in a
decrease in food stamp benefits from f 180 to $167.

Monthly family Income of earning* plJ* food stamps:
$621

February 1982: Because Bums fails to document her
rent, utilities, and child-care expenses, the caseworker
may not give Bums credit for having any such expense
in calculating the family's food stamp allotment. The end
result is a reduced food stamp allotment. As Bums’
caseworker is calculating the reduction, Bums once

The number of times Anna
Burns must see her
caseworker and have her
AFDC or Medicaid grant
opened, closed, or adjusted
will only increase under the
new 1934 law.

again notifies her that her earnings have increased to
$511. As a result of Bums' increased earnings and her
failure to document her household expenses, the fami-
ly's food stamp allotment decreases from $167 to $133
in March.

Monthly family income: S644

June 1982: Bums' eldest daughter gives birth. Because
the new mother is under sixteen years old, Bums ap-
plies for an AFDC grant on behalf of her granddaughter.
The Bums family receives no support from the father
of the new baby; and the baby's mother, who just com-
pleted the seventh grade, is unable to support the child.
Thus, the child is eligible for an AFDC grant amount-
ing to $107, payable to Bums. Only the child is eligible
for AFDC and Medicaid. Bums' earnings are not con-
sidered in calculating her grandchild's grant, as she is
not considered financially responsible for this child
under the AFDC program.

During this same month, Bums' earnings decrease
from $511 to $470. The caseworker recalculates Bums'
food stamp allotment on the basis of her new level of
earnings and the additional household member;
however, the AFDC gTant is not calculated into the
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J m tMP following month. The result is an in-
in the family's food stamp allotment from S133

to $188 in July.
Monthly family IrKom.: 57*5 for . family of fwt

a mat 1982: The food stamp allotment decreases to
tI"Kcounting for the additional AFDC income of
$107 Each change requires written notification from the
caa“worker to Bums.

Monthly family Incoma: S732

September 1982: Federal law mandates an increase in
the food stamp allotment ceilings and the telephone and
utilities deductions. Bums' caseworker must review each
of the 200 food stamp cases assigned to her and
recalculate their food stamp allotments using the new
dollar fiﬂures mandated by the federal government.
Bums' allotment increases from $155 to $177, effective
October.

Also effective October 1982, Georgia implements a
final OBRA policy change in the AFDC program. Were
Bums still eligible for an AFDC gTant for herself and her
daughters, she would now be required to report her
wages and income each and every month. Failure to
comply with this new requirement results in the ter-
mination of benefits.

The monthly reporting requirement consumes an
enormous amount of time for caseworkers. The client
must fill out and mail in a form reporting all earnings.
The form must be postmarked between the first and fifth
days of the month. If it is mailed before the first day
of the month, it cannot be accepted and the caseworker
must mail it back to the client and have her resubmit
it. If it is not received by the sixth day of the month,
the caseworker must mail the client a reminder to send
jtin. If it is not received by the fifteenth of the month,
benefits are terminated. In the relatively small office
where Anna Bums' case is staffed, one social worker
spends two weeks ever) month doing nothing but mak-
ing sure all the monthly reports are received according
to the requirement of the law Each caseworker then
must review the forms on her caseload and make any
necessary adjustments.

Monthly family income: S754

December 1982: Bums' pay stubs indicate yet another
small change in her level of earnings, requiring her
caseworker to recalculate her family's food stamp allot-
ment and send Bums the appropriate notification. The
earnings change is an increase of $17 monthly, from $470
to $487. The corresponding change in the family's food
stamp allotment is a $4 decrease, from $177 to $173 in
January 1983.

Monthly family Income: S767

March 1983: Bums sends her caseworker copies of her
rent and utility bills which are considerably higher than
in previous months, together with pay stubs indicating

a small decrease in earnings. The family now lives on
Bums before-tax earnings of 5474, the granddaughter's
AFDC giant of $107, food stamps amounting to $192,
and a very occasional $15 child-support payment from
Bums' ex-husband.

Monthly family Incoma: 5773

The Burns Family Monthly Budget

Income Exp*ft*M
S4S4 earnings (after taxes) S6S child care
107 AFDC 55 rent
192 food stamps 106 utilities
S753 30 telephone
50gas for car"
50 clothing"
292 food"

50 car mamtenance/repairs”

35 insurance

20 med'Calbills and
nonpresenption medicines’

S753

"These amounts represent approxima: ins

As of June 1983, Bums pays $65 for child care, $55 for
rent on a two-bedroom trailer, and $106 in utilities plus
$30 in telephone bills. Bums estimates that, on average,
she pays $50 per month for gas for her car (there is no
public transportation in her town), another $50 for
clothing for her own growing children and grandchild,
$100 for food above her food stamp allotment, and a lit-
tle under $50 for car maintenance and repairs. Bums also
pays $35 ',.-:h month in life, cai, and home insurance
combined, and an average of $20 monthly for uncovered
doctors' bills and nonpresenption medicines. The Bums
family income is barely sufficient to meet the family’s
basic living expenses, despite the very low rent of 555
monthly. This budget, made up of basic necessities, does
not enable Bums to save, nor does it allow recreational
activities. Because of her tight budget, Bums was forced
to borrow $400 from her bank last winter when her car

needed substantial repairs. The loan still is outstanding.
(See box.)

Update: 1984

lince June 1983, new laws were enacted by Con-
gress that will require additional adjustments to
Anna Bums' welfare grant as well as those of
other families across the nation. Included in the
Omnibus Deficit Reduction Act of 1984, the new AFDC
rules took effect October 1,1984. These latest changes,
while positive attempts to reinstate benefits for some
working mothers and ease the transition from welfare
to work for others, promise to produce additional ad-
ministrative headaches for Anna Bums and her
caseworker. Consider the following examples:

= The eligibility ceiling is changed from 150 per-
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“ ctrt 0 percent of the ttate need standard.

ie require a New #et of computations tor
tfl new appocants and recomputations for many
WOI'kIng recipients previously terminated.

* Whe_reas OBRA counted an eamed-income faX
credit (ETTQ dS income when determining
AFDC benefits whether the recipient received
the tax credit or not, the new law counts the
EUC &S income only when it ar illy is re-
ceived. _ThIS will entail another s-J of new
calculations for ain working recipients such as

NNa Bums,

® |NE NEW law allows all working mothers to
deduct s7s as a standard work expense,
V\_lhereas previous law allowed $75 only for full-
tIme workers and $50 for part-time workers.
Benefits will have to be adjusted for all part-
time workers.

e The new law provides for a twelve-month con-
tinuation of the $30 disregard; under OBRA, the
disregard expired after four months. This
change requires three separate calculations for
families such as Anna Bums'": (1) using the $30
plus one-third disregard for months one
through four; (2) using only the $30 disregard
for months five through twelve; and (3) using
no disregard after twelve months.

Congress also in 1984 took steps to ease the transition
from welfare to work for some of the families terminated
under the 1981 rules. Under the work-transition
allowance, some families who lost their AFDC grants
from 1981 to 1983 because of the expiration of the S30
and one-third disregard now may become eligible for
Medicaid. While the intentions behind this new rule are
worthy, several administrative difficulties are likely to
‘occur in carrying it out.

« The only families eligible for this benefit are
ones who were terminated due to the expiration
of the $30 and one-third disregard. Caseworkers
therefore had to find the clients’ files from as
early as January 1982 and determine that the
family would have been eligible if the disregard
were applied. In many counties, it is difficult to
locate records from two years back, let alone ex-
pect the records to be detailed enough to yield
the necessary information.

= The caseworker also had to determine that the
family was "continuously eligible for AFDC if
the $30 and one-third disregard were applied.”
This would require earnings and expense infor-
mation and documentation for every month
aince termination. This might be as many as
thirty-two months for 6ome families. For each
month, caseworkers must perform eligibility
standards and disregards in effect at die time.
This win either be administratively unmanage-
able or prove a SEriQus hindrance to the
reenroBment of families in medicaid.
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= Only families who reapply within six months
from October 1, 1984, will be considered. That
puts an information burden on the caseworker
who must try to inform potential reapplicants of
the new law. Obviously, many families will not
hear about it and thus will not be able to benefit
from the Medicaid coverage.

The idea of providing Medicaid coverage for families
who leave AFDC is a good one; it eliminates a work
disincentive and adds to the financial security of many
single-parent families. But the actual implementation of
the reconciliation provisions is likely to be far more dif-
ficult than the words suggest. The number of times
Anna Bums must see her caseworker and have her
AFDC or Medicaid gTant opened, dosed, or adjusted
will only increase under *h. new 1984 law.

Another new provision, which promises to raise
benefits slightly for some familes while creating more
work for staff, allows $50 of each monthly child-support
payment to be disregarded in determining the AFDC
grant. Currently, if a mother receives $80 in child sup-
port each month, her AFDC grant is reduced by $30
because $50 out of the $80 would be disregarded. Thus,
the new change offers the mother aslightly higher grant,
but the caseworker now has to make another calcula-
tion in order to disregard the $50.

In other ways, tl e new law reduces benefits to AFDC
families. For example, the new law reduces grants to
families such as Anna Bums' when a grandchild is in-
cluded in the grant. In June 1982, Bums' newly-bom
granddaughter was considered a separate "filing unit"
and received a full grant of $107. Under the new rules,
grandchildren no longer are considered separate units;
rather they are an additional person in a single-filing
unit. The Bums' family would not have received any
AFDC if the new rule had been in effect when Anna
Bums' granddaughter was bom.

he three-year history of the Bums family's par-

ticipation in the AFDC and food stamp pro-

grams documents the administrative complex-

ity of these programs. In attempting to make
the level of benefits reflect the family's ever-cl anging
circumstances, the programs require extensive and con-
tinual documentation of income, expenses, and family
composition by the client. This in turn requires close and
continual monitoring by the caseworker, together with
the considerable amount of paperwork required to ad-
just grants month by month as the family's circum-
stances change.

In the thirty-two months from September 1980 to June
1983, Anna Bums' AFDC eligibility and gTant amount
had to be recalculated fourteen times. Medicaid eligibil-
ity changed four times. (See Table 1))

Each application for AFDC or change in earnings re-
quires that a great deal of time, energy, and money be
expended. The initial AFDC application form consists
of nearly ten pages of detailed questions. Bums must
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go to the welfare office at the time of the application,
sixty days later for a review, and every six months
thereafter for review as long as she remains on welfare.
To make those visits, she must take time off from work,
thereby reducing her earnings and risking the
displeasure of her superiors. In between these periods,
she may report her earnings and expenses by mail.

prom the caseworker's point of view, »very change in
earnings reauires forty-five minutes to an hour to fill out
the proper lorm. ."his form is submitted to a computer
operator who spends fifteen to twenty minutes enter-
ing the information, which is sent to the state office and
returned two days later in printed form. The caseworker
then must spend another fifteen to twenty minutes
double-checking the form for mistakes. Burns'
caseworker had another eighty-four clients requiring the
same calculations.

Anna Bums' family is only one family in one county
in one state. There are 3.8 million other families receiv-
ing AFDC throughout the country’, 500,000 of whom are
working families like Anna Bums' whose grants are con-
tinually being adjusted. The difficulties meed by Anna
Bums and her caseworker are typical of many more
families who find that their benefits constantly fluctuate

in response to unexplained and often little-understood
policy changes.

The 1981 changes complicated an already complex
system. Instead of helping to simplify administration,
the changes only meant more benefit changes and
paperwork for caseworkers and clients. Because of the
new "reforms" enacted in 1981, Anna Bums saw her
family's AFDC grant decline in October 1981 and then
vanish completely in February 1982. These changes in
turn required recalculation of her food stamp grants for
those months.

Not only did the 1981 changes add administrative com-
plexity to the system, but the federal government im-
posed penalties on states whose error rates exceeded
aspecified level. Given the number of calculations that
are typically performed, it is amazing that error rates
are not higher than they are. But it is a perverse twist
for the federal government to simultaneously complicate
the eligibility and benefit calculation process and impose
sanctions on states that make mistakes in calculating
benefits.

What does Anna Bums tell us about the implementa-
tion of the 1981 changes in particular and, more genem'ly,
about welfare policy? Most important, her story portrays

Table 1. Burns’ Family Income: September 1980-April 1983

DOLLARS

i*k 196 i»s:
MONTHS

Monthly Income by Source
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the wide gulf that exists between ideological debates on
"welfare reform" and their effect on individual clients.
On aconceptual level, itis difficult to oppose objectives
of "targeting " "efficiency," and "accountability." The
difficulty arises in translating those objectives into sen-
sible and sensitive actions that can meet agreed-upon
objectives without unintended negative consequences.
Itis tf is leap from concept to practice that rarely if ?iven
adequate forethought and that was ignored when the
AFDC changes were legislated in 1981.

Anna Bums' story suggests that we need to balance
the costs and benefits of increased targeting. We need
to think in terms of dollar costs as well as the more in-
tangible costs of time, energy, and worry. When Anna
Bums had a change in earnings—which is frequent for
women who are paid by the hour as most working
welfare mothers in Georgia are-she often had to take

These latest changes, while
positive attempts to reinstate
benefits for some working
mothers and ease the
transition from welfare to
work for others, promise to
produce additional
administrative headaches for
Anna Burns and her
caseworker.

time off from her job to keep an appointment at the
welfare office. And she never knew when her AFDC
grant, and therefore her Medicaid, might be cut off. The
time burdens for the caseworker, who had 85 AFDC
cases and 200 food stamp cases to monitor, are
considerable.

Documentau'.n of the changes in one family's gTant
suggests that we may be spending too much time and
money keeping benefits in step with marginal changes
in recipients' financial circumstances. As can easily be
seen from \nna Bums' case, the "normal" level of com-1
plexitv in the welfare system is staggering. Requiring
documentation of Anna Bums' income is perfectly sen-
sible. But requiring her to report her income every
month-as done in the 1981 tederal changes which took
effect in September 1982-simply is unnecessary. In
Georgia, it now costs SHI in administrative costs to pro-
cess and deliver an average monthly AFDC check of
$176, according to data published by the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. And this does not count
the administrative costs of recalculating and delivering
food stamps.

Government policy should be concerned with
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targeting benefits on the basis of need. We do not want
to squander limited resources on those who do not need
assistance. At some point, however, the administrative
costs of recalculating benefits outweigh the utility of do-
ing so. There is an obvious trade-off between maximum
targeting of benefits and creating a program that is so
unmanageable that it is organizationally ineffective as
well as insensitive to individual circumstances. The ex-
ample of Anna Bums suggests that this is a far more
serious problem than most reformers have realized.

Regardless of the intent of the 1981 changes, one ef-
fect r.clear: the policy changes reduced benefits to the
poo/ while vastly increasing the complexity of the
sy.'item and doing nothing to ease administrative
burdens. If anything, the blamt /or this failure must go
to the policymakers who enacted the changes without
an adequate understanding of how they would be im-
plemented and to policy analysts who similarly failed
to demonstrate an understanding of how the many
technical changes would be applied to individui
families. Because neither policymakers nor policy
analysts attended to the detailed operational aspects of
the new changes, neither was able to detect artead of
time the inequitable effects of the changes. In hindsight,
we now can see that the 1981 policy changes both in-
duced benefits and further complicated an already com-
plex system. If administrative issues had been a priority
before any changes were implemented, we may have
been able to better predict tne effects of the new law.

It is no wonder past attempts at welfare reform have
failed. When we see how terribly complex it is to deliver
AFDC and food stamps to Anna Bums and know that
this is mirrored in thousands of counties across fifty
states, we readily can understand the difficulty
policymakers face when they set out to "reform" the
welfare system. If such changes in policy are to make
the system more effective and efficien* they must be
grounded in a detailed understand ,ig of how the
system "works" for clients and for caseworkers, The
guestion that must be addressed is: How can large-scale
organizations like federal, state, and county welfare of-
fices make changes in an intergovernmental program
like AFDC?

The answer to this question is not simple. But an
understanding of Anna Bums' situation and others like
hers must be incorporated into the policy-making pro-
cess as baseline knowledge. Only then can incremental
or structi ral changes nruF.e the welfare system more
responsive instead of more complex. And only then can
we expect to strike a proper balance between the
demands placed on a large bureaucracy for ad-
ministrative efficiency and the most personal of goals:
meeting the basic income-support needs of low-income
families. PW

Tom Joe is director, Center for :hc Study of Welfare po’ry,
Washington, D.C.

Loma Potter is a research associate, Center for the Study of
Welfare Policy, Washington, D.C.



Fy 85 FOOD STAMP FISCAL SANCTIONS

Based on the FY 85 Food Stamp expenditures of $20, 685,305 the
fiscal sanction is equal to the payment error rate in excess of

5 percent times the total expenditures.

Payment Error Rate Fiscal Sanction
6 % $ 206.853
7 % 413,706
8 % 620,559
) 827,412

10 © 1,034,265
11 % 1,241,118
12 % 1,447 ,971
13 % 1, 654 ,824
14 Y 1,861,677
15 % 2,068,531

Based upon the State determined P.E.R. of 11.774 percent, the
FY 85 fiscal sanction will be $1,395,017.



State of Alaska

COMMITTEES 3 AL ASK
AGI?S"N/ JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
(907) 465-4968

HOUSE HEALTH, EDUCATION resrnl
AND SOCIAL SERVICES $ TS 37t
(Co-Chairman) 5o ! 914 CLAY COURT
HOUSE JUDICIARY ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503
HOUSE COMMUNITY AND . (907) 276-6844
REGIONAL AFFAIRS Representative Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.
District 11

Spenard, Upper Midtown Anchorage

MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 24, 198G

TO: Rep. Mike W. Miller, Chairman
House Rules Committee

FROM: Rep. Max F. Gruenberg, Jr.

SUBJECT: CS HJR 58: Urging the United States Department of
Health and Human Services to ease the restrictions
on the granting of Medicaid 1915(c) waivers.

CS HJR 59: Urging the United States Congress to
pass an amended form of H.R. 1279 (99th Congress),
the AFDC Error Reduction and Quality Control Act, or
substantially similar legislation.

I would greatly appreciate it if you would schedule CS HJR 58
and CS HJR 59 for the House Floor. This action should not
promote controversy, as there is no fiscal note attached and
both bills were authored by the full House HESS Committee.

Thank you very much.



FY 85 AFDC FISCAL SANCTIONS

Based upon FY 85 AFDC"expenditures of $43 ,090,678 , the fiscal
sanction is equal to one half of the payment error rate in excess

of three percent times the total expenditures.

Payment Error Rate Fiscal Sanction
4 % $ 215,453
5 % 430,907
6 % 646,360
[ 861,814
8 % 1,077 ,267
9 % 1,299,720

10 9 1,508 ,174
11 % 1,723 ,627
12 % 1,939 ,080
13 % 2,154 ,535
14 % 2,369,987
15 ¥ 2,585,441

Based upon the state determined P.E.R. of 9.973 percent, the
fiscal sanction for FY 85 will be $1,502,356.



Alaska State Legislature

Official Business Pouch V
State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811

MEMORANP-

DATE: January 28, 1986

TO: Senator Bettye Fahrenkamp, Chairperson
Senate HESS Committee

FROM: Rep. Max Gruenberg, Jr., Co-Chair
House HESS Committee

SUBJECT: CS HJR 59
Urging the United States Congress to pass an amended
form of H. R. 1279 (99th Congress), the AFDC Error
Reduction and Quality Control Act, or substantially
similar legislation.

This Resolution is substantially the same as the one
introduced at the Western Legislative Conference.

In CS HJR 59, the Committee deleted the first two subsections
under "further resolved” at the request of John Tabor,
Director, Division of Public Assistance, and adopted a
different error rate for the food stamp program.

I would greatly appreciate an early scheduling of this
resolution in your committee.

Thank you very much.



