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Representative Mark Hanley
Alaska State Legislature

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 23, 1995

TO: Representative Cynthia Toohey
Representative Con Bunde
Co-Chairs, Health, Education & Social Services

FROM: Representative Mark Hanley™™A

RE: HB 78 "An Act relating to public assistance"

This memo is to respectfully request that you schedule HB 78
for a hearing at your earliest convenience.

It has been said, the best way to reform welfare is to get
people off welfare. According to a recent survey by the State
Department of Health and Social Services, 88% of AFDC clients
in Alaska said they would rather work than rely on public
assistance. Most families on welfare want a way off--they
want the self-sufficiency and pride that job training and
employment bring.

HB 78 directs the Department of Healui and Social Services to
apply for a waiver from federal provisions governing AFDC
programs to establish a "workfare™ demonstration project. This
project would require able-bodied AFDC recipients to work or
perform community service, or have their benefits reduced.
Incentives to work are provided in the form of higher income
disregards and a higher vehicle allowance. The costs of child
care and transportation necessary for participation are covered.

America is ready to "end welfare as we know it". Many states
are using waiver projects to develop alternatives to the
tradition of welfare; it is time for Alaska, with its growing

welfare rolls and dwindling revenues, to step up to the plate.
The bill's language on the demonstration project does not

REQUEST FOR HEARING
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change state law, it simply guides the Department of Health &
Social Services in exercising its authority to apply for and
implement waivers to the federal program. Also included in
the bill is a reduction in the assistanceprograms tooffset the

cost of the demonstration project.

Congress is currently hearing a plethora of welfare reform
measures. One proposal would authorize federal blockgrants
for welfare funding, giving states the flexibility to design their
own programs. HB 73 would allow us a look into what may or
may not work in Alaska, giving us an advantage in this process.
The demonstration project could become state policy, putting
us on the fast-track for real change in the welfare system.

HB 78 is an important piece of legislation; it is a step towards
breaking the cycle of dependence on welfare by making self-
reliance possible and preferable.



SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

House Bill No. 78
February 21, 1995

HB 78 amends existing statutes for the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children [AFDC] and Adult Public Assistance [APA]
programs.  This legislation authorizes the Department of Health &
Social Services [DHSS] to seek federal approval to operate an
experimental AFDC demonstration project under the authority of
section 1115(a) of the Social Security Act, authorizes imposition of
certain modified AFDC eligibility criteria and requirements for
participation in a mandatory work program on project participants,
and establishes a ratable reduction in benefit payments for AFDC and
APA programs statewide.

Section 1 Directs DHSS to seek authority from the federal
government by December 31, 1995, to operate a demonstration
project. This section provides DHSS discretionary authority to
implement the project in the event of only partial federal approval of
the waiver application.

Section 1 also allows the department to modify or discontinue the
waiver application or project if federal law or regulation changes
substantially affect it. It also directs DHSS, to recommend to the
legislature any changes in statute needed to operate a fiscally
responsible project.

Section 2 makes changes in AFDC eligibility provisions for purposes
of operating the experimental demonstration project authorized
under section 1.

Subsection 1 provides for an increase of the federally-set earnings
disregard from the current short-term level of $30 plus one-third of
the remainder for two years to $200 plus one-third of the remainder
for a period of two years.

Subsection 2 waives the federal AFDC-Unemployed Parent 100 hour
rule”™ that currently disqualifies two-parent families with a principal
wage-earner working over 100 hours a month, allowing the recipient
to work more hours and retain more income.
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Subsection 3 waives the federal veaicle equity limit that disqualifies
AFDC families who own a single vehicle worth more than $2500, and
substitutes a modified rule that allows possession of a comoination of
vehicles worth up to $5000 before their value i counted in the
$1000 maximum resource asset test.

The modified requirements of Section 2 would apply in the project
area defined in Section 4. AFDC families living in the project area
would be randomly assigned to experimental or control groups.
Members of the control group would be subject to normal AFDC
eligibility requirements.

Section 3 establishes a "workfare™ requirement .s part of the
demonstration project. It applies to the project area defined in
Section 4. AFDC families living in the project area would be
randomly assigned to experimental and control groups. Members of
the control group would be subject to the normal JOBS program
participation requirements.

Subsection (a) requires adult AFDC recipients in the demonstration
project to participate in uncompensated work activities for 21 hours
per week or compensated activities for 15 hours a week. It requires
DHSS to sanction those who fail to participate as required by not
including them as a member of the family in the eligibility
determination for AFDC assistance.

Subsection (b) directs DHSS to subcontract with organizations in the
project area to administer subsection (a) of this section if the
organizations have had successful experience inthe requiredareas.
The department is required to determine whomust participate in the
activity as detailed in subsections (c) and (d).

Subsection (c¢) establishes exemptions from the workfare
requirements for certain individuals participating in  the
demonstration, including:

. Individuals employed at least 15 hours per week - if they are
working less than 15 hours, work time is credited toward the
21 hour requirement.

. Individuals participating in a Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
training activity operated by the state JOBS program, or one
operated by an Alaska Native organization.



. Individuals exempt from participating in the state JOBS
program.

. Individuals determined by DHSS to be physically or mentally
incapable of performing workfare activities.

It also prohibits DHSS from requiring individuals to participate in
workfare unless childcare and transportation costs are paid.

Section 4 defines the project area for the demonstration project,
which includes the Municipality of Anchorage, the Matanuska-
Susitna Borough, the Fairbanks North Star Borough, and the North
Slope Borough.

Section 5 requires other state agencies to cooperate with DHSS to
implement the demonstration project.

Section 6 defines basic terms, defines the basic scope of the project,
and authorizes DHSS to establish the project area within the
constraints of Section 4.

Section 7 establishes a temporary statewide reduction of 1.7
percent in the maximum monthly AFDC payments to most families.
The maximum payment for children living with a non-needy relative
is reduced by a lesser amount to avoid bringing payment for 2
children below the federally established minimum of $550; the
amount payable to such family units in May of 1988.

Section 8 establishes a temporary statewide ratable reduction of
1.7 percent in the maximum monthly Adult Public Assistance

payments to most recipients.

Section 9 allows the Department to start adopting regulations to
implement the ratable reductions immediately.

Section 10 repeals the entire act July 1, 2000.



AIDTO FAMILIESWITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN
Maximum Monthly AFDC for Family of Three Persons
Standard of Need and Maximum Benefit Payment as of October 1, 1994

Need Standard Maximum Berefits Maximum Berefits Berefitas a Rank by

State 3 Persons* 3 Persons Ranking Percent of Poverty* Percent of Poverty
Alabama 673 160 51 15.6% 51
Alaska 975 923 1 71.9% 1
Arizona 94 347 33 33.8% 33
Arkansas 705 204 47 19.9% 47
Califomia 715 607 6 59.2% 6
Colorado 4121 Vvl 2 41.0% 2
Connectiicut 735 735 2 71.6% 2
Delaware 338 338 b 32.9% K'3)
Dist. Of Columbia 712 420 21 40.9% 2
Florida 91 303 40 29.5% 40
Georgia 424 280 43 27.3% 43
Hawai i 1,140 712 4 60.3% 5
Idaho 991 317 K] 30.9% 38
Iilirois 890 367 29 35.8% 29
Indiama 320 320 37 31.2% 37
lowa 849 426 18 41.5% 18
Kansas 3% 396 25 38.6% 2
Kentucky 526 228 46 22.2% 46
Louisiana 658 190 48 18.5% 48
Maine 553 418 2 40.7% 22
Maryland 507 366 30 35.7% 30
Massachusetts 579 579 7 56.4% 7
Michigan 509 424 19 41_3% 19
Minnesota 532 532 n 51.9% n
Mississippi 368 368 28 35.9% 28
Missouri 312 285 42 27.8% 2
Montana 478 389 26 37.9% 26
Nebraska 364 364 31 35.5% 31
Nevada 699 348 32 33.9% 32
New Hampshire 1,46 307 39 29.9% 39
New Jersey 985 443 16 43.2% 16
New Mexico 381 381 27 37.1% 27
New York 577 577 8 56.2% 8
North Carolina 544 266 44 25.9% 44
North Dakota 501 501 13 48.8% 13
Ohio 901 A A 33.2% A
Oklahoma 645 324 36 31.6% 36
Oregon 460 460 15 44 8% 15
Pennsylvania 587 403 24 39.3% 24
Rhode Islad 554 54 9 54 .0% 9
South Carolina 440 440 17 42.9% 17
South Dakota 491 491 14 47 .9% 14
Tennessee 500 185 50 18.0% 50
Texas k1 188 49 18.3% 49
Utah 553 415 23 40.4% 23
Vermont 724 724 3 70.6% 3
Virginia 322 201 41 28.4% 41
Washington 1,158 546 10 53.2% 10
West Virginia 497 249 45 24_.3% 45
Wisconsin 647 517 12 50.4% 12
Wyoming 674 674 5 65.7% 4
Note*

Need IUrxhrd is Ibe maximum monthly allowable income as delircd in stale and federal regulations.
The percent of Foverty is based on the 1994 Federal Poverty Guidline (FPG) for afamily ofthree persons converted to amonlhly rate.
The FPG for all states is $1,026, except Alisha, which is increased 26 percent to SI,284; and Hawaii which is increased IS percent to $1,180.

Source; U. S. Department ', Health and Human Senvices, Administration for Children and Family Senvices, untitled drill document dated December 1994,

Prepared By Legidlative Research Agency Felruary, 1995(%5.136)

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN
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U nder Indictment
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Bv Will Marshall

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

than any other, this pledge defined him as a New

Democrat determined to move beyond an exhausted

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

most pressing problems.

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

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

Despite near-unanimous support for sweeping
reform, the administration has been curiously slow off
the mark. In a questionable strategic judgment, the
White House delayed action on welfare and instead
pressed ahead with a far more complicated and costly
plan to overhaul the nation's health care system. The
downgrading of welfare reform as a presidential priori-
ty has heartened both liberal defenders of the status
quo and conservative opponents of new public efforts
to help the poor. It also has blurred the president's New
Democrat image even as his economic and health care
initiatives define him in more traditional terms,

Still, as Lyn A. Hogan notes in this section, the admin-
istration deserves credit for giving Wisconsin approval
to test a two-year limit on weltare eligibility in two coun-
ties. Other states likewise have proposed using a combi-

nation of carrots and sticks to move welfare recipients
into jobs.

The indictment against America's welfare system has
four main counts:

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

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

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

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

recipients, 9 million of who are children. Helping peo-

ple develop their capacities— especially those with few
resources and many problems—is an expensive propo-
sition. Hence, a radical redesign of social welfare will
cost more, not less, in the short run. In fact, the current
welfare system has survived successive bouts of reform
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precisely because it is a relatively cheap wav to deal
with the poor.

But spending more now to enable people to work will
reap iarge dividends down the road: fewer people on
pubiic aid. more people working and paying taxes, and
fewer children trapped in an underclass characterized
bv rampant unemployment, crime and illegitimacy.

President Clinton will have to strike a political bar-
gain with the left and the right if he is to achieve his
goal or making welfare 'a second chance, not a way of
lire": Liberals will have to accept time limits, and con-

P apay .

servatives will have to accept higher social costs.

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

* Firstand most important, we must make work pay.
low-wage jobs simply can't compete with the package
ot benefits available in the welfare economy. For exam-
Ble, a welfare recipient in Ohio may collect a maximum

asic welfare grant (Aid to Families with Dependent
Children pius food stamps) of 5653 a month, or 57,596 a
vear. However, she also is eligible for valuable Medicaid
and child care assistance and possibiv housing subsi-

The Link'BetwesitIHegitimacy'and Dependency

By Lyn A_ Hogan ; y.
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dies. Yet, if she takes a 40-hour-a-week job at the mini-
mum wage of 54.25, she will make only 58,840 a year,
nearly 53,000 below the poverty line for a typical family
of three. It makes little sense to exhort welfare recipients
to work if that means lowering their standard of living
or leaving them without health care.

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

+ Second, we must assure universal access to health
care. When welfare reciﬁients take a job, they soon lose
Medicaid benefits worth about 53,000 a year. The jobs
they are most Iikelly to take rarelﬁ offer health insurance
or pay enough to let them buy their own policy. Health
care reform must guarantee universal access and so
remove a serious ohstacle to work.

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

* Fourth, we must expand welfare-to-work efforts by
Bublic agencies, nonprofit groups and even private

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

This is not to deny that many welfare recipients need
more education an tralnlng. The question is, should
their entry into the job market be delayed while they
attend trainin(.? classes? That may make sense for
some— especially teen-age mothers who dropped out of
school when they became pregnant. But for adults, get-;

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

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

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

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

ment of personal assets. In addition, welfare reform

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

?we poor people more control over the services created

or them.

It's impossible, of course, to subsidize private jobs
that don't exist. A crucial question for backers of the
time-limited approach is whether there will be enough
jobs for welfare recipients seeking work. Liberals say
expanding welfare rolls show that jobs are not available;
conservatives point to the want ads and the fact that
immigrants seem to find jobs here. In truth, however, no
one knows the answer because the supply of jobs is
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dynamic, always expanding and contracting. Time lim-
its are the only wav to find out whether our labor mar-
kets can absorb the estimated 1.5 million people who
would need jobs two years after the limit was imposed.

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

There are lots of devilish details to be worked out,

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

Will Marshall is president of the Progressive Policy Institute.

The Soup Kitchen Elite
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By Theresa Funiciello

Woodstock, tNY.

P overty in America is a megabusiness. With remark-
able creativity, every time our social welfare institu-
tions discover or redefine a need of poor peopie,

the "nonprofit" agencies find a way to get money for

themselves. Tn the meantime, poor people have become
increasingly poor. It was not quite by accident. Or quite
by design.

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

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

with each wave of public policy. The nonprofits and for-
profits interface with government as personnel rotate in
and out of staff positions. They are also frequently
linked through interlocking directorates. And layers of
elected officials influence the contracting-out process in
a covert exchange for an array of future campaign con-
tributions. Each of the "helping hands" washes the oth-
ers while counting the bounty of its good intentions.

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

The system fails us all, not by spending too much
money on poor people, but by spending so much on
their surrogate: the social welfare establishment that
purports to represent these people. In particular, by
usin% welfare mothers as public punching bags and
ascribing multiple failures to them, the players position
themselves to "fix" the women. Those now referred to
as the "underclass" are regular subjects of social scien-
tists %)iased only by the sources of their paychecks) and
|the objects of innumerable cures by social welfare char-
atans.
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Single mothers, in spite of being employed outside
the home in ever greater numbers, have become more
frequently and more desperately poor. For those on Aid
to Families with Dependent Children, benefits nation-
wide have plummeted in purchasing power in the last
two decades. In part, the decline in the value of AFDC
was a direct consequence of the expansion of the non-
Profit world. For instance, every time a charity fought
or j-Ovemment money to increase the distribution of
surplus food and other commodities, poor people's
modest political Fower was squandered. But the money
went neither to food purchases (for the most part) nor
to the people who needed some. It paid for offices and
warehouses and trucks and stoves and salaries and
amenities for the soup-kitchen elite.

¢ onsider the example of Second Harvest, a
Chicago-based nonprofit corporation controlled
by some of the country's biggest consumer prod-

uct manufacturers and distributors, including the

Kellogg Co., the Stop & Shop Cos. and McDonald's

Corp. Second Harvest's operating expenses— support-

ed by corporate and individual donations, government

contracts and grants—are reported at S14 million. But

Second Harvest is not a warehouse for groceries. It is a

set of polished offices where discarded corporate dona-

tions are brokered to food hanks. Second Harvest's cash
is used for salaries, rents, computers and accountants.

Second Harvest assists corporations by taking prod-
ucts that they cannot sell because they have reached
their expiration date, have been poorly packaged, short-
weighted, overproduced or damaged. Before the advent
of organizations like Second Harvest, most of these
items would have been dumped at corporate expense.
Now, the corporations get a tax break, regardless of the
quality of the products thez are donating. Half of what
s accepted as tax-deductible is immediately dumped
by the food-bankers—in local landfills, also on the tax-
payers' tab. The rest is only partly food and only partly
nutritious. Items such as meat tenderizer, Cocoa Puffs,
hair spray and diet soda top the list. The "cost" of get-
ting an actual head of lettuce to a family can be as much
as three times the retail value. Frankly, most mothers
would rather have the cash.

At its best, our patchwork of social policies tends to
focus on symptoms rather than solutions. For example,
advocates agree that the common denominator of low-
birthweight babies is the poverty of the mothers. You
would think that the solution would address that. Yet
advocates merely propose more prenatal care. More
jobs for health-care proi issionals will not change the
unalterable fact that motn  need to eat enough food
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to have healthy birthweight babies. Food cannot be pre-
scribed bv a physician or dispensed by a pharmacist,
nor is it ever likely to be distributed through an IRS-
driven %arbage market. Giving mothers money to buy
food will ensure that they get it. But for some reason,
health-care advocates generally leave the income/
resource distribution issue alone.

In spite of a relentless pursuit of government con-
tracts and donated dollars, the poverty industry, unlike
the welfare mother, is rarely subjected to serious scruti-
ny. It is accountable to no one. Unless a provider is
caught with a hand in the till, it is free to do virtually
anything. No one is forced to measure and produce X
amount of anything. And not a soul will ask the people
who receive the services to evaluate their quality.

When affluent people decide a service isn't up to
snuff, they vote with their feet and their pocketbooks.
Poor people have no similar recourse to the power of the
market: They are denied a say about which services they
need and which providers can best satisfy those needs.

Shouldn't we be just as angry about a child raised in
foster care to the tune of 550,000 annually who ages out
of the system without being able to live independently
as we were about the S600 hammers procured by the
Pentagon? Shouldn't we be angrier? One-third of the
children in foster care are there because their mothers
are homeless.

There is more than enough money wasted in this
nonprofit patronaPe game on unwanted, unneeded and
mcomJ. Gently delivered services than it would take to
provide income security to everyone. Last z/)ear, the
nonprofit sector in this country took in 5125 billion in
tax-deductible contributions alone. Money isn't the
problem. Politics are. After all, a young widow with
children can get Social Security survivors' benefits at
four times the average rate of AFDC payments, and she
will stay on the rolls many more years than her welfare
counterpart. No one worries about her "dependency”
or about the costs to the U.S. Treasury, or whether her
children will grow up seeing the proper connections
between "work" and income.

It's time to start asking r?al questions about ourselves
as a people, the limits of our system of resource distribu-
tion, the abuses of power inherent in contracting out and
our mean-spirited policies that save one family and
throw another away. It's our tyranny of kindness. &

Theresa FunicieUo, aformer welfare mother and welfare
rights advocate, is the author of Tyranny of Kindness—
Dismantling the Welfare System To End Poverty in

America.
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The Training Trap
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By Lee A Bowes

New York

P resident Clinton's plan to revamp the welfare s%s-

tem has rekindled a debate between those who

believe education and training is the best route

from welfare to work, and those who believe in a direct

path—placing people in jobs that offer decent pay and
benefits.

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

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

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

By the late '80s, welfare caseloads were growing, and
a consensus was emerging that recipients should be
obliged to engage in some sort of activity leading to
self-sufficiency. Congress responded by passing the
Family Support Act, which required states to enroll a
certain percentage of their caseloads in education, job
training or job search programs. The program's over-
whelming emphasis, however, has been on education
and training rather than placement in jobs.

Recent research supports the view that a strategy
focused on finding people jobs first rather than on
enrolling them in training classes is the answer. In their
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study, Judith Gueron and Edward Pauly found little
evidence that education and training helps welfare
recipients get jobs. And government-sponsored pro-
grams such as CETA, JTPA and proprietary and voca-
tional schools failed to preﬁare people for the labor
market, according to researcher Paul Osterman. Unlike
apprenticeship programs in Germany and Japan, he
sars, the American programs fail to integrate them-
selves in companies' recruitment and employment sys-
tems. Other findings:

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

Partly because of inadequate funding,

it never really worked.

* A recent analysis of a Rockefeller Foundation-
funded job-training demonstration program for single
minority mothers found that only one of four sites, in
San Diego, was showing positive results. The
researchers attributed its success to an aggressive
approach to job-specific training and marketing to
employers.

* The Manpower Demonstration Research Corpo-
ration recently finished a two-year study of California’s
GAIN program, which tries to move welfare recpients
into activities leading toward independence. It found
that Riverside County had the greatest success in get-
ting candidates into jobs. The researchers said this was
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because the program focused on getting jobs, kept up
relationships with area employers and encouraged wel-
fare recipients to be flexible about taking #']obs.

* The Urban Institute recently published a study of
Washington state's Family Independence Program, a
voluntary training program. The researchers said the
Frogra_m IS faili.ng to increase employment because it
acks ties to the job market.

* Michael Dowiing, New York state's newly appoint-
ed commissioner of social services, has redirected all
welfare department activities and funds into a jobs-first
strgtegy. Education and training are considered sec-
ondary.

Mv own research, published as No One Need Apply:
Getting and Keeping the Best Workers, indicates that
employers hire largely through networks and informal
systems. The adage "It's who you know, not what you
know" is alive and well in American business. Welfare-
reform policies without a strate%y aimed at penetrating
the job market are doomed to fall.

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

America Works, the for-profit comPany | founded
with my husband, is rooted in the belief that the job-
finding service is distinct from the education and train-
ing service. &See The New Democrat, May 1993) The
America Works model was created to help people find
jobs, support their transition to work and remove
disincentives to work. We have contracts with New
York, Connecticutand Indiana and with Indianapolis.

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

In a traditional welfare-to-work program, people get
classroom training and help writing a resume, and then
they are expected to find the job diemselves. At
America Works, half of our staff members are selling a
service to corporations—a four-month trial emplo%ee in
which the businesses save up to 52,500 in combined
benefits and taxes. During the trial an America Works
staff member acts as a full-service human-resource
department for the worker, arranging day care, child
care, helping to pay overdue bills—you name it.

We're paid a fee only if the person gets a job and
stays on a company payroll an average of six months.
According to a study by Ernst and Young, 85 percent of
the first 750 people we placed in jobs are still employed.
Their average stay on welfare had been five years. Their
average annual pay was 515,000, and more than a third
had received promotions and raises.

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

Lee A. Bowes is chiefexecutive officer oftjnerica Works.
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Dependency reduction requires altering the welfare incentive structure: reducing the
rewardsfor nonwork and increasing (he rewordsfor work. Requiring welfare recipi-
ents to work in exchange for welfare benefits reduces the attractiveness of welfare
and is crucial to dependency reduction. However, must current workfare Erograms
impose minimal requirements on welfare recipients and are ineffectual. This paper
proposes methodsfor improving workfare as well as other reforms.

. Introduction

Today nearly one out of eight American children is being raised on welfare under
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program. Almost one out of
ten Americans receives Food Stamps. With total menns-icsicd welfare spending
exceeding $225 billion annually, or around $7,000 for every poor person in Jl)ie US.
welfare now consumes four percent of Ihe Gross National Product— the same level
as during (he Great Depression, when a quarter of the lubor force was unemployed
(Rector, 1992b).

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

The onset of the War on Poverty directly coincided with the disintegration of
the low-income family—the black family in particular. During the mid- 1960s when
the War on Poveny began, the black illegitimate birth rale was roughly 25 percent—
today it has risen to 65 percent and, if current trends continue, will reach 75 percent
in ten years. Similar trends urc found among low-income whites. A second key prob-
lem in welfare policy is long-term dependence: 65 percent of the *1.3 million families
currently on AFDC will stay on for over 8 years; 82 percent will be on for over ft.e
years. Only 7 percent will receive welfare for less than two years (Committee on
Ways and Means, 1992, p. 685). This pattem of dependence is passed from one gen-
eration to another. With all other socioeconomic variables held constant, hemg raised
Ma single-parent AFDC family doubles the probability that a woman will give luiili
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arc dependency they snonld reduce welfare benefit levels or at least not increase?]
lose benefits in real dollar terms.

V. Altering lieneftl Reduction Rotes

I noted, means-tested programs provide benefits to households below specified
iconic levels. In theory, a program could offer full benefits lo all households widi
amings below, say, $10,000 per year and no benefits to households with eamings
bove that level. In practice, this is seldom done because an abrupt termination of ben-
lils creates a “notch” effect in which net income falls as earnings rise. For exumple,
ssume a welfare program provided $2,000 in benefits to households with annual
imings below $10,000, and zero benefits to those with eamings above $10,000. If a
ousehold had comings of exactl¥ $10,000, its net income, combining eamings and
clfare, would equal $12,000. If the household’s earnings, however, rose by one
allur lo $10,001, all welfare benefits would be eliminated. Net income would fall
/ 81,999 as a result of one dollar of extra earnings. For this reason, welfare benefits
e usually lowered incrementally as eamings rise. The benefit reduction rate (sonte-
mes called the marginal lax rate of the program) measures Ihe cut in benefits per
Jllar of eamings. Although the rules arc detailed and technical, basically AFDC
mcfils are cut by one dollar for each dollar of eamings. Food stamps are cut by
) cents for every dollar of earnings.

Lowering benefit reduction rales (cutting benefits less per dollar of added earn-
gs) is a perennial favorite proposal of legislators seeking lo promote work effort,
owever, both theory and empirical evidence indicate that this policy will not
hieve its intended result While higher maximum benefit levels have an uiiambigu-
is income effect which reduces labor, lowering benefit reduction rules generates
ilh income and substitution effects which offset each other. Contrary to the concep-
ms of most legislators. SIMH/DIML: in fact showed that lower benefit reduction
tes yielded lower labor force particiBation, 8., the income effect dominated the
bstitution effect (SRI International, 1983, p. 127).

The history of the AFDC program shows that lower benefit reduction rales have
tie or no effect in reducing dependence. Prior to the 1970s, the AFDC program
id u benefit reduction rate of roughly 100 percent; during the 1970s, the benefit
duction rate was cut to around 66 percent; in 1981, it was returned lo 100 percent. .
it the lower benefit reduction rate in the 1970s did not reduce dependence. While |
me AFDC mothers may have been induced to work more, the lower benefit retluc- f,
in rate made AFDC more attractive and drew more mothers into the welfare pro- |
am lo start with. And the lower benefit reduction rate also encouraged mothers
lio otherwise would have worked full time and ixited from AFDC entirely to work
rt time, combining wage and welfare income, and thereby remain on welfare
nger (Levy, 1979).

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

Iy
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Historically, a welfare mother lost all Medicaid coverage when she losi AFDC eligi-
bility- Thus, each dollar of added earnings reduced AFDC henefits by one dollai, but
the marginal dollar of eurnings which eliminates the lust dollar of AFDC payments
simultaneously rendered the mother's family ineligible for Medicaid coverage woith
between $3,000 and $<I,000 per year. Although Congress has attempted to assuage
ibis dilemma through several measures, including transition benefits which allow a
family to retain Medicaid coverage for 12 months after losing AFDC eligibility, a
substantial "notch" problem still remains (Ellwood, 1990).

Some analysts have maintained that providing Medicaid type coverage lo .l
working single mothers would spaik an exodus of AI-'DC mothers him die labor
force, dropping the AFDC caseload us much as 16 percent (M offil, 1989). However,
providing medical coverage of unlimited duration only lo single mothers or only to
families which have previously been on AFDC would create critical equity problems
vis-6-vis low-income, working, two-parent families who have never been on wcllaie
but currently lack medical coverage. Also providing long-term, free medical cover-
age to those exiting from AFDC poses an invitation to many families to enroll in
AFDC precisely to obtain such coverage. (This issue will be discussed further in ihe

section on wage supplements below.)

V. Performance Requirements

Most welfare Frograms today have no performance icgiiiiciticiita, peisous who meet
the categorical and income criteria are simply given assistance and are expected to
contribute nothing in exchange for the aid given.5 This practice represents u sharp
break from the East; during the Great Depression, for exampg, beneficiaries were
expected lo wotk for aid iccetved through programs such as ivilian Conseiv.i
lion Coqts and the Works Progress Administration.

Maost discussion of welfare reform today involves returning to earlier principles
by requiring beneficiaries to work or engage in oilier activiiies for the aid they receive.
A Gallup pull conducted in November 1991 showed that most Americans favored
requiring welfare recipients to work in exchange foi the benefits given them. A full
79 percent of those polled agreed that the government should require "able bodied
people on weclfaie, including women with small children, lo do work lot llicii wcllaie
checks" (Marshall, 1992, p. 225). As a candidate. President Clinton proposed to
require welfare recipients to work In exchange for benefits after two years on the rolls.

Under the impetus of the Reagan leforms ot 1981 and the Family Support Act ol
1988, slates are experimenting with a variety of performance requirements under the
loose and somewhat misleading term of "workfare," Workfare, in fact, refers to ilirec

distinct types of required activity.

These programs require welfare recipients t seek employment. Ina
gruup job search program, forexample, an individual will be requited to receive up
atoaweek 3trainingon how in Find a job. This may be followed by several weeks
of participation in a plume bank where recipients are icquirad o tonrt to the vel-
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biased in favor of programs lliat offer extensive education, childcare, and suppotcffi
services— and are oblivious to the possibilitY that such generous services may actu-J&
ully attract more people onto the welfare rolls (O'Neill, 1990, p. 100).8 Toe MDRC B
method now almost monopolizes workfare evaluation. While this method yields use- %

ful information on welfare exits, it should be complemented by other techniques $
capable of measuring dissuasion effects.

VI. Examples o fEffective Workfare Programs 9

Although most discussion of workfare is presently dominated by the MDKC cvalua-

(ions, showing modest results, studies of several less-known workfare programs %
show dramatically higher impacts on dependency. These programs Impose much 1
more rigorous performance requirements on welfare recipients, and were evaluated $

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

The importance of dissuasion effects cun be seen quite clearly in un experiment ?
conducted in Washington state in the early 1980s (Fiedler, 1983). Under (he Intcn- ?
sive Applicant Employment Services (IAES) project, new applicants to AFDC were £
placed immediately in organized job search for up to 30 days before the initial AFDC
grant was awarded. Those apf)licants who failed to obtain employment during the >
Initial month were subsequently enrolled in AFDC. The project sent a clear message
that work was expected and that welfare was to be a last resort.

IAES was carefully evaluated us a pilot project. Some fifty counties and other
jurisdictions were sorted into pairs in which each county was matched with another
;ounty as similar as possible demographically, socially, and economically. Random
assignment was then used to dcsij;riajc an experimental and a control county within
each matched pair. Within Ihe experimental counties some 80 percent of new appli-
cants were exempted from the (AES job search requirements because they were
mothers with children under three or because the family's financial straits made posl-
aoning (he initial welfare check impossible. Despite the fact that the number of new
ipplicants who were required to search for work before receiving welfare was lim-
led, the IAES requirements and the moral message they conveyed bad a sinking
ffect in discouraging new AFDC applications. During (he evaluation period, the
lumber of AFDC applications rose shagily throughout Washington state, but (lie
ucrease was far less in IAES counties. When compared to control counties without
lie IAES Prog_ram, the job search requirement was found to have reduced new
VFDC applications by 15 percent.

The message conveyed by the IAES program also appeared to linger in the
linds of new wclfurc applicants even after they were enrolled in AFDC and Ihe
AES requirements were terminated. New AFDC enrolices in IAES counties were
tore likely to leave AFDC within (lie first year after enrolling, reducing the new
pplicant caseload by another 7 percent. Thus, the combined dissuasion and exit
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effects of the IAES program cut first year welfare costs of new applicants to AFDC

by one-fifth overall.

Recent research on pilot projects in Ohio also shows that ngoruiis woiklarc pro-
grams can dramatically reduce welfare dependence (Schiller and I3raslicr. 1993). In
the Ohio programs, primary emphasis was placed on community service work rather
than job search or (raining. At any given point in lime roughly two-thirds of partici-
pants were performing mandatory community service work for up lo -it) hours pet
week. Work requirements were continued us long us ihe individual received welfare
benefits; this approach differed greatli from conventional slion-term workfare pro-
grams which require recipients to work for a few months but llien suspend die work
obligation and allow the recipient to continue to receive benefits without further

work obligation.

Around 25 percent of single mothers on AFDC were required to perform com-
munity service work in exchunge for the welfare benefits they received; die require-
ment resulted in un overall reduction in (he AFDC singlc-inoibcr caseload of 113
percent. For every 100 AFDC single mothers placed in the workfare program, (he
AFDC rolls were reduced by some 45 cases. Similar reductions were seen in the
AFDC-Unemploycd Parent program (AFDC-UP), which provides welfare to tsvo-
purent families. Eighty percent of AFDC-UP fathers were required to participate in
workfare, resulting in a 34 percent reduction in die AFDC-UP caseload. For every
100 AFDC-UP fathers required to work, the AFDC-UP rolls were reduced by some
42 cases. The Ohio workfare programs ore, by far, the most successful dependency
reduction programs so fur evaluated. Tbe effects on both AFDC and AFDC-UP
caseloads are four to five times greater ilian die clfecis rcpniied for conventional job
search and training programs elsewhere in die countryz'

Other states have shown dial work requirements can dramatically reduce wel-
fare dependence, ui least in the AFDC-UP program. In 1983, Utah established die
Emergency Work Program (EWP) in place of traditional AFDC-UP program for two-
parent families (Junzen and Taylor, 1991). EWP established one of die most stringent
and comprehensive workfare systems yet known. Male parents of welfare families
were required to participate in organized activities for 40 hours per week: 8 hours of
job search and 32 hours of community service woik or education and training. These
requirements were rigorously enforced, some 20 percent of families were lermmaied
each year for noncompliance. Among the remaining male parents, EWP achieved an
effective pnilicipuiion rale in mandatory activities of 100 petccul.

As noted, EWP offered some education and skills training in addition m com-
munity service work and job search. However, education and training did not
increase die employability of welfare recipients relative m participation m other
activities. A final unusual feature of EWP was a wotk/job search requirement
imposed on both spouses m some families. Woik requirements on both spouses rose
from 5 percent of caseload initially lo 61 percent in EWP's thud year. i is nuclear lo
what extent this extra requirement added to EWP's success in reducing dependency
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fare benefits in exchange for a full year's labor. Qy contrast, once an individual is!
required to work os a condition for receiving welfare payments, the attractiveness o f
welfare is greatly reduced, and the incentives lo leave welfare through employment
or marriage are greatly enhanced.

At present we have few models of successful work requirement programs, but
Bthe available evidence suggests dial successful programs would have the following
Komponents. (1) The requirement to work or participate in odier activities should be
wermancnt, not temporary, and should last as long as the recipient receives welfare.
m?) The requirement to work or participate in other activities should be continuous,
liot intermittent. There should be no intervals of inactivity as recipients are shuttled
Between different sub-components of the program. (3) The emphasis should be on
mmandatory community service work; job search and training should be de-cmphu-
lizcd. (4) Recipients should be required to work or perform other activities for a min-
nnum of 30 hours per week. (3) Welfare benefits should be contingent on and paid
mniy after (he fully successful completion of relevant performance requirements. (6)
Blie ethos of the welfare office is very important; caseworkers must sincerely and
lersistently inform recipients that they have a moral obligation to themselves and the
lommunity to get a private sector j«h or, if jobs are not available, to perform commu-
lily service work. (7) Opposition to workfare by public sector unions currentli
ftsults in prohibitions on welfare recipients undertaking much public sector wor
Ihich they are capable of performing; such prohibi‘ions must be lifted.

p Finally, work requirements should be imposed first on those who are most readily
nployable. More specifically, work requirements of the sort outlined above should
established for all fathers in two-parent AFDC-UP families and for single mothers
ho have no children under agc\five or who have been on welfare for over four
ars.u If such a regime were instituted nationwide, some two million adult wclfure
cipients would be engaged in continuous work activities. The result would be a
udual, but profound, reduction in dependence.

ERT RECTOR

NOTES

milis calculation is for a mother wnh no eamings anil no persons who arc iioi pan of ine AFDC unit living
in die household. Dam available from die author on request.

'This penally occurs becuuse when a single mother on welfare monies an employed male, llie man's earn,
ings arc included in die calculation of the mother's welfare eligibility; upon marmiage, wellaie benefits nc
eliminated cr cut significantly and the joint income of the man and the woman falls dramatically

"For areview of the effects of welfare un family structure see Murray (forthcoming).

"Critics charEge that the SIME/DIME findings cannot he applied lo the enisling welfare sysicm because the
SIME/DIME henclil levels were much higher lliun those of enisling wcllaie programs. In reality, the
SIME/DIME benclil levels ranged between 95 and 140 Bercent of die povciry income thresholds, a range
of benefit levels very similar lo ihe average combined benefits packages provided lo Al-DC families by
different slates under die enisling welfare system.

' addition lo income criteria, some welfare programs also have cat%gorical criteria which dclme chgilnl
iiy, such as having dependent children, being elderly, or being disabled.

* Data provided by the Office of Family Assistance, Depanmem of Health and Human Services

'Among die population required lo prsnicipaie. SWIM reduced caseloads by 7 percent and AFDC costs by
15 percem. Since the group eligible for gamupatmn comi)nsed athird of die loial AFDC caseload, reduc-
tions os a percentage of Ihe entire AFDC population would be about 5 percent for costs and 2o 3 percent
for cases (Hamilton and Fricdlander. 1989. p. 52).

‘llicse comments simply pomi our she limns of the MOItC studies arid arc out intended iu cimcwe i
studies themselves which provide useful information on many impunanl questions. The Naliunal Sup-
ported Work Demonstrations, in panicular, provide invaluable datd to social scientists.

mDe key factors explaining the success of the Ohio experiments appear lo be the heavy emphasis on
required work, the seriousness of the work obligations, and the seventy of the sanctions provided lor non-

compliance. Also the Ohio evaluation included an unusually Ionﬁ '
e

i0 eV d an un (five-year) evaluation period and found
that the effects cumulatively increased over lime. Dissuasion effects, however, did not appear to have a
major role.

**Tlie study compared the AFDC-UP program in 1980-1981and the EW|* program in 1981-1987 Utah's
unemployment rate was 6.8 percent in the AFDC-UP companson period and 6.2 percent in the EWP
period.

*mAbK requirements also qucar lo be very effective in teducing caseloads in General Assistance pro

grams which largely aid single, nonclderly adults (Uernstcm. 1982, pp. 48-49)

i here arc key differences between wage slttjfplementati.on and benefit rate reduction. In wage Supple-
mentation the value uf government aid provided is relatively low: this encourages families o combine
higher earmnPs with moderate amounts of government aid n the benclil rate icduclion appioach, initial
wet -re benerits arc high, encouraging families to combine high levels ol welfaic icccipi with modest sup-
plemental wage incuine.

m_egislation enacted in 1990 established an incremental series uf increases to ihe EITC over future years,
ihe figures given in the text are for 1994 when the increases are completed.

"if work requirements arc established for mothers with children over age five, it is also necessary o

establish requirements for mothers who have been on the welfare rolls foi over four years Otherwise,
mothers would have an incentive to continue to have children to avoid the woik obligation
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HB 78 MR. JOHN LOVE \% TESTIFY
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1431 NO PARTICIPANTS

FOR THIS SITE

ENTER Pg# 09 PF2 NextC# ynnnn PF3 Exit PF5 Update PF7 Bwd PF8 Fwd PF12 Quit
03/10/95 LEGISLATIVE TELECONFERENCE NETWORK LTN1405
10:44:15 N CONFERENCE DISPLAY PAGE 05 - PARTICIPANTS BY SITE L362
TCN 50328 T/C DATE: 03/09/95 TIME: 14:00 to 16:30 STATUS: ADJOURNED
SITE: LIO FBX FAIRBANKS
1j éip{ FX MATTHEWS A -ARCTIC ALLIANCE T 01 HB 78
fﬂENCHMAN RD. nFATEBANKS AK 99709 (907)455--6311
RONNIE ROSENBERG T 01 HB 78
841 9TH AVE. FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907)456--8901
MS . Lucl BEACH T 01 HB 78
510 2ND AVE. FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907) 451--7223
MS . RUTH FEMWICK 0 01 HB 78
PO BOX 16049 FAIRBANKS AK 99716 (907)488--4482
MS . JANET BOYD T 01 HE 78
805 AIRPORT WAY FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907)456--8901
MR. JOHN LOVE T 01 HB 78
805 AIRPORT WAY FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907)456-+8901
MS . VICKI THAYER 0 01 HB
1127 JOYCE DR. FAIRBANKS AK 99701 (907)458——0?§1
MS . JENNIFER MOORE 0 01 HB
1122 CANDMAR RD. FAIRBANKS AK 99709 (907)455-+4234
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BAR BARROW 2 NO INTEREST 0
FBX FAIRBANKS 3 STATS IN 14:00 15:50 8
INU JUNEAU 3 STATS IN 14:10 15:55 62
SEW SEWARD 3 STATS IN 14:35 15:55 1
777 OF1 OFFNET 1 1 OUTSTANDING 1
MSG: 1410 NO FURTHER INFORMATION
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1 DIXIE LANDENBURGER 0 01 HB 78
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SITE: LIO BAR VTS BARROW
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S.TATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Ruvision Dato:
Title:
and renaming community legal assistance grant fund.

Authoriziiig Youth Courts lor peer adjudication of minors

Sponsor:  B. Davis
Roguostor:  House (HES)

Expenditure3/Rovenuo3:

OPERATING FY96
PERSONAL SERVICES I
TRAVEL I
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES I
EQUIPMENT I
LAND & STRUCTURES I
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING

FY97

0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
ICHANGESIN REVENUES

FUN ]S:-‘C_Jl REC

? (Vi)
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME

PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ey Sy SN

0.0

Estimate of any current year (FY95) cost: $0.0

IANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

BILL NO. HB87

Dopt. Affected: Health and Social Services
BRU: Family and Youth Services
Component: Northern Region
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 255
See also (-90: 254.258

(Thousands of Dollars)

FY98 FY99 FYOO

0.0 0.0 0.0

(Thousands of Dollars)

—FRR R RP
=

0.0

Phone:  465-3191

Prepored by:
Division:

Approved oy Commissioner:
Agency:

Kathy Tibbies. Acting Director L-

Division ofFamily & Youth Services 01/25/9%5

Dote:

potd/ I Y A )

Karen Perdue. Commissioner
Department 0f Health & Social Services
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1
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1002 Federal Receipts
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] SN SN SN SN
—_ = _—

— = — s — —

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 1 1 1
PART-TIME 1 1 1 1
TEMPORARY 1 1 1

Estimate of any current year (FY95) coat: $).0

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR"S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Govenor®s Legislative Office

THFOLDS0 R 10 1

0.0

- R

— = =

FYO1l

0.0 |



STATE OF ALASKA

1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
RevisionD ate:

FISCAL NOTE

BELL NO. HB 87

Dept. Affected: Alaska Court System

Title:

An Act authorizing youth courts

BRU: Trial Courts
Components:

Sponsor
Requestor:

Reps. B. Davis, Davies. Robinson

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 768

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES
OPERATING EXPENDITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS & CLAIMS

TOTAL OPERATING

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGE IN REVENUES ( )

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTLA

Otner

TOTAL

POSITIONS
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Estimate ol current year (FY 95) cost: $

ANALYSIS:

No fiscal impact.

Prepared by:
Agency:

Approved by:
Agency:

FY 96

0.0

0.0

0.0

C. S. Christensen Ill, Staff Counsel
Alaska Court System

(Thousands ol Dollars)

FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 FYOO

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

(Thousands of Dollars)

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

None

(Attach a separate page if necessary)

Phone:
Date:

oroy -

Arthur H. Snowden, I, Administrative Director /? U f V
Alaska Court System

Date:
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ALASKA COURT SYSTEM

FY 01
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| "USE COMMITTEE REPOT 1

Bte Referred: January 17, 19% | FURTHER REFERRALS. J\J_?[I%%X
|

The HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee consicered HB87

HOUSE BILL NO. 87 AUTHORIZING YOUTH COURTS

"An Act authorizi h to provice for, peer adjudication of mnors who have allegedly committed

violations 0 satengr _)rﬁjurt\ici ans, |%rnd [y m;ﬁe c%rmun?tr;/ ?eéngl raggstarm orant fuer%dar% armréllng
pumoses for which grants rra%/ be mece from thet tund I ortler to provice” Hnancial assistance: for

organization and initial operation of youth courts

recommends it ke repla the sang title

with the f(gifovving cchr?net?ee substitute [ ] a nemﬁle

I \ additional referral to Committee

| amendment(s)

ADOPTS: Letter of Intent

ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (b APPROVES PREVIOUS: (o)

| Jfiscal note(s) | | Al note(s)

'I' M zero fiscal note(s) CooTf zero A note(9)

3 -




ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE MINORITY WHIP

'If) W. FOURTH AVE,, SUITE -170
SRS oioffBics

HEALTH EDUCATION

STATE CAPITOL & SOCIAL SERVICES
IUNEAU, ALASKA O'lilOl -11112
1907140511173 STATE AFFAIRS
FAX:"07-40=
ECONOMIC TASK
FORCE

REPRESENTATIVE BETTYE DAVIS

DISTRICT 2L

SPONSOR STATEMENT

HB.87: Anadt authonaroyvauthaouts DOCMCEIOY e
L0 M USWDIRE AV T MOV R
QAT MNAER IR o UIRTETROTE [T TR
e e I S
‘“ 007 - o izicnadinta gedia

A youth courtis a court in which the roles of attorneys, judges,
bailiffs, clerks andjurors are filled by young people. Anchorage
has had a youth court since 1989 and the recidivism rate is
much less in teens handled by the youth court as compared
with those dealt with in the standard juvenile justice system.

A youth court accomplishes more than just lightening the
volume of cases burde_nm% the legal system. It affords

teenagers an opfp_ortu_nlty 0 play a positive role in the
administration of justice,” thus gaining an awareness and

respect for their legal responsibilities.

Youth courts have the advantage of providing peer pressure
along with justice. The sentences are usually community
service and ‘the defendants generally are first time offenders
charged with misdemeanors.

Youth courts also afford the defendants a chance via trial by
their peers to resolve legal problems without receiving a

criminal record.

SPONSOR STATEMENT



Sponsor Statement
Youth Court
Page 2

Representative Joe Sitton, impressed by the achievements of
the Anchorage Youth Court, introduced this Bill in the
Eighteenth Legislature. It Bassed the House resoundingly with
36 Yeas and 4 excused. Unfortunately, it did not reach the

Senate floor.

| am re-introducing this Bill because | feel that the Youth
Courts offer a second chance to Koung defendants who would
not normally receive one, while teaching respect and
understanding of the law at the same time.



DIVISION OF LEGAL SERVICES

' [
%ﬁ%&}zﬂ) 150 Seward Street. Suite 409
Juneau. Alaska 99S01-2105
MEMORANDU M Jantary 25, 19%
SUBJECT: House Blll S7, relating to the Use of youth courts for certain minors --
sectiondl analysis. (r\ﬁork Order No. 9-LS0384\A)
T0: eSartative Davis
ATTN: Liz Rot;ér.etttsye

FROM:

HB 87 authorizes P/outh c<frto provice for peer adgludiwtion of mnars charged with
violations of State [aws or municipal ordinances. The hill also proposes to broaden (and
renaie) the use of the commrunity legel assistance grant fund s a source of financial support
for new youth courts.

Section 3. This hill section, the nmeasure's principal operative provision, aokds a new section
to the ooy of cocified law: AS 18,05.100 s adoed a5 a part of the title concermed g%\nerally
with health and safety rretters. The Section autharizes estadlisent of youth courts ™o hed,
determine, and cispose of cases involving a mingy whose alleged adt thet brings the minor
within thejunsdiction of [the Alaska Court’ ystem|” constituteS a violation of a'state law or
municipal ordnance, The section efines theUrisciction of youth courts, sets out the process
for establisnent of a youth court, Inposes significant stancaras and procecres thet are to
9U|de ayouth court s it operates; and provides the Alaska Court Systemgeneral authority
0 refer @ possible delinquency meter to a youth court.

Eigmm rename and revise the objectives of the existing Community Legal Assistart

Section 4. The amenchvents proposed to AS 44.47.200 by this bill section change the nane
of the, fund and authorize use of money in the fund to”help nonprofit corporations Start
operations &s youth courts.

Section 6. The addlition of AS 44.47.210() proposed by this bill section permts nonprofit
corporations planning to operate youth to apply for a grant from the fund, cirect thet

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS



Ve Davis
. 1995Bettye

‘%‘%

e fant be metched, but permit weiver of the metch requireent under the circumstances
Section 8. The addtion ofAS 447 220(b ﬁ[eoposed fy this bill section sets limits on the
e anerded esagrant from the timd to a corporation planning to operate

amount thet
ayouth ouﬂna?yﬂ Imtsmﬂnprqwtsewwantee of the money received [y the grant

Sections 5and 7, The hy these two hill sections are technical to
existing law meck i light of addltlorssetwt inbill sections 4, 6, and

*

ol

Sections Land 2 Inthese unoodified sections are st ut a staterment of purpose of the Act
and a brief summary of the State's recent experience with youth courts.

ECIntp
95086,




ANCHORAGE YOUTH COURT

P.0. BOX 102735
Anchorage, Alaska 99510
(907) 274-5986
FAX  (907) 272-0491

WHAT IS YOUTH COURT?

Youth Court provides the opportunity for young people grades 7 through 12 and/or ages
12 through 18 who are accused of breaking the law, to be judged. It Is a court in which the
roles of attorneys, judges, bailiffs, clerks and jurors are filled by young people. Youth Court
members develop and apply an understanding of the law through legal education, Anchorage
Youth Court Bar Association membership, and actual participation in Anchorage Youth Court
trials. Defendants are afforded a chance via trial by their peers to resolve their legal problems
without receiving a criminal record. The community benefits by receiving valuable service
work as a partial redress for the wrongs committed.

In order to become members of the Anchorage Youth Court, young people complete a legal
training course whereby they leam basic legal principals and practices. The Anchorage Youth
Court Bar Association holds meetings on a regular basis. At the meetings, members participate
in activities designed to give a broader perspective of the judicial system. Activities may
include workshops, mock trials, speakers, and movies about the judicial system.

Defendants are usually first time offenders charged with petty crimes, who have been
referred to the Anchorage Youth Court by a Referring Authority, usually the juvenile probation
department. Once a defendant Is referred to the Anchorage Youth Court, the defendant is
arraigned, and If he or she pleads guilty, may be sentenced to community service. If the
defendant pleads not guilty, he or she is tried by a Jury or a panel of judges. A criminal record
Is not accrued upon a finding of guilt.

At completion of a case, The Anchorage Youth Court will return Its findings to the
Referring Authority for final disposition.

WHAT IS YOUTH COURT?



YOUTH COURT REFERRALS

Intake will make referrals to Youth Court on appropriate juveniles. Target cases will
be those in which the School District is the victim, such as vandalism cases, second degree
burglary or where the offense occurs within the school, such as theft from lockers, other
students, and/or teachers. The offense will be of a serious enough nature to warrant court
action if the juvenile referred does not cooperate with Youth Court and their recommendation(s)
on sentencing.

Intake will screen the family prior to making the referral. The juvenile and famify will
be told that gc<ng through Youth Court is voluntary and will result in not having a formal
record. They will also be notified that failure to comply will result In having the case handled
by Intake. Intake will have the family and the juvenile sign an agreement and hold our case open
for four months or until Youth Court Is completed. They will also be told they can confer with
an attorney prior to agreeing to Youth Court

Once the agreement Is signed a copy of that agreement and a copy of tho police report will
be forwarded to Youth Court |If the juvenile has any prior record that information will also be
forwarded.

Intake will hold an open file for a period not to exceed four months. All action by Youth
Court will need to be completed within this time frame. Youth Court will not have authority to
place a juvenile in a detention facility or Impose formal probation.

After all action is completed by Youth Court, their findings will be sent to Intake and the
case will be considered closed. Intake will not take further action on these cases unless the
juvenile referred refuses to cooperate or complete the sentence. Also further infraction of the
law could be reason to have the referral revoked.

The closed record will be filed and treated like other informal and referred cases, with
no formal record.



Namprgfit Corporation

Anchoraoe Youth Court
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OVERVIEW OF ANCHORAGE YOUTH COURT COURSE

Logistics

The Anchorage Youth Court course is a 10 week course, with classes held once a
week (or two hours each. Clasoes are scheduled on Monday through Thursday evenings
and on Saturday. Students will be assigned to one "class day" for the entire course,
meeting with the same instructor(s) on the same day, at the same place each week.
Teachers need to KEEP ATTENDANCE. An attendance sheet is included for that purpose.
Students with more than two absences and/or who have not participated in the mock trial
may not take the bar exam. Teachers will be asked to submit a list of students eligible to

take the bar exam.

Instructors are responsible to confirm each class with their students.
Instructors may use office conference rooms (their own or other locations. |If they do
not have conference rooms available) libraries, or classrooms. These facilities are free.
Arrangements have bheen made for classrooms at Dimond, Service, West, East, Bartlett
and Chugiak and selected junior high schools on a regular, ongoing basis for the extent of
the course. Instructors may rearrange a class schedule, either time or place, (or add a
class or event) as the needs or desires of students and Instructors dictate, but each
instructor is responsible for confirming such changes with his or her students. |If
classroom changes are necessary, please notify the AYC coordinator well In advance of

the date.
Goals

Course goals are twofold. First, to teach the basic concepts necessary for
students to participate in Youth Court. To participate In Youth Court, each student must
pass the Youth Court bar examination, and be sworn In. Second, the Anchorage Youth
Court course should provide an introduction to law that educates students about the
judicial system and generates enthusiasm about Anchorage Youth Court and the legal
field. Every student who wants to participate should be able to do so. After the first few
classes, a special tutorial session should be provided for students who want to "catch
up," reinforce their knowledge and/or ask questions. Qur goal Is to equip each student
with necessary skills to be an effective member of Anchorage Youth Court



THE ALASKA LEGISLATURE

* HONORING *
* ANCHORAGE YOUTH COURT *

Wec, the members of ihe Eighteenth Alaska Stale Legislature, take this opportunity to recognize and
acknowledge the outstanding work of the Anchorage Youth Court.

The Anchorage Youth Court is a court in which the roles of attorneys, judges, bailiffs, clerks and
jurors arc filled by young people. Defendant youth are afforded a chance via trial by their peers to resolve
legal problems without receiving a criminal record.

Wc congratulate the Anchorage Youth Court for winning the 1993 American Bar Association/
Information America Public Education Project Award for working in partnership with the justice system to
produce a program involving teen lawyers, judges and defendants.

One hundred eighty-eight teenagers ranging from seventh through twelfth graders arc recipients of
this award, which came with a $5.000 cash grant as well as the Outstanding Partnership Award.

As a result of the Anchorage Youth Court:

* Anchorage teenagers have gained an awareness and respect for their legal responsibilities.
' They arc afforded the opportunity to play a positive role in administration of justice.
. The volume of eases burdening the judicial system has been lightened.

* Anchorage lawyers have been able to provide a service to the public by educating students
about substantive and procedural criminal law.

. The community has received valuable service and redress for the wrongs committed.
Wc, the members of the Eighteenth Alaska State Legislature, acknowledge with gratitude the

opportunity the Anchorage Youth Court has given young people and adults to work together to resolve
problems in their community.
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA
1995 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date:

RILLNO

BRU:
Component Permanency

HB92

Dept. Affected  Administration
Office of the Commissioner

Planning

Title: "Alt Act extending the termination date of the
Citizen's Review Panel for Permanency Planning..."
Sponsor: House HESS

Requestor:  Rep. Tooltcy

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1888

Expenditures/Revenues

(Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURE FY 96
PERSONAL SERVICES 136.6
TRAVEL 1.0
CONTRACTUAL 18.0
SUPPLIES 35
EQUIPMENT 115
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 170.6

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGE IN REVENUES ()

FUND SOURCE

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 170.6
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other
Total

Estimate of current year (FY 95) cost:
POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME 3
PART-TIME 0
TEMPORARY 0

170.6

ANALYSIS:
(Please see attached)

Prepared by: Sharon Barton. Direct
Division: Administrative Scrv

Approved by Commissioner:
Agency: Department of Administration

FY 97

$ 65.0

FY 98 FY 99
142.6 148.8 0.0
10 11 0.0
18.8 19,6 0.0
37 38 0.0
0.5 0,5 0.0
166.6 1739 0.0
(Thousands of Dollars)
166.6 1739 0.0
166.6 173.9 0.0
3 3 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

(Attach a separate page if necessary)

Phone

FY 00
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

o

: 465-5655

Date:

Date:

Si

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

FISCAL NOTE

ADMINISTRATION

FY 01
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0
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VB 92 would extend the life of the Citizen's Review Panel for Permanency Planning until June 30,
1997, Under AS 44.66.010 [F%), the review pane! couldl reain in existence until Jone 30 of the

Succeed 1998) for the purpose of concluaing its affairs. The fiscal note assumes the
office mr&gergrn%m q)Jen until June 30, 199, &

Personal services opsts are besed on two full time Social Worker |1 positions and one
Administrative Assistart Il position

Travel will consist of ane or two trips between Anchorage and Juneall

Contractual costs arc comrised of office lease expense and telephone expenses
Supplies costs are comprised of miscellaneous office Supplies expenses,

Hirst year equipment incluges office and computer equipment. These Start U CostS are necessary
PECaL 11 ot rooyam hes B GoBra Tor e [t Sftee mortis ih ofics fmIe

(ipersonal propert%/% 0N loan from the former CommiSsioner. Compuiters obtained from
State surplus are Barely functional and are so old they cannat run current software. If the program
1510 be continued these besic items must ke purcased. FY 97 and FY' 9S equipment would

cover miscellaneous equipment expenses

FY95 funding runs out about March 15, 19%. The current plan calls for shutting down the
Pr ram and Jaying off staff on thet cte. If the programis o be continued supplemental funding
or FY95 in the aount of $65.0 would be necessary.
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V 'MJSE COMMITTEE REPOF

Date Referrec: January 18, 19% FURTHER REFERRALS: ...
Date of Committee Action;

The HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered HB 92
HOUSE BILL NO. 9 EXTEND FOSTER CARE REVIEW PANEL

"An Act extendling the termination ciate of the Citizens’ Review Panel tor Permanency Plamning; and providing
for an effective date.”

. fE

referral to Committee
[ 1] amenaent(s)
ADOPTS: Letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (G APPROVES PREVIOUS: (E:EY)
[>J fiscal note(s) [ ]fiscal note(s)

jaofied roed [ ] 2600 fiscal notels)



HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE STATE CAPITOL, JUNEAU 99801
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (907)465-3759

SPONSOR STATEMENT
HOUSE BILL 92

"An Act extending the termination date of the Citizens' Review Panel
for Permanency Planning’

House Bill 92 would extend the termination date of the Citizens'
Review Panel for Permanency Planning to 1997, This would be in
accordance with the recommendation of the Division of Legislative
Audit which completed an audit in September of 1993.

The enabling legislation had bi-partisan support and passed both the
House and the Senate unanimously in 1990. It established an external
citizens' review process in order to ensure that children do not
languish in out-of-home placements, but receive the benefits of a
permanent home. The goal of the act was to reunite children with
their families, but in those cases where reunification was not in the
best interest of the .mild, the process would more expeditiously place

the child in a secure, permanent home.

DOA originally made a decision not to implement the panels. It has
only been since FY94 that DOA is implementing pilot panels in
Anchorage, so there is not yet adequate information to analyze the
panels' effectiveness. External citizens' reviews have only been on-
going as a model project since mid-December of 1993. Although
functional forjust a short period of time the panel has submitted two
annual reports to the legislature.

According to the reports, public acceptance of the external review
process has been excellent. The office has received numerous calls
from parents requesting that their child be reviewed by the citizens'
review panels. Foster parents have stated they appreciate being a. part
of the external review process. The office has been able to provide
assistance to Native village councils regarding some procedures.

Citizen Review Panels are in existence in 25 states. It has been shown

that not only can children spend less time in out-of-home placements,
but cost-savings can result. Your support would be appreciated.

SPONSOR STATEMENT



ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE

LEGISLATIVE BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE
Division of Legislative Audit

o R

Members of the Legislative
and Audit Committee; Bt

In accordance with the provisions of Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes, the attached report is
submitted for vour review.

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
CITIZENS” REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

September 1, 1993

Audit Control Number
02-1420-93

The audit repons on whether the Citizens” Review Panel for Permanency Planning (the

el) should continue its existence. Currently AS 44.66.010 hes the panel scheauled for
ermination on June 30, 19% and provides the panel with a year in which to conclude its
affairs. We recommend that the legislature extend the panel’s termination date to June 30,
1997 with the provision that suifficient funds be appropriated to allow the pilot project in
Anchorage to perform reviews that can be used to evaluate the economic feasibility and rate
of Suocess for citizens' reviews.

The audit wes conducted In accordance with generally acoepted government_auditeii?%
standards.  Fielawork Prpcedures utilized in the” course of developing the findings
discussion presented in this report are discussed in the Objectives, Scope, and Methodology
section of this report. /J

Randy “Welker, CPA
Legislative Auditor

LB&A COMMITTEE REPORT - SEPTEMBER 1, 1993
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The quislature should extend the Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning’s (the
panel's! termination date fo June 30, 1997 with the provision that stifficient funds be

endation N o

appropriated to allow the pilot project in Anchoraee to perform reviews that can be used to
evaluate the economic feasibility and rate of Success for citizens' reviews.

Alth%%%h the enabling legislation for the establishment of citizens' review panels wes passed
in 1990, the Deparfment of Administration (DOA% orlqlnally maoe a decision to not
implement the panels. It hes only been in fiscal year 1994, the year the panels are scheduled
to sunset, that DOA i mplemennr{?eglot panelS in one Alaskan C"X’ chorage. Because
ﬂf}e e(;|ltanels Wwere never established, there are no activities to analyze fo determing the panels’
effectiveness.

The Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS}, Division of Family and Youth
Services (DFYS) hes been performing permanency planning reviews to meet federal
requirements. However, as explained in the Analysis of Public Need section of this report,
We_do nat find DFYS’ intermal reviews fulfilling the entire objectives of the State’s statltes,
which establish an external review process.  Alaska Statute 47.10, Article 5 specifically
creates a Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning and prescribes the duties,
appointments, and reporting requirements of the panels.

There also remains a perception among foster care providers, quardians ad litem, court
system personnel, and the general public that DFFS’ internal reviews do nat achieve real
permanency planning for chilgren and there continues to be widespread support for citizens'
review panels. Becalse of this perceived need, we believe that the Anchorage pilot project
In citizens’ panels should be_continued until rune 1997 to gather data to determine "the
panels’ effectiveness.  The pilot project needs to Implement a system that meets federal
requirements and achieves_ real permanency planning for children.  Effectiveness can ke
measured by the length of time children reniain in foster care and by savings associated with
children nolonger being pan of the foster care system

If the data from the pilot project shows that citizens' review panels are effective, then
decisions need to be made on"whether and how o expand the panels to other regions in
Alaska. Also, if the citizens' reviews prove to meet federal requirements, DFYS willbe able
to stop their Internal review process and concentrate their reSources on case management.
gt(l)erngh%% Igursue the possihility of receiving federal funding for the activities of the

ALASKA STATE LEGISLATURE N OVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



CITIZEN®"S REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING
ANNUAL REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE

JANUARY 1994

STATE OF ALASKA
WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION

900 West Fifth Avenue Suite 710 Anchorage, Alaska 99501
Telephone: 907/258-6104 FAX number: 907/258-1651

EXCERPTS FROM CITIZENS' REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING ANNUAL REPORT



CITIZENS® REVIEW PANEL FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING

MISSION STATEMENT

As stated 1in the Tfindings and purpose section of Alaska Statute
47.10.400, the Citizens® Review Panel for Permanency Planning has

a twofold mission:

1. to establish a process to ensure that children do not
linger unnecessarily in out-of-home placements; and,

2. to reunite children with their families by advocating for
available and appropriate services to promoted reunification,
or if the reunification is not in the best interest of the
child, to ensure that the <child 1is placed 1in a secure,
permanent home as expeditiously as possible.



CITIZENS" REVIEW PANELS FOR PERMANENCY PLANNING
SUMMARY OF ACTIVITY
Fiscal Year 94

The Legislature appropriated $125,000 for FY94 for the
Citizens" Review Panels, a program that provides for external
reviews of children in out-of-home placement 1in the 1interest of
determining a permanent placement. Permanent placement could mean
unification with family, adoption, emancipation, or extended out-
of-home care.

Planning for implementation began prior to the beginning of

the fiscal year. Information from other states was gathered and
reviewed to find programs that could be tailored to fit Alaska’'s
situation. The final product uses parts from several states. The
program 1is in Anchorage where half of the children in out-of-home
care reside. It was designed to be a model program so that
expansion could more weasily occur should other funding become
available. Since reviews will take place only 1in Anchorage, the
administrative members of the state-wide panel became an advisory
board. This avoided the necessity of appointing local panels in

an area where citizen reviews would not take place and saved time
and expenses for travel of the state-wide panel.

Roberley Waldron supervises the program. The Governor®s office was
asked to appoint twenty or more citizen panelists. Twenty-one
members were appointed and currently there are 15 active panelists.

The program has progressed as follows:
* The advisory board met several times to plan for
implementation.
* A contract was negotiated with a social worker-attorney
to devise procedures, forms, etc. to meet all state and
federal standards.
* The list of panelists was received from the Governor-s
office on October 29, 1993.
* An administrative assistant and social worker 111 were
hired in October, a social worker 1l in November.
* Training of panelists was accomplished in November and
the list of children to be reviewed was received.
* Seventeen children were reviewed in December.
* Twenty-six children have been referred for review in

Januaryh
Comments from all associated parties regarding the process
have been very favorable. The foster parents are particularly
pleased to be included. Several calls have been received from

parents asking that their child be reviewed by the panel (referrals
are received from the court).

Here is a sample statement from a foster parent regarding her
participation in the review process: "This is my first opportunity
to comment to the review process. One concern 1 would 1like to
share 1is the value of keeping the foster parents apprised of the



status of the case plan. (Child®"s name) 1lives in our home. She 1is

a member of our Tfamily atthis point and we love her. We are

concerned about her and work to better her future through DFYS. We
think of foster parenting as a team effort and appreciate being
included in decisions that touch our lives to the core."

A Social worker wrote in her evaluation, "The panel opened up in my
mind a potential resource to further explore for this child."”

The review process 1is complex. A great deal of time and
effort 1is spent 1in gathering information from the Division of
Family and Youth Services (DFYS) files and prepared report for the
panelists. At times the information 1is incomplete which 1is a
deterrent to a good review. It takes about three hours to gather
material at DFYS, at least two hours to write a summary of the
material to be sent to the panels, and the actual citizens" review
requires about one and one-half hours. The panelists and staff are
extremely ~conscientious and take their responsibilities very
seriously.

At the end of the fiscal year, OMB will review the data from

the external reviews and compare with data from DFYS. At that
time, it can be better determined what effect the external reviews
are having. During the short period in operation, the staff and

advisory board have become convinced that the external review could
replace some of the reviews currently done by DFYS. They currently

have three types of reviews. The citizen reviews meet the federal
guidelines and could replace those reviews required by the federal
government (Title 4-E). If that should happen, the funding

provided by the federal government should follow the review.



OVERVIEW OF REVIEW SYSTEMS
A. PURPOSE OF FOSTER CARE REVIEW

The purpose of foster care review is to assure that children do not linger unnecessarily in
foster care, but rather that they receive the support and benefits of a permanent home.
Permanence is defined as a home which holds together during crisis and provides a lasting,
trusting, and nurturing environment The return of the child to the biological family is the
ideal permanent goal; however, when this is not possible, the goal becomes to place the
child m another stable, permanent home.

B. IMPORTANCE OF REVIEW SYSTEMS
1 Impact of Foster Care on Children

Children need the stability and support of a permanent home and family in order to grow
and flourish; they need the sense of lifelong belonging and continuity that only a
permanent home can provide. Children in toster care represent a huge potential loss in
both financial and human terms.

It is estimated that almost half a million children pass through state foster care systems in
this country every year. In fiscal year 1985, for example, federal government figures show
that an average of 108,000 children were in foster care in any given month. The foster care
system places a financial burden on U.S. taxpayers that was estimated at S2 billion. The
cost in human potential was- and remains- inestimable, since research indicates a direct
correlation between child abuse and negiect and later juvenile delinquency and adult
criminality.

When a child is placed in foster care, it isintended to be a short-term solution to an
emergency situation. In the past, however, all too often foster care placements resulted in
the child being destined to ooscuritv within the child welfare system. The ideal of assuring
apermanent home for every child fell by the wayside while the child was set adrift among
different foster families and group homes. The child’s vital developmental years were lost,
since he was neither tree to return home to his natural parents nor eligible to be adopted
by a new and permanent family.

Throughout the 1970’s, judges, social workers, attorneys and child advocacy groups began
to recognize that the U.S. foster care system was failing to respond to the needs of many
abused and neglected children and their families. Many children were "adrift" in the system
without regular or timely review of their placement. Crowded court calendars and
understaffed child welfare agencies were contributing to an increase in the number of
children and lengths of time spent in substitute care.

Concern for children lingering unnecessarily in foster care continued to mount throughout
the decade. .Among solutions proposed by child advocacy organizations were the
comprehensive implementation ot permanency planning case work and foster care
placement monitoring through regular case reviews. A new resource was also identified to
help monitor foster care children and to advocate on their behalf; citizen volunteers.

1
IMPORTANCE OF REVIEW SYSTEMS FROM SOUTH CAROLINA



2 47.10.400 A2a172arz.Social Services it Institutions 4 47.10.410

Sec. 47.10.400. Citizens' review panel for permanency plan-
ning. ai There is created in the Department of Administration the
Citizens' Review Panel for Permanency Planning. The state panel
consists of five voting members appointed by the governor from among
present memoers of locai citizen review panels established under AS
47.10.420. The governor shaii appoint at least one voting state panel
memoer from each ;uaic:ai district. The governor may not appoint a
person who has committed a felony or violated AS 11.51.130 or a law
with substantially similar elements. The panel aiso includes :ne fol-
lowing rive nonvoting members who serve ex officio or their designees:
the commissioner of health ana social services, the director of the
office of puoiic advocacy, the attorney general, the pubiic defender
appointed under AS 13.35.030. ana the chief justice of the Alaska
Supreme Court.

h) Appointed members of the state panel serve at the pleasure of
the governor for staggered terms of three years or untii their succes-
sors are appoinced.

<) The voting members of the state panel snail elect from among
the voting members a chair who shall serve for one year. Three voting
members of the state panei constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business. The panei may not cake official action without the affirma-
tive vote of at least three of its members.

(@ Members of the state panei axe entitled to reimbursement for
actual expenses necessary oo perform their duties as state panel mem-
bers. The reimbursement may not exceed the amount of per diem ana
expenses autnorizea for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.130.

i) The state panei snail meet twice annuaiiy. Meetings may take
place teiepnonicaily.

Ify The state panei may empiov a program coordinator who shall
serve at the pleasure of the state panei. The program coordinator snail
employ staff as necessary co carry out che program coordinator's du-
ties under scace panei directives and co provide clerical assistance :0
locai panels. i8 2 ch 117 SLA 1990)

. Cross references. — For terms of ixu- 1 7, ¢h. 117. SLA 1990 in the Temoorary
tial sppoinu.es to the review panel, see and Special Acts.

Sec. 47.10.410. Duties of the state panel. The state panei snail
(1) by regulation adopt policies and procedures to carry out its du-
ties and to govern che performance of the duties of che locai panels

established under AS 47.10.420;
(2) ensure that local panei members receive che minimum level c
training necessary to effectively carry out their duties:

17

AS 47.10,400
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IN M ALASKA CHAPTER

Executive Director

No Itend Assoc o*iof>0' Sccic Workers Angela Salerno, ACSW
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
February 871995
[faitn I Losw

luncau Representative Cynthia Toohev

- RV State Capitol
E%@%DLCSN Room 104

Juneau, AK 99801 -1182
enh L HO
' ) Dear Representative Toohev:

ETARY. . The National Association of Social Workers .Alaska Chapter fully supports
Vergiod, MO LCSW . . asE
J\ncior.ige HE£ 92 which would provide for the continuation of the Foster Care

Citizen's Review Panel for permanency planning in Alaska NASW
strongly advocated for the development of this review board, and continues

ngg e, | W to urge utilization as a proven method of enhancing the effectiveness of the

child protection system  We believe that through tliis type of review,

Wm Alaskan children now growing up in out-of-home care will have better

chance at being reunited with their families, or in finding a permanent
adoptive home.
T EAR S
XN FOITES. . .
Achrage Please feel free to call me with questions

%@%ﬁm Sincerelv,

g

.Angela M. Salerno, ACSW
%@rﬁ% Executive Director, NASW Alaska Chapter
DR
&EJEDIFQEJQEPRESE\ITAHVE

Aeo ke

I7T7 WekcrtomDir Anharagg, Alula W7« (70)) 5614800+ FAX, (1U7) 561-1504 4 SODITMNAS

TOThL P.02



(Trial dJcuiris

JSirtc uf Alachu
THIRD JUDICIAL LISTRICT
WH.UAM 0 _Hi rCHCOCK 03k Si'tot
Mas:er. Tnal Couns anchorage, alaska S950i-2083

February 8, 1995

Representative Cynthia Toohey
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol

Juneau, ak 99801

Re: HB 92
Dear Representative Toohey:

I am writing in support of the above legislation which would extend
the sunset period for the Citizens®™ Review Panel for Permanency
Planning to 1997. The views expressed herein are solely my own and
do not necessarily represent the official position of the Alaska
Court System. They are drawn both from my experience in hearing
children®"s proceedings over the past fourteen years, as well as my
involvement on the board of the National Association of Foster Care
Reviewers.

Citizen review came 1into being 1in Alaska 1in 1990 as a result of
mounting concerns that children in the dependency system were
drifting in foster care and that responsive permanent plans were
not being developed for them. Review by impartial and independent
panels was felt to provide the kind of accountability mechanism
needed to lead to better outcomes for these children.

Because of the lack of funding to implement these programs
statewide, there has been much discussion about either abolishing
or radically altering the structure of the review process. There
are those who argue that the need for case review can be met by a
combination of administrative review boards within DHSS and
judicial review. Others maintain that placing independent
reviewers on DHSS internal review committees would be sufficient.



Despite some of the good changes that have been made in the child
welfare system over the years since citizen review was passed, it
is still my belief that independent periodic case review 1is still
a necessary component to an integrated system of child welfare
services. I firmly believe that the internal review process within
the Department lacks the independence necessary to insure quality
results.

The Anchorage Citizen Review Board project has been in operation

for about a year now. It is time to look at the experience of that
program and some of the data collected and decide on what the
future course for citizen review should be. I think we do need to

reexamine the statutory framework and determine 1if it best meets
the needs of today"s system, particularly in the area of the
interrelationship among citizen review, internal administrative
review and judicial review.

These things need to be done with the existing statutory authority

still in place. Extending the sunset provision would allow that
to happen and would allow a rational and well-planned retailoring
of the review system if that is needed. Letting it lapse will only

insure that the entire concept will disappear.
I thank you for taking the time to consider my comments.

Sincerely

william D. Hitchcock
Master, children®s Court






FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 93
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Department Affected:  Education
Title:  Teacher Duty-Free Mealtime BRU: _ Executive Administration

Component: -Commissioner's Office

Sponsor:  Representative James
Requestor:  Representative.James : component serial no. 18

Expenditures/Revenues: ﬁ':l'housands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 97 FY 98 Y 99 FYOO FY Q1 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGE IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE f_ (Thousands of Dollars)
1002 Federal Receips

1003 GF Match

1004 GF _

1006 GF/Program Receipts

Other
TOTAL 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY ,

Estimate of current year (FY96) impact: $  QQ

ANALYSIS; (Attach a separate page if necessary.) ,
Passage of this legislation will have no fiscal impact on the Department of Education.

Prepared by: Kimberly Homme. SpeciaPAssistart  * Phone:  465-2803
Division: - Commissioner's Office /- /. Da,O:_FﬁbYuarP_/I 1]1.1996_, -
Approved by Commissioner: CMXAycrhr—=__ Shirley Hollowav, P D:

Agency. Education / . Date: _Efibrualy 113996
PREPARER TO PROVIDfe ALL DISTRIBUTIONCOPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVEOFFICE

For further distribution Information call the Governor's Legislative Office
P\LEGFORMS\FISCALdoc (Rev 11/95) Page J _ of J.



I~>USE COMMITTEE REFOF ™

@te Referred: January 18, 1995 FURTHER REFERRALS: Finance

Date of Committee Action: 2 [i* h u

The HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES Committee considered: HB 93

HOUSE BILL NO. 93 TEACHER DUTY-FREE MEALTIME

"An Act relating to die duty-free mealtime for teachers in certain school facilities."

[ ] the same title
[ ] anew title

recommends it be replaced
with the following committee rabstitute

[ ] additional referral to Committee
[ | attached amendment(s)

ADOPTS: Letter of Intent
ATTACHES NEW FISCAL NOTE(s): (Ixpl) APPROVES PREVIOUS: ([m/[}xe)
fiscal note(s) [ ] fiscal note(s)

I zero fiscal note(s) DOfr [ 1 zero fiscal note(s)
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REPRESENTATIVE WhleIndreu
-IANNETTE JAMES State Capitol
P.O. Box 56622 Juneau, Alaska
orth Polo, Alaska 99705 99801-1182
(907) 488-1546 (907) 465-3743
FA/ (907) 488-4271 FAX (907) 465-2381

ptouse (®f "REprescntati6cs
Houso District 34

SPONSOR STATEMENT
HOUSE BILL 93

"An Act relating to the duty-free mealtime for teachers in certain
school facilities.”

This bill was introduced at the request of the Fairbanks North Star
Borough School District Board of Education. The Fairbanks School
Board and the District Administration strongly support the bill.

It would eliminate the underlined portion of Section 14.20.097
which reads: '"Duty-free time. Each body shall allow itsteachers in
school facilities with four or more teachers a daily duty-free
mealtime of at least 30 minutes between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00 p.m."
This requirement directly restricts the administration’s ability to
create schedules that best serve interests of Fairbanks area

students.

This amendment to Section 14.20.097 would allow adjustment to
changing <conditions and create more efficient wuse of facilities.
Teachers would still have daily mid-day duty-free mealtimes, but
eliminating the strict 11:00 - 1:00 time frame would simply allow
more freedom in scheduling classes and bell times, thus providing
more flexibility and cost-efficiency in meeting students'

educational needs.

SPONSOR STATEMENT



§ 1420097 Alaska Statutes § 1420130

Sec. 14.20.097. Duty-free time. Each governing body shall allow
its teachers in school facilities with four or more teachers a daily duty-
free mealtime ofat least 30 minutes between 11:00 a.m. and 1:00'p.m.
(8 1 ch 11 SLA 1969)

Sec. 14.20.100. Unlawful to require statement of religious or
political affiliation. A school board, or a member of a school board,
may not require or compel a person applying for the position of
teacher in the public schools ofthe state to state a religious or political
affiliation. (8 37-5-1 ACLA 1949)

Callateral r ferenceis —Dlscnmma ofoa“] ofalleg ance IXX gpphed
t|on%ecrauseo race, C0 f or creed in re- e C&l % O
a(lﬁ ntment Uties, rﬁa ﬁis%%ssa or re}eg ?_CIQS J
t&? SCi Polteach% [& glo {5% Ic teacher soyal A
fdny o?] overnmental requirement

Sec. 14.20.110. Penalty for violation of AS 14.20.100. A person
violating AS 14.20.100 is punishable by a fine of not more than $100.
(8 37-5-2 ACLA 1949)

Sec. 14.20.120. Statement of qualifications. A statement of the
qualifications of each teacher and superintendent employed by the
state or a school district shall be filed with the commissioner. The
statement must contain the credits earned in college, normal school,
or university, and the humber ofye?- of teaching experience both in
the state and elsewhere in the fox  .nd manner prescribed by the
commissioner. (8§ 37-6-5 ACLA 1949; am 8 5 ch 179 SLA 1957; am
§ 12 ch 46 SLA 1970)

Sec. 14.20.130. Employment of teachers and administrators.
An employer may, after January 1, issue contracts for the following
school year to employees regularly qualified in accordance with the
regulations of the department. The contract for a superintendent may
be for more than one school year but may not exceed three consecutive
school years. (8 1 ch 92 SLA 1960; am § 14 ch 98 SLA 1966)

NOTES TO DECISIONS
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Representative Jeanette James
Alaska State legislature
MS 3100

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Representative James.

Thank you for respondintt; to the Fairbanks School Board's request to Introduce HBY3
to repeal unnecessary restriction inlaw re ardlngz_strlct duty-free mealtime'sfor
teachers, The Fairbanks Soiiool Board ofBducotion and our District Administration

strongly supports this bill

Current law directly impaots our ability to create high school schedules that best serve
the Interests of students, With the [ePeal 0fAS14.20.097 the Fairbanks Board of
Education and the District's Administration will gain needed flexibility in managing dally
sohedules for our 15,700 students, resulting in a more efficient utilization of our

facilities.

Asyou know, itis the intent of the District to ensure teachers ofa scheduled duty-free
mealtime. We value our teaching staffand will continue to accommodate their needs in
providing a positive work environment. HB93 is an important management tool and will

allow us to adjust to ohanglng conditions.

BiU Burfows
Vico President
Board of Education

1 Interior Dolegati
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FEB-27-96 TUE 1013 NEfl ALASKA FAIRBANKS FAX NO. 907 456 2159

Fairbanks Education Associatioim

RS AR A 016626
PAX (907) <L56:2159

February 27,1996

Representative Cynthia Toohev and Representative Con Bunde
House HESS Co-Chairs
Alaska State Legislature
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Cynthia i'oohcy and Representative Con Bunde

lam writing you to urge you to do notpass HB 93. AS 14.20.097 has not been an issue
in Fairbanks because the Fairbanks Education Association °nd the Fairbanks North St°r
Borough School District have mutually agreed to address u lividual building concerns.

The Fairbanks Education Association has agreed with the Fairbanks North Star Borough
School District that in some situations, lunches outside the 11:00- 1:00 window are
appropriate. Teachers in the two schools where we have addressed the issue have the
option of eating during a lunch period within the 11:00-1:00 window or at a later lunch.
Tliis latitude has allowed a diabetic teacher, who had to eat lunch to maintain her blood
sugar level, to eat lunch within the current 11:00-1:00 window.

If AS 14.20.097 is amended as proposed in HB 93, "lunch" could occur at any time
within the day. In this district lunch could be as early as 7:15 am or as late as 4:00pm.
Our concern is that "lunch” should occur near midday.

T syr/-

Bill Bjork, President
Fairbanks Education Association

Fax Noie 7671 WV /*T |AS.*

W vkrviovs m , From
Phone# %‘ei Ee(l
Fe* «

7Tk  United Teaching Trofexdon
"Helping Teachen Teach™
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Rod McCoy, Teacher
7749 Old Harbor Rd.
Anchorage, Ak. 995014
February 25, 1996

House of Representatives
Hess Committee

Regarding: HR 93 Teacher duty free lunch

Imet with HFSS secretary Lynne Smith during my rerent trip to Juneau.
She showed mo a letter from the Fairbanks School Administration that
supported this bill saying they are interested in continuing their offer for
a duty free nTfi5Jliir.it- for their teachers. |Ihe letter made no indication of
whether their intended meal was breakfast, lunch, or dinner.

lam sure the Fairbanks district has the best of intentions. However we

can not remove this provision. It would allow the duty free lunch time to
be abused and make the original intention of protection for the physical

and emotional needs of the teacher to be abrogated.

I believe there is a need for the Department of Education to create in
consensus with employee organizations a committee that will allow
certain short term waivers for legislation. There would need to be
protection of all interests. A district could not obtain a waiver if their
employees did not support the agreement. Employees could not obtain a
waiver if the district could not support it. There needs to be local
community/parent group agreement.

However, 1do not believe there is agreement between the Fairbanks
district and its employees. If there were such an agreement, Ido not
believe they would be requesting this change. The issue would have
already been solved locally without the participation of the state.

Please do not support this bill. Most but not all administrations
understand the importance cf maintaining this minimum regard
needs of their teachers.

Respectfully,

Rod McCoy



HB 93

Amend to read

Each governing body shall allow itsteachers in school facilities with four or more
teachers a daily duty-free mealtime of at least 30 minutes between 11:00 a.m.
and 1:00 p.m. or between such other hours as the governing body and the union

representing teachers in a school district may specify.
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Rod McCoy, Teacher
7749 OIld Harbor Rd.
Anchorage, Ak. 99504
February 25, 1996

House of Represoru itiven
Hess Committee

Regarding: HR 93 Teacher duty free lunch

Imet with HFRS secretary Lynne Smith during my recent trip to Juneau.
She showed me a letter from the Fairbanks School Administration that
supported this bill sayiny they are interested in continuing their offer for
a duty free mealtime for their teachers. |lhe letter made no indication of
whether their intended meal was breakfast, lunch, or dinner.

lam sure the Fairbanks district has the best of intentions. However we

can not remove this provision. It would allow the duty free lunch time to
be abused and make the original intention of protection for the physical

and emotional needs of the teacher to be abrogated.

I believe there is a need for the Department of Education to create in
consensus with employee organizations a comm ittee that will allow
certain short term waiveis for legislation. There would need to be
protection of all interests. A district could not obtain a waiver if their
employees did not support the agreement. Employees could not obtain a
waiver if the district could not support it. There needs to be local
community/parent group agreement.

However, Ido not believe there is agreement between the Fairbanks
district and its employees. If there were such an agreement, 1do not
believe they would be requesting this change. The issue would have
already been solved locally without the participation of the state.

Please do not support this bill. Most but not all administrations

understand the importance of maintaining this minimum regard for the
needs of their teachers.

Rod McCoy



From : CHANNEL CORPORATIONS PHONE No. : 780 4687 Feb.07 1996 12:30PM P02

more money should be spent on studies directed toLuard the effects
of bottom trawling on fish habitat.

| haue enclosed a copy of a letter to the Juneau Empire which deals
with the Issues addressed In the reports and which would, perhaps, be
Interesting to you.

Thank you.

Uery Truly Yours,

William R. Tonsgard, Jr.
Chairman of the Board,
Channel Corporations

attachments



HB 93

Amend to read

Each governing body shall allow its teachers in school facilities with four or more
teachers a daily duty-free mealtime of at least 30 minutes between 11:00 a.m.
and 1:00 p.m. or between such o*her hours as the governing body and the union
representing teachers in a school district may specify.



