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Paper #784 1697-99 Budget Apri 24, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau™

ISSI}E

Personnel Speczahst (Supreme Court)

CURRENT LAW:

The Dzrector of State Ceurts O:ffice under the Supmme Court s respons:bie for

f‘”\\

-

: "adrmmstrauon of the Wisconsin Court System mcludmg provzdmg personnei services for state

court employes. The Office employes 2.0 personnel staff which service 748.75 FTE (including
employes of the Appeals, Circuit and Supreme Courts).

GOVERNOR TR

-No provision. « -

DISC{}SSION POIN’I‘S
L The Department of Emp}oyment Relauons (DER) is: respenszble for the employer
functions of the executive branch of government. The Department establishes and maintains
employment relations policies and practices throughout state service, including rules regarding
position classifications;-absences, pay: schedules, workers compensation; affirmative action and

equal’ ‘opportunity, - employe development and: training; performance . eva}uanons,' gnevance
procedares, recruitment; promotxons transfcrs and appmntments : 3 :

. AR -_.--'-I’-he:-:'fCourts, as'a separ-ate: br’é‘.nch‘-of govemmen& are not subject to:the- policies
established by DER. Instead, Supreme Court rules direct the Director of State Courts to develop
a personnel manual establishing vacation and sick leave, overtime and compensatory time, fringe
benefits, promotion and position designation, merit or other performance awards, recruitment and
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o from: DER, have more pers' I

hiring procedures, employe evaluations, salary “determination -and ‘pay tanges, grievance
procedures and leave policies for judges. In addition, these rules must ensure that court positions,
which are substantially equivalent to positions in the classified service, are treated comparably
to employes in the civil service. - ' '

3. The Director of :"S'i}:lte”(:éﬁrts'.b.fﬁ;e: has 2.0 FTE, inéludir;g 1.0 personnel officer,
0.5 personnel specialist and 0.5 personnel assistant, which-are responsible for implementation of
the personnel policies and assisting with policy development.

4. In its budget 1997-99 budget submission, the Supreme Court requested $35,700

GPR in 1997-98 and $40,400 GPR in 1998-99 for 1.0 personnel specialist to perform personnel

duties which the Court does not have staff to attend to including developing an affirmative action

program, addressing Americans with Disabilities Act requirements, developing an employe

" assistance program, providing a comprehensive traininig program for new managers and

supervisors and assisting in personnel policy mterpr&tauon apyhcatmn performance planmng and
evaluatmn : :

5. Chief Justice Abrahamson, in her testimony to the Committee; indicated ‘that
executive branch agenczes whwh receive personnel policy development and assistance services

staff than the Courts, which are respemszbie for beth persennel_ =

e policy: devaiopment and implementation. She indicated that the Courts weu}d requu'e thrﬁe’

additional positions to match: other executive: branch agenczes

6. Agencies of similar size tend to have more personnel staff than the Courts. For
example, the Department of Justice has 4.0 personnel staff for 538.9 FTE (a ratio of 1 to 135),
the State Public Defender has 3.5 personnel staff for 533.6 FTE (a ratio of 1 to:152) and ‘the
Department of Veterans Affairs has 5.0 personnel staff for 799.3 FTE (a ratio of 1 to 160). The
ratio of personnel to FTE for the Court System is I to 374 FTE. An additional ;personnel
specialist would allow the Cou:rts to have one persennei staff per 250 F’I’E ' '

7. It should be noted that comparisons among dlfferem agencies and the Cots: dré
difficult, because different positions have different responsxbxhties which may not be cemparable
among the agenczes and the: Comts EA TERRE HIA S

8 Gwcn zhat the Ceurts are: xespensxbie f@r prevzdmg services to program»revenue
funded: p(}SIEIOﬂS one option to reduce the. GPR:cost-of the position would:be to fund one-half
of the position: with program revenue from charges to the non-GPR entities; including the Circuit
Court Automation Project, the Board of ‘Attorneys Professional Responsibility, the:Board-of Bar
Examiners, the Medical Mediation Panel and the State Law Library services program. Under this
alternative,:the cost to the bill would be $17,800:GPR and $17 900 PR in 199’? 98 and $20 200
GPR and S2O 200 PR in 1998 99 - :
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9. Alternatively, the Committee could provide an additional one-half position and
increase the Courts’ personnel staff by 25%. Given that two current staff are GPR-funded and
provide services to PR-funded court operations, the additional one-half position could be funded

from charges to PR court functions.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Provide $35,700 GPR in 1997-98 and $40,400 GPR in 1998-99 and 1.0 personnel
specialist position annually to provide additional personnel services to the State Court System.

Alternative 1
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill)
1998-99 POSITIONS (Change to Bill)

GPR
$76,100
1.60

()

2.} Provide $17,800 GPR and $17,900 PR in 1997-98 and $20,200 GPR and $20.200
PR in 199’8 99 and 0.5 GPR position and 0.5 PR position annually for 1.0 personnel specmhst

to provide addztlonal personneI services. to the State Court Systemn.

Alternative 2 GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) $38,-99(§‘£
1998-89 POSITIONS {Change to Bill) 0.50

PR TOTAL
$38,100 $76,100
0,50 1.00

3. Provide $17,90C PR in 1997-98 and $20,200 PR in 1998-99 for a one-half time
personnel specialist to provide personnel services to non-GPR court functions.

Alternative 3
1997-98 FUNDING (Change to Bill)
1998-99 POSITIONS (Change to Bill)

4. Take no action.
§ 145 ;
%Af Span L
MOJF?"”" h “*;‘*Q %éw%
{ JENSEN f;g N A
) OURADA Y N A
Prepared by: Carri Jakel HARSDORF Y N A
ALBERS Y N A
GARD ;) N A
KAUFERT Y, N A
LINTON Yob A
COGGS Y (N:A
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Paper #785 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997

“To: Joint’Committee on Fihance

From “Bob Lang, Director
' Lcaasiatlvc Flscal Burcau

ISSUE

‘District Court Administrative Staff -- Milwaukee County (Supreme Court)

'CURRENT LAW

The 69 circuit courts in the state are dlwdcd mto 10 adnnmstrauve chstncts, each-
' supervzsed by -the chief }udge “The chief’ judge appomts a district court- administrator (DCA) -
responsible for managing the nonjudicial® business: of ‘the district, at the direction of the chief’
judge. Each DLA has-one support position. -In addition, Milwaukee County (District-1). has an
- assistant distriet court administrator: The 21 district court administrative staff are state empioyes
under the Director of State Courts Office. ' e EERTEE

GOVERNOR

No provision.

DISC"{}SSION POINTS

:_:-:} Mﬂwaukea Cc:»unty cOmprises’ Dlstmct 1 wzth 46 (20%) of the 233 circuit court
-branches statewxde. This compares:to an-average of 21 court branches-for-each of the other nine
~districts in: the state. In addition; District -} handles disproportionately: more criminal and total
‘cases than the other judicial districts (30%: of misdemeanors, 28% of felonies and: 24% of total
cases in 1995). : SINERNEY -

=2, The Courts requested $130,400 GPR and 3.0 positions. in 1997:98 and $307,000

GPR and 6.0 positions in 1998-99 for additional staff for District 1 administration. ‘The request
was to address a portion of the recommendations resulting from a 1994 study of the Milwaukee
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Py

e ;nstzc "system

‘County justice system conducted by the Policy Studies, Inc. (PSI). PSI'is a private consulting

group made up of national court management experts. The study was funded through a State
Justice Institute grant.

3. The requested positions include one court analyst, four division managers and one
administrative support position. The court analyst would provide staff assistance to the chief
judge and be responsible for planning, management and budget analysis. The division managers
would be assigned to the misdemeanor, civil, juvenile and family :divisions and wounld be
responsible for overseeing case management, daily court operations and implementation of
judicial policies for specific divisions. Division managers would report to the District Court
Administrator. The remaining two court divisions, the felony and probate divisions, currently
have coordinators who are county employes. (The Register in Probate is responsible for
managing the probate divisﬁon.) o

4:+ Court officials indicate that the requested: posmons would address several cnticai
issues noted by PSI including the followmg (1) enhancing the court’s management structure; (2)
increasing performance accquntabihty, (3) ‘improving caseflow management; (4) improving
coordination with other justice system agencies (District Attorneys, Public Defenders and law
enforcement); and (5) zmprovmg pubhc understandmg and support for the Mﬁwaukee County_ _

£ AR Chxef Jusnca Abrahamson in her addrcss to: the Connmttee relteratezi the nead

for the six positions; but indicated ‘a willingness to. phase in thc “positions over the next: two
“bieninia,- Her proposal included $38,900 GPR and 1:0 ‘court-analyst in 1997-98 and $152,400

GPR and 3.0 positions {the court analyst and two division managers)in 1998-99.

6. The PSI study notes a number of problems with the Milwaukee County. justice
system, and includes numerous recommendations for improvements.  The poszuons included. in
the Courts’ request are recommended in the study ‘However, there i is a questzcm as to whether
these positions should be the responsxbﬂzty of the state or the coumy ' =

7. TItcould be argued that adrmmstrat:ve responsxbﬂﬂy for the circuit court lelSi()ﬂS o
is the responsibility of the county. The county clerk of courts office is responmb}e Afor
administrative and clerical support for the court system. The two existing division coordinators
in Milwaukee County-are also county employes.. In addition, it:should:be noted that at:one time
there was ‘a County coordinator for the juvenile- e:imswn, ‘however, when. the empioye in:that

‘position Jeft the Milwaukee County: courts, the position was hever filled.” Court ofﬁc;als indicate
that the County: has no intention: of filling-the position, and therefore, included'a manag&r for:the

juvenile division in their request.
8.7 The PSI study notes' that the Chief Judge and District Court Administrative staff

are extrefiiely limited in-resources; given the responsibilities of those offices: However, the study
further states that additional resources for the Milwaukee County-court system is.not necessarily
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the sole, or perhaps even the best;, response. Instead, changes need to be made in the way
Milwaukee County court system operates. e s

9. Court officials indicate there have been serious efforts to implement the study’s
recommendations with ex1stmg resources. As part of that effort judges have received training
on caseflow management, weekly court administration meetings are led by the chief judge and
some management responsibility has been delegated to the separate court divisions.

10.  The Courts indicate that the court analyst position would assist the Chief Judge
‘and the DCA in management of the 46 judges, 20 court: commissioners, 81" court reporters and
over 250 clerk of courts staff, and in addressing Milwaukee County court'system-wide poli¢y and
budget concerns. In addition, the position would be responsible for helping implement many of
the recommendations of the PSI study, and identifying changes that need to be made to the
system. Therefore, if the Committee wants to direct more state resources to Milwaukee County
courts, the court analyst position would be the most beneﬁmal in addressing the problems and
recommendations of the PSI study. In addition, the court anaiyst position would ‘be consistent
with the current state policy of providing centralized circuit court management under the Chief
Judge and DCA'’s office.

: - The Courts argue that District 1 is the oniy oneucounty Judlcxa} district m_the_sta_te_ -

‘The other ‘districts- dre riade up of three to 13 counties. Therefore, the other districts can draw

on the personnel and funding support from the multiple courities that form the' district, and can
recelve panagement assistance from court management staff located in the various counties.

12, Im addition the Courts argue that the DCA division managers’ responsibilities

would be separate from the clerk of courts, in that the managers would be responsible for

supervision of judges, court commissioners, caseloads and calendars. The clerk’s staff deal more

with court papers, case files, keeping court records and preparing files for appellate review.

: +13..-. Court officials also indicate that with the delegatzon of certain’ respensxbzlmes to

: the dzvmmns, Judges have:been forced to take on meore management respcns;bahtles ‘Therefore,

if the division managers were provided, judicial resources could be used more appropriately.:
14. Since such administrative costs are currently predolmnant}y county costs, the

Committee could consider requiring Mﬂwaukee County to provxdc a 50% match for any
addittonal state funding or ;Josmon authonty '

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Provide $130,400 GPR and 3.0 GPR positions in 1997-98 and $307,000 GPR and
6.0 GPR positions in 1998-99 to fully fund the Court request for additional court management
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.staff for-Milwaukee County. The positions-include 1.0 court. analyst 4.0 dw;smn managers and
1.0 administrative support position. S ot

| Mematvey 0 aem |
1997«99 Furmma (Change taBt) o sasrac0 |

199899 POSITIONS (Change to 8i).. . 6.00.| .

- la.. - Provide one-half of the. fuz:ding and: position: authority .under -Alternative'1, and
__requxre Mz}waukee County. to-match the state funchner and pesm{m authomy in order to receive
.the additional state resources. E o Cs SECERRE - S

e [

" g Altama‘twe ‘Fa

FUNDING(_hange 0 Bﬂi) o szaa*roo

__ issme POSITIONS (Change to Bil) .. 300 |

aPR
$1Sf 309 B

1398-99 pesmeus (Ghange o B.r) .': 300

: 2ach Provide: one~haif ' _the fundmg anei posztxon authonty under Alternanve 2 anci_
;-requzre Mﬁwaukee County 1o matc:h' the state ﬁmdmg 3nd pasxtzon authorlty in: order to recewe- _
the addmonai state resources, S e e H : : S

Cseszoo |

:"_ggtemameza
189799 FUNDING {Change tc:v saf} o

1998-99 POSITIONS (Chiange 1o Bil) 150.
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w Provide $38,900 GPR in 1997-98 and $45,900 GPR in 1998-99 and 1.0 position
annually for a court analyst position for Milwaukee County.

Alternative 3 GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) $84,800
1988-99 POSITIONS {Change to Bill) 1.00

3a.  Provide one-half of the funding and position authority under Alternative 3, and

require Milwaukee County to match the state funding and position authority in order to receive
the additional state resources.

Alternative 3a ' GPR
- 1997-98 FUNDING {Change to Bill) $42,400
1998-98 POSITIONS (Change to' Bill} 0.50
4. Take no action.

Prepared by: Carri Jakel
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Senator Wineke

SUPREME COURT

Administrative Staff for Chief Justice

Motion:

Move to provide $19,200 GPR and 1.0 GPR position annually to convert the special
assistant to the Chief Justice from LTE to permanent status.

Note:

The position’s duties, as prescribed by the Chief Justice, include: (a) staffing special
committees; commissions, task forces and. pmgrams, (b} ceordmatmg special events such as~
conferences and’ symposia; (c) representing the Chief Justice at meetings and other public events;
and (d) drafting and editing speeches and other correspondence. The funding would cover
additional fringe benefit and supplies and services expenses associated with the permanent
position.

[Change to Bill: $38,400 GPR and 1.0 GPR position]

f e £
/
MO# ifi{?giﬂf

<)
ot

JENSEN Y> N A
OURADA ‘?g N A
HARSDORF & N A
ALBERS ¥ N A
GARD ¥ N A
KAUFERT {g@ N A
LINTON /N A
COGGS ¥ON A
£,
£ BURKE N A
DECKER YN A
GEORGE Y. N &
JAUCH ¥/ N A
I WINEKE X/ N A
SHIBILSKI XN A
COWLES . N OA
PANZER NN A
AYE_ | ./No L=" ABS

Motion #402




Item #

sy

Ttem #

SUPREME COURT

L¥FB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Title

Standard Budget Adjustments
Unspecified Budget Reduction
Eliminate Data Processing Appropriation

Title

Denial of Law Licenses for Failure to Pay Child Support and Tax Delinquency

- LFB Summary Ttem for Introduction as Separate Legislation




~ Court of Appeals

 (LFB Budget Summary Document; Page 204)



Paper #340 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997

"~ To: Joint Committee on Finanice |

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Burean

ISSUE

Clerk:of Court Staff (Court of Appeals and Supreme Court) - -

CURRENT LAW

- The Clerk of Court’s office has 12.0 permanent empioyes and prov:{des services for both
“the Supreme Court and the-Court of Appeals ‘Six positions are funded from the Supreéme Court
sum sufficient appropriation (the Clerk of Court, chief deputy clerk, first deputy clerk, two
support servicgs assistants and-one deputy clerk), and:six are:funded from the Court of Appeals
sum sufficient appropriation (two deputy cierks three assxstant deputy clerks and one court
records clerk). - L :

GOVYERNOR

- 'No provision.

DISCUSSION POINTS :

I In their budget submission, the Courts requested $27,000 GPR in 1997-98 and
$25,000 GPR in-1998-99 to convert to'pefmanent 3.5 limited term-employe (LTE) positions in
the Clerk’s office. The positions include the following: (1) 1.0 support services assistant which
receives, reviews and organizes incoming materials, enters filing-information and coordinates
distribution of materials for oral arguments and public hearings; (2) 2.0 assistant deputy clerks
-which perform a wide variety of technical and cornplex legal clerical duties in conjunction with
case processing and recordkeeping; and (3) 0.5 photocopy clerk: In addition, the Courts
requested $25.400 in 1997-98 and $29,600 in 1998-99 for 1.0 new position for a program
assistant which would assist in processing the various motions filed in the Courts.
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o

T The Clérk s office is the repository for all decuments filed with'the Supreme Court
and Court of Appeals. It is the responsibility of the Clerk’s office to track all case events and
assure compliance with the appropriate statutes, rules and court procedures. In addition to case-
related duties, the office is responsible for maintaining Supreme Court Rule files, providing
public information regarding cases, procedures, rules and statutes, maintaining admission status
of every attorney admitted to the Wisconsin State Bar and scheduling and coordinating Bar
admission ceremonies.

3. The Clerk’s ofﬁéé has nothad an:.i.ﬁ'c.:feés,e in permanent staff since 1988, when
three positions were granteéd under s. 13:10 of the statutes.

4. The Clerk’s office workload is generally measured by the number of cases filed.
Since 1988, the overall number of Supreme Court and Court of Appeals cases filed increased
47% (a 33% increase in Supreme Cotrt cases and 53% increase in Court of Appeals cases).
Further, it is expected tha{ the: number of cases filed over:the next two yedrs:will: continue to
increase at an average of 5% per year In addition, Court. officials indicate that the number of
motions, which are particularly time consuming for staff, is increasing. The number of motions
filed in 1988 was 4,500, compared to almost 10,000 motions filed in 1993, an increase of 122%.

‘the Clerk’s office faced & spacc shortagﬁ W1th no work space for new: staff Therefere desplte
E-the sffice s-increased workload and: need for. addm(mai staff posmons cauid not:be: filled

euE =

6. The LTE positions were approved by the Supreme -Court when the._eofﬁcei moved
and space became available.

7. ~Court officials indicate that the duties of these positions are permanent and should

be converted to permanent status. They indicate that these positions are perfornnng the same
- work as permanent staff, yet are not recewlng the same beneﬁts or job security. -As & tesult, the
Courts can not - attract or keep quality: empioyes ‘In addition, the Courts have invested in an

intensive training process for the two deputy assistant clerks.- However since their posztmn status
would remain tenuous under the budget, according to the Courts, thé curfent eriployes’are

contemplatmg keavmg the ofﬁce

_ 8 Cuven the workload ef the Cierk of Ceurt s ofﬁce and the fact tha{ this fa}l the3:5

:-LTE posmons will-have-been filled with LTES for one year it-would seem reasonable that they

be made: permanent posmons :

e Qs Of the 3:5 L’I‘E posmons, one wouid bc funded fmm the Supreme Cou:t sum

-sufficient appmpnatloﬁ and-the remammg 2.5 would be f&néed from the Cc}uﬁ of 5’943;95:&1‘1 sum
-sufficient appropriation. - - LU T N -

‘Page 2 - Colirt-of Appeals and-Supreme: Court (Paper #340)




10. It should be noted that a portion of the funding requested by the Courts is already
included in base funding for the LTE positions. Conversion of the LLTE positions to permanent
would require $7,600 and 1.0 position annually under the Supreme Court and $13,700 and 2.5
positions annually under the Court of Appeals.

11.  The new program assistant position was also approved by the Court; however, it
has not been filled due to current space constraints in the new location. According to Court
officials, additional space is expected to open in the Fall of 1997, at which time the Clerk’s
office expects to fill the position.

12.  Court officials indicate that, although it was their lowest priority of the positions
requested, the program assistant is needed to address the increased workload resulting from the
extraordinary number of motions the Courts are receiving associated with the increase in cases.
The cost of the position is $23,000 in 1997-98 (assuming a November 1, 1997, starting date) and
$29,600 in 1998-99.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

I. Provide $7,600 GPR and 1.0 position annually, under the Supreme Court, to

- convert-an' LTE assistant deputy clerk position to permanent status. -In addition, provide $36,700. - o
'GPR in 1997-98 and $43,300 in 1998-99 and 3.5 positions annually, under the Court of Appeals, =

to convert 1.0 support services assistant, 1.0 assistant deputy clerk and 0.5 photocopy clerk from
LTE to permanent status, and to provide 1.0 new program assistant position, beginning November
1, 1997.

Alternative 1 GPR
1997-9% FUNDING {Change to Bill) $95,200
1998«99-POSFIT_[ONS' {Ghange 1o Bill) 4.50

% Provide $7, 660 GPR and 1.0 posm(m annuaily, :mder the Supreme Court, to
convert an LTE assistant deputy clerk position to permanent status. In addition, provzde $13,700
GPR and 2.5 positions annually, under the Court of Appeals, to convert 1.0 support services
assistant, 1.0 assistant deputy clerk and 0.5 photocopy clerk from LTE to permanent status.

Afternative 2 GPR-pP
1997-99 FUNDING (Change 1o Bil}) 342 600
1998-98 POSITIONS (Change to Bil) 3.50

3. Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Carri Jakel
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COURT OF APPEALS

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Item # Title

1 Standard Budget Adjustments
2 Unspecified Budget Reduction




Senator Wineke

COURT OF APPEALS

Staff Attorney

Motion:

Move to provide $45,000 GPR in 1997-98 and $52,900 GPR in 1998-99 and 1.0 GPR
position annually for an additional staff attorney for Court of Appeals District IV, located in
Madison.

Note:

“Under current law, there are. £6 appailate Jjudges with four located in M&diSOH There are .

- 12.85 staff attorneys, with one located in each of the three districts outside of Madison, and the

remaining located tn Madison where much of the central processing for the Court is performed.
Staff attorneys are permanent employes that provide professional assistance to judges and act as
house counsel. Duties include drafting opinions and summary disposition orders, and reviewing
and drafting motions and petitions filed in the Court.

[Change to Bill: $97,900 GPR and 1.0 GPR position]
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Lo ..CURRENT LAW

Paper #225 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997

"To: " Joint Committee on Finance

'From: ' Bob Lang, Director
"Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
Cm:mt Court Interpreters (Cm:mt Courts)

Y -ELFB.Sunm}ary:: "Pa'geef;OI,.-:#?;}f TS

:'Hersons-'who:axea charged with criminal offenses or are subject:to:protective services or
“miental health: proceedings, or persons who-are witnesses to such 'proceedings, are entitled to'a
qualified-interpreter under certain conditions. - An intéipreter is required if the court determines
that the: person-is unable‘to speak orunderstand English or that the person has-a hearing-or
speech impairment sufficient. to' prevent: the person from: (1) communicating -with his or her
attorney; (2) reasonably understanding English testimony; or (3) being understood in English.
1f the court determines that a person.cannot-afford an interpteter, one is provided at the public’s
expense:: Fundmg is: pmvxded ina separate sum certam anmzal apprepnatzon w1th a ‘nase Ievel

s of $134 100.

- GGVERN()R

Modzfy the appropnauon for znterpreter relmbursemcnt from a sum certain appropriation
to a surn sufficient appropriation.
DISCUSSION POINTS =~

1. By statute, in circuit court proceedings, the ex;.).ense of furnishing interpreters for

indigent persons-is paid-by the Director of State Courts. The statutory fee for interpreters is $35
per-half day of in-court-interpreter-services. “In practice; counties pay directly for the services
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and the Director of State Colirts Office réimburses them from a Circuit Court sum certain, annual
appropriation. The appropriation may only be used to fund these interpreter fees.

2. Over the last four years, inié;préter reimbursement costs have increased by an
average of 18% annually. Because this level of increase has not been expected, the appropriation
has frequently been underbudgeted. As a result, the Director of State Courts Office has had to
submit requests to the Joint Committee on Finance, under s..13.10; for additional funding
authority. Five funding supplements for interpreter reimbursements have been provided by the
Committee since June, 1990.

3. In their 1997-99 budget request, the Courts requested that the appropriation be
changed to a sum sufficient appropriation. The Courts argue that the law requires counties to
be fully reimbursed for these expenditures, and that the Office has no contro] over the Gse of
interpreters, which is ordered by judges. Therefore, the sum certain appropnation ieacis to
unnecessary workload for the Courts, and delays payments to counties. : -

4, Interpreters used in Supreme Court or Court of Appeals proceedings are paid from
the Courts’ respective sum sufficient operating appropriations, as necessary expenses to carry out’
the Courts’ functions. However, the Circuit Court surm sufficient appropriation allows only for
iy "salanes and cxpenses of the Judges, reporters and asszstant reporters cf the cn"cuzt couns S

5.. Im-considering -s.13.10 requests for: supplememal ﬁmdzng for circuit court
mterpreter costs, the Committee has:limited options. - There-are no other Court appropriations
which cani be reduced to-offset a deficit in the court interpreter appropriation since the Circuit
Court operations appropriation i§ a sum sufficient appropriation.: In addition, statutes require full
reimbursement to counties at-the current reimbursement rate.of $35.per half day. 0 o

6. It could be -argued- that since state statutes- require the state. to fu!ly‘ reimburse
counties for interpreter expenses at the statutory level-and that the appropnaﬁon can: only be used
for that purpose, a sum sufficient appropriation would be appropriate. 1

7. On the other hand, if the appropriation is converted to a sum’ sufficient
appropriation, increases in expenditures would be addressed through annual reestimates without
a formal review by the Legislature. Therefore, for oversight purposes the Comnmtee may wish
for the appropriation to remain a sum certain appropriation. - - O T

3. It should be noted that despite historical increases in expenditure levels, the Courts
did not request and the bill would not provide, any adjustment in funding levels for 1997-99.
While a sum sufficient appropriation would allow expenditures regardless of the budget authority,
for state budget purposes the budget ievels should be adjustﬁd to reflect anue:pated expend;tures

. 9. 0ver the last ﬁv&: years, bﬂls for coumy mterpreter reimbursemem have varied
widely, with rather large increases in three of those years, as shown in the:table below. The table
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reflects expenses based-on the fiscal year in:which the bills were received, as.opposed to actual
‘expenditures, because there have been: years where the: Courts ‘have held bills until funding
becomes available for the next fiscal year.: Therefore, the table more accurately represents actual
annual costs.

Interpreter Expenses Based on Bills Received -

Fiscal Year -Expenditures:+ -~ Percent:Change

199192 870,700 o U NLAL
1992-93 - 75,800 v 2%
1993-94 103,100 - : 360 o
1994-95 - 102,300 -0.8
1995-96 134,100 31.1
1996-97 est. 165,100 23

10, As shown above Ccosts. in - any - parucuiar year. have vaned ‘greatly, making

' __expendzture levels for 1997~99 difficult to' estimate, ’i‘hmugh February, $121 400 of the $134,100 .
appropriated in 1996-97 had been expended ‘Based on'the expenditures to date, costs in 1996-97

could be expected to total $165,100, for an increase of 23% over the prior year. If costs are
averaged over.the last ﬁve years there has been an overall avarage increase .of 19% per year:
If these trends continue over the next two. years, expendltures could total $196,500 in 1997-98
and $233,800 in 1998-99 (or increases to the bill of $62,400 in 1997-98 and $99,700 in 1998 99).

11, In addition, as shown above, expendﬁures for i996~97 are’ expected to exceed the

" fappropmated amounts by $31,000. Typzc:ally, the Courts would request supplernental funds under

‘'s. 13,10 to fully fund the, 1996«97 expenditures. Hawe_v_er, because t_E‘__xe_ budget bill wotld provide

a sum sufficient appropriation, the Courts have ‘indicated that any costs above what is

appropriated for 1996-97 will be funéed from the 1997 98 sum sufﬁczem appropnatmn when that
authority becomes available:. ' e

12 T‘herefore,’ under the bill, expenditures in1997-98 ‘would be expected to be
$93,400 above appropriated amounts ($31,000 for 1996-97 expenditures and- $62,400 for 1997-
.98).. If the Committee approves the sum sufficient appropnatm the budget levels should be
mcreased to refiect the antxcxpated expendzture levels '

13.  The Committee could, however, adjust the statutory payment level so that current
funding levels would be sufficient. Under this alternative, based on expenditure estimates for
1997-99, the statutory fee for interpreters would have to be teduced from $35 per half day to $20
per half day, assuming an October 1, 1997, effective date: o+

‘Circuit-Courts (Paper #225) -Page 3




e g

14.. . - However, given the difficulty in estimating interpreter expenses, another alternative
would be to provzde for proration of the available funding if current funds are insufficient.. This
would ensure that costs do not exceed budgeted levels. - Ho z : -

15. Tt should be noted that counties indicate that the current $35 payment does not
cover their costs of interpreters. . Therefore, any reduced payment-level or proration provision
would shift additional costs to counties.

16. If the Committee maintains current law with respect to.the sum certain
appropriation and court interpreter payments, the appropriation level under the bill should be
adjusted for 1997-99 to reflect higher anticipated expenditures. If the Committee chooses not
to include funding for the projected 1996-97 deficit, the Courts would Iikeiy submit a request for
supplemental funding at the June, s. 13.10 meetmg s

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation for a sum sufficient appropriation for

interpreter reimbursements. - In addmon provxde 593 400 in 1997‘98 and $99 700 in 1998~99 to
:.-:-'-ﬁl—eﬂect ﬁStIn’l&tﬁd expend;tu{es : : T e e T A get Canbe .

1 AEternaﬁve1 '_ o R _' - '.GPR:": '
. 1997.99 FUNDING (Change 0 Bm,} $1éia'ioo

T
: ‘»ZM? Delete the Governor’s recomimendation for a sum sufﬁczent appropr;aﬂon Provide
$62 400 in 1997-98 and $99 700. in 1998-99 to reflect estzmated expendltures from the sum
certain appropnaﬂen n. addztxon provxde $31 ;000 in 1997~98 to- fund the pro;ected 1996-97

_deﬁcﬁ
Alternative 2 - GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) $193,100
3. Delete the Governior’s recemmendatzon for a sum sufficient appropnatxon Provide

$62,400 in 1997-98 and $99,700 in 1998-99 to reflect estimated expenditures from the sum
certain appropriation.

CAlternatived - . oo -____GP_R-

1997-59 FUNDING (Changé to Bill} $182,100
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4. Delete the Governor’s recommendation for a sum sufficient appropriation. Instead

reduce the statutory payment level, effective for costs incurred after October 1, 1997, from $35
per half day to $20 per half day.

5. Delete the Governor’s recommendation for a sumn sufficient appropriation. Instead

require the Courts to prorate funding, beginning in 1997-98, if expenditures exceed the authorized
levels,

Prepared by: Carri Jakel

MO#

{ JENSEN % N A
" OURADA ' N A
HARSDORF W NOA
ALBERS ¥ % A
GARD N7 A
KAUFERT ¥} N A
LINTON ¥ON A
COGGS Y (N A
ATy
7 BURKE N/N A
" DECKER N A
GEORGE Y % A
JAUCH XN A
WINEKE Y W A
SHIBILSKI NN A
COWLES Y (N> A
PANZER Y fﬁ A
N\
AYE_{1/ NO_ T ABS
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Motion:

Move to require that by the year 2000, judges in Milwaukee County be elected by districts.

Motion #440

RO#

Senator George
Representative Coggs

CIRCUIT COURTS

Election of Judges in Milwaukee County
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CIRCUIT COURTS

L¥B Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Prepared

Item # Title
| Standard Budget Adjustments
2

Unspecified Budget Reduction

L¥B Summary Item for Introduction as Separate Legislation

- -Ilg_n—ﬁ : Tme ..

4 Release of Certain Confidential Records for Child Support Enforcemment and
Public Assistance Administration
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Paper #190 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997

To:  Joint ‘Commitiee on Finance o

From: - Bob Lang, Director-
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE
Ombudsman and: Volunteer Coordmamr Positions {BOALTC)

{LFB Summary Page 95, #4}

CURRENT LAW

Board Responﬂbilztxes and Stafﬁng The mission of the Board on Ag:nv and Long~
Term Care (BOALTC) is to serve as an advocate for elderly and disabled long-term care
consumers. The Board’s ombudsman program investigates and resolves complaints on behalf of
‘persons receiving nursing horme and community-based services.. The Board has the responsibility,
as part of the federally-specified requirements for the ombudsman program, to analyze, comment
on, and monitor the  development. and . implementation .of -laws; regulations, and -other
governmental policies and actions that pertain to the adequacy of long-term care facilities and
services in-the state. - The: Boardoperates: the ‘medigap hotling; which is staffed by three
counselors that prov;de caﬂers thh mfonnanon and. counseimg, pnmanly on: medzurap insurance

I 1996-97, - the Board is: budgeted, exclusive of -the private grant for the volunteer
coordinator, $856,900 (all funds), including -$532,500 is-GPR. and- $324.400 PR. . Program
revenue budgeted for the Board includes federal funds the Department of Health and Family
Services- (DHFS) receives: under.-the federal :Older Americans ‘Actand the federal Health
Insurance Information, Counseling and Assistance Grant transferred to the Board by DHFS under
contract ($161,400) and insurance industry fees collected by the Office of the Commissioner of
Insurance ($163 DOO)

Ombﬁdsman ngram The Boarci adrmmsters an: Gmbudsman programthat investigates

and resolves coniplaints on behalf of residents of nursing homes and community-based residential
facilities (CBRFs) and participants of the community options program (COP). - The Board
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positions and a volunteer ombudsman coordinator. In addition, $91 500 GPR 1s authonzed in
1996-97 for the Board to contract for ombudsman services.

The duties of the ombudsman superviser include providing technical assistance and
training to the regional ombudsman staff and interacting with other state agencies in coordinating
the activities of the ombudsman program and related programs.

The volunteer ombudsman coérdirﬁa{or positiozi is supported by a private grant from the
Helen Bader Foundation, which expires at the end of the 1996-97 fiscal year.

GOVERNOR

Provide 2.0 GPR positions in- 1997-98 .to increase .staff for the regional ombudsman
program. Salary and fringe benefit funding to support these positions (355,800 GPR in 1997-98
and $74,300 GPR in 1998-99) would be reallocated from the Board’s $91,500 supplies and
services base for contracting for ombudsman services.

[ BISC{}SSION POINTS .
Ombudsman Pos:tlons

30 PR -:In.- or&er--tc}.. rec’eive the: State’ s allotment - of federal funds for the ombudsman
_program, the Older Americans Act requires that the state establish and operate an Office of the
State Lc}ng~Term Ombudsman that meets a: mxmber of requuements including:

ol I The Ofﬁce must-be: mdepend@nt of any agency rcspons;ble for-
-licensing or cemfymg_longf-tem care services: in the state o6r any association.of - .
long-term care facilities or any other residen-tial facilities for older individuals; TR

b. - The Office must identify; investigate and resolve complamts made
by, or on behaif of residents of long~term care faczhtzes, e

¢ ’i‘he Gfﬁce must ensure that res:dents have regnlar and nme}y. e
access to the services provided through:the Ofﬁce and that the. remdents and
complainants receive timely responses; g i :

d. The Office must analyze, comment on, and monitor the
- development and implementation of laws and regulations that pertain to the health,
safety, welfare, and nghts of resglcients with respect to the adequacy of: 3eng~term-
care; and . : o ; Laite g .
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e. - The Office must provide for training representatives of the Office,
~promote the development of citizen organizations, and prowde techmcal sappon :
for the development. of resident and family councils. :

2. The ombudsman program has the responsibility to provide services to residents of
nursing homes, CBRFs and COP participants. . ‘Currently; there are 454 nursing homes, 1,304
CBRFs; -and: approximately 15,000 COP participants. Although the number of residents in
nursing homes has been fairly stable in recent years, the number of CBRFs with five ‘or more
beds has increased from 942 in.1990:t0-1,159 in 1993 :and to-1,304 in 1997. - The number of
persons served under the COP program has mcreased from 10,464 in 1990 to 13,173 in 1993,
and 15,103 in 1995 R :

3. Tabie 1 shows several measures of the 1evel of activity under the ombudsman
program for federal fiscal year 1987-88 through 1995-96. In federal fiscal year 1994-95, as a
result of-federal requirements, changes were adopted in the collection of information. "First, the
definitions of complaints and informational and counseling requests were narrowed. Second; the
‘Board begin collecting statistics on the number. of unannounced visits and the number of surveys
attended. Prior to 1995, the ombudsman program conducted few unannounced visits and attended

few surveys.
"TABLE1 - -
o " Ombudsman Program Activity =
= Federal Fiscal Years 1987-99 through 1995-9¢  °~
Information and =~ _ o Surveys

Federal Cases Closed Complaints Counseling Requests® - 7 Presentations Unannounced Visits Attended
Fiscal Percent - Percent Pepcent v Percent s oo Percent Percent
Year Number Change Number Change Number Change__ Number Change . Number . : Change Number Change
1988 567 - 1,017 - 4718 s 0229 — L *
1989 727 28.2% 1,547 52.1% 5436 15.2% 299 30.6% ® — * ——
1990 L 6% -39 L709 195 5328 -20.... 189  .368 . * e * -
1991 788 127 2001 229 6753 268 329 741 * R
1992 © LO004 2747 3,115 483 8671 284 3017 85 * o
1993 1,184 17.9 4,330 39.0 8,937 3.1 368 2230 RS E ——
19G4 1,130 -4.6 3,894 -12.1 7,117 -20.4 421 144 * — * —
1995 . .. 1410 48 4135 . .62 5277 . 2259 . 281 -333.. 85 C e 38 -
1996 1407:__ 0.2 __3_,3_39 ) -19 3182 482 394 f_t__ﬂ'.z 109 Lo, 28.2% 39 353%

Note: Beginning in the second quarter of the 1994-95 fedéral fiscal year, Statistics for complaints' and information and counseling fequests reflect
a change-irt definition that decreased the numbers tepoited in“these categories. *Also, the Bodrd begar collecting: statistics ‘onv the number of
unannounced. visits.and. surveys. atiended. : . e :

4. From 1988 to 1993 the Board-employed six ombudsman positions. The 1993-95
biennial budget act increased the number of regional ombudsman positions from six to eight,
beginning in 1994-95. Although 1995 Wisconsin Act 464 authorized $91,500 GPR in 1996-97

Board:-on Aging and: Long-Term:Care (Paper:#190) Page 3




g

for the Board to contract for ombudsman services, this funding will not'be expended. The Board
went through the state’s required bidding:process to seek a contractor to provide ombudsman
services. However, only one bid was received, ‘and: that:bid was found unsatisfactory by the

})epartment of Administration.

5 Based on- the number of complamts rece:w&d by the: Boafd i 1996 each of the

-eight ombudsman positions, on average, closed 3.5 cases per week; responded to 8.3 complaints

and 19.6 requests for information and counseling; made:1.0. prasantatmn per week, made 0.3

unannounced visits: per Week au}d attended 0:1 surv&:ys per Week

6. In the most recent state ﬁscal year, ombndsman Staff were unab}e to visit
approximately 27% of the state’s licensed nursing facilities and 89% of CBRFS licensed for the

-elderiy and persons with Alzhelmer s dlsease

1. M(}st' Of an ombﬁdsman staff’ s t.ime (approximately: 85%) is spent with .nursing

-homes Whﬂa the remaining time.is. primarﬂy spent wzth CBRFs. Of all.complaints received by
-the ombudsman- program 81% are relatezi (Vg nursmg homes 1’7% to CBRFS arzd 2% t0:COP

- participants. -
8. The current geograplnc dlsmbutmn of the Board’s ombudsman staff ;s as foliows i
Regmn o Ofﬁce Locatmn . Number of Ombudsmen
Northem '..:R}ﬁﬁela:nd'er e 1
Western Eau Claire 1
.Central. - oo Stevens:] Point - o
- Eastern -~ Green Bay- 1
- Southwest " :Madison: S
D

Southeast o Milw'au'kee

Under the Govemor s reccmmendatzons one of the new ombudsman yosmons would be
located i in the Southwest regmn (Madxson ofﬁce) and !:he second pasmon would be placed in'the . L
Southeast region (Mﬂwaukee offic:e} : > s b

9. Two addltxonai ombudsman positions would enable program staff to: (a) increase

*participation in the annual survey of nursing homes (federal law requiires that ombudstan be =
. provided a.opportunity to participate); (b). visit. nursing homes.that have not. been seen by ...
- . ombudsman staff in-complaint investigations.and-other activities; (c) improve the response: time:
to complaints; and (d) spend more time addressing complaints with a lTower priority. ‘Currently,

the ombudsmen staff can respond to all complaints received although with complaints that are
deemed to be less serious, the ombudsman will suggest.a course of action rather than be directly

involved.
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10. - There is a difference between funding provided in 1995 Act 464 for the Board to
contract ombudsman services ($91,500 GPR annually) and the estimated costs of supporting 2.0
additional ombudsman positions in1997-98 ($70,800 GPR). Consequently, all of the alternatives
presented in this paper include. reestimates of funding reqmred to support these positions,

Volunteer Ombudsman Coordmater Posltmn _

1 1.- : -in its1 997~99 budget- subnﬁssion,-‘the-B_oard requested funding to support 1.0 GPR
position, beginning in 1997-98, to maintain support for the volunteer ombudsman program that
will no longer be funded from the Helen Bader Foundation. The Helen Bader Foundation
provided financial support-of $66,600 in 1995-96 and $64,500 in: 1996-97 for the Board to hire
a volunteer director and to support other costs to expand the volunteer program to 80 volunteers
visiting 40 nursing homes by the end of the grant period. The grant expires June 30, 1997.
Funding of $2,000 annually was included for evaluation of the volunteer program.

s -12.. . The volunteer program-began in August, 1994, with six volunteers visiting nursing
homes. in Monroe County,-and in September, 1994, an.additional eight-volunteers began visiting
facilities in Milwaukee County. Currently, four counties (Monroe, Milwaukee, Dane, and Rock)
are served by 70 ombudsman volunteers. Table 2 below shows the growth in the volunteer

; program The Board pians to. expand the: volunteer program to Maraihen County in May, 1997

TABLE 2
Volunteer Ombudsman: Program Growth R

- Nursing Homes -

I cn e Residents _ B

Counties Volunteer - - -With. Volunteer - :- ... Nursing .
Date Served Ombudsmen Services Available ~ Homes Served
.8/94. I 6 e e d200n e LB
7/95. 2 - 18 o 980 e e AT
8/96 3 40 2,800 e 26
3/97- -4 .59 : oo 1,672 R 3 ST
4/97 . R - 70 L e R aa T

13, The Board expects-that every volunteer visit -his or her assigned facility at least
once a week for a minimum of three hours. The volunteer also agrees to commit to the project
for at least six months. The volunteer must file a monthly report indicating any problems that
were: found or need to be followed-up: by.a professional ombudsman. - Violunteers, on average,
resolve 7.1 complaints per month. More invoived complaints are forwarded to the professional
ombudsman . . . LT o . .
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~:14.  The eight professional ombudsman: staff provide 320 (8 x 40) hours of services
per: week at a cost of approximately $36 per-hour.: In' comparison, ‘the ‘current 70 volunteer
~pmbudsman staff will provide 210 hours (3 x 70) of service'per-week-at'a current cost of $5.90
per hour (this cost is-primarily-a fixed: cost: that will -decline as the' number of volunteers
increase). Although a volunteer ombudsman cannot perform all the functions of a professional
ombudsman staff, the volunteer program currently increases the numberi'of hours that an
ombudsman is in a nursing home by at least 55%. The Board’s staff estimates that a single
~volunteer ombudsman-coordinator can supervised up to 250 volunteers, whzch would represent
750 hours ef service: per Wf:ek at-an: hourly cost: of $1 65 :

- 0 E Smce the beglnnmg of the voiﬁnteer pmgram in August 1994 one: velunteer has
Ieft the pmgram and one veiumeer was dism;ssed S : P

16. ’I_‘.l_;xe "B oard IS currenﬂ'y' conductmg an evaluation of the volunteer program: ‘As part
of that evaluation, volunteers and nursing home administrators have be‘ezi surveyed on. the
program. - “Although the evaluation is not complete, the Board's Executive: Director has indicated .
that the volunteers “have: expre:sscd sausfac:tmn with ‘the program and that nursmg hﬁme

' admmistrators have been exther posﬂxve ‘orat least not’ negatwe SR o 5

I’? One advamag _that is- cned": or.the volunteer ;}rogram 3s that probiﬁ:_i is ¢

'.1dent1ﬁed when they are small, allowing staff io resoive complaints before they develop intomore

serious situations.

18.  Although providing additional staff for the ombudsman program would enable the
Board to increase activities as described in Discussion Point 9, denial of the additional positions
would generate savings of $91,500 GPR annually to meet other state needs. Since the Board has
not been able to contract for ombudsman services, these savmgs couid be generated without
reducmg the current Iev&i ef ombuésman servzces e : -

19 The velunteer ombudsman prcgram 1S more Gf a complement than a subsumte for
the professmnal regional Ombuﬂsman ‘program. However,  the' Comxmttee could consider
reallocating one of the ombudsman pc}smcms that wou}d be: provzded in the’ Gov&rnor s bill to
serve as the director of the volunteer ombudsman program so that the’ volunteer program cat be
maintained. Although it cannot replace the services of professional ombudsman staff, the
volunteer program may be a very cost-effective complement to the professional ombudsman
activities and providing a permanent director would ensure that the investment in the developing
the currént volunteer program would not be lost as a result of the vc;lunteer program being
=-phased~out or not further deveiaped due toa Iack cf & dxrec:tor O

P 200 In recent months, concerns have been rzused: ‘gver: the adequacy of the state’s
regulation. of long-term care providers. A series of ‘articles that appeared in the Milwatkee
Journal Sentinel during March, 1997; focused attention on incidents of residént abuse in long-
term care facilities. The Department of Health and Family Services is currently- developing
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recommendations’ to. address inconsistencies:in the state’s requirements relating to background
checks for persons employed in the long-term care industry. However, implementing these: and
other proposals designed to assure quality’ of care for persons who use long-term care services,
mcluding the provision of additional staff for the Board’s ombudsman program, will require
additional funding not provided in the Governor’s bill.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL
1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to provide 2.0 GPR positions in 1997-98

to increase staff for the regmnal ombudsman program. In addition, reduce funding by $22,900
GPR m 1997~98 to ‘reflect reestzmates 0f the cc)sts of suppomng these posmons

Aiternatwe1 ol e o s GPR Lo
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bm) | -$22.900
2. Delete the Governor’s -recommendation to- provide 2.0 GPR professional

- ombudsman posmons beginning in. 199’7*98 -In addition, reduce the Board’s base funding by

.$91,500 GPR i in 1997-98 and 1998-99 to mamtam the current’ number of pmfessmnal ombu(ismen_" -
staff (8 0: pos;tmns) for the Board: ' = ifoo S _ ‘

Alternative 2 GPR
-1997-99 FUNDING (Change to.Bill) .. ...~ $183,000
1998-99 POSITIONS (Change to Bil)  ~ 22100 -
3. Modify the Governer 8 recommendaﬁan by deletmg 1 O C}PR regxé fiﬁi ombudsman

position. Delete $57,200 GPR in 1997 98 and $45 SGO GPR 1998 99

Alternativées @R
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) -$103,000 | - -
1998-99 POSITIONS (Change to Bill) -1.00
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SRR TR Modify the Governor’s recommendation by deleting funding for 2.0 ombudsman
positions and instead; providing 1.0 GPR position beginning in 1997-98 as a permanem full-time
volunteer. director. ‘Delete. $43 100-GPR b@th 1997-»98 and: 1998-99. . s wnal

Alternative 4 ~ GPR
14957-99 FUNDING {Change 1o Bill) - $86,200
1998-99 POSITIONS (Change to Bill <100 f oo

5. Modzfy the (}ovemor 8 recommendanon by provzdmg 1.0 GFR posmon in 199’7—98

for the regional ombudsman program and 1.0 GPR position in 1997- 98 as a permanent, full-time
~volunteer director. Reduce funding by $8,800 GPR in 1997-98 and increase funding by $2,700

 GPR in 1998-99 to reflect the estimated costs of these posmons

Alternative 5 GPR
_1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - 36,100

6. Modify the Govemor s recemmendatxon by provzdmg $25, 50{) GPR in 1997*98' -
and $48,400 GPR in 1998~99 to support 1. 0 GPR full txme director for the volunteer program. e
‘beginning in 1997-98. _ N S

Altematweﬁ e C __:___:___“_.(_;P_R-
1897-95 FUNDING (Change to BEIE) '$73,900 _ -
1998-99 POSITIONS (Change to Bill) C100 MO sy
e CE TR L BRI e JENSEN YN A
. o DRl 4 . . Sl Enai OUR_AE{A Y N A
HARSDORF X N A
ALBERS . Y N OAT
GARD -~ /Y N A
E KAUFERT * /| Y N A
. Lo e e LINTON Y N A
Prepared by: Richard Megna . COGGS Y N A
BURKE Y ON A
DECKER / Y. N A
GEORGE/ YN A
JAUCH | Y N A
WINEKE | Y N A
SHIBILSKI Y NUAC
COWLES Y NUA
PANZER Y N oA
AYE NO ABS
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Senator Shibilski

BOARD ON AGING AND LONG-TERM CARE

Ombudsman and Volunteer Coordinator Positions

Motion:

Move to modify the Governor’s recommendations relating staff positions for the Board on
Aging and Long-Term Care by: (a) providing $34,300 GPR in 1997-98 and $45,800 GPR in
1998-99 to support 1.0 GPR additional ombudsman positions for the Stevens Point office; (b)
providing $48,400 GPR annually to support 1.0 GPR volunteer coordinator position, beginning
in 1997-98; and (c) reducing funding by $22,900 GPR in 1997-98 to reflect a reestimate of
funding required to support 2.0 GPR ombudsman positions recommended by the Governor.

" Note:

This motion would increase the number of professionat ombudsman staff recommended by
the Governor by 1.0 GPR positions, beginning in 1997-98, so that a total of 3.0 additional
professional ombudsman staff would be provided for the Board. * The additional position that
would be provided under this motion would be placed in the Steven’s Point office. In addition,
the motion would provide 1.0 GPR volunteer coordinator position for the Board, beginning in .
1997-98. Finally, the motion would reduce funding by $22,900 GPR in 1997-98 1o reflect a ;
reestimate of the costs of funding the 2.0 ombudsman positions. recommended by the Govemor
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Representative Harsdorf

BOARD ON AGING AND LONG-TERM CARE

Ombudsman Positions

Motion:

Move to provide $34,300 PR in 1997-98 and $91.500 PR in 1998-99 to fund 1.0 PR
ombudsman position in 1997-98 and 2.0 PR ombudsman positions in 1998-99 to provide
ombudsman services for persons residing in assisted living facilities.

Require all certified and registered assisted living facilities to pay, in addition to any other
required fees, an annual fee of up to $100 per bed, which would first be applicable at the time
that 500 assisted living beds have been registered or certified, as determined by the Department
of Health and Family Services. Require the Department to set the fee at a rate that would
generate sufficient revenues to support the costs of the positions in the Board that would be
funded from this source. Specify that all revenue collected from this fee be credited to a new
continuing appropriation for the Department and that the Department transfer funds credited to
this appropriation to support activities of the: Board on Aging on Long~Term Care.

Authorize the Board to expand the ombudsman program to include providing services to
persons in assisted living facilities. Also, require all certified or registered assisted living
facilities to post in a conspicuous location in each wing or unit and on each floor of the assisted
living facility a notice, provided by the Board, of the name, address and telephone number of the
Board’s long-term care ombudsman program.

Note:

This motion would fund 1.0 PR ombudsman position in 1997-98 and an additional 1.0 PR
ombudsman position in 1998-99 (a total of 2.0 PR ombudsman positions in 1998-99), to provide
ombudsman services for persons residing in assisted living facilities. These positions would be
supported by revenues from a new, $100 per bed fee that would be paid annually by assisted
living facilities certified or registered by DHFS. This fee would be deposited in a new DHFS
appropriation, and transferred to support ombudsman activities of the Board. The additional
revenue that would be generated from the fee is unknown, since assisted living facilities were
first created as a class of providers on March 1, 1997. However, DHFS would be limited to
collecting an amount necessary to fund the Board’s positions ($125,900 PR in 1997-99 biennium).

‘Motion #1005 (over)




In addition, the motion would authorize the Board to expand the ombudsman program to
assisted living facilities and require all certified or registered assisted living facilities to post the
name, address and telephone number of the Board’s long-term care ombudsman program.

[Change to Bill: $125,900 PR, $125,900 PR-REV and 2.0 PR positions]
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Paper #160 1997-99 Budget April 24, 1997

To:  Joint Committeéé on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
" Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

: Ado!escent Pregnancy Preventmn, Pregnancy and Parentmg Serwces (APPPS Board
: and DHI?‘S - Chzldren and Farm}y Serwces and: Sapp&riwe Lmng} we

[LFB Smmnary Page 72 #2 a.nd Page 3&7 #15]

CURRENT LAW

The APPPS Bsard The Adaiescent Pregnaucy Preventxon and Pregnancy Servu:es
(APP{’S) Boardis a: 13~1_nember Board that operates’ as-an  independent state agency, although it
is attached to the Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) for administrative purposes.
The chairperson of the Board, who serves as a nonvoting member, is the Executive Director of
the Women’s Council.. *Sixnonvoting members of the: Board aré state employes who are

-appointed for-membership by the Women's Council. ‘The remaining six members are appointed
by the: Governor. for- three-year: térms; based: oon nominations-by statewide: organizations that
together. represcm an eqnal baiance of: pom{s of view on pregnancy p:eventlon and pregnancy

TSEIVACES. o ity sl S R SR R

The_--Board distributes grants for adolescent pregnancy prevention programs-and pregnancy
services projects-that miclude health care, education, counseling and vocational training services.
Each project must serve high-risk adolescents between the ages of ten and 18 years old. Grant
recipients are required to provide'a 20% match to funds-received.  The Board currently supports
nine projects-throughout the:state, which are funded on astaggered, three-year basis.

Base funding for the Board includes grants to organizations ($439,300 GPR) and state
~operations ($107,600 GPR). State operations funding for the Board includes support for 1.5 GPR
positions, including 1.0 administrative officer and 0.5 program assistant position. - These staff
positions provide administrative services to the Board, administer the grant program, provide
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technical assistarice for adolescent pregnancy prevention programs and, under the Board's general
guidance, promote adolescent pregnancy prevention programs.

DHFS Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention and Parent Programs. DHFS currently
administers five adolescent pregnancy prevention and parent programs: (a) adolescent self-
sufficiency grant program; (b) adolescent pregnancy prevention services grant program; {(c) the
adolescent CHOICES project grants; (d)-adolescent parent services; and (e) adolescent pregnancy
counseling services. These programs, which are administered by the Division of Children and
Family Services, are described briefly below. '

Adolescent Self-Sufficiency Services. $582,100 GPR in each fiscal year to provide services
in counties or tribes for adolescent parents which emphasize high school graduation, vocational
preparation, training, and strengthening the adolescent parent’s capacity to fulfill parental
responsibilities. In awarding grants, DHFS is required to give priority counties based on the

- following factors: (a) highest number of ‘births to adolescent mothers; (b) highest raté of births
to adolescents; (c) highest rate of participation in the AFDC .or Wisconsin' Works employment
program; (d) highest percentage of births to adolescents. Of the total funding, $50,100 is
earmarked for Native American tribes. s e

Adolescent Pregnancy Preventwn Services.: $340 000 GPR annually o promde I‘n gh«nsk i

adolescents pregnancy and parenthood prevention services to increase development of decision-
making and communications skills, promote graduation from high school and expand career and
other-options::.- Except with respect:to: grants to Native American: tribes:‘or bands, DHFS is
-required. to-rank pm;ects using: the same: factors it uses to distribute grants for aciolescent self-
suffic1ency services. . Of the total fundmg, $35,000 is earmarked for: tnbes g

Adoiescem CHO?CES ijects $21@000 GPR atmua}ly to. prowde mformatlon 10
- communities in-order. to increase community knowledge about -problems- of -adolescents -and
information to and activities for -adoléscents; particularly female adolescents in order 10: (a)
 reduce adolescent pregnancy-and high school dropout rates; (b) increase economic self-sufficiency
and expanding career options for adolescents; (c) enhance self-esteem, mtexpersonal skills and
responsible decision-making; and (d) neutralize sex-role stereotyping and bias. DHFS is required
to-work closely with the Women’s :Council -and the: Department ‘of Public- Instruction on a
contmumg basis cencemmg the: SCOpﬂ and direction of activities ftmded as: CHOICES pro;ects

By statute;: DHFS is reqmred 10 aliocatc up to: $65 Sf}ﬂ GPR a.nnuaily m soslzcn
ap;:hcatwns from- organizations:and to provide technical assistance-to- grantees. under-this
program

Adolescem Parent. Servzces $100, 0{}0 GPR annualiy to prov;de two $5{} 0{}0 grants to
organizations that provide adolescent parenting skills dev eiopm&nt for members of rac;a} mmeuty
-groups in Milwaukee County. - R o
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Adolescent Pregnancy Counseling Services. $275,000 GPR annually in the Division of
Health (DOH) to make grants to individuals and organizations to- provide pregnancy counseling
services. Of this amount, DOH transfers $197,400 annually to the Division of Children and
Family Services (DCFS) under a- memorandum of understanding. DCFS distributes one-third of
the funding ($65,800) to organizations in Milwaukee County to provide. primary pregnancy
prevention services for youth up to the age of 20. The remaining two-thirds of the funding
($131,600) is awarded to organizations in Kenosha, Milwaukee, Racine and ‘Rock counties to
provide crisis pregnancy and parenting services for high-risk pregnant women under the age of
25, who are single; unemployed and economically disadvantaged. Awards are limited to $50,000
per agency. A}thouvh not required by statute, applicants must provltie a 25% cash or kind-kind
match to the state funds : :

Program requirements for the pregnancy prevention funding under this program is the
same as the requirements for the other adolescent pregnancy prevention program administered
by DCFS. Criteria for the crisis pregnancy and parenting services are the same as the criteria
tor the adolescent parent self-sufficiency criteria, except that young parents up.to.age 25 may be
served.

. DOH uses. the remamder of funds ($77 600 GPR) to provzde grants to two orgamzattons
in Mxiwaukee County for serv1ces to. address adoiescent hcaith zssues el

_ This paper has four attachments Attachments I and II 1dent1fy current grant pmjects-
'_funded by the APPPS Board and DHFS respecnvely Attachment Hi compares state adolescent-
pregnancy rates for 1992, the most recent year such coifiparative mformauon is ava;labie Fmally
Attachment IV provides Wisconsin county data on birth rates to adolescents for calendar year
1995. .

‘GOVERNOR.

_ Transfer all fundmg and adnumstratwe suppert for the APPPS Board o DHFS and
transfer the administrative responsxbthty for the adolescent self~sufﬁcxency, pregnancy preventmn
services and CHOICES projects currently administered by DHES to the APPPS Board, although
funding for these programs would remain budgeted within DHFS. Funding and position authority
for these transferred . positions would be deleted in the 1998‘99 fiscal year. Spemfy that the

Board’s .Operating expenses . would be paxci from a DHFS general program operatzons
apprepmauon . :

~ In add:non, deiete the reqmrement that DHFS allocate not more than 365 500 anuually
to provxde technical assistance to orgamzauons receiving grants for adoiesccnt services and
current statutory references relating to: (a) grants for comprehenswe, .,onnnumty=bas\,d
‘adolescent demonstration projects, which were previously administered by the Board; (b)
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‘allocations for adolescent pregnancy preventmn and- pregnancy services adnnmstered by the
Board i the 1995»9’7 bzenmum : : : - :

- The followmg ‘table’ 1dent1ﬁes the fundmg thai would be admzms{ereé hy the APP?S
Board but budgeteé i DHFES. S o _

- Pregram - Annual Amount

. Current APPPS Boa_:_d projects . $439300
_Self-sufficiency services . .. ... .. ... .. 582,100
Pregnancy prevention services ' 340,000
CHOICES projects 210.000
Tow O & 1
DISCUSSION POINTS

This item involves two primary issues for the Committee to consider: (1) the appropriate
‘role of DHFS and the APPPS Board in adxmmstenng adelescent pregnancy preventmn, pregnancy

Lo services and parentmg programs “and (2) the extent to which current prcgrams administered by .
‘these’ agencies shcmld be consohdated elther by transfemng the adnnnzstratlve rcspons1bzlxt1es' S

of similar pmgrams t{) a smgle agency, as recommended” by the Govemor or by replacmg
:separate grant pmgrams that have sn'mlar objectzves and pw;act &hg;blhty cntcrza thh a smgie
"broadiy»ciefmed program o :

Role of DHFS and the APPPS Board in Admmxstenng Pregnancy Programs

1. The Governor’s recommendation is intended to expand the role of the APPPS
Board by increasing the number of programs and funds administered by the Board and achieve
_administrative efﬁcxencms by drawing upon the: staff resources of DHFS to assist the Board in
“the adnumstratmn of these” programs This’ recommendatmn r.:ould be wewed as a first step to
1mprove tbe adnumstratwe coardmation between tbese pmgrams o -

‘h 2. However, both the Secretary of DHFS and the administrator of the APPPS Board
Have expressed concerns over ‘the ‘Governor’s recsnnnendamans ‘and “would prefer the current
“division of responsibilities between the two agencies. DHFS expects that it will be held
accountable for the programs that the APPPS Board would administer because funding for these
programs would be budgeted in DHFS. Further, transferring administration of prevention
programs from DHFS to the APPPS’ Bﬂard may “be mconszstent wzth the adnnmstranon s effoﬂs
'to consoixdate the state s preventxon programs in DHFS. '

3. The adriinistrator of the APPPS Board has expressed several concerns over the
Governor’s recommendations. These concerns include: (a) increased levels of bureaucratic
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approvals that would be needed to-administer the current APPPS Board programs; (b) the role of

‘the APPPS Board would be reduced to approving requests-for-proposals -and: deciding which
projects receiving funding, rather than to provide independent leadership on adolescent pregnancy
issues; (c) uncertainty over whether administering staff would be primarily responsible to the
Administrator- of DCFS or the Chair::of ‘the Board (the Executive: Director .of the Women’s
-Councﬂ), and: (ci) decreased vzsabzlxty of. af}olescent pregnancy prevennon as.anissue.

4, Altheugh the concerns- expressed by the affected agencies may: have merit; the
Committee .may wish to consider whether it is desirable to have-both: DHFS and the Board
‘involved in administering these programs or whethera smgle agency should-assume res;;cns&bxhty
for these programs. o SR e e e e

. Sevn It isofrequently argued - that toomany. state agencies- are involved in the
‘administration of numerous, similar state prevention programs; including adolescent pregnancy
prevention and substance abuse treatment programs and that it would be desirable to consolidate
these programs by: (a) transfemng all current programs to a smgle agency, or (b) repiacmg these
-pmgrams with a: smgle broadiy deszgned program ‘OF (c) both.” ol

SR T In 1£s Septembcr 1996 report on; the state’s prevennen programs,. the Legzsiative _

: Audlt Bureau (LAB) 1dennﬁe:d certain advantagcs szi dzsadvantaaes of consehdatmg pre' 1tio
: pmgrams w;thm one agency Specxﬁcaliy the: mpart indicated that: - et R

e e ALY zntegratc.d"'-;;revenuon-_program:cc)nld' produce-’ a:more: -ccmprcheusive, consistent
prevention policy and enhance long-term planning and administrative efficiencies.. .+

= Consolidation of all prevention funds within a: 1argex aoency could produce changes n
pohcy as-the adrmmstration c)f that agenc’y changes EEeETUUUED Rl G Ui i o

ke Fmaﬁy, mest siate and Iocai staff mterwewed for thc report mdxcated that there ‘was
_some benefit to mamtammg multaple adzmmstratzve agcnc:les in pmvzdmg prevenﬂon services.

. These staff saggest that having multiple and diverse approaches. to preventmn is more likely to

= .'result m mu}npic pcrspect;ves that 1ead to: useful dlscussmm anc} debate on preventzen pohcy

RERRTEE IR N ST Currenﬂy, there are: two femai structures in place that aliow coardmatxon between
DHFS and the APPPS Board: «(a) :a-DHFES staff person-is 2 nonvoting member:of the APPPS
Board; and (b) the administrator of the APPPS Board sits on the DHFS prevention coordination
comumittee whxch is currently rewewmg the dehvery of state preventzon services.

In add;ltmn DHFS and the APPPS Boaxd have been able to- cacn;imatc their respecuve
.resp_onsxbzlztles through -informal, -cooperative~efforts.:. For example; the APPPS Board
adrninistrator has participated in the review-of DHFES pregnancy prevention program grants and
DHFS staff and the APPPS Board administrator have coordinated site visits: to grant recipients.
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However, establishing formal structures for coordinating activities of the two. agencies
does not always. result in real. collaboratmn, which can-only be. az:hmved if ‘both staff -and
management are committed to:it: i : o x5

8. One argument. for retalmng the APPPS Board and transfemng DHFS prowrams to
the Board:is that one agency, with a single focus, would be responsible for administering these
programs. Under DHFS administration, adolescent pregnancy prevention and parenting programs
1Ray not receive the same focus the Board currently provides for its‘program. The LAB report
indicated that some state and local officials suggested that the: consolidation of:all prevention
furids -within -one larger -agency . could result in-inadequate -attention to issues that may- be
controversial or exceptionally sensitive, such as adolescent pregnancy prevention. -

In-addition, the Board’s voting members are nominated by statewide organizations that
toaether represent ‘an equa}. balance of -points of view.on pregnancy pmvent:on and prcgnancy
9. One argument that would favor-transfcrsing-fun_dijhg--'and administration -of these
programs to DHFS is that all prevention services, including adolescent pregnancy prevention,
should be delivered in-an mtegrated community-based- system, and that DHFS is the appropriate

S _agency to acimzmster such asystem.  This approach is based on the behef that a variety of fac:tors_{- R
influénce behaviors in children; and that local communities are ‘best able to assess their needsand

target prevention funds towards those needs. Because DHFS serves as the lead state agency for
providing services to chﬂdren and families; it'can best administer an: mtegmted gomumty-—based
prevention program.- - = o, st - e

: .10, .. The APPPS Board, as reviewed by the LAB:in-April, 1995, has been successful
in reducing the number of pregnancies by adolescents participating in programs funded by the
Board. The LAB review indicated that 96.8% of participants in APPPS Board-funded projects
were ab}e to. avoid: pregnancy, compared: to: 91.1% for: adolescents in- theu' ccmmumty for

No TEVIEW has been done of pregnancy preventxon programs adxmmstered by DHFS
However, in its March 31, 1997, report to the Joint Committee on Audit, DHFS outlined a plan
for evaluating DHFS prevention programs.: According to that plan;: DHFS will be able to report,
in 1999 on the effecmenass of its pregnancy preventxon pmgrams usmg data accumulated in

11. The APPPS Board has targeted its programs to meet needs for pregnancy
prevention not served: by other programs. - For example; the APPPS Board has:not targeted its
funds to a geographic area based on need; since the programs administered by DHFS are targeted
to counties with the greatest need. for. pregnancy preventzoﬁ pmgrams ‘Instead, its funds-are
available to programs throughout the state. : : Sh el e g PR
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12, The -APPPS Board: indicates that an -advantage to awarding grants by an
.mdependent board is that its award pmcess 18 open to the pubhc as rsqmred by the open
.meetmgs law. : : : G0 :

DHFS indicates that its award process is also open to interested parties, because a
committee, made up of representatives of interested public and private organizations, reviews
applications and makes re:commendatmns to' the Adrmmstratc}r of DCFS, who-makes the final
decision-on awards. . = S - : o Lo

13. Finaily, there may be administrative cost savings that would result if the APPPS
Board program were: transferred to DHFS. - In its. 1997-99 biennial budget submission, DHFS
requested that: (a) the APPPS Board funding and staff be transferred to DHFS in :1997-98; (b)
administrative funding transferred from the APPPS Board ($107,000- GPR :and 1.50 .GPR
positions) be deleted in 1998-99; and (c) savings resulting from the elirnination of administrative
- funding be used-instead to increase project grants. In its request; DHFS argued that grants for
“pregnancy: prevention and related services:can be better: coozdmated targeted and administered
‘more efﬁcxently in one agency S : T SR S

R 2 If the Cormmttee decxdes that DHFS should adrmmster the state’s - pregnancy
FR -preventxon programs, it could. either: retain the APPPS Board as: _an _a_dylsory beard to DHFS the.-__ o
Governor -and ‘the Legrsla’sure ‘or eliminate the Board ennre}y : e '

If the Comumittee decides that the APPPS Board shouid administer pregnancy prevention:
programs, it-could-either retain-the APPPS-Board as:a separate-state agency,attached to DHFS
for specific administrative purposes only, or retain:the APPPS Board as-an independent. Board
but appropnate funds for grants and administrative support in DHFS, as: recommended. by the
~CFovernor. - : : - . i S : -

: fConsolidatian’ '-of-':Pre_gHaﬂcy Prevention and Pregnancy Servi_ces-.-PrOgrams.f- RREE
15.  Under the Govemor’s bill, two agencies would continue to be involved in the
administration of five separate adolescent pregnancy prevention and services programs;.each with
similar but different purpose and grant eligibility criteria. The Govemnor’s bill would not make

changes to these: programs other .than. with . respect to the 1oles-of DHFS and the Board in
':adrmmsteung them. - e = e e

SRR ..16. : Under ths bill, the adolescent CHOICES prejects Would be transferred to the
APPPS Board. This program addresses adolescent health, sexual assault, substance abuse, career
exploration and gender equity issues. These services could encourage avoidance of pregnancy,
but-the geals of the program are-much:broader goals: than pregnancy: prevention. In this way,
this program is less similar to the other programs that would be affected under the bill. .- .
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In- addition, the bill '‘would not transfer -the .adolescent parent services program and
-adolescent pregnancy counseling ‘and crisis-pregnancy services to the: APPPS Board.- These are
programs currently administered in DHFS, but have goals and provide services consistent-with
the programs which would be transferred to the APPPS Board under the Govemor s budget
-recomimendations. - - : S R

'.-Censequentiy,-r the Committee e.oizld: modify the Governor’s recommendations. by: €ither:
(a) retaining DHFS administration of the CHOICES program; or (b) transfeiring the adolescent
parent services and adolescent counseling services program to the APPPS Board. '

17. - . Finally, the -Committee could decide to- consdlidat’e:-pmgi‘ams which: focus: on
adolescent pregnancy prevention: and adolescent parenting skills. development, rather than -oniy
transfemng the adrmmstrauon of: these: programs as recemmended by the Govemar

: 18 : These programs ccmld be consohdated by repealmg stamtory provxsmns and
= fzmdmg budge{ed for the. APPPS Board grant$, the adolescent pregnancy prevennan services
grants, and self-sufficiency services into a single grant program. - The Committee could require
that the administering agency promulgate rules to determine eligibility criteria, but spcmfy that
“these funds would be provided to public and private agencies to reduce the number of adolescent

g ‘pregnancics, Plede ‘pregnancy . ao&nselmg ‘and -services. and ':doiescal_lt”'?ar‘?”nng skills
~ “development, and require that all grant recipients identify desired ‘outcomes and collect datato

deterrmne 1f those outcomes are achxeved dunng the terin of fundmg

At 1ts opnon the adxmmstenng agency couid be authenzed to requxm grant apphcants to
‘provide a match of up-to 25% of total project costs, which:could be provided as:either cash or
through in:kind services. ” Also, the -administering agency could be required to stagger the award
of grants under the new program to ensure that each year, new projects are funded-under the
~grant cycle. To minimize the effect of these changes on prejects that currently receive grants,

- provisionis could be included to enable the adnumstermg agency to ccmtmue ‘to: fund current -
pro;ects for the speczﬁed i;me: pe:mds aﬁéer the carrent grant cntena o

Other Consxderatwns

SRS 1A Admz’m’s':rarive Staﬁ If “the - Committee:: chooses “to - adopt: the  Governor’s
recommendations, it could delete the 1.5 GPR positions for the APPPS Board:and $70,200:GPR
beginning in 1997-98, rather than 1998-99 as provided in the Governor’s budget. However,
retaining funding for 1.5 positions in 1997-98 from the APP?S Board: wouid ensure a smoother
transition of programs fram DHFS 0 the APPPS Beard s A SHEE N

DU .-.'20.' Fedeml We{fare Leglslatwn e Incentzve F unds Under the -federal ~welfare
legislation enacted in August, 1996; five states. that experience the: greatest decline in out-of-
wedlock births during the prior two-year period will be eligible for a bonus grant, beginning in
fiscal year 1999. The total amount available for these five states is $20,000,000. States are
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eligible for this bonus funding only if the number of abortions performed in the state does not
increase above the rate of abortion in federal fiscal year 1994-1995.

21.  Cost Effectiveness of Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Programs. Providing
prevention services to reduce adolescent pregnancies can produce long-term savmgs of public
funds. A recent study by the Robin Heod Foundation indicates that on average, the public costs
of eac:h bmh to an adolescent mother is apprommaiely $3, 49{) wh:ch mcludes decreased tax
_revenue mcreased costs for pubhc assistance, health care for children, foster care, and criminal
_JIISEICG costs The study suggests that these casts ceulci be avozded xf the mother had wzuted umﬂ
she was 20 or 21 years. of age before her ﬁrst chlid was bom '

22.  The bill would delete a statutory requirement that DHFS budget $65,500 annually
for technical assistance to-organizations that receive grants. for adolescent services. This
provision was created in legislation that transferred the Choices. projects from the Women's
Council to the Department to ensure that DHFS provxded technical assistance.to providers of
adolescent programs foHowmg the: transfer DHFS currentiy budgezs 1.0 position and $43,600
GPR to administer DHFS adolescent pregnancy prevention and parent programs and 0.5 position
and "$37, 6()0 ‘GPR 1o admimster the Chmees pmjects and prewde techmcai a331stance to
'pr()vlders R L L : . . : L S R

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

Admlmstratlon af Adolescent Pregnancy and Parentmg Programs

' 10 Adopt the Governor’s recommendations to: (a) transfer fundmg and‘administrative
support from the APPPS Board to DHFS and delete $70,200 GPR and 1.5 'GPR positions ‘in
1998-99; (b) authorize the APPPS Board to administer the adolescent self-sufficiency, pregnancy
'prevennon services and CHOICES programs; (¢) specify that all incumbent: employes holding
‘positions in the APPPS Board be transferred on the bill’s generai effective date ‘and ‘that these
'employes wotld have ‘all‘the empioye mghts in DHFS that they: enjeyed in- the- APPPS Board
- 1mmedxateiy prior to the transfer; and (d) specify that the Board’s eperanng expenses weu}d be
" pzud by a DHFS general program operations appropnatxen SRR Lt

2. Mechfy the Gevemor 'S recommenéanens by adopnng any ‘or: all of the followmg
coal Retam the adolescent CHG}ICES pro_}ec:ts in DHFS

b:" " Transfer the adolescent” parentmg program and the prégnancy -
counsehng, cr131s~pregnancy servzces program from DHFS te the APPPS Board S

"¢ Delete $70.200 GPR and 1.5 GPR posmns in 199’7—98 ra‘iher thanv -
in 1998-99 as recommended: by the Governor. : R

“APPPS Board and DHFS.-- Children and Family. Services:and Supportive Living. (Paper #160) . Page 9




| A!temame 25::3 : h ' GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bsu) -$70,200 |

. 3. Retam rhe APPPS Baard as an Independent Agency and T ransfer DHFS
_Adolescem Pregnancy cmd Parentmg Progmms 10 the APPPS Board Mamtam current law as
it reiates to the siams of the APPPS Board as an mdependent st;atc agency In addztzon transfer
the adolescent pregnancy preventzon, pregnancy counseimg and cns;s»pregnancy, self~sufﬁc;ency
and parent services programs and associated staff and fundxng (543,600 GPR annuaily and 1.0
GPR posttion, begmmng in E997-98) from DHFS to the APPPS Board.

f AHermatived: oo e GPR
“|"1957-98 FUNDING (Change to Bill “iiog70,200 |
' "_'j'ﬁs;c_;a'?-és_'ﬁpsrfiaﬁas"{c_;rjanjge t@.aéi_rj: '1‘.59"'3'__ '_ S

4 Transfer all Pregfzancy Preventton Programs to DHFS and Repeal the APPPS
Board Adopt the Governor’s recommendations to transfer fundmg from the APPPS. Board to

.. DHFS. However, authorize DHES, rather than the APPPS. Board, to administer- these pmgrams i

" Further, repeal the APPPS Board, effective with the bill’s general effectwe date.

5. Transfer all Pregnancy Prevention Programs to DHFS and Mammm the APPPS
Board as an Advisory:Board. -Adopt the: Govemor s recommendations to transfer funding from
the APPPS Board to DHFS. However, authorize DHFS, rather than the APPPS Board to
administer these programs. :Maintain the APPPS Board as an aclv1sory Board to the Secretary
of DHES, the Govemer and-the: chzsiature T e e o o

. Consoltdate Grant ngmms in DHF S and Repeal rke APPPS Baard Adopt the
Govemor s recomendatzons to transfer funding from the APPPS. Board to DHES. but authonze
. DHFES, rather t;han the: APPPS Boa:d “to -distribute. grams Jn adchtlon consolidate. current
' _-adolescent pxe:gnancy and parentmﬁr programs. currentiy adnnmstered by both agenczes by (a)
repeling statutory provisions and funding budgeted fot the. APPPS Board grants ($439,300 GPR
annually), the adolescent pregnancy prevention grant program ($340,000 GPR annually), self-
sufficiency services grants ($582,100 GPR annually), adolescent parent services ($100,000 GPR
annually), pregnancy counseling and crisis-pregnancy services ($197,400 GPR annually); (b)
providing $1,658,800 GPR .annually -in- DHFS for.-an .adolescent pregnancy prevention and
services and parenting program; (c) require recipients of funding to target high-risk adolescents;
(d) require that. all.grant recipients. identify. desired outcomes and collect data to report on the
achievement of those outcomes during the term of funding provided; (e) require the administering
agency to stagger the award of grants over three years to ensure that new funding is available
each vear; (f) require the administering agency. to- submit proposed rules by June 1, 1998, to
establish the definition of a high-risk adolescent, eligibility criteria, restrictions on.use of funds,

‘Page 10 ‘APPPS'Board:and DHFS -~ Children and Family Services and Supportive Living: {Paper #160)
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any cash or in-kind match requirements up to 25% and the process used to apply for funds and
for awarding grants; and (g) specify that projects currently funded would not be subject to the

new requirements as specified by rule. Further, repeal the APPPS Board, effective with the bill’s
general effective date.

P

5 7. l Consolidate Grant Programs in the APPPS Board and Retain the APPPS Board
as an I%endent State Agency. Delete the Governor’s recommendations relating to the transfer
of funding and staff between DHFS and the APPPS Board. Consolidate current adolescent
pregnancy and parenting programs currently administered by both agencies, as described in
Alternative (6), except that the program would be administered by the APPPS Board, rather than
DHFS. Delete the Governor’s recommendation to reduce funding by $70,500 GPR in 1998-99
to reflect the elimination of 1.5 GPR position, beginning in that year. Further, transfer $43,600

GPR annually and 1.0 GPR position, beginning in 1997-98, from DHFS to the Board.

Alternative 7 GPR
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Bil) $70,200
1998-59 POSITIONS (Change o Bill) 1.50

_ 8. ' Retain the APPPS Board as.an Independent State Agency.. Deiete the Governor’s
" recommendations relating to the transfer of programs from DHFS to the APPPS Board.
Consequently, the Board would continue to distribute grants for adolescent pregnancy prevention
and DHFS would continue to administer the adolescent programs it currently administers

Provide $70,500 GPR and 1.5 GPR positions in 1998-99 to fund staff for the Board that would
have been deleted under the Governor’s bill.

Alternative 8 GPR
1997-9¢ FUNDING {Change to Bill) $70,200
1998-99 POSITIONS (Change to Bill) 1.50

DHFS Requirement to Allocate Funding for Technical Assistance

53 Adopt the Governor’s recommendation to delete the requirement that DHFS
allocate not more than $65,500 annually to provide technical assistance to organizations receiving
grants to adolescent services and obsolete references to previous funding allocations.

2. Delete provision. Ce<CCLaL LG CALA

ABS

z2zZzZzR2x2ZZ 2Zr2ZR2Z

ﬁ§§§§§§if EecPes

& P
fj ‘g}} ﬁf f{’ﬁ}‘ {“}

Prepared by: Rachel Cissne

%‘!ﬁ

o

=z

s & - ¥ o |

P o W £

<7 z88e Ezo ww O ¥auwy 3

Wappmow OO xxEonmsH u

s LEERESEG ZOOSZZ2 2 ¥

8 E3<Jg%¥23 RBEYIEF3T =

APPPS Board and DHFS - Childres: =0 sl Savvbois mod s 2 Waien 8 b Fapar S50

“uge 11




Representative Ourada

ADOLESCENT PREGNANCY PREVENTION AND PREGNANCY SERVICES BOARD

Consolidation of Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Programs
Motion:

Move to require the Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) to submit a plan
developed in consultation with the Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention and Pregnancy Services
Board, to the Joint Committee on Finance, on specific activities the state will conduct to reduce
the state’s out-of-wedlock births by federal fiscal year 1998-99 in order to receive federal funds
that will be made available to five states that experience the greatest decline in out-of-wedlock

births during the two previous years. Require DHFS to submit this plan no later than December
31, 1997.

Note:

Under federal welfare legislation enacted in August, 1996, the five states that experience
the greatest decline in out-of-wedlock births during the prior two-year period will be eligible for
supplemental federal funds, beginning in federal fiscal yvear 1998-99. The total amount available
for these five states is $20 million. States are eligible for this supplemental funding if the

number of abortions performed in the state does not increase above the rate of abortion in federal
fiscal year 1994-95. i

. ggﬂ“’”‘*}ﬁ
[Change to Bill: None} MO b o
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ATTACHMENT 1

The Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention atid Pregnancy Services Board
1996-97 Funded Projects

Hayward Community S¢hools Hayward ™ 7 o $55,770

Lac du Flambeau Public Schools “Lac du Flambeau =~ 55412
New Opportunities Program Milwaukee 55,770
c/o Medical College of Wisconsin - o
Community Action, Inc. Rock and Walworth 67,846
Marshfield Medical Research and Education Foundation Marshfield = 69,193
Silver Spring Neighborhood Center T Milwaukee . = 69,200
Family Planning Health Services ' Wausau. .. . . 34,228
Family Resource Center Fond du Lac 27,052

Wisconsin Coulee Region Community Action Program Westby

Total *

APPPS.Board. and DHFS - Children.and Family Services and Supportive Living (Paper #160) Page 13
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ATTACHMENT 11

- DHFS Adolescent Pregnancy and Parent:-Programs::
1996-97 Funded Projects

Agzency

Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention
- New Opportunities Program. -

_-c/o Milwaukee Medical College
Milwankee Indian Heah:h Board
Urban League of Racine and Kenosha

 Menominee Tribe

United M;grant Oppoztumty Servxces

| Beloit Health Departmerit .
" Lutheran Social Services of Wisconsin and Upper Michigan~

~Ttibal Consolidated Famﬂy Servmes
Total S

ﬁdoiescent Parent SeIf-Suffic:ency
- Family Services of Milwaukee
Rosalie Manor
Silver Spring Neighborhood Center
Seeds of Health
Kenosha County Department of Social Services
Menominee Tribe
City of Racine Health Department
Beloit Health Departroent
Lutheran Social Services of Wisconsin and. Upper Michigan
Tribal Consolidated Famﬁy Services
Total:-

g Pregnanéjf' Counseling and Crisis Pregnancy 'and'.Parenting.

Kenosha County Department of Social Services
Sixteenth Street Community Health Center
Catholic Social Services
Beloit Health Department
Rosalie Manor
Planned Parenthood

Total

Adolescent Parent Services

Milwaukee Urban League
New Concepts
Total

County or Tribe

Milwaukee

Milwaukee

Racine

" Menominee ©

Kerzosha

“Rock * __
Sawyer

© Milwaukes

Milwaukee
Milwaukee
Milwaukee
Kenosha
Menominee
Racine
Rock
Sawyer

Kenosha
Milwaukee
Racine
Rock

‘Milwaukee

Milwaukee

Milwaukee
Milwaukee

Funding

$66,116 .-

43884
45.000

30,000

45,0007

$

1'3'0600-_' -
35,000

340 {)GG :

82,500
82,728
61,594
45,000
35,000
45,000
45,000
35,000

50.100 .

$582 1(}0: :

32,-904

32,904
32,904
32,904
36,345
28,963

$197.424

50,000
30,000

$100,000

-APPPS Board and DHFS <« Children and Family Services and-Supportive Living (Paper #160)




ATTACHMENT II

1992 Pregnancies Per 1,000
Adolescent Women By State

Women Women  Women Women Women Women
Less Between  less Less Between  Less
Than 15 15 and 17 Than 18 Than 15 15 and 17 Than 18
State " Years Old Years Old Years Old State . Years Old Years Old Years Old
Mississippi 10.9 711 820 West Virginia 32 389 421
Georgia 10.6 69.6 - 80.2 Vermont 29 38.6 415
North Carolina ‘8.5 68.2 76.7 Wisconsin ' 3.9 353 39,2
New York ‘8.5 64.8 -73.3 Nebraska e 3.3 354 B3R
Nevada 73 65.5 72.8 Minnesota 3.1 31.7 348
Texas 6.5 65.7 72.2 Idaho 2.0 327 347
New Mexico 4.9 66.9 71.8 Maine 2.1 31.9 34.0-
Louisiana 8.7 62.1 70.8 Utah ' 2.5 31.5 34.0
Arizona 55 645 . 700 Alaska : ELL L F A
* Alabama 9.1 60.8 - 69.9 California - LS S
Tennessee 7.9 588 66.7 Connecticut _ * *
South Carolina 7.6 577 65.3 Delaware a * * *
Arkansas 7.0 56.0 63.0 District of Columbia 30.6 * *
Hawaii 6.6 56.4 63.0 Florida * * o
Kansas 4.9 53.7 58.6 Ihinois . * * C*
Washington 4.3 54.3 58.6 lowa * * *
Maryland 72 51.3 585 New Hampshire * * x
Kentucky ~6.0 52.1 581 North Dakota * 26.8 *
Colorado 4.6 52.1 56.7 Oklahoma * * X,
Rhode Island 6.2 49.6 558 South Dakota * 36.1 * .
Virginia 6.1 49.2 553 Wyoming * 270 * o
Michigan 5.1 48.1 532 o
Oregon 4.0 48.8 ~'52.8
Pennsylvania 6.3 46.5 " 528
Missouri 47 47.0 317
New Jersey 5.8 440 49.8 *Data Unavailable
Ohio 4.5 443 48.8 Source: Centers for Disease Contro} and Prevention
Massachusetts 49 424 47.3 .
Montana 36 434 47.0
Indiana 4.0 424 46.4
APPPS Board and DHFS -- Children and Family Services and Suppertive Living (Paper #160) Page 15




Menominee
Milwaukee
Langlade
Jackson
Vilas

Racine
Sawyer
Kenosha
 Ruisk’
Waushara

Barron
Oconto
. Jungau

-~ Rock

Adams
Kewaunee
Marguetie
Richland
Lafayette

Maﬁnette
Douglas
‘Monroe
- Pepin
‘Polk

' F&nd du Lac

Chippewa
Dodge
Eau Claire
Waupaca

Door

Green Lake
Wood '
Portage
Brown

Punn
Forest
Sheboygan
Walworth
Florence

ATTACHMENT 1V

Births to Adolescents, By County, 1995

Births to - Birthsito . Births to Percent of

Mothers Mothers Between Mothers Total Births to
Total Less Than 15 and Less Than Mothers Less Than
Births 15 Years old 17 Years Old 18 Years Old 18 Years Old
92 2 g o i O 3 12.0%
(15,067 111 1.087 = 1198 8.0
228 - 16 16 7.0
igg S N o J R N 6.3
205 1 12 13 6.3
2,512 S ) 135 147 - 59 -
196 gif e T g S 3 ~5.6
2,040 4 104 - 108 53
192 1 9 16 52 .
240 i 11 12 5.0
550 - 27 - 27 49
388 . 19 - 19 49
. 308 o - RUR VR 14 45
11350 . S SEE L Y SRR CIRR: & 1 R
1 963 g T y : et
218 - "9 9 R
2y - 5 5 4.1
196 ey 7 8 4.1
176 - 7 7 4.0
454 : 2 S8 : 18 1 SRR
493 uEeleEr ©18 : 18 3F
529 R © 19 D 9 3.6 i
83 ST 3 B 3 355
470 oo oot 16 o S¥T 360 -
1,119 ok 39 s 39 35 ..
633 i A9 20 3.2
947 i 29 30 32
1,118 2 L34 36 32
619 1 19 20 3.2
254 - . 8 _ 8 31
92 - .6 .6 3.1
923 R .29 ' 29 3.1
788 2 22 24 30
2,962 1 85 86 28
444 - 13 13 2.9%
137 . 4 4 2.9
1,336 2 37 39 29
932 - 28 28 29

36 - 1 1 2.8




ATTACHMENT IV (continued)

Births to Adolescents, By County

1995
Births 1o Births to Births to Percent of
Mothers Mothers Between Mothers Total Births to
Total Less Than 15 and Less Than Mothers Less Than
Births 15 Years oid 17 Years Old 18 Years Old 18 Years Old
Marathon 1,385 4 41 45 2.8%
Manitowoc 898 2 21 23 2.6
LaCrosse 1,267 2 30 32 2.5
Lincoln 320 - 8 8 2.5
Shawano 456 - i1 1t 2.4
‘Washbum 168 1 3 4 2.4
Winnebago 1,838 - 44 44 24
‘Burnett 171 1 3 4 2.3
Columbia 607 - 14 14 2.3
Dane 5,023 5 110 115 2.3
Sk 67 : 15 L1522
" (nitdgamie 2,056 2 427 C 44 2.1
Oneida 352 - 7 7 2.0
Pierce - 403 - 8 8 2.0
Jefferson 852 - 15 15 1.8
Taylor 221 i 3 4 1.8
Iowa 296 1 4 5 1.7
Vernon 351 1 5 6 1.7
Washington 1,440 - 24 24 1.7
Clark 448 - 7 7 1.6
Waukesha 4,120 2 63 65 1.6
St. Croix 725 3 8 11 L5
“Crawford 215 - 3 3 1.4
Green 390 - 5 5 1.3
Trempealeau 315 - 4 4 1.3
Grant 561 - 7 7 1.2
Calumet 4388 : - 4 4 0.8
Buffalo 165 - 1 1 0.6
Ozaukee 934 - 4] 6 0.6
Price 184 - 1 1 0.5
Iron 63 - - i 0.0
Total 67,493 182 2.549 2,731 4.0
Source: Wisconsin Births and Infant Deaths-1993, Center for Health Statistics, DOH.
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