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Paper #986 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
- ‘Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Public Assxstance* Drug-»Reiated Conwctmns and Drug Testmg (Workforce
 Development -- Economic Support and Child Care)

{LFB Summary: Page 695, #17]

CURRENT LAW

" No provision.-

GOVERNOR =

Madxfy ehgzbﬂ:ty for the foed stamp and Wisconsin. Works (W»Z) programs to mclude
provisions relating to ¢onvictions: for drug-related. offenses:as follows:

“Food Stamps. ~Specify that an individual would be ineligible for food stamp benefits for
“at least 12 months from the ‘date the. person first applies-for benefits if the person has been
convicted after August 22, 1996, of a felony that included the possession; use or distribution of
a controlled substance: Require food stamp applicants and recipients to state in writing :whether
“they or'any member of their household has been convicted of a drug-related felony. Further,
require the Department of Workforce Development {DWD): to distegard the needs. of the
“convicted individual in determining a household’s eligibility ‘for. the food stamp program,: but
require that the income and resources of the individual be considered available to'the household.
Provide that an individual could regain eligibility for food stamps only if the individual submits
“to a drug test-at least 12 months after the date the individual was:first determined-to be mehgﬁ)ie
"bas&d on a dmg—re}ated conviction, and the test- results are mgatzve P LT
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©ULT WD Program. Require individuals applying for a W-2 employment position or job access
Joan to state in writing whether they have been convicted of a felony that has as an element
possession, use or distribution of a controlled substance.

Specify that a W-2 agency. must require a participant in a community service job (CS1)
or transitional placement who was convicted after August 22, 1996, of a felony that included the
possession, use or distribution of a controlled substance, to submit to a drug test as a condition
of continued eligibility. If the test results are positive, require the W-2 agency to decrease the
participant’s pre-sanction benefit amount by up to 15% for at least 12 months, or for the
remainder of the participation period if less'than 12 months. Allow the full benefit amount to
be restored if, at the end of 12 months, the individual is still a participant in a CSJ or transitional
placement, the individual submits to another drug test and the test results are negative.

Authorize the W-2 agency to require an individual who tests positive for use of a
controlled substance to participate in.a drug abuse evaluation, assessment and treatment program
as part of the required work hours and activities in a community. Service job. or. transitional
placement. i ' |

©  DISCUSSION POINTS.

1. Under the 1996 federal welfare reform legislation, individuals who have been
convicted of drug-related felonies afier August 22, 1996, are ineligible for.assistance under the
food stamp program and under any state program funded with the temporary assistance to needy
families (TANF) block grant. If a person has been convicted of such an offense, the family’s
TANF benefit must be reduced by the amount that would otherwise be available to the person
who has been convicted. The household’s food stamp benefit must be determined by considering
the ineligible individual not-to be:a member of the household, except that the:income and
resources. of ‘the individual must be considered ‘available to the household. - .

' Federal law allows states to limit the: period- of ineligibility: under this provision. In
 addition, federal law provides states with the option to exempt any or all individuals in the state
 from this requirement. If a ‘state-wishes to limit the period of ineligibility or exempt any or all
individuals from this provision, it must do. so.by enacting a specific state law: after- August 22,
11996. If & state does. not exempt individuals from: this.provision,. the state must. require
-individuals app‘lying;_-fc;rl--asﬁista_.nﬁe-bi‘:-beﬁeﬁ;ts to-state, in-writing; if they or any member of their
- housetiold has been: convicted of a driig-related felony. The federal law does-niot require. the. drug
testing of individuals.. . . s b e e _
 Federal law also specifies that this provision:may not.be construed to deny the following
federal benefits: (a) emergency medical expenses under the MA program; (b} short-term, noncash,
in-kind emergency disaster relief; (c) public health assistance for immunizations or testing and
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treatment. of communicable dzsaases, (d) prenatal care; (e) }ob trammg programs and (t} drug
treatment programs. - SRRt _ e T e ;

. 2. .+ Under current state law; participants in CSJs will receive a- monthly grant of $555
._.and transitional-placements: will receive a.monthly grant-of $518: The maximum 15% penalty
- for individuals who have been convicted of a drug-related offense would be:$83 per mionth for

CSJs and- $78 per:month for: transxtzonai placements ’I’he W= 2 agency coui{d nnpese & Eesser

Under SB 77, the monthly cash grant would be increased to $673 for CSJs and to $618
- for transitional ‘placements. - With . these higher grants; ‘the" mammum 15% penalty for these
partxczpants would:inerease to $}{}1 and: $93 res;)ec&vc}y

3 - Aithcugh ‘not. spemfied in- the Gc)vemor s rewmmendatzm; the adm;mstratmn
indicates that costs:related to. drug testing:. of ‘recipients wcruid be: pald for out:'of “the
administrative funds for W-2. -agencies.” However ‘the administration: did not identify a specific
funding amount for costs related to’ drug testing. ~ Because the. testmg would ‘only be required for
individuals who have felony drug-related convictions: that occurred after August 22,1996, it is
hkely that the cost of conductmg the tests would not be 51gn1ﬁcant in: the 1997 98 bienmum

- The Govemor s proposal would provzde diffen_ g ?:reatment fc}r.pe sons ccmvxcted '
of dmg«related felonies under the food stamp and W- 2 programs Convicted individuals would
- Tose eligibility for food stamps for at least 12 months and could ragam ehglbﬁity only by passing

a drug test after the. 12-month period-has elapsed: I’ contrast, under W-2, 4 conviction would
not -automatically result in a benefit reduction. Instead, the individual: could remain eligible for
full benefits as:long as he or she:submitted to-and: passed periodic: drug tests. < The: approach
-proposed. for W-2. would focus more on the pmezpant s cuzrent b@hawor than on:a prevzous
COﬂV}Cthﬁ . L . .

S50 Oue opncm that the Commxttee couid consxder weuid be to pmvzde sumlar
treatment under the food stamp program as is reccmmanded r W Under this: altemat;ve, '
drug-related conviction woild not automatically result in ineligibility for food stamps. Instead,
- eligibility ' would be maintained as'long as the individual ‘submitted to and passed periodic drug
tests.: Ifa recipient fails a drug test, he or she would be: mehgible for food stamps for ‘at Jeast
12 months. It can be argued that the treatment of these two' pmgrams should be consistent,
-especially since nearly all parﬂcxpants inW-2. empiayment pasztmns ‘would also qualify for food
. stamps: - A disadvantage of this alternative is that ‘W-2 agencies and county depaztments could
:mcur addltzonal costs ‘for- conductmg dmg tests ef fcod stamp rec:pzsnts who are not- sz

SREERN 4 Over time, the Govemor s recomendauon cm}d 16 }m‘ persons: bemg mehglble
for food stamps or subject to drug testing under W-2 on the basis of convictions that ‘oceurred
several years before the individual applied for assistance. This resilts because the prowszon 18
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based on convictions that occur after August 22, 1996, rather than on convictions that occur
within some specified period before the individual applies for assistance. S

- As noted, the -August 22, 1996, date is a general requirement of federal law. However,

. it-appears that the federal statute allows states flexibility in determining how these provisions will

be applied. Therefore, the Committee :could ‘modify. the Governor’s proposal to ‘'specify  that

ineligibility or required drug testing would be based on convictions that occur within some period

of time before an individual applies for assistance rather than on convictions that occur after
August 22, 1996

7 A numbcr af other apnons are avazlable to the Comxmttes under federal law. ‘For
example, st.ate law could be modified to specify that the federal requirement will not apply .in
Wisconsin, Another alternative would be to apply the federal provision to the food starnp
program-but not to.the: W-2 pregram, or vice versa. Finally, the ‘drug testing provisions could
“be eliminated and state law could require ineligibility for a specified ;)canod of time after-the date
the. person is: determined ineligible, such as six months; one year or-some other time period.- It
'should be noted that establishing a specific period of ineligibility under the W-2 program would

.. create’ a more:severe pena}:ty than the provxszon recommended by the Governor.:

 ALTERNATIVES '3:0._'.3 L -

The fi}:st set of aitemauves deal thh the issue’ of what mehgxbﬁzty and drug testing
~provisions (if any) should apply to individuals who have been convicted of drug-related felony
offenses. The:second: set of alternatives deal with whether the ineligibility and -drug testing
_ provisions should-be based on any drug-related conviction that occurs after August 22, 1996, or
_on convictions - that occur within a certain -period of time before an-individual applies- for
assistance. :

TN : _
AN Inehglblhty and Drng 'i‘estmg

1. : Ap;;rove the Governor 'S recommendanon to estabhsh penaitxes unéer the food
stamp and W-2 programs for 1nd1v1duals who have be:en conv:cted of dmg-re}ated felonies.

s 2%‘ Aciapt the Gavemor s recommendanen regardmg W 2 pammpants Modzfy the
‘ -Govcrn_br s recommendation regarding food stamps: to:require -applicants ‘to-state in- writing
whether they:or any member ‘of their household has been convicted of a felony that has-as an
element possession, use or distribution of a controlled substance. Specify that DWD must require
a recipient who was convicted of a drug-related felony to submit to a drug test as a condition of
. continued eligibility. for food stamps. . If the fest results. are: positive, require DWD to disregard
the needs of the:convicted individual in determining a household’s eligibility for the food stamp
program, but require that the incoine and resources of the individual be considered available to

© Page 4 MWorkforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #986)




the household. Provide that an individual who fails a drug test-counld regain eligibility for food
stamps only if the individual submits to a subsequent drug test at least 12 months after the date
the individual was first determined to be ineligible, and the test results are negative.

Tﬁis option would fmvide similar treatment under the food stamp and W-2 programs for
individuals convicted of drug-related offenses.

3. ... Instead of the:Governor’s recommendation; provide that an individual would be
ineligible for food stamp benefits:for a specified period.of time if the person has been convicted
of a felony that included the possession, use or distribution of a controlled substance. Require
food stamp applicants and recipients to state in writing whether they or any member of their
household has been convicted of a drug-related felony.  Further, require DWD to disregard the
needs of the convicted-individual in. determining-a household’s eligibility for the food stamp
program, but require that-the income and resources of the individual be considered available to
the household. ' e :

Require individuals applying for a W-2 employment position or job access loan to state
in writing whether they have been convicted of a felony that has as an element possession, use
or distribution of a controlled substance. If a person has been convicted of a drug-related felony,
. fequire the W-2 agency to decrease. the participant’s pre-sanction benefit amount by up t0 15%..
for'a specified period of time, or for the remainder of the participation period if less than the
specified period. "

Set the specified period of ineligibility at one of the following:

a. Up to six months;

b. Up to twelve months;

c. Up to eighteen months;

d. Up to'six months for a first conviction occurring after August 22, 1996; up to

twelve months for a second conviction; permanently for a third or subsequent conviction; or

e. Some other period of time. -

4. Specify in the statutes that the federal provisions relating to ineligibility due to
drug-related convictions would not apply in Wisconsin for the food stamp program or the W-2
program.

5. Adopt one of the penalty provisions outlined above for either the food stamp

program or W-2 program. Specify in the statutes that the federal provisions relating to
ineligibility due to drug-related convictions would not apply in Wisconsin for the other program.
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1

B.: Apphcab:hty of Inehglbxlxty and Dmg Testmg i’rawsmns

1 Adopt the Gevemor 13 reconnneneiatwn that the meilglblhty and- drug ‘testing
provisions for food stamps and W-2 employment positions would app}y 1f an md:vzdual has been
convicted of a drug-related felony after August 22, 1996 o

5\02/.) Modify the Governor’s provision to spec;fy that the mehgibﬂzty and dmg testing
-provisions would apply:if an-individual has been convicted of a drug-related felony within five

years prior to applying for food- stamps or a W-2 em;}laymem pﬁsxtmn,, but not before August
22, 1996. s - B

-3, | Mocii-fy the Governor’s provision to specify that the ineligibility and drugtesting
provisions would apply-if an individual has been convicted-of a drug-related felony-within some

other period of time prior to applying for food stamps or a ' W-2 empioyment posmon but ‘not
before August 22, 1996.

_Prepared by: Rob Reinhardt .
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Paper #987 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
' Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Food Stamp Sanctions (Warkfarce Deveiopment -- Economic Support and Child
Care) o .

[LFB Suminary: Page 699, #25f]

CURRENT LAW
State Law

Under current state law, the Department of Workforce Development (DWD) must
administer a food stamp employment and training (FSET) program for certain food: stamp
reciptents. Under a waiver from the federal government, the Department is permitted to
~distribute food stamps to recipients:who are-not: participants-in-a W-2 -employment position on
a pay-for-performance basis. - Under: the pay-for-performance: provisions, thé amount of food
sta.mp benefits paud in a month would be based on partzmpatzon in the FSET program as foﬁows

- L The recxpzent 8 total number ef hours of actua} parmlpanon in the prior month
{including hours of nonparticipation for good cause) would be subtracted: from the total number
of hours of required participation in the prior month. - : :

2. The number of hours determined above would be muiuphed by the federal houﬂy
minimum wage. R .

3. The dollar amount determined under (2) would be subtracted from the amount of

food stamp benefits that the recipient’s family would have received if the recipient had
participated for the total. number of ass1gned hours. - :
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The maximum number of hours that an individual may be réquired to work may not
exceed 40 hours per week.

Federal Law

Under the 1996 federal welfare reform legislation (P.L. 104-193), specific sanctions are
provided for individuals who fail to-participate in the FSET program. The first time that an
individual fails to comply with the program, the individual is ineligible for food stamps until the
later of: (a) the date the individual bégins to participate in the program; (b) one month after the
date the individual became ineligible; or (¢) a date determined by the state agency administering
the program (DWD), but no later than three months after the date the mdzv;dual became
ineligible. :

The second time that an individual fails to comply, the individual is ineligible until the
later of: (a) the date the individual begins to participate; (b) three months after the date the
individual becomes ineligible; or (c) a date determined by the state agency, but no later than six
months after the date the individual became ineligible. T T L

For the tinrd or subsequent faiture to comply, the mdzvxdual 18 mehgzbie until the later-

of: (a) the date the individual begins to participate; (b) six ‘mionths after the date the ‘individual
became ineligible; (c) a date determined by the state agency; or (d) at the option of the state
agency, permanently. S

" GOVERNOR

Specrfy that the pay—for~perfonnance sanction for noncompham;e with: the FSET program
: wouid be $4.25: per hour rather than the: federal nnmmmn wage : : :

Prowde that an mdmduai who faﬂs to comgiy w1th thf: requuements of the FSET
-progran without good cause is ineligible toparticipate in the food’ stamp program for one month
for the first violation, three months for the second v:oiatzon and six months for the thlrd and
subsequent violations. : R e - :
DISCUSSION POINTS
Pay-for»-]?erfomance Provisions -

1. Under SB 77 if an individuak Eaﬂs to: c:ompiy thh the rsc;mrements of the FSET

program, the Department would be allowed to both decrease the household’s benefit amount
under pay-for-performance criteria and remove the person from participation in the food stamp
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- the FSET program is

program. This would permit DWD to impose a double sénétié;s.- ‘The Department has indicated
that it does not intend to impose a double sanction for nonparticipation, and that it will not
implement the pay-for-performance provisions. Therefore; these provisions ¢ould be eliminated.

: :2. -+ -In the waiver request that was approved for-the food stamp pay-for-performance

prowsmns the Department: indicated that the hourly sanction would be $4.25, which was the
federal minimum wage at the time the request was submitted. However, under present state law,
the sanction is based.on the federal minimum wage, which is currently $4.75 per hour and will
increase to $5.15 per hour on September 1, 1997. In order to correspond to the federal waiver,
the Governor’s recommendation would modify the statutes to specify that the hourly sanction
would be $4.25 rather than the federal minimum wage. - Therefore; if the pay-for-pérformance
provisions are retained, the Comnuttee may wish to adopt the Govemor $ recommendanon
: regardmg the SBECHGI} amount BE R S UALE g

New Food Stamp Sah@:ti__ons i

5 3. . The new food stamp sanctions recomimended by the. (}evcmor are ‘not entirely
_consistent with federal law. Federal law provides _thaban.mdwzduai who fa;is to comply w1th
_ igible for food tamps for a speci iod 0. ndir Wi
-many-violations the individual has had) or until the individual p 'mpates, whichever is later.
The Governor’s propesai would require ineligibility. for specnfie perwds of time; but would not
specify that ineligibility’ would continue until the mchvzdual ccmphes with: the - FSET
requirements. :

4. Despite this difference, the Department indicates that, in practice, the food stamp
sanctions would be implemented in accordance with federal law. Therefore, in order to clarify
this provision, the Committee. c:ould modify the Govemor s recommendaﬁon to provide that an
individual who faﬂs to- comply w;th the work 'eqmrements of the FSET pmgram would be
mehglbie to partzc:pate in the- foed stamp program for the later of- (a) one month or unnl the
person complies with the requxrements for the first: vwlatmn, (b) three months or untii the person
complies with the work: reqmrcments for the sece;md vxolauon, and’ ‘() six months or’ until the
person complies with the work requirements- for the third and subsequent violations.

5. Food stamp benefits are funded entirely with federal fuﬁds Therefore, provisions
relating to sanctions. for failure to ccmply with the FSET program work requirements would have
no state fiscal effect. - : il
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ALTERNATIVES: Z{'O ‘B}J/

”\%" Pay-for»Perfomance I’ravxsmns

ke Adept the Governor’s recommendation to-limit-the .sanction for noncompliance
wazh the ESET work requzrement to: S4 25 per hour of work missed:.

'VNew Food Stamp Sam:twns

1. Adopt the Govemor s recommendation to prowdc that an mdmdua,i who faﬂs to
comply with the FSET work requirements without good cause would be ineligible to participate

in the food stamp program for one month for the first violation, three months for the second
vmlanon and six months for the third and subsequent violations:.

......

"+ Provide that an:individual who fails to:comply with the FSET work requirements
w1thcut good cause would:be ineligible to participate in the food stamp program for the later of:
- (a) one month o1 tmtzi the person: camphes with the re:qmrements for the first violation; (b) three _ -
. tonths or until tbe person c@mphes with the work requirements for the second violation; and (c)

SIX months or until the: person comph&s with the work: reqmrements for the thxrd and subsequent

el AL 48T

Zue&s&w
... OURADA
" HARSDHORF
u'"ALBERs
oo -GARB L
_ KAUFERT _
CUREINTON
COOGGS

Prepared by: :§oanns..Simpson;

- «eax w%

kzzzZEZZZ o
PEEPERRP

| BURKE
DECKER
GEORGE
JAUCH
WINEKE
SHIBILSKI
COWLES
PANZER

301
AYE_ T NO_& é,/ ABS_

zzzzzkzz
>b>»>?>?

N ANAX< R

. Page 4 * ‘Waorkforce Development -- Economic:Support and Child Care (Paper #987)



Paper #988 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

" From: Bob Lang, Diréctor
- Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Release of Information Regarding Food Stamp Rec:plents (Workferce }}evelopment
- Ec:onoxmc Support and Child Care) e

{LFB Summary Page 703, #28(1}

CURRENT LAW

The 1996 federal welfare reform legislation (P.L. 104-193) requires that a state agency

release the address, social seeurity number and, if available, photograph of atiy member of a

household receiving food stamp benefits to a law enforcement officer if the officer furnishes the

agency with-the'name of the member and notifies the agency that: (a) the member is a fugitive

felon, is violating a condition of probation or parole or has related information necessary for the

officer to conduct an official duty; (b) locating or apprehendmg the member is an officxa} duty,
' and (c) the request is bemg made i the propcr exerczse of a.n afﬁczai duty :

G{)VERNOR
Authorize county departments and Wisconsin Works (W-2) agencies to release-the curfent
address of food stamp recipients to a law enforcement officer if the officer provides, in writing,
- the name of the recipient and the officer satisfactorily demonstrates, in wiiting, that the recipient
is a fugitive felon, ‘is violating ‘a condition of probation; parole or community ‘supervision

imposed under state or federal law or has mformatxon that 1§ ne::cssa;ry for the cfﬁcer to conduct
- official dutzes eI : : ._ _ _
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'DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Under federal law, only state agencies, their counterpart local agencies or tribal
organizations may administer the food stamp program. Therefore, W-2 agencies that are not
county departments or tribal organizations are not considered state agencies and may not
administer food stamps. The Department of Workforce Development (DWD) has requested a
waiver from the federal government to allow all W-2 agencies to certify eligibility for and issue
food coupons certain food stamp recxpzents To date, this waiver request has not been approved.
A technical modification could clarify that the release of information to law enforcement officers
may be required of W-2 agencies only if the agency is administering food stamps.

2. The Governor’s recommendation differs from the federal provisions regarding the
release of information about food stamp recipients in several other respects:

. » Federal-law specifically requires that the agency release the. address, social security
number and, if available, ‘photograph of a food stamp recipient.” The Governor’s proposal would
authorize, but not reéquire, only the release of the address. Release of the social secunty number
and photograph would not be authorized. :

. Under the Governor s resommcndatmn law enforccment officers Wouid have 10 provide
in writing the name of the reczpzent and the reason for the reiease ‘of the information. However,
federal law does not reqmre wntten notification.

. E_eder_a} Iaw-' s_pﬁmﬁe_s'-tha_t- the mformation must be Eeléaséd_ if ._ldca'ting- ‘or apprehending
the member is an official duty and the request.is-being made in the proper exercise of an official
duty. The Govcmer’ s:recommendation does not include these specific provisions.

_ 3. ’Fhe Ccmnuttee ceuid mochfy tht’: Ge}vernor S recomendanon to more closely
correspond to federal law. However, the provision of federal law. requiring the agency to provide
a photograph of foed stamp recipients could be excluded from state law because, under a federal

~waiver, food stamp. agencxes in Wisconsin are not required to:obtain a photograph of food stamp
recipients. Incorporating the federal language with regard to the release of a photograph-could
lead to an expectation on the part of law enforcement officers that the counties and W-2 agencies
have obtained phetographs of rec:lpmuts : : L -

_ 4. Most prowsmns regardmg thc food stamp yrogzam are enumerated under federal

-law, rather than in the state statutes,  Another option the Committee could consider would be to
delete the Governor’s recommendation. Under this alternative, counties and W-2-agencies would
be required to comply with the federal provisions outlined above. An advantage to this. approach
is that, if federal law is subsequently changed, state law would not need modification.
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ALTERNATIVES TO BILL (50

oL Approve the Governor’s recommendation to authorize county departments and W-2
agencies to release the current address of food stamp recipients to law enforcement officers.

2. Approve the Governor’s recommendation with one or more of the following
modifications that correspond to federal law:

a. Require that counties and W-2 agencies, if administering food stamps, release the
address and social security number of any member of a household receiving food stamp benefits.

b. Eliminate the provision that the law enforcement officer provide in writing the
name of the participant and the reason for obtaining information about the participant.

c. Specify that information about a member of a household receiving food stamp
benefits be released under the conditions that: (a) the member is a -fug_itivé;_feion, 1s violating a
condition of probation or parole or has related information necessary for the officer to conduct
an official duty; (b) locating or apprehending the member is an official duty; and (c) the request
is being made in the proper exercise of an official duty.

3. Deléte the Governor's recommendation, Under - this option, state law would
contain no provisions relating to the release of information about food stamp recipients, and food
stamp agencies would be required to comply with the federal provisions.
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Paper #989 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

~To: - Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Buréau

ISSUE

Food Stamp Waiver (Workforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care)

CURRENT LAW

No provision: 7

GOVERNOR -

No provision.

: DISCUSSION ?QINTS

1. The 1996 faderai weifare reform legislation (P.L. 104«193) estabhshed a work
requirement for chxid}ess able-bodied adults under the food stamp program. However, states may
request exemptions from this provision in areas of the state with unemployment greater than 10%
- or with an insufficient number-of jobs.. Federal guidelines indicate that evidence to support a
waiver request based on either of these criteria can be presented in‘several ways: States have
flexibility in identifying geographic areas to which the criteria apply, and may identify geographic
areas within a county or city. Furthermore, states may use a variety of data to support the
exemption request, such as labor surplus area classifications or incteased filing of unemployment
insurance claims. The federal legxsiauon and gmdehnes for requestmg an exemption are
_ described i the f&ppendlx e SRS

: a2 Severa} states thmughout the U. S have subrmtted requests for waivers from the
federal requlrements for able-bodied aduits A number of: legzsiators hav& expresseé interest in
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" having the Depdrtmient of Workforce Developient (DWD) request these exemptions for
Wisconsin residents.

3. It is estimated that approxiniately 6,850 adult food étéi;np recipients in Wisconsin
would be subject to the new federal work requirements. A number of data sources indicate that
some areas of Wisconsin may qualify for an exemption.

As of January, 1997, the following coumieszin: Wisconsin were 'ﬁesignated as eligible Iabor
surplus areas: Ashland, Bayfield, Clark, Door, Forest, Iron, Marquette, Menominee, Rusk and
Washburn. In addition, the City of Racine was designated as 4 labor surplus area.

Based on BLS data, Florence and Rusk counties, and some portions of Douglas county
had unemployment rates in excess of 10% for the three-month penod from }anuary to March,
1997

5. The Department has indicated that it has reviewed specific unemployment rates
by zip code, in particular for certain areas within the City of Milwaukee and for rural areas of
Wisconsin. Using this methodology, the Department has estimated that some areas within the
state do have unemployment rates greater than 10%. However, the Degaﬁmcnt does not mtend
' to seek wmvers from the fcmd stamp mqmrements for the foilowmg reasons

» The population subject to the federal reqmrcments consxsts of chﬂdless aduks Under
W-2, the state is requiring single parents with children to work. Childless adults may be
considered more mobile than those with children, and may be able.to locate in an area where jobs
are available. Because the state is requiring those with children to work, those without children
should not be exempt from complying with a work requirement.

» A person would be in compliance with federal law if they participate in work experience
programs for 20 hours per week. This can be a combination of job searchi and work or work
~training. .. The Department believes there is: currentiy ampie Qppmrtumty for mdwzduals to
: pamapate in these types of programs _ sl s msn

6. Feod stamp beneﬁis are fully funded with federal doHars Therefc)re, an exemptwn
from the work reqmremem wemid have no effect on Wisconsirn’s: state. budget

o | &“M o
ALTERNA‘I‘IVES TO BILL’xj}“

/\)\ Adopt statutory provmons requiring BWD to seek waivers: fro:m the food stamp
empioyment requirements for able-bodied childless adults for those areas of the state (including
~+geographic areas within the City of Milwaukee and other mumczpahnes} that have unemployment
. greater than 10%, that have been designated as labor:surplus areas by the federal government or
otherwise have an insufficient number of jobs. Also, direct the Department to seek studies that

‘Page 2 i 'Workforee Development (Paper #989)



would indicate that there is an insufficient number of jobs in portions of the state, and submit
requests to exempt individuals in those areas from the work participation requirement.

2 \%‘Dzreci DWD to seek waivers from the work requirements for able-bodied adult
food stamp recipients as described in Alternative 1. This option would express the Committee’s
intent that the Department request exemptions from the federal provisions, but would not create
a statutory requirement.

Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Joanne Simpson
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APPENDIX

.. Summary. of Federal Guidelines for Secking Waivers for Food Stamp Limits

. - Under the federal welfare reform legistation; no individual is eligible to participate in the

- food stamp program if, during the preceding 36-mionth period, the individial received food stamp
benefits for at least three months-during which the individual did not: (a) work 20 hours or more
- per.week, averaged monthly; (b) participate in and ‘comply -.i'afithj’-’thé’jret;;iireménts””éf ‘d work
program for 20 hours or more per week;as determined by theé state dgency which adntinisters
food stamps; or (c) pai“t'icipa_te in and comply with the requirements of a workfare program
.established by a state-or political subdivision. - = 0 ¢ reia bt

_ "Work program” means: (a) 2 program under the Job Training and Partnership Act ot the
Trade Adjustment Assistance Act; or (b) an employment and training program (not including job
search activities) operated or supervised by a state or political subdivision that meets standards
-approved by the Governor, including the food stamp employment and training program.

An individual denied eligibility under these ‘provisions ‘miay regain eligibility if, during

a 30-day period, the individual: (a} wotks 80 or more hours; (b) participates in and complies with
.the requiremerits of a wotk program for 80 or ‘more hours, as détermined by the state agency; or
(c) participates in and complies with the requirements of & workfare program established by a

state or. political subdiv_isizm;_g

An individual who regains eligibility remains eligible as long as he or she satisfies the
~work requirement. . If the individual subsequently fails to comply with the work requirement, he
- or she-may remain ¢ligible for a consecutive three-month period, but only on one occasion in any

Exemptions. .- .. -

oo - Individuals are exempt from the work requirement if they are: ( ) -ﬁﬁ&ef‘l's_ ) 5
years of age; (b) medically certified as physically or mentally unfit for employment; (c) parents
‘or-other household: members ‘with ‘responsibility’ for 4" dependent’ child; (d) pregnant; or (¢)
otherwise exempt from any food stamp work registration réquirerent, which includes individuals
responsible: for the care of an incapacitated’ person, enrolled in’ postsecondary education. and
meeting similar work requirements, participating i a driig or alcohol treatment and rehabilitation
program, or complying with unemployment compensation requirements. Individuals who are not

exempt from the work requirements are considered "able-bodied”. -
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et “entire state.- States are-‘allowed 1o request waivers for combmatmns of coun

Waivers

food stamps [tbe Department cf Workforce {}eveiopmen% (DW})) in Wisconsm] the Secretary
of the U.S. Department Agriculture (USDA) may waive the work requirements for any group of
_individuals.in the state if the Secretary. determines that the area in which the individuals reside:

' (a) has an nnempioymem rate-of over 10.percent; or (b) doe§ not havé a sufficient number of
B ~;Dbs to.provide employment for the individuals. . Such waiver requests must be submitted bythe
state agency. responsible for administering food stamps; USDA indicates that it will not approve
' wmvcr requests submitted: by other govemmant agencms or poimcal snbdzvzsmns

Althoucrh the federa} leg;,siatlon does not provzda a deﬁmtion for "the area in which the
individuals reside", the USDA has issued guidelines to states on the definition of an area, the
duration of the waiver;. and documentation-and. data needed to’ suppert Lhe o types of waiver
requests. The foﬂowmg sectlons are based on the USDA gmdehnes : -

I}ef’mmg an Area USZ}A 1nd1cates that it wxii give: states broad discretlon in defining
areas that best reflect the labor market prospects of program participants and state administrative
needs. In general, states should submit waiver requests for geographic. areas smaller than the
cities and towns,
" or for smaller geographic areas within a county, city ‘or town.. States shotﬁd' alse consider the
__needs of rural areas. and Ind}.an reservations.: L

_ In addmen, a state may subzmt a.waiver request that covers specxﬁc categones of
mdlvlduals for whom: there are. insufficient jobs. i in an area.. The USDA guidelines indicate that
waiver requests will be considered for insufficient jobs for a group: of individuals that-have been
displaced due to the loss or dechne of a dominant mdustry

F Duratzon of Walvers. : In gcneral 1t is USDA’s intent to: grant waivers for a’ maximum
'of one year If the. ccndmon up@ra which the-initial- Walver was approved perszsts the watvers
may be renewed In smme: cucumstances, or at the state’s request, waivers may be: granted for
less than one year '

Waivers for Unemyl_ejrment Rates Above 10 Percent. USDA will allow states to self-
certify areas that have an uriemploymient rate higher than 10 percent. Guidelines from USDA
.indicate that state welfare. agencies should work with state employment'security agencies to make
tbls determination. States must. inform their USDA Food ‘and Constimer Regional Office and
Headquarters of each area that meets. this criterion and-certify. that-the: determination was ‘based
on_ standard. Ba:eau of. Labor Statistics: (BLS). data or methods.  States: may: update these
cemﬁcauons as frequent}y as necessary. . The waiver period will begin as.soon as a state certifies
that an area’s unempioyment rate is above 19 percent UShA wﬂ} contact states:if addltxonai
cianﬁcauen on the waiver is needed. . : ot Ly

Page 6 Waorkforce Development (Paper #989)




- USDA will automatically grant a waiver for any area in which the average unemployment
rate in the preceding 12 months is greater than 10 percent. However, a state may opt to use a
shorter moving average. A moving average of at least three months is preferred.

In areas with predictable seasonal variations in unemployment, states may use historical
trends to-demonstrate seasonality and obtain waivers for periods shorter than one year. -The
period of the waiver will coincide with the period of high unemployment. However, a state also
may use historical unemployment trends to show that a rise in unemployment is not part of a
predictable seasonal pattern in order to support a waiver request of up to one year.

Waivers for Areas Without Sufficient Jobs. Waivers granted under this category may
not be implemented until they are approved by USDA. As indicated below, a number of criteria
may be used to demonstrate insufficient jobs. USDA’s decision will be based on the current
unemployment rate for the area, the type of waiver requested and sufficient evidence to support
granting of the waiver. The USDA guidelines include the following examples of data that may
be used to support a claim of insufficient jobs:

Lack of Jobs in Designated Labor Surplus Areas. Information about labor surplus areas
as classified by the U.S. Department of Labor is provided in the publication, "Area Trends in
Employment and Unemployment.” Labor surplus areas are classified on the basis of civil
jurisdictions rather than on a metropolitan area or labor market area basis. Civil jurisdictions are
defined as all cities with a population of at least 25,000 and all counties. Generally, a civil
jurisdiction is classified as a labor surplus area when its average unemployment rate is at Jeast
20 percent above the average unemployment rate for all states during the previous two calendar
years.

The labor surplus listing is issued for each federal fiscal year. The listing becomes
effective each October 1 and remains in effect through the following September 30. The
reference period used in preparing the current list was January, 1994, through December, 1995.
The national average unemployment rate during this period was 5.9 percent. The qualifying
unemployment rate for designation as a labor surplus area is, therefore, 7.1. percent.

Lack of Jobs in Declining Occupations or Industries. A state may submit a waiver request
that covers specific categories of individuals for whom there are insufficient jobs in an area.
BLS provides monthly data on state and local employment by major industry. A declining trend
within a particular industry or sector may be used to document a claim of insufficient jobs under
this category. Increased filing of unemployment insurance claims may also be an indicator of
declining occupations or industries. Any waiver request for declining industries will be evaluated
on a case by case basis.

Other Criteria. Other data that will be.considered by USDA in granting a waiver request
based on insufficient jobs include: (a) lack of jobs in the state as shown by the state being
designated eligible for extended unemployment insurance benefits by the U.S. Department of
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Labor; and- (b) lack of jobs due to lagging job growth as-shown by a declining ratio of the
. pumber of employed persons in an area'to the area’s total working age population. -

It should be noted that claims of insufficient jobs based upon other reliable data and
methods also will-be considered by USDA. - For-example, USDA ‘has indicated that they have
. granted a waiver for-Chicago that was based on a number of independent studies that showed a
Jack of jobs in thecity. 0 v B e
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Paper #995 _ 1997-99 Budget _ June 4, 1997

Tao: Joint Cormnmittee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Minor Policy and Technical Changes -- Food Stamp and MA Ad:ministfation by W-2
Agencies. (Workforce Development -- Economic Suppert and Child Support)

GOVERNOR

T Under currem state Iaw, W;scensm Works (W~2} agencz are:

elxgzbﬂzty for and iséue food stamps to, eligible W-2 participants, in confornnty with: federal Taw.
In addition, the Governor’s recommendation would authorize the De:partment of Health and
Family Services to delegate responsibility for determining eligibility of persans for medical

__assistance (MA)to a W-2 agency.

MODIFICATXON

Speclfy that W-2 agencies may certify eligibility for and issue food: coupons to, W-2
participants and: detemune ehgxbﬂny of persons for MA, only to the extent penmtted by federai
law or wawer _ Do S S _ _

_ Expianatwn. : Not all W-2 agenczes wxll be cmmty departments Some wzﬂ be
private agencies com:ractmg with the state. However, federal law does not allow entities
that are not state agencies or counterpart local agencies to admxmster the’ food stamp
program or make MA eligibility determinations. Therefore, sore W-2. agenczes would
not be authorized to perform these functions. -

The Department of Workforce Development has reques;téd} a;:_-federal- '_waivér to
aliow all W-2 agencies to administer the food stamp program, but to date this waiver has
not been approved. No waiver has been requested to allow W~2 agencxes to determine

eligibility for MA. 1 BURKE' : ,a’f N A
M(A . "DECKER . A N A
GEOR Y M
. MOo# elGIYYe mgcrfe - ;”:, A
Prepared by: Joanne Simpson 3 WINEKE N A
Pl AN oA SHIBILSKE % N A
. HARSDORE ;’; N A COWLES A N A
ALEERS Y N oA PANZER XN A
DWD -- Economic Support and C ~ GARD o‘?’ N A R A e *ape 1
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Senator Jauch
Representative Gard

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT - ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILD CARE

State Funding for Tribal TANF Programs

Motion:

Move to direct the Department to develop a plan for the granting of a share of state funds
to any Wisconsin Indian tribe that operates a federal TANF program. Specify that the
Department would be required to develop a plan, that includes standards similar to W-2, in
consultation with Wisconsin Indian tribes and submit the plan to the Joint Committee on Finance
by January 1, 1998. Provide that the Department could not implement the plan without approval
by the Committee.

Note:

Under the 1996 federal welfare reform legislation, tribes may operate TANF programs
separate from the state programs funded with the TANF block grant. For a tribe that submits
an acceptable plan, the federal government will provide to the tribe- an amount -equal to
expenditures by the state for federal fiscal year 1994 for families residing in the tnbe and the
state’s TANF block grant will be reduced by an equivalent amount.

The Depar&ment has mdlcated that an estimated four tribes in 1997~98 anci five tnbes in

1998-99 are expected to operate separate programs in Wisconsin as permxtted under federal law.
Therefore, base funding for the W-2 program from the TANF block grant:funding has been
reduced by $590,200 in 1997-98 and $1,224,500 in 1998-99 to reflect the separate tribal plans

Under this motion, the Department would be required to develop a plan to. prov;de a sharef
of state funds to any Wisconsin Indian tribe that operates a separate TANF program. The plan
would be developed in consultation with the Wisconsin Indian tribes and would include standards
similar to W-2. The Department must submit the plan to the Joint Finance Comrmétee by
January 1, 1998, and may not implement the plan without Committee approval. -

Motion #6052
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Senator Shibilski

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

Postsecondary Education for CSJs

Motion:

Move to provide that, to the extent permitted by federal law, a participant in a community
service job (CSJ) under the Wisconsin Works (W-2) program may be allowed to participate in
a full-time postsecondary education program in lieu of a W-2 employment position if the W-2
agency determines that the education program is likely to lead to employment, the participant
maintains full-time status and regularly attends all classes, and maintains a grade point average
of at least a 2.0 or the equivalent. If an individual fails to attend class without good cause, the
grant will be reduced by the same amount as if the individual failed to partnczpate in required
work activities.

Note:

Under the W-2 program, a participant in a community service job may be required to
participate in work activities for up to 30 hours per week and in educational and training
activities for up to 10 hours per week. Under this motion, a CSJ participant would be aﬁowed

- to participate in full-time postsecondary educatmr; in place of this work requzrement to the ﬁxtent
permitted by federal law. : -

Under current law, if a CSI particxpant fails to meet required work or educanan actw;tzes
without good cause, the grant would be reduced by $4.25 per hour. Under the Govemor $
recommendation, this reduction would be $5.15 per hour. This motion would pmvzde that if an
individual fails to participate in'the postsecondary education activities without good cause, the
grant would be reduced by the same amount as for other CSJ participants. - R

Allowing a recipient to engage in postsecondary education activi{ieé 'méiy result in the"
recipient moving into an unsubsidized employment position more quickly. Additlonai edacation
may also prevent individuals from returning to the W-2 program. These -impacts would: result
in cost savings. However, if some individuals remain in a CSJ position Ionger than ‘they
otherwise would in order to complete their education, added costs would resuit.

Motion #3284 AR L
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“Senator Burke
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT -- ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILD CARE

+ “Postsecondary Education for CSJs

Motion:

«‘Move-to provide ‘that to the extent permiitted by federal law, the work activities for

participants in-community service jobs (CSJs) under the Wisconsin Works (W-2) program may

include-participation in postsecondary education: Provide that the individual may participat'e in

- pestsecondary - educational - activities ‘for up to' 20 hours per- week “assigned "as part of an

employability plan developed by the: W—2 agency if the individual paxtxcxpates in“work activities
for a minimum of 20 hours per week, which may include work-related training requzred as part
of an educational course. The maximum patticipation in combined work and’ education as part
of the CSJ employment position would be 40 hours per week. ‘The individual would be allowed
to continue participating in postsecondary education as long as she or he was making satisfactory

. progress in educational, activities. Postsecondary education would be limited to two years for. any.
- individual -In addition, add postsecendary educatwn 10 the allowable activities for which an

individual” may receive an additional child care ‘subsidy. Postsecondary education would include
courses at an institution within the Umverszty of Wisconsin System, an institution within the
Wisconsin Technical College Systeti; a privite, nonyroﬁt institution of higher education located
in the state, or a school approved by the Educational' Approval Board.

Note: : - -
Under current law, a W-2 agency rnay require paruclpants in CSJs to part;cnpate in work
activities for up to 30° hours per week and in educational and training activities for up to 10 hours
per week. Under this motion,; a CSJ partxczpant who is working at least 20 hours per week may
be allowed to participate in postsecondary educatxcmai activities for up to 20 hours per week, for
a combined total of work and education actmtxes of up to 40 hours per week. In addition, this
motion would provide that work-related training required as part of ‘an educational course may
be an allowable work activity for CSJ participants.

Under current law, participants in W-2 employment positions and unsubsidized employment
will be eligible to receive subsidized child care services for up to 40 hours per week while they
are engaged in the activities under their W22 employment position, including educational and
training activities. Participants may also receive additional subsidized child care services for up
to one year for participation in other employment skills training including English as a second

Motion #3285 (over)




. language course, a course of study to obtain a GED, or other vocational or educational courses.
Under this motion, postsecondary educational activities would be added to the allowable training
activities for which an individual may receive this additional child care assistance.

Allowing a recipient to engage in postsecondary education activities may result in the
recipient moving into an unsubsidized employment position more quickly. Additional education
may also prevent individuals from returning to the W-2 program. These impacts would result
in cost savings. However, if some individuals remain in a CSJ position longer than they
otherwise would in order to complete their education, added costs would resuit.

It is estimated that .CSJ. participants  would continue to need. child care services for
participation in work and education for up to 40-hours per week: as under current law.-However,
under this motion, the additional child care subsidy described above would be expanded to
include educational activities not allowed under current law. . It :is estimated. that this change
" _could cost $1,500,000.in each year. - o : i L

| __ [C'Ii_z__i'ngé_t'(_)' 'Bas_é: $300009{}} _
[Change to. Bill: $3,000,000].
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N :noncomphance with or improper adrmnmt:f__ _ _ _ T
.17 (b) serving as mediator or advocate to resolvc'any prot _em_ar'_ dzspu:e relatmg to day care for' - ;

. Senator Burke

. WORKFORCE I}EVELOPMEN’I? = ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILE} CARE

Pﬂet Program fer Chﬂd Care Ombuésman Servzces o

-Motion:

Move to provide $228,800 GPR in 1997-98 and $234, 800 GPR in '1998:99 to " the
Department of Workforce Development for a pilot program in Milwaukee Cmmty that would
contract for ombudsmen services for consumers of licensed. and cemﬁ‘cd child ‘care services.
_ Spec1fy that DWD would contract with-a mn-proﬁt child care orgamzatwn in-Milwaukee County
to provide these services and. reqmre the contract to requu"e ‘the ergamzauon to empioy at least
five full-time ombudsmcn $0"that each area. cevcred by a separate: W 2 agency- would have
“available a full-time ombudsmen for. chﬁd caxe rec1pzents in that area. 'In addmon, specify that
'ombudsmen services would include: (a) mv&sngatmg complaints from any persan ‘concerning
improper conditions or treatment of chﬂdren who regeive day care ‘services oI concerning
n of state statutes or Tules related t _-1h'i;1'd*c'_:&ré;,jahd' -

| children.

Authorize, but not require, that the W»Z agenc1es pmvxde office spacc in the facﬂ;ty that
- processes applications for W-2 child care so that the ombudsman can more easily furnish services
~ to recipients of subsidized child care. Further ‘require all licensed day care center prov:ders in
the pilot area to postin a conspicuous Igcaimn of the. day“ca.re facility a notice, provided by the
§ _agency pmwdmg the ombudsmen services, of the: namc,_address and teieph{me number of the

gt child care. ombudsman prograni.. Requzre ail licensed £ mily day care providers’ and certified-

o fam;ly day care provzdcrs in the: pxlot aréa to’ prowdc to all clients annually and 'to new clients
" & facsimile copy that is 8 1/2. mches by 11 [inches, of a notice provided by the agency prov;dmg_ B
“the ambﬂdsmen semces ‘of the name, address and telephone number of the cl:nld care

ombudsman program. S T S

Note:

Currently, the Department of Heaith and Family Services is authorized 6() 0 positions for
the regulation of 2,305 state licensed group day care centers, 2, 659 licensed famﬁy day care
 providers, 41 child caring institutions, 133 group: foster home, 28 sheltered care facilities and 60
chﬂd placmg agenczes T}us is a total of 5,226 child care facilities. Curre:ntiy, the state does not

Motion #7021 . .. {over)




p:'ro'i}ide any ombudsmen services for child care services. In addition, there are approximately
4,400 certified family child care providers which are regulated by the counties.

This motion would establish a pilot ombudsmen program for child care in Milwaukee

County by providing $228,800 GPR in 1997-98 and $234,800 GPR in 1998-99 to the Department
of Workforce Development to contract for ombudsimien services from a nonprofit agency in
Milwaukee County. This motion would specify that at least five full-time ombudsmen be
provided to investigate complaints and resolve disputes. Licensed group day care centers would
be required to post a notice of the ombudsmen program while licensed and certified family day

care providers would have to provide a copy of a notice of the ombudsman program to-clients

.annually and to new clients.

[Change to Bé_s_e; $463600 GPR]
[Change to Bill: 463,600 GPR]
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Senator George

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT -- ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILD CARE

No Work Requirement for Parents of Disabled Children

Motion;

Specify that a W-2 agency must suspend the work and education requirements for W-2
transitional placements who are single parents of disabled children if the agency determines that
the parent is needed in the home to provide full-time home care for the child.

Note:

- Unider current state iaw, mchwdua}s mn trzms;tlonal pla»::ement empioyment posmons may
receive a grant of $518 per month. Generaiiy, a person is eligible for a transitional placement
position if she or he meets the financial and non-financial eligibility requiretnents for the W-2
program and the individual is incapacitated, needed in the home because of the illness or
incapacity of another member of the W-2 group, or otherwise incapable of performing a trial job
or CSI. In general, single parents with handicapped children would most likely be placed in a

transitional placement position.

W-2 agencies may require individuals in transitional piacemems to participate in work
activities, including- counseling and treatment programs, for up to 28 hours per week- and to
participate in educational and trammg activities for up to 12 homfs per week. “Under this motion,
single parents with disabled chxidren would be exempt from any werk or educational requirement
if the agency determines that the parent is needed in the home to provzde full-time home care for

the child.

It is estimated that this proposal could result in cost savings because it is expected that the
parent would take care of the child rather than placing the child in child care. Estimated savings

would be $8-4 million annually.

[Change to Base: -$6,400,000 All Funds] R R L R
[Change to Bill: -$6,400,000 All Funds] zzzzzzzz zzrzzzzoz
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Senator George

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT -- ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILD CARE

Food Stamp Benefits for Immigrants and Refugees

Motion:

Move to provide $3,800,000 in 1997-98 and $4,100,000 in 1998-99 and require DWD to
implement a state food assistance program for legal immigrants and refugees (“qualified aliens”

under federal law) who meet the eligibility requirements for the federal food Stamp program,
except for their status as zmm:grants or refugees.

Note:

__ . Under the 1996 federal welfare refmm Eeg;siauon refugees are eligible: for. food stamp
'beneﬁts from the date of entry to the U.S. After five years, these individuals are ineligible to.
receive food stamp benefits until they obtain czuzenshlp or until they. accrue 40 qualifying
quarters of work. In addition, current legal aliens are ineligible for food stamp benefits until
citizenship. Other Iegal aliens currently fesiding in the U.S. who are not currently receiving

benefits are barred from eligibility for food stamp benefits until they obtam c1t1zenshﬁp

Under this motion, legal immigrants and refugees in Wisconsin whd- werc, or would have
been, eligible for federal food stamp benefits except for their immigrant status would receive a
payment from the state in an amount equal to what the household would have received under the

federal program. - It is estimated: that this program wcmld ccst $3 80006{) in 1997-98 and
$4, 10000{} in. 1998*99 ' _

{Change o Base $7 900 000 AH Funds} .“'_‘?.C‘f S

[Change to Bill: $7.900,000 All Funds] JENSEN
OURADA
HARSDORF
ALBERS
GARD
KAUFERT
LINTON
COGGS

%

zzxizzay [
PErrrRERP

BURKE
DECKER

} GEORGE

FJAUCH
TWINEKE
SHIBILSKI
COWLES
PANZER

Xk k<<=

EX

L
%gzzzzzz

PRPEPEPEPP

. g

v

Motion #5022 Ave s no__ % ABs

<




Senator Panzer

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT -- ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILD CARE

TANF Funding Reserve

Motion:

Move to provide $14.0 million in TANF funds to be placed in the Committee’s program
supplements appropriation in 1997-98 for use either for: (a) supplemental payments to children
of SSI recipients; or (b) Learning Labs and customized labor training programs. Specify that
priority use of the funds would be for supplemental payments to children of SSI recipients if the
federal government does not authorize the use of GPR funds under the SST program to make

these payments. Authorize the Committee to release these funds under a 14-day passive review
process following a joint request by DHFS and DWD.

[Change to Base: $14,000,000 FED]
[Change to Bill: $14, _000,_000_. FEDJ]
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Senator George

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT -- ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILD CARE

Minority Business Develpoment and Training Program

Motion:

Move to transfer authority to administer the minority business development and training
program under s. 66.905 of the statutes from the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District to

the Department of WerkforceDevelopment.-

*

: AT A
DA ST
i

P

Note:

The minority business development and training program is administered by the Milwaukee
Metropolitan Sewerage District and provides training to minority individuals and contractors that

participate in district construction projects

1
i
i
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Senator Shibilski

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT -- ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILD CARE

Local Learnfare Projects

Motion:

Move to provide $6,654,100 (All Funds) in 1997-98 and $7,104,100 in 1998-99 to continue
local Learnfare projects.

Note:

_ Under this motion, matching funds would be provided for local projects,. primarily related
to the Learnfare program. Matchmg funds had previously been. paid from federal waiver savings
which are no longer available under TANF provisions. The Departmem continued to provide a
match for these projects in 1996-97, but most projects are currently scheduled to end June 30,
1997. For each project, the Department would enter into a contract with a local government to

provide services.

Base funding for these projects is $450,000. This motion would allow these projects to
continue through the biennium, and would provide an additional $6,654,100 in 1997-98 and

$7,104,100 in 1998-99.

[Change to Base: $13,758,200 All Funds] s
[Change to Bill: $11,508, 200 All Funds] mo#_ S
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Senator Panzer

WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT -- ECONOMIC SUPPORT AND CHILD CARE

Youth Village

Motion:

Move to provide $500,000 in TANF block grant funding in each year for the youth village
program. Provide that to be eligible for the youth village program, a family must meet the
eligibility requirements for a W-2 employment position. Provide that children enrolled in the
youth village program could not be absent from the home for more than 45 consecutive days.
In addition, provide that the youth village program and families em'oiled in the program meet any
other federal requirements regarding the use of TANF funding.

Note:

Under state statutes, the youth village program is designed to provide an alternative
education experience for pupils whose home or social environment seriously interferes with their
educational progress and who are functioning below their grade level iri‘-._basic academic skills,
are behind in academic credits for their credits for their grade level or have a record of poor
grades or attendance problems.

Youth enrolled in the program would live in Family Teaching Homes year-round, attend
Urban Day School and participate in the Work Skills Instltnte S :

Under federal law, funding received under the tempo'rary ‘assistance to needy families
(TANF) program generaliy may not be used for families in which a chzld is absent from the
home of the custodial parent of caretaker relative for more than 45 consecuuve days. The 45-day
limit may be reduced to 30 days or increased to 180 days under the state TANF plan. In
addition, federal and state expenditures under the TANF program may bé used only on "eligible
families”. The modifications to the program specified under this motion are intended to conform
with federal law.

[Change to Base: $1,000,000 FED] Yy

[Change to Bill: $1,000,000 FED] R
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WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

Economic Support and Child Care

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Papers Have Been Pz_'epared

§ ;o
ftem # Title _ L :
8 Learnfare Under W-2 - G
-9 Expand Eligibility for Child Care to 200% of Federal ?(}verty Level
10 Expand W-2 Child Care for Minor Parents, Foster Parents and Job Search

11 Child Care Appropriations; Sunset Date of Low-Income Chﬂd Care Jomt Finance
Committee Passive Review : :
12 Funding for. Nondzrect Child Care Services
. 13.. . Distribution of W-2 Child Care Funds. iR =
: 14 v Res;aonsﬂ)mty for -;-ku}d Care Certification’ Standards :aﬁd-_-Rezmbursement Rates
15 Transfer of Tribal Child Care : .
18 ' Fugitive Felons and Mlsrepresentatzon of Identity or Place of Res:dence
20 Periodic Earnings Check : :
21 Emergengy Assistance
.~ 23 MA Eligibility Unit
- 25a¢ Food Stamp Program Changes
C27 Food Stamp Offenses .
. 28a-c&e Release of Information Regardmg Public' Assistance Rempxents _
30 Convert. Ciassxﬁed Posatmns to Project Posxtmns
LFB Summary Items for Introduction as Separate Legislation
Item # Title
19 Electronic Funds Transfer
22 Determination of Ehg;bzhty for MA
25(d)&(e) Food Stamp Program Changes
26 Food Stamp Program Administration
29 Recovery of Overpayments
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Paper #195 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

ISSUE

To: ~ Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

Increase of Enumeratmn Requlrement t(; $5€}0 GGB (Buildmg ngram)

{LFB Summary Page 98 10 #13 and Page 98 11 #15 and Page 98 12 #17)

In general, the Building Commission can authorize construction of a project costing more

 than $250,000 only if the project is enumerated by the Legislature in the authorized state building
program.  Enumeration involves the Legislature approvmg alistof ma;or prejects mcludmg the
" proposed budget and fundmg source for each pro]ect : L

Other provisions rcla,tmg to some aspect of the buzidmg program currently use a 8250 000

_:_hzmt or threshald mcludmg

(a): the total pro;ect budget for ‘minor transportatzcrn pm}ec:ts funded from a Bepartment

of Transportatmn (DOT} segregated appropr:anon cannot exceed $25(} 00{)

(b) the State Fa;r Park Board can approve privately owned or operaied faczhues on State
Fa;r Park grounds 1f the ccst 1s 325{) 00{} or Iess and .

‘ (c) n general pro_jects costing more tban $25(} 0{)0 must mc}.udﬁ an amount fer fme arts

of at least 0.2% of the estimated project costs. Certain-types of projects are excluded
from this requirement, including: (1) repair and renovation, health, safety and
environmental, energy conservation, handicapped access and advance property acquisition;

~ {2) sheds, warehouses, highways and streets, utility projects or other buildings or spaces
" which are not open for public entry in.he normal use of the building space; and (3) game

farms, ﬁsh hatcheries; nursenes and othcr producuon facxhizies operated by the Depaxtment
of Natural Resotrces. Lo : T Pl o T
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BUILDING COMMISSION

Increase from $250.000 to $500,000 the amount of construction costs that could be
authorized by the Cammiss_i_c__m ‘without approval of the Legislature.

Further, increase other limits and thresholds from $250,000 to $500,000 as follows for:
(2) DOT minor transportation projects. from a DOT appropnamn, (b) the State Fair Park Board
for privately owned or operated facilities on state-owned property, (¢c) the threshold for the
percent for the arts program. e

DISCUSSION POINT S

1. .- The general reqmrement that construction: pm;ects costing over $250,000 must be
enumerated by the Legislature in the aathonzeci state building. program was. established. with
Chapter 154; Laws of- 1969, .1t is intended to ensure- 1egzslatwe review of -each: rziagor project.
A project enumeration simply lists the projéct and budget amount as part of the 1997-99 building
program. In this way, the Legislature has some measure of oversight relating to the total capxtal

o budget. Progect énurmerations serve as a: budgetary controi snmlar to the appropnauans process . .
for operatmg budgets ‘and estabhsh the amount and. purpose af: :fzmds that are prev;ded fora -

U m 1997

- progect -

L2 Increasmg the excepnon to t:he: enumcratzon requmament from $250 00() to
$500,000 would increase Commission chscremm over the building program. . The Comnusszon
couid authorize any pm}ect that is under $5(}O 000, within avaalabie fundzng '

3. The enumeratmn requirement ha.s net changed smce 1 69 The type of pro_}ect that

could-be built in 1969 for $250, 000 differs from a project costing $250,000 today The consumer.
- price-index for. all urban consumers has mcrﬁased over 306% ‘during. that pemad If the $250,000
- afmount were ad;usted by the change in CPI it would be eqmval _ _'_to--; approxlmately $1, E}OO 9@0._

4. However it couid be argued that 1t was net mtended tbat the 5250 000 threshold
increase with inflation. “The change in the type of project that can: be constructed with $250,000
-may accurately reflect the current attitude . about the types. of gro;ects that can be authorized
e w;t%xout approval by the Legzsiamre by P e ek R :

- M.mor })0’1‘ Pre,}ects

s ﬁ Under current law mmor transportauon prq}ects cau be funded from a Department
of Transportatmn (DOT): segregated. -appropriation. for. amounts: of $250 {}0() or Jess. This
provision was enacted in 1993 Wisconsin Act 16 as part of the bxenmai budget

«:Page 2 -/ Building Program (Paper #195)




260+ . Under the recommendatmn the appropnaﬂen could be used fer pro;ects that cost
--upto$5€30{)0(} ' : SR

State Fair Park Facilities

7. Generally, the Commission must approve construction of all projects on state
owned property, even when the construction is funded by private entities. However, 1993
Wisconsin Act 16 authorized the State Fair Park Board to approve construction of privately
owned or operated facilities up to $250,000 without project enumeration.

8. The State Fair Park Board is comprised of seven members and rust include the
Secretaries of the Departments of Development and Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
(DATCP), or their designees. All other members are appointed by the Governor with consent
of the Senate for staggered five-year terms. The State Fair Park Board was created in 1971 as
a three-member board and was attacheci to BATCF The Bea:d became an independent body in
1990. : :

9. Under the recommendation, the Board could authorize construction costs up to
$500,000 on state-owned property without Commission approval Although these are constructed

‘as pnvately owned or operated facﬂmes the. state. could at same point be. respons:bie for. the B

facilities, if the przvate funding were to- fail, since the facilities are located on state property.
Percent-for-Arts Program

10.  The percent-for-arts program in state buildings was instituted in Chapter 221, Laws
of 1979, to purchase original works of art for display. in or around state buildings. A
representative from the Building Commission, selected by ‘the Chair, serves on all advisory
comnittees responsible for selecting works of art.. The Arts Board is the contracting agency for
acquisition of art works. Preference is given'to Wlsconsm artists. Fine arts are funded from the
source of funds for the. projects. Part;mpatmg agencws assume responmbzhty for the installation
and pzeservatmn of the work -

AL’I‘ERNATIVES TO BASE

S A‘pprove the Building Commission’s recommendation to:
a; Increase from $250,000 to $500,000 the size of the project that could be authorized
by tha_,@ommxsszon without approval of the Legisiature

3
i
ol

§

b Increase from $250,000 to $500,000 the project size that can be funded from a
DOT ‘segregated appropriation.

Building Program (Paper #195) © Page 3




P
£N

_ _c".z . Increase from $250,000 to $500,000 the amount of construction costs ‘that could
be authetized without Commission approval by the State Fair Park Board for privately owned
or operated facilities on state-owned property.

Increase from $250,000 to $500,000 the threshold for the pﬁrcent—for-arts program.

Maintain corrent law. -

.Preparéd by: Al 'Rtmd_e.

(g ; Lo
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Paper #196 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

“Te:r Jdint' Cémmitt'é'é on Fiﬁéﬁ'{:é R

me ‘Bob Lang, Director -
: Legisiatwe Flscai Bureau

Except:ens t:o Enumeratlon Requ:rement (Buﬁdmg Program}

[LFB Summary Page 98 10, #14 and Page 98.11, #25 & #i6}

- -__:_CURREN’I‘ LAW

In general the Sazldmg Commlssxon can authorxze construction of a pro;ect costmg more
than $250,000, only zf the pro;ect is enumerated by the Legzslature in the authorized state
: bmkhng program e Lo

. BUIL}}ING COMSSION

3 Estabhsh an: excepnon to: the reqmrement thaz pro;ects exceedmg ‘the ‘enumeration
-threshold {$250 000 under current:law, $500, 000 under the pmpaseé ‘building: ‘program) be
“enumerated by the Legzs}amre -Under the proposed building’ program, an exception would apply
“to three «categories of projects: “ (1) projects for which-at léast-50 percent of the project is funded
from federal grants or private gifts or grants which could: be built without emimeration if the
Commission determines that the construction is in the best interests of the state and if the Joint
Committee on Finance approves the project; (2) projects 1o replace or repair facilities destroyed
“-or damaged by fire, flood, windstorms or other natural disasters; if the Joint Committee: on
“Finance: approves the ‘project; (3) if the project is financed from federal funding received under
the Federal ‘Intermodal ‘Surface ‘Transportation” Efficiency- Act of 1991 (JISTEA), as amended,
together. with-any: special assessments or other matching funding as may be available for the
project; a project could include: (a) site development; (b) improvements to land or faeilities; and
(c) other elements eligible for funding under.the Act.

:Building Program (Paper #196) Page 1




" DISCUSSION POINTS
Projects 50 Percent Funded from Gifts or Grants

1. The general requirerment that.construction projects costing over $250,000 must be
enumerated by the Legislature in the authorized state building program is intended to ensure
legislative review of each major project... A project enumeration simply lists the project and
budget amount as part of the 1997-99 building program. In this way, the Legislature has some
measure of oversight relating to the total capital budget. Project enumerations serve as a
budgetary control similar to the appropriations process for operating budgets and establish the
amount and purpose of funds that are provided for a project.

2. Historically, the Legislature has delegated authority to implement the state’s
building program to the Building Commission. However, the Legislature has maintained control
over the approval process. for the building program by: generally enumerating projects costing
over $250,000, and by authorizmg the bonding needed to fund capital pregects in separate,
agency-specific bonding appropriations established. for this purpose: REEE

3. Under this proposal, if 50 percent of the funds for a major project are from gifts,
grants or other funds approval by the Legzslature would not: be necessary even though up. to.50
percent of the costs would be funded by the state.- - This could ﬁgmficanﬂy rednce the level of
Iegls}atwﬁ overszght for bmidmg pmgram pro;ects R ENE FER

4. PFIOI‘ to 1991 session an provzs;ons exempted projects from -enumeration
requirements if they were funded entirely from gifts, grants or federal funds and if the Joint
Committee on Finance along with the Building Commission approved the project. In the 1991-93
biennial budget, the Governor vetoed the requirement that the Committee approve projects during
the 1991-93 biennium that were funded fully by non-state funds. 1In the 1993-95 biennium, the
Finance Committee deleted a provision: that would have allewed the Commission: to authorize
- projects -funded  with -50% - gifts or .grants - without appwval of the ‘Legislature. - During
- -deliberations on' the 1995-97 biennial budget,-the: Committee de:leted a similar provision. that
- would have exempted any project 65 percent funded from- glfts, grants or: federal funds from
: enumerat:on i the state buﬁdmg program s Lo - LuiEs T :

. e TR One argumem for thzs preposal is- that it: would allcsw the Comtmsswn to-move
- quickly :on its own-authority to-approve a project,:if federal or gift and grant monies become
‘available. Further, the recommendation: would continue:to: require-Joint Committee on Finance
approval for such projects. However, the Legislature has many-floor periods:during its legislative
- session, so-that a project could be enumerated:in a tlrne}y manner: in separate legislatzon if
_necessary. - e o R

6. An argument against this proposal is that major proj.e.:;:.ts. should generally be
reviewed by the Legislature, because there are debt service costs associated with any bonds

© Page 2 . "Building Program:(Paper #196)




.. $250,000 for this purpose w1thout Ieg:slauve appmval -and

issued for the project. Further, even if a project is largely funded from gifts, grants or federal
funds the state could incur future expenses in staffing;. operating and maintaining a structure once
constructed. A major project constructed under the sole authority of the ‘Building' Commission
could limit consideration of the state-wide 1mphcanens of the construction, maintenance and
ongoing operating cost of the facility. . S phope e v

Facxhtles Damaged by Natural Disaster |

7. Chapter 39, Laws cff 1975, prevzeied that the Gevemor cou}d authonze up to
$50,000 from the building trust fund to replace or repair facilities destroyed or damaged by fire,
flood, windstorms or other natural disasters without having the projects-enumerated in the state
building program. .In. 1991 Act 39, the amount was increased to. $250,000 from the building trust

fund or any other funding source.-and the Govemnor was required to- report -any exercase of
authority under this section to the Commission at its next reguiar meeung R

8. Staff at the Division of Facilities Development within. the Department of
Administration indicate that if a natural disaster destroys state-owned property, staté services. may
be restored more quickly if the Commission would be allowed to move on its own authority to
repair or restore the facility. . However, the Governor, currently has. authority to spend up to

for. ""’ould be argued that morc i
substantial use of state monies should be appmved by the Legzsiatur T SRR

9. . . Retaining the enumeration requirement would: allow the Legislature to: deliberate
wheiher a faczhty destroyed by natural disaster should be rebuilt-in the same fashion, expanded
upon or whether the purpose for which the building :was. initially constructed continues to exist.
Further, if the building being repaired or rebuilt is a state facility, the state would be responsible
for the future operation and maintenance -of the facility; w}uch wounlkd: rcqmrc state funds and
therefore should be revzeweci by the Leglslature SRR SIS

10.  The recommendatmn wouid reqmre Joint Com:mttee on Fmance app:roval for
_projects: destroyed by natural disaster, before the Comzmssxon couid ;:roceed in repairing or
i restonng a faczhty with a Pproject budget exceedmg the $250 0()9 enumeranon requxrement

| Pro_lects Flmded ‘With Federal IS’I‘EA Momes

11. As part of the Intermodal Surface Transportanon Effic;ency Act of 199} (ISTEA),
the Surface Transportation Program (STP) was created. The Act will expire ‘on September 30,
1997. Under STP, federal funds are provided to implement state and local plans for highways,
transit and “other non—hxghways programs. STP requires 10% of funding be used for
transportation enhancements, such .as. scenic -beautification, historic preservation and
environmental-related actzwtzes The W1scon9ém Departmem of Transportanen (DOT) adrmmsters
the program in the state:- o T

_.Building Program (Paper #196) | - Page 3




12. - The University of ‘Wisconsin has been involved with DOT for a number of
= -pro}ects In the past, these. projects ‘have generally involved beautifying the streets or putting
iR vzsﬁorfmformatwn centers and blk&‘ or pedestrzan paths through the campuses '

13.- Under current law, the Buzidmg Commission has discretion” over minor projects,
since projects costmg under $250,000 ($500,000 under the proposed building program) could be
constructed without enumeration. The Legislature may want to ¢consider larger ‘projects in the
context of the entire building program. A similar provision was recommended as part of the
1995-97 buﬂdmg program and ‘was deieteé by the Joint Conmnttee on Fmance '

PR T One factc)r that watrants’ cansxderazzon is that the: Gevemar could use a partial veto
.- -to.convert these proposed limited excéptions to the current requlrement for legislative approval
- of projects to, instead; authonze the Comm:sszon to build any pro;ect wzthout approvai by the
Legislature. B - : al - -

i -ALTERNA’I‘IVES TO BASE

i.._ Approve; the Buﬂdmg Commission’s recommendation to allow the Commiission
to authonze constructmn of projects. costmg in excess of the enumeratxon reqmremcnt ($25{} 090

" under current law), w1th013t approval‘of the Legzslature ifs

“(a). ~-atleast 50% of the project is funded from federal grants or p"ri*éate gifts or grants
and thc Commission determines that the construction is in the: best mterests of the state and the
.. Joint: Cemlmttee om: Flnance approves the pro;ect W :

: “(b). - the prc}cct re:palrs or replaces a buzldmg, structure or facﬂzty destroyed or damaged
by fire, flood, wmdstorms or other natural disasters if the Iemt Committee on Fmance approves
the pmJect

(c) the progect is’ financed from federal fundmg recewed niider the Federai Intexmodai
Surfaf::e TFransportation’ E:fﬁcwnc:y Act of 1991 (ISTEA), as amended, together with any special
assessments or other matching funding as may be available for the project. A project could

.....

'include (a) szte development (b) improvements to land or facilities; -and (c¢) 'other elements

:’” ™ |
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Paper #197 1997-99 Budget Jupe 4, 1997

“To: ' * Joint Committee on Finance

“From: '~ Bob Lang; Director
 Legislative Fiscal Bureau =~

~ISSUE .
Enumeratlon of Pm;ects in. I999~2901 ihemnum (Bmldmg Program)

[LFB Summa:y Page 98 6, #3, Page 98 7, #4]

BUILBING COMSSION

Provzde $59 885 (}00 from ail fundmg sources and enumerate the foliowmg pro;ects for
the 1999-2001 biennium.

_ Bmidang Commxssmn : : SR T
-Secure Treatment: Center N $30,000,000

. .Uzﬁve.r_sity of Wisconsin- . . -~ R
Green Bay Academic Building 16,000,000

Oshkosh Halsey Science Center 13.885.000
Total $59,885,000

Of fhe total, $57.885,000 would be funded from general fund supporte&, general obligation

bonding.
DISCUSSION POINTS
I Enumerating prdjects for the neé:t biennium would provide reasonable certainty that

the projects wouid be built and those agencies that -‘would use the building could. plan
accordingly. ~ Further, knowmg that the facility is approved to be built would allow DOA to
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condiict more extensive design and planning for the facility to ensure that the facility could be
constructed more quickly in the next biennium.

2. Frequently, the Building Commission must make difficult decisions in choosing
between projects for inclusion in the. state building program. One way for the Commission and
the Legislature to soften the blow of an adverse decision is to enumerate the project, but with
a delayed effective date for the bonding. In the last budget, two projects were enumerated as part
of the 1995-97 building program, but with the limitation that the bonding for the project would
not take effect until July 1, 1997. Under the Building Commission’s recommendation, three
projects and the related funding would be approved as part of the 1999-2001 building program,
so that both the project enumeration and the bonding would not take effect until July 1, 1999,

3. Enumerating projects in the next biennium could limit the ability of the 1999
Legislature to establish its priorities for the 1999-2001 building program. If bonding is viewed
as a scarce resource; and the Commission worked towards limiting the amount of general fund
supported bonding to $250 million, it is unclear whether the 1997 Leglslature shmﬂd advance
commit $57.9 million for the 1999-2001 building Program. v oo e s

4. Many projects were not recommended by the Buﬂdmg Commission to be funded
in the 1997-99 bwnmum Further przontles assoczated with projects: change as: facﬂzty usage_

changes. Therefore, if projects are cominitted for the future biennium, it is uncertain that by the

time the project is constructed; it will be the best:and highest priority use of state dollars.

5. A similar concern addressed in a Legislative Audit Bureau audit on the state’s
transportation programs indicated the Legislature needs to considef: whether the’ priorities given
transportation projects enumerated’ for construction in future years ‘may have changed.
Recognizing this concern, the Comumittee in previous action placed a moratorium on the
Transportation Projects Comrmssmn from recommendin g pro;ects 1o the: Legzsiature and ‘Governor
until 2002. : Sl S

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

B 1 \ < Approve the Building Commission’s recommendation to prowde $59 885 000 from
all faﬁding sources and enumerate three projects. for the 1999-2001 biennium. =

2. Maintain current law.
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Paper #198 1997-99 Budget June 4, 1997

From: Bob Lang, Director E
_ Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE -

Enumaratmn of Secure Treatment Center (Buﬂdmg Frogram) '

o [LFB Summary Page 98 6 #3 and Page 98. 7 #4]

- "Bmmmc C(}MM}ISSIGN

. Recemend the cnumeranon “of a Secure ”{'reatment Center ihder the Building
- Commission in the I999~2€301 biennium that would be used as treatment facility to House petsons
" with merital 1U:ness Increase the Building Commission’s ‘housing state departments and agenczes,
- general ﬁmd sup;}orted general obhgaaon bondmg authorlty by $30 600 600 ' e

DISCUSSION POINTS -

1993 Wxsconsm ‘Act’ 479 estabhshed the mvoriuﬁ c:ml comimitient procedures
: ffor sexuaﬁy violent persons (SVPS) The propesed sectire tr ﬁment center wouici be used to

' assxst w1th the wnnmmf:nt and treatment af SVPS ccmm:tted _'nder _the act

R Currentiy, the Wisconsin Rescmrce Center (WRC) provades mental heaith SETvices
to two groups of individuals: (a) persons who have been mvoiuntaniy cominitted under civil law
as a SVP; and (b) prison inmates who have been tmnsferred for treatme:nt (}f mental health

---prebiems from the state s caxrectxonal mstxtutmns SRR B A SRR

R the prevxous legzslatwe session, “a-total of $18 5 ‘million- in bondmg was
~ authorized to ‘construct a second ‘WRC building with 300 beds to accommodate the growing
-'-'po;mlatmn of SVPs and to maintain services for przson ‘inimates: Constriction of the néw WRC
- faczhty has begun and s expected to be (:ompieted by December, 1997 or J’anizary 1998

‘Buildinig Program (Paper #198) " Page 1




: - 4. At present, mental health services for SVPs and inmates dare. provided at two
different facilities. At the current 160-bed WRC facility, 140 beds are allocated for treatment
of SVPs and one, 20-bed unit has been retained for treatment of prison inmates. In addition,
WRC staff use several buildings at the Oshkosh Correctional Institution, which provides 140 beds
for the treatment of prison inmates. The Oshkosh units are only intended to be used on a
temporary basis. The new facility on the WRC gmunds is being constructed to serve prison
inmates who require mental health services.

5. Prior to 1994-95, the current 160-bed Wisconsin Resource Center (WRC) facility
was used exclusively to serve prison inmates. - However; with the enactment of Act 479, the
current WRC facility has been increasingly used to support services for SVPs, and has served
fewer prison inmates. In order to maintain treatment services for prison inmates, the Oshkosh
Correctional Institution units were established as a temporary facility until the new WRC became
available. : T .

6. On: I)eccmber 8 1995 the Wlsconsm Supreme Ccmrt upheici the constxtuﬂonahty
of Wisconsin’s SVP.commitment law. However; a.case is canrent}y before the LS. Supreme
Court that challenges the State of Kansas’ SVP commitment. law. Because ‘Wisconsin’s SVP
~ commitment law is similar to the Kansas law the Supreme Court decxswn may affect the status
of‘Wlsconsm s law-,-..; SRR AT . A

7. The proposed Secm:e Treatment Canter project wouid a351st w1th prowdmg
__ ___treatment a:nd he}usmg of SVPs. without: diminishing.. the treatment. servzcas provzded prison
. inmates, However it could be argued that the project would not have to be enumerated at this
time because: (a) the deasmn on: the. consumtlonalzty of state SVP comrmtment laws smru}a: to
1993 Act 497 could impact the need for the project; and (b) under the Building Commission’s
recommendatxons the facility could not constructed until the 1999- 2991 b;ennmm

8 Canversely, enumeraung the project for the - 1999 2@01 bxenmum at th;s time would

- .prowde more certainty that if needed the bmidmg would have legislatiy ea authonzau(m to be built.

-.Further, k:;wwmg that the 'acxhty is in line .to: be bullt ‘would allew DOA o couduct more
. extensive design: and piazmg g for the fac;hty to ensure. that the. faczhty could be constmcted more.
quickly in the next ‘biennium: However, the Legislature has many ﬂoor penods during its
legislative . sessxon, $0. that. a pm}ect could be enumerateé ina tzmely manner in separate
;legzslatmn if- necessary S : : T - :

9. Desp;,te bemg a Depattment of Health and Famﬁy Servxce S (E}HFS) capztal
building program request, the secure treatment center project is bemg recommended for
_enumeration . in., the }999~2001 bienmum under the Buzldmg Comnnssmn 5 housmg state
fprc;gect and provxdmg addmenal bondmg authanty to the Bm}dmg Canmnssm if. thf: pmject is
not built: the. Commission: cou}d use. the bondmg authonty for othe: purposes re}ated fo projects
in the category of housing state depaﬂmcnts and agencies. Specxfically enumerating the project
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under DHFS would reduce the Commission’s ability to use this bonding authorized for the
project in 1999-2001 for other purposes, without legislative oversight, in the event the facility

1s not needed.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

L Approve the Building Commission’s recommendation to enumerate a Secure
Treatment Center under the Building Commission in the 1999-2001 biennium that would be used
as treatment facility to house persons with mental illness. Further, increase the Building
Commission’s housing state departments and agencies, general fund supported, general obligation
bonding authority by $30,000,000.

N

2. ‘Modify the Building Commission’s recommendation and enumerate the facility as
a Departmient of Health and  Family Services facility. Further, reduce the Bmkhng Commission’s
housing state departments and agencies authorization -and make a corresponding increase to
DHFS’s mental health facilities bonding authorization.

3. Take no action (if needed, the faczhty could be enumerated threugh subsequent
legzsiatlon or in the next blenmal budget process) T . :
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