100,000 people/month. A further 13% increase has occurred in the first 6 months of FFY 2003,
These increases are outstripping local capacity.

»  There is no greater food security than a job that pays a living wage and offers solid benefits. But
increasingly Community Action Agency food pantries and others are seeing more working
families for whom employment has not kept its promise of self-sufficiency. Pantries serve more
families who work for low wages, who can only secure seasonal or part-time jobs, who receive
limited or 210 job benefits, as well as those recently unemployed. For these families food stamps
offers a nutritional safety net.

*  Food pantries cannot fill the gap created by lost food stamp benefits. For instance, pantries
typically give a food package worth $20-$25, while food stamp households receive an average of
$165/month (6 to 8 times as much).

* CAA and others have found that as demand for food assistance has increased, the bad economy
has simultaneously reduced donations of food and money — a reminder that the capacity of
emergency food providers is limited at times when families most need assistance. Food stamps
benefits on the other hand are not affected by economic recessions.

*  Compared to emergency food providers, food stamps are a far superior means to provide food
assistance. Food stamps enable families to buy food at the same grocery stores others use,
provide better access to food, assure food is high quality, provide choice, increase dignity, are
more efficient and offer the same benefit levels in all areas.

*  For all these reasons its essential to increase participation by eligible families. DHFS’ current
efforts to simplify the program and develop internet access will help. But it is also necessary to
substantially increase current outreach efforts and further develop partnerships with community-
based organizations. We also urge the development of an inter-departmental workgroup within
state government to better coordinate and integrate food stamp outreach with outreach undertaken
by other low-income assistance programs offering both nutrition and non-nutrition benefits.

Based on the extent of recent progress and given DHFS’ genuine commitment WISCAP is confident that
with increased effort and creativity we can connect more eligible families to the food stamp resources
they are currently missing. The result will greatly benefit families, employers, and communities alike.




Talking Points From LAB Memo

Food stamp program moved from DWD to DHFS 1 year ago

Wisconsin error rate above national average since FY 1994-95
o 4.4 percentage points above national average for past 2 fiscal years
o Increased since 1995-96, but now at all time high

California and Michigan are the only states with higher error rates

FY 01-02:
o 9.2% of benefits paid too high ($18.1 million value)
0 3.5% of benefits paid too low ($6.9 million value)

Since 1993-94 USDA imposed total of $10.6 million in sanctions because
error rats above national average.

By September 2005 state must spend $1.7 million on program improvements
and DHFS will need to identify fund within existing appropriations

1997:
- 0 Start using estimates of future income rather than past income
= Because less accurate to use future income, use shorter
recertification time
o Department recertifies every 3 months rather than 6 months
o Did not reduce benefit payment error and in 2001 Department went
back to 6 months recertification

For the first 7 months of FY 02-03, DHFS calculated the error rate of 9.5%
(in 01-02 12.7%) if trend continues it shows a decline and progress.

A recommendation I found in Food Stamp Original Audit:

o Recommend DWD monitor the participation of individuals in the
Food Stamp Program and report to the Joint Legislative Audit
Committee by July 1, 2001, on the changes in program participation
among groups that may have difficulty with the new system, including
the elderly and disabled.



Media Accounts:

* DHFS tried to destigmatize the term “food stamps” and commissioned a
Madison advertising firm to develop a new name for the program to make
people less reluctant to sign on. DHFS paid $10,000 to develop the new
name and the advertising firm reportedly has several possibilities, which it is
now evaluating using focus groups.

¢ State statistics from the past five years don’t seem to indicate that signing
people up is that much of a problem — caseload statewide has increased 56 %

in past 5 years.

e It’s an embarrassment - Wisconsin’s’ poor error rate has been an ongoing
problem and we have been in the bottom 10 every year since 1996

* Critics say it is too tough to apply for food stamps in WI. Appears to be true
the form on the DHFS web site is 16 pages long

Questions:

1. Are the food stamp application forms really 16 es long? How long are -
* other states-application forms for this program?” Caii we reduce and
streamline this withont increasing errors? '

2. Why did DHFS spend $10,000 on a new name when Wisconsinites could
have come up with lots of ideas and now the new names won’t even be
used? Waste of $10,000 given we are cutting government.

3. How long is average for people to get benefits? Heard this is high

4. Are administrative costs really high for this?
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Dear Senator Roessler and Representative Jeskewitz:

‘The purpose of this letter is to provide an update on action that the Department of Health and
Family Services (DHFS) has taken to improve the Food Stamp program in Wisconsin as well as
the plans and goals for further improvement over the course of the next year.

As you know, the Food Stamp program was transferred to DHFS in July 2002. Since that time,
there has been significant activity to improve the program. I would like to share with you our
goals and priorities for making the Food Stamp program an integral part of this Department’s
mission to lead the nation in fostering healthy and self-reliant individuals and families.

Over the course of the last eight months as Secretary of this Department, I have made Food
Stamp program improvement, in terms of both payment accuracy and program access, an agency
and personal priority. Specifically, our priorities are as follows:

¢ Increase Wisconsin’s payment accuracy rate so that no sanction is imposed on Wisconsin.

¢ Increase enrollment to expand access to nutritious food and benefit the state economically.

+ Increase automated support to relieve work for eligibility workers so they can concentrate on
payment accuracy and customer service.

¢ Create new, easier options for customers to apply, report changes, and retain eligibility.

Streamline and align Food Stamps and Medicaid policies and processes.

¢ Establish new partnerships with public and private organizations to promote the importance
of good nutrition and physical activity.

»

Although we have already made good progress in these priority areas, we have set important
goals for the Food Stamp program that will expand on the priorities established for our program
and direct our resources to the activities that result in further program improvement. Let me tell
you about our payment accuracy and program participation goals for this next year.

Wisconsin.gov
1 West Wilson Street » Post Office Box 7850 » Madison, W1 53707-7850 s Telephone (608) 266-9622 « www.dhfs.state. wi.us



. Senator Carol Roessler
Representative Suzanne Jeskewitz
October 9, 2003

Page 2

Payment Accuracy: Our goal is to improve payment accuracy to 94 percent to achieve an error
rate of 6 percent in federal fiscal year (FFY) 04. This is projected to be at or below the national
average error rate. This would take Wisconsin out of sanction status for FFY 04. (Based upon
the new error rate sanction provisions in the federal Farm Bill, FNS cannot impose any sanctions
on states for FEY 03).

Under federal law, states that have a Food Stamp payment error rate that is greater than 105
percent of the national average in two consecutive federal fiscal years are sanctioned by the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Food and Nutrition Service. Wisconsin has
been sanctioned millions of dollars in past years for our higher-than-average error rate.
Therefore, we will strive to achieve the above goal to improve payment accuracy and remove
Wisconsin from sanction status for FEY 04. It is possible with this goal that Wisconsin could
receive a performance bonus if we are one of the states with the greatest improvement in our
payment accuracy rate in FFY 04.

We have already made significant improvement this year, which shows that Wisconsin can be
successtul in improving its payment accuracy rate. For the first eight months of FFY 03, our
payment accuracy rate was 90.4 percent. We estimate that our final error rate for FFY 03 will be
91.8 percent. As a point of reference, Wisconsin’s payment accuracy rate for FFY 01 was 86.9
percent and 87.31 percent for FFY 02,

We attribute this progress to several important efforts that have occurred during the program’s
first year with DHEFS. Wisconsin has taken full advantage of the opportunities offered under the
federal Farm Bill to simplify the program for both customers and administrative agencies
through numerous policy changes. In addition, we have leveraged technology available through
the automated eligibility determination system (known as “CARES”) to provide workers with
more accurate and up-to-date information about applicants/recipients to reduce the potential for
error. New training has also been provided to eligibility workers. Funding to several counties to
support new “Change Centers” to more accurately manage change reports from customers and
reduce workload has also helped to lay the foundation for improved payment accuracy.

To continue progressing toward our goal for FFY 04, DHFS will focus on additional key policy
and technology initiatives as high priority matters. One such initiative is the implementation of
the reduced change reporting policy for Food Stamp recipients. Under this policy, customers are
required to only report income changes that would make them ineligible for the program, rather
than having to report all income and household composition changes. We believe this policy
change, which was effective July 2003, will have a significant impact on the state’s error rate
because it directly addresses the most prevalent types of errors from both a consumer and

eligibility worker perspective. Second, DHFS continues to upgrade the automated support
offered through CARES to free-up worker time to focus on payment accuracy and customer
service. We will also provide ongoing training and technical assistance to ensure that all of these
changes are implemented correctly.
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In addition, we are committing significant staff and reinvestment funding resources in
Milwaukee County and our next largest counties that, together, account for over 80 percent of
the Food Stamp caseload in Wisconsin. Our goal in working with these agencies is to further
engage local management in these issues and provide the programmatic and technological tools
they need to improve payment accuracy. In state after state that has reduced their error rate,
including big states like New York and California, the single most important factor has been the
leadership of both local and state government.

Program Participation: Our goal is to improve program participationto 80 percent of the
potential eligible population, which would mean an additional 57,000 people participating in the
program. Currently, over 309,000 people are participating in the Food Stamp program in
Wisconsin.

Over the past five years, the number of people in Wisconsin participating in the Food Stamp
program has increased significantly. In fact, Wisconsin is a national leader in program
participation improvement. A recent report released by the Food Research and Action Center, a
national research and public policy center, shows that Food Stamp program participation in
Wisconsin increased 64.1 percent between June 1998 and June 2003. This was the fourth
highest increase among all states.

Wisconsin strives to make sure that every eligible person has access to the food assistance they
need as there are many benefits of increased participation, including:

¢+ Improving good nutrition among Wisconsin’s citizens, which is essential to good health.

¢ Additional federal revenues to Wisconsin. At an average benefit of $167 per month, 1,000
new households would result in over $2.0 million annually in federal funds to Wisconsin.

+ EHeonomic benefit to communities, as well. The USDA estimates that every $5 in federal
Food Stamp spending results in $9.20 in economic benefit to the community.

['would like to share with you the many activities we have underway to improve our Food Stamp
program through increased participation.

First, we have an extensive outreach plan. This plan includes the following:

¢ Planning and evaluation to identify the demographics of the target population and to monitor
caseload changes.

¢ New marketing plans and materials, including consideration of a new name for the program,
television and radio advertisements, and mailings to food pantries and other community
groups. _

+ Improving program access through simplified program rules, a shorter application form and
an 800 number for program information.
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¢+ Improving coordination with other programs, such as public health, WIC, SeniorCare and
other Medicaid programs, and Nutrition Education projects.
¢ Training and technical assistance for community organizations and eligibility workers.

Second, Wisconsin will embark on a special project to enroll additional supplemental security
income (SSI) recipients in the Food Stamp program. Wisconsin has nearly 97,000 individuals
who receive SSI benefits, but only about one-third of these individuals are currently recetving
food stamps. We have received approval from the USDA to work on a package of federal
waivers that wilk:

¢+ Aliow Wisconsin to set a standard food stamp benefit amount for all SSI recipients that will
hopefully, be higher than the benefit these participants would receive under our current
program; and

¢ Make it easier for SSI recipients to apply and stay on the program.

Third, in June 2003, Wisconsin was awarded a $1.7 million federal grant to create a customer
service toolbox — an internet-based method for people to screen themselves for eligibility, apply
on-line, check the status of their case and report changes to the eligibility worker. We will
partner with two community-based organizations to lead the demonstration projects and
coordinate with other local community agencies in the implementation of the customer service
toolbox. Further, we will build this to include Medicaid and BadgerCare, as well, to allow better
coordination between programs, resulting in improved customer satisfaction, reduced workload
for eligibility workers, and an opportunity for enhanced partnerships between the state agency,
local agencies and commumty»bas&d organizations.

I appreciate the opportunity to share our accomplishments, goals and plans for the Wisconsin
Food Stamp program. We strive to enhance public confidence in this program through our
commitment to payment accuracy and ensuring that the citizens of our state have proper access
to the food assistance they need.

Sincerely,

elene Nelson
Secretary

ce: Joint Legislative Audit Committee
Janice Mueiler, State Auditor
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'The Food Stamp Program was created by the federal government in 1964 to assist low-income
individuals and families in purchasing food. The Department of Workforce Development
administers the program in Wisconsin, and the United States Department of Agriculture oversees
it at the federal level. Almost all program benefits are federally funded, while administrative costs
are shared equally by the State and the federal government. In fiscal year 1998-99, approximately
311,800 individuals participated in the program in Wisconsin at a cost of $167.7 million. In
January 2000, approximately 75 percent of program partzc;pants were either children, disabled, or
older than 60.

Food stamps are an entitlement to those who meet both nonfinancial and financial eligibility
requirements. Benefit levels vary substantially. For example, in January 2000, 28.6 percent of
groups receiving food stamp assistance received benefits of $10 or less per month, while

3.9 percent received more than $500 per month. In order to continue receiving program benefits,
recipients must regularly report and verify their eligibility by providing information such as their
current monthly income and allowable deductible expenses.

Participation in the Program Has Declined

A July 1999 report by the General Accounting Office indicated that as welfare réform measures
were implemented nationally, the percentage decline in food stamp recipients was greater in
Wisconsin than in any other state. From March 1995 through July 1999, the number of food
stamp recipients in Wisconsin declined by 147,370. Using Census Bureau and Wisconsin
caseload data, we estimate the number of individuals living in poverty who did not receive food
stamps increased from 14,100 in 1994 to 134,600 in 1998, the percentage of individuals living
in poverty who received food stamps declined from 97 percent to 70 percent.

Declining Participation Has Many Causes

A number of factors are likely responsible for the decline in prograr participation. The
implementation of Wisconsin Works (W-2) and other welfare reform initiatives has placed
greater emphasis on work and self-sufficiency. As income increases, food stamp benefits
typically decrease. For example, from January 1995 to January 2000, the number of groups that
received only $10 per month in food stamp assistance increased by 17 percent. Many agency
staff with whom we spoke believe that even though individuals continue to qualify for food
stamp benefits, a reduced leve] of benefits has discouraged them from continuing to participate
in the program.

“Qver-

For More Information Contact the Legislative Audit Burezu
22 E. Mifflin Street * Suite 500 * Madison, Wisconsin 53703 * (608)2656-2818



In addition, ambiguous W-2 policy directives issued by the Department were misinterpreted

by some administrative agencies in a manner that may have denied food stamp benefits to
recipients. For example, in its August 1996 request for proposals, the Department indicated that
“the W-2 system provides only as much service as an eligible individual asks for or needs. Many
individuals do much better with just a ‘light touch’.” As a result of confusion caused by such
documents, as well as information conveyed during meetings and training sessions, some local
agency staff inappropriately applied the concept of ‘light touch’ to all assistance programs,
including the Food Stamp and Medical Assistance programs, which remain entitlements under
federal law.

Other factors that have contribited to the decline in program participation include more frequent
recertification requirements, additional work requirements for some food stamp recipients, and
administrative problems in local agencies. As Food Stamp Program participation has declined,
alternative food programs that provide nonpenshable food and meals have reported increased
demand fer their services.

Recent Efforts to Improve Program Participation Have Yet to Be Measured

To increase program participation, the Department and local agencies have undertaken a number
of initiatives to improve the provision of services, including providing caseworkers with
additional training, expanding the number of program application sites and the hours during
which applications are taken, and working with alternative food programs to facilitate access to
food stamp benefits. The specific effects of these efforts have not been measured. However, from
July 1999 to April 2000, the number of food stamp recipients increased at an average of

0.8 percem each mor;th '

The Department antlclpates that the 1mpiementatmn of efectromc deb;t cards, Whlch will repiace
paper food stamp coupons by the end of 2000, will further increase program participation by
improving participants’ access to benefits, reducing fraud, and potentially eliminating the stigma
associated with participation. However, close monitoring will be needed to ensure that certain
groups, such as the elderly, understand the new system and are able to continue to access their
benefits. In addition, more needs to be done to ensure that local agencies comply with state and
federal requirements regarding the posting and dissemination of information about food stamp
eligibility.

Some Program Changes Would Require Additional State and Federal Action

The State can reduce the frequency with which recipients must report information on income and
assets, but some are concerned that taking such a step to address declining participation may
increase the extent to which benefits are calculated inaccurately. Since federal fiscal year
1994-95, Wisconsin’s benefit calculation error rate has been among the highest in the nation; in
federal fiscal year 1998-99 it was 13.4 percent, compared to a national average of 9.9 percent.
Other efforts to increase program participation would require either changes to federal law or
waivers of existing federal regulations.

LR
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LEGISLATIVE AUDIT BUREAU

The Bureau is a nonpartisan legislative service agency responsible for conducting financial and program
evaluation audits of state agencies. The Burean’s purpose is to provide assurance to the Legislature that
financial transactions and management decisions are made effectively, efficiently, and in compliance with
state law and that state agencies carry out the policies of the Legislature and the Governor. Audit Burean
reports typically contain reviews of financial transactions, analyses of agency performance or public policy
issues, conclusions regarding the causes of problems found, and recommendations for improvement.

Reports are submitted to the Joint Legislative Audit Committee and made available to other committees of

- the Legislature.and to the public. The Audit Committee may arrange public hearings on the issues identified
in a report and may introduce ieglslation in response to the audit recommendations. However, the findings, -
conclusions, and recommendations in the report are those of the Legislative Audit Bureau. For more
information, write the Bureau at 22 E. Mifflin Street, Suite 500, Madison, WI 53703, call (608) 266-2818,
or send e-mail to Leg.Audit.Info @legis.state.wi.us. Electronic copies of current reports are available on line
at www.legis.state.wi.us/lab/windex htm.
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Senator Gary R. George and

Representative Carol Kelso, Co-chairpersons
Joint Legislative Audit Committee

State Capitol

Madison, Wisconsin 53702

Dear Senator George and Representative Kelso:

As directed by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, we have completed our evaluation of Wisconsin's
Food Stamp Program, which is administered by the Department of Workforce Development. The program

was created by the federal government in 1964 to assist low-income individuals and families in purchasing
food. In Janunary 2000, approximately 75 percent of those receiving program benefits in Wisconsin were

either children, disabled, or over age 60.

Under federal law, food stamps are an entitlement to those who meet both nonfinancial and financial eligibility
requirements. Program benefits are almost entirely federally funded. In fiscal year (FY) 1998-99, benefit costs
were $122.7 million; administrative costs, which are funded equally by the federal government and state
general purpose revenue, totaled $45.0 million. Approximately 311,800 Wisconsin mdxv:duals participated in
the program in FY 1998-95,

In July 1999, a federal report showed that as welfare reforms were implemented nationally, Food Stamp
Program participation declined faster in Wisconsin than in any other state. Our analysis confirmed this decline.
Based on the best available data, we estimate that from 1994 through 1998, the percentage of individuals living

*in poverty in Wisconsin who received food stamps declined from 97 to 70 percent. A nurnber of factors are
likely responsible for this trend, including the effects of Wisconsin Works and other welfare reform initiatives,
more frequent recertification requirements for benefit recipients, additional work requirements for some food
stamp recipients, and administrative problerns in local agencies. As Food Stamp Program participation has
declined, alternative food programs that provide nonperishable food and meals have reported increased
demand for their services.

The Department and local agencies have undertaken a number of initiatives to improve program administration,
inclading providing caseworkers with additional training, expanding the number of program application sites
and the hours during which applications are taken, and working with alternative food programs to facilitate
access to food stamp benefits. If the Legislature believes additional efforts to expand program services are
appropriate, a number of other options could be exercised, but some would require changes in federal law.

We api:reciaz:e the courtesy and cooperation extended to us by the Department of Workforce Development and
staff of the local agencies we visited. The Department’s response is Appendix Iil.

Respectfully submitted,

o /?m/«m)

ice Mueller
State Auditor

IM/PS/bm



SUMMARY

is responsible for determining apphcam eligibility and

Nulntmn Semce of thc United Statcs Department of .
and in Wisconsin by the Qcpartment of Workforce De

in the form of coupons or, more recently, through elcctrbm_
Nearly ali program heneﬁts are fedex_-a_ﬂy ft_mded Ptogram |

year (FY) 1998»99 ap;:' iy tcly___lls 000 assistance grou
representing 3}1 ,800 1 , participated in the programin
Wisconsin at'a cost of $167 7 million, Food stamp benefits accounted
for $122.7 million of that amount. The remaining $45.0 million was
administrative costs.

Under federal 1aw, food st.amps are an entitiement available to zhose
who meet both nonﬁnanmai and financial eligibility requu‘ements
Federal regul ations requzre that prospective food stamp recipients be

. made aware that gmgram beneﬁts are ava;lable to those who quahfy

they learn of the avmlahﬁxty of bcneﬁts Applicants who are deterauned
chgxble must receive food stamps within 30 days of apphcanon unless
they are ellglble far expedited: fmd stamps, which must be prowded
within 7 days of appl cation to those whose monthly income is less than
$150, to those whose monthly shelter costs exceed their monthly "
income, or to nugrant ‘workers under some circumstances. In order to
continue receiving food stamp benefits, recipients must regularly report -
and venfy relevant ahglbxhty mfoman{m sach as thelr current menthly
income and allowabic deductzble expenses

The total value of the benefits provided to a food assistance group
depends on income, assets, and the number of individuals in the group.
Benefit levels vary substantially. Tn J anuary 2000, 28.6 percent of food
assistance groups received benefits of $10 or less per month, while’

3.9 percent received more than $500 per month. Households composed _
of Wisconsin Works {W-2) or Sappiementa& Security Income recipients
are typ:caii; cligible for food stamps automatically. In December 1999
11.0 percent of those receiving food stamps participated in W-2, and
68.8 percent received Medical Assistance benefits. For those individuals
with earnings, average annual earned income was approximately
$11,200.




The gross income limit for a food assistance group is 130 percent of the
federal poverty level; for example, the gross income limit for a family of
three is currently $18,048 annually. Net income, which is determined by
applying deductions for child care, child support, medical expenses,
utilities, and some shelter costs, must be below 100 percent of the federal
poverty level. The. gross income limit is waived if the assistance group
has eidcrly or dlsabled members

'I‘he costs of adnnnistenng the Food Stamp Program are higher in
Wisconsin than in other midwestern states. For federal fiscal year

(FFY) 1998»99 ’_{ISDA indicates the federal portion of administrative
costs for the Midwest- rangad from Wisconsin’s high of 21.7 percent of
total program costs to Indiana’s low of 10.1 percent. At 16.6 percent of
total | program costs, Mn’nﬁsota s administrative costs were the second-
highest among 1 m;dwestsm states. Department staff attribute Wisconsin’s
high administrative costs to several factors, including the decentralized
nature of its ‘program. Both Wisconsin and Minnesota administer their
Food Stamp Pregram at the mumy rather than the state level.

Concerns about Wisconsm s Food Stamp Program were raised when a
series of reports issued in 1999 suggested that not all eligible individuals
and families were receiving benefits to which they were entitled under
federal law, In particular, a J uly 1999 report by the General Accounting
Office indicated that as welfare reform measures were implemented
natmaaﬁy, the pementagf; decline in food stamp recipients was greater
in Wisconsm than in any ather state.

“The most grecxpztons declme in program participation began in

March 1995. Between this date and July 1999, the number of food
starnp rec1pzents declined by 147,370, or 45.2 percent, statewide.
However, pmmpaﬁon declined by 37.1 percent in Milwaukee County,
compared to 52.0 percent in all other counties. Since July 1999, the
number of food stamp recipients has increased an average of 0.8 percent
each month, 10189, 541 inJ; anuary 2000 It is unclear whether this trend
is likely to continue.

It is also diﬂt'icult to measure how many eligible individuals do not
receive food stamps. Estimates vary widely. For example, a

January 2000 report issued by the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
estimated that in 1998, 41,400 low-income working families in
Milwaukee County may have been eligible for food stamps, whereas
approximately 9,000, or 21.7 percent, received them. In contrast, a
report by the General Accounting Office indicated that nationwide,

the percentage of children living i m poverty who received food stamps
in 1997 was 84.1 percent




Data maintained by state agencies do not pe
the number of eligible individuals who did
stamps. For example, if applicants for social
not wish to apply for food stamps; not all of
determine eligibility for the Food Stamp Program
return data do not show the extent to which eligi
may not have received benefits because those mos
-~ food stamps are not typically required to submit tax-
their limited income. However, by comparing Census Bu
the number of Wisconsin residents living in poverty
- stamp caseloads, we estimate that from 1994 through !
of people living in poverty who received food stamps declined
120,500, from 97 to 70 percent. Reasons for the decline in Food Stamp
Program participation include the effects of W-2 and other welf:
reform initiatives; changes in frequency requirements for recettzﬁca,tzo
to receive benefits; increased work requirements for some recipients;
and adnumstrauve problems among W—2 and county human services'

: agenczes :

The ﬁnplementauon of W-2 has affected participation in the Food
Stamp Program in ways that were intended and in ways that were
not. The primary purpose of W-2 is to encourage participants’ self-
sufficiency. Agencies that administer W-2 were therefore directed to
require that participants work and to impose time limits on their receipt
of public assistance. Asa result, W-2 and earlier welfare reform
programs encouraged Food Stamp Program participants and those
who:had been receiving: Aid to Famhes ws,th Dependent Children to

. cnter the workferce - _

I-Iowever, as income increases, food stamp benefits typically decrease.
From January 1995 to January-2000, the number of assistance groups
receiving monthly food stamp-allotments of $10 increased by 17 percent,
from11,945t0 13,994. A number of agency staff with whom we spoke
believe that even-though'many individuals continue to qualify for food
stamp benefits, a reduced level of benefits has discouraged them from
continuing to participate in the program.

In addition, policy directives issued by the Department may have been
misinterpreted by some administrative agencies. In its August 1996 -
request for proposals to implement W-2, the Department indicated that
“the W-2 system provides only as much service as an-eligible individual
‘asks for or needs. Many individuals do much better with just a ‘light -
touch’.” In addition, in February 1998, as part of its monthly newsletter
to W-2 staff, the Department included an article entitled “Case . --
Management with a Light Touch,” in which it indicated that “light-




touch” is a philosophy rather than a process and that “it means that we
don’t offer every support available to a family until we know a need
exists.” As a result of.confusion caused by these and other documents,
as well as information conveyed during meetings and training sessions,
some staff with whom we spoke indicated that W-2 agency workers
applied the concept of “light touch” to alt assistance programs,
including the Food Stamp and Medical Assistance programs, during the
seven-month transition period between Aid to Families with Dependent
Children and W-2. For example, caseworkers in some of the agencies
we visited indicated that at least during the first few months after W-2
was implemented in September 1997, they did not routinely offer food
stamps to individuals who did not ask about the program directly. A
number of caseworkers indicated they felt prohibited from telling
families about food stamps, Medical Assistance, and child care unless
these sewaoes were: spaczﬂcaily requasted

Tha De;aartment aise rcquzrcd chgxﬁlhty for food stamps to be
recertified every three months, rather than every six months, beginning
in October 1997. This change was made in an atterpt to address
inaccurate benefit calculations: Wisconsin’s benefit payment error rate
has been higher than the national average during the past five years, and
among the then highest nationally since FFY 1994-95. However, many
of the caseworkers with whom we spoke indicated that three-month
recertification presents a barrier to program participation because it
requires food stamp recipients to take-time off from work, find
transportation,-arrange child care, and provide documentation of their
assets and sources: of income more ﬁ'eqaent}y

chrcases in work reqmrcmcnts for some prog;:am parm;gants may also
have contributed to the reduction in the number of individuals receiving
food stamps. Food stamp recipients who do not participate in W-2, are
not otherwise employed, or do not have any dependents are required to
participate in employment and training activities. Local agency staff .
with whom we spoke indicated that many of these participants found it
easier to find jobs on their own or decided to leave the program rather
than comply with these new requirements.

Finally, administrative problems in W-2 and county human services
agencies, including a failure to post and make accessible required
informational materials, may have contributed to the decline in Food
Stamp Program participation. From February through May 2000, we
conducted on-site reviews of 16 W my human services offices
to determine compliarice with sta requirements related to the
posting and accessibility of info od stamps. Although sites
visited by USDA in:1999 w y in compliance at the time
of our visits, we found that a m ffices did not display
required posters and did ot ha rochures visible or in an
accessible location. o e




The reduction in the proportion of eligib
food stamps is associated with reported
distribution of, nonperishable food through pa
.- meals prewded through a number of locs progr
the organizations we. contacted reported an incre
of individuals served over the past several 3
mdepcndenﬂy venfyf_ e mcreascs _reported

- adlmmstraum a:id 1ncrf:asc parﬁcipaﬂan 1nclu<img

e rennﬁdmg local agencies of their obligations under
* .. federal law to provide written information and to
. d;s,play information about the Fcod Stamp Program
g _‘bie o applmants at alil nmes and at a11
L sem; ecancns, R :

. ;andartakmg spec;ﬁc effmts t{) reduce errors in
detergumng appropriate benefit levels, mcludmg
: _estabiis__ ng two teams of quality-control reviewers,
* onein 1999 and one in 2000, to intensively review
-cases fer errors;:on an engomg baszs,

» g ﬂPPmmately $668 9()0.111 state a_.nd
L .fed fands to improve outreach cffons '

e expandmg honrs of operaﬂons and sztes at wh:ch
food stamp apghcatzons are. taiccn, and

. 'werkmg w1th almmanve food pmgrams to mfozm
potential apphcants of the continued avaziabﬁxty
. of food stamps. - .

Because Fot_)d -Sta_mp Program participation has increased only slightly
since late 1999, it is unclear how effective these efforts have been. . .
However, one change that has begun to be implemented statewide and
may further facilitate access to food stamps is the replacement of paper
food stamp coupons, with electronic debit cards. By the end of 2000, all
food stamps in Wisconsin will be distributed through electronic: beneﬁt
transfer (EBT), EBT is intended to reduce fraud by limiting program.
participants’ ability.to trade coupons for cash, to reduce long-term
program costs because it will eliminate the need to mail coupons, and
to improve recipients’ access to benefits because antomatic n‘ansfei"s to
recipients’ accounts on the same day each month will eliminate mailing
delays. It may also reduce the stigma some believe is associated with




participating in the Food Stamp Program, thereby increasing
participation among eligible individuals.

Because the conversion to EBT is still ongoing, effects cannot yet be
determined. However, some are concerned that certain groups, such as
the elderly, may be harmed by implementation of EBT because they may
not understand how to use theirs cards or because they may forget the
personal identification numbers needed to access their benefits.
Therefore, we have included a recommendation that the Department
monitor participation in the Food Stamp Program and report to the Joint
Legislative Audit Committee by July 1, 2001, on the changes in program
participation among different groups that may have difficulty with the
new system, such as the elderly and disabled.

Despite the Department’s efforts to improve program administration and
increase participation, concerns remain about the disparity between the
number of individuals receiving food stamps and the number who appear
to qualify for program benefits. Continued program monitoring, a focus
on outreach, and implementation of EBT may help bridge this gap.
However, additional efforts to facilitate participation in the Food Stamp

- Program would require either changes to federal law that could only be
enacted by Congress or a waiver of existing federal regulations to reduce
some of the extensive documentation and reporting requirements and
eliminate some work requirements. Advocates also suggest that
establishing consistent eligibility criteria for all public assistance
programs would expand food stamp participation to a broader population
and enhance the ability of other programs, such as W-2, to encourage
self-sufficiency. On the other hand, some argue that additional changes.
are not needed given recent caseload increases and that any proposed
changes to food stamp policies must be weighed against their cost.

Fkdkk




INTRODUCTION

In FY 1998-99,
- 311,800 mdmduals
received food stamps
atacostof
$167.7 million.

- Geclined.: - -

: Except for benefits to'some quahﬁed resident aliens, Food Stamp

The Feod Stamp Program was created by the federal Food: Stamp Act of_'..-_':' E

1964 to assist low-income individuals and families i in iaumh‘" sing{
Recipients may use food stamps to buy food for human consump

well as to buy seeds and plants for growing food in home gardﬁn X
not for alcoholic bevcrages, tobacco, medicines; pet food, or aﬁy er.
non-food items. The program is administered at the federat level b the :

Food and Nutrition Service of the United States Department of - i
Agricultare (U SDA) and m Wxsccnsm by the Department of Werkforce -
Developmenz 4 :

Program benefits are ent:rely federally funded. Program admlmstranon

costs are shared equally by the State and the federal government. In -

fiscal year (FY) 1998-99; approximately 118, ;000 assistance groups, -
representing 311,800 individuals; participated in the program in-
Wisconsin‘at a cost of $167.7 million: Program benefits accounted
for $122.7 million of that amolznt The rcmaxmng $45 0 mﬁkon was-
admnustratwe costs Heta R -

Concems about Wzsconsm 8 Foad Stmnp ngrmn were raised when a
series of reports issued in 1999 suggested that not-all eligible individuals

~and families were receiving: be:neﬁts t6 which they were entitled under
- federal law. In paz&culax, a Jniy 1999 report by the General Accoanung

Office indicated that as welfare refom measures were implemented
nationally, food stamp use declitied more in Wisconsin thanin any other
state. Nationally, average monthly participation in the Food Stamp
Program declined by 23 percent between federal fiscal year (FFY)
1995-96:and FFY1997-98. In'contrast; the décline was 31.9 percent: -

in' Wisconsin. Although a decline in food stamp use is consistent with
the Governor’s and the Leg:slature slong-term goal of reducing
dependence on public assistance, concerns were raised because the
federal report indicated that nationwide, the number of children

" receiving food stamps was dechmng faster than the number ef children

in goverty

In addition, a 1999 USDA report zndmatad that Milwaukee Ceunty and
several private agencies that provide services under Wisconsin Works
(W-2) and help to'administer the Food Stamp Program in Milwaukee
County were not providing prospective recipients with sufficient
information-on the availability of food stamp benefits and were not
always processing food stamp applications correctly. Consequently,
questions were raised about the'extent to which the decline in program




Food stamp participation
and welfare reform issues
are related.

participation was at least in part the result of misinformation about
continued program eligibility.

In response to these concerns, and at the direction of the Joint
Legislative Audit Committee, we reviewed:

e trends in program participation;
o federal eligibility requirements and benefit levels:

o federal and state policies and procedures for
determining eligibility and delivering services; and

¢ available data on the use of alternative food
programs, such as the use of food pantries.

Because the issues assocjated with food stamp participation are closely
related to W-2-—the State’s replacement for Aid to Families with.
Dependent Children—and because W-2 administrative agencies play

a role in administering the program the Joint Legislative Audit
Committee directed that a review of food stamps be incorporated into
our financial and program audits of W-2 that are required by

s. 49.141(2g)(a), Wis. Stats. This is the second of several reports that
will be issued in response to that requirement. The first, report 99-3,
was released in February 1999 and included an analysis of W-2 contract
expenditures from September 1997 through December 1998. Subsequent
reports are expected to be issued on child care services and W-2
performance

In conductmg this evaluatien, we zntemewed officmls and staff in the

Department, counties, and W-2 administrative agencies, as well as
representatives of local food pantries and interest groups. We analyzed
program expenditures; reviewed state and federal laws, policies, and
procedures for the Food Stamp Program; collected and analyzed data
on program participation; and reviewed efforts to inform low-income
individuals and families of food stamp availability.

Program- Administration

Federal rules and regulatlaﬂs reqznre the Department of Workforce
Development to:

* ensure proper cemﬁcatmn of appllcant households;

* oversee £hf: issuance ef i:enaﬁis, whwh in the past
has involved th : L

but'by the end

of ciectromc eb:

ted to involve the use
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* maintain adequate mccrds ef exp

adtmmster the Food Stamp Employment and
Trazmng {FSET) Program ]

’a~bas¢d comractor that is pa;d
apprommately $877 0%‘ ually for this service, ' As the paper coupons
o have bcenphas&d out and elec nic henefits prowded Cmcorp Semz;cs, '

Federai Iaw reqwres o
that government .~
employes. determma
eligibility for fooé il
stamps, e ' éetemnncd by public cmplayes, even
PR 5 aénumstered by pnvate agencms

The pnvate agencacs adtmmsi:cnng ‘W~2 have made arrangements to.-
“have county workers make food stamp eligibility determinations and-
~ monitor food stamp cases, as'necessary. However, under the terms of .

their W-2 contracts; all W-2 agencies, mciadmg the private agenmes, i
are responsible for providing program services to FSET parﬁcxpants .
Consequemiy, applicants in any of the 11 counties with private W-Z-. f' -
agencies are required to see more than one caseworker to apply fer
different benefits and programs. In 6 of the 11 counties in whicha

private agency administers W-2, county employes are not avmiable t@

take food stamp applications in the same facility on a full-time _bas_ls i




No response has been
received to a request that
would allow private W-2
agencies to determine
food stamp eligibility.

Under federal law, food
stamps are an entitlement
to those eligible to receive
them.

To facilitate program administration, Wisconsin applied for a waiver
of federal rules that would allow private W-2 agencies to determine
eligibility and benefit levels. The Department submitted its initial
waiver request in May 1996, and because the waiver had not been
approved or denied by USDA, resubmitted its request in August 1998.
To date, the federal government has not issued a decision with respect
to these requests. However, a similar request by Arizona officials has
been denied. _

Eligibility and Benefits

Under federal law, food stamps are an entitlement available to those
who meet both nonfinancial and financial eligibility requxrements
Federal regulations require local administrative agencies to make
prospective participants aware that food stamps are available to those
who gualify and to encourage qualxﬁed individuals to apply for benefits
on the first day they learn of their availability. Applicants who are
determined eligible must be provided with food stamps within 30 days
of application unless they are eligible for expedited food stamps, which
must be prev;ded within 7 days of application to those whose monthly
income is less than $150 and who have less than $100 in assets, to those
whose monthly. shelter costs exceed their monthly income, and for
migrant workers under some circumstances. In order to continue
receiving benefits, food stamp recipients must regularly report and
verify relevant ellgibzhty information, such as their current monthly

'mcome and ailowable dﬁdﬂcﬂbie expenses b

Tablc 1 prowdcs a proﬁla of food stamp recnplents in Wlsconsm in
January 2000. The total value of the benefits provided to reclpzents
depends on income, assets, and the number of individuals in a “food
assistance g;roup,” which may or may not include all members of a.
household. Assistance groups composed of W-2 or Supplemental
Security Income recipients are typically eligible for food stamps
automatically, although the amount of their benefits is adjusted based on
a number of factors. In December 1999, 11.0 percent of those receiving
food stamps participated in W-2, and 68.8 percent received Medical
Assistance benefits. For those individuals with earnings, average eamed
income was approximately $11,200 annuaily.
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Age of Recipients

Under 18 _
18 to 60 (able-bodied) .
18 1060 @sablogy”
Over 60

Total
Gender of Recipients

Female =~
Male

o Total Sond

. thmﬂfy of Head of Assispaee Grong'  _ * " 7"

B Afrzcan—Amencan
) _OtherfUnkmwn

Asxan
American Indian/Eskimo

Tofai

Eamed Income of Assistance Groups- .

" .Numberwﬁh e.amad mcome o
Number with no earned income

Towl . .

189,549

15966

85
50912 .

75297

59.9%

100.0%

458

348
9.7
59

324%

676
100.0 %

nd
14% -

100.0 %




Nonfinancial Eligibility Criteria

During the apﬁiiéaﬁon process, nonfinancial criteria for eligibility
are determined first. To be eligible to receive food stamp benefits
individuals must; .

*

* be United States citizens or qualified resident aliens;

* live in the county in which the application for
benefits is being made and not reside in an -
institution that provides meals as part of its
normal operation, such as a nursing home;

e provide social security numbers for all members
of the assistance group; and

. partigipéte in FSET unless they have been 'e;témpted;

In general, those who receive food stamps but are not employed,
participating in W-2, or exempt because of disability.or another reason
are required to participate in the FSET program. Department policies
require caseworkers to prepare employability plans within three weeks
of the dates participants enroll in FSET. An employability plan outlines
the participant’s goals for reaching unsubsidized employment and details
the components of the program in which he or she will be required to
participate, which may include employment search, disability and
occupational assessments, adult basic education, on-the-job training,
classroom training in job skills, or work experience gained through

unsubsidized employment.

AR

Financial Eligibility Criteria

The rules governing the financial eligibility for food stamps are
complex. In general, to be eligible for program services, assistance
groups must not exceed gross income, nét income, asset, and vehicle
value limitations.

The gross income limit for a food assistance group is 130 percent of the
federal poverty level (for example, it is currently $18,048 annually for
a family of three); unless the assistance group has elderly or disabled
members. In that case the gross income limit is waived. Net income
must be below 100 percent of the federal poverty level. Net income is
determined by applying deductions to an assistance group’s gross
income, including deductions for child care, child support, medical
expenses, utilities, and some shelter costs.

i4
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In addition to these income limits, an’ ass:stance grcup s assets are
limited to no more than $2, 000 in. cash, checlnng and savmgs acwux:t
-~ balances, stocks, bonds, or individual retirement acconnts ’i‘he asset
limit increases to no more than $3,000 if the assistance group has a.
mernber who is at least 60 years old. Finaily, the value of an
_group’s vehicle is limited to no more than $4, 650 Vel licle
excess of this amonnt counts against the food assistanc
limitation. - B

Table 2 shows manthiy gmss and net.income Iumts for ass1staz;cc
groups of various sizes, as well as the maximum monthly food szamp
benefit for FFY 1999-00. In January 2000, the average assistance gruup
in Wisconsin mcluded 2 5 mdmdﬁais and received a benefit of $141. per
month ' o

Tabie 2

Food Stamp Income Lzmxtatmns and Beneﬁts
October 1999 through September 2000

Assistance Monthly - Monthly © - Maximum

Group Size NetIncome Limits ~ Gross Income Limits © - Monthly Benefit*
1 $ 687 $ 893 $127
2 922 1,199 234
: 3 : _.1,1-57__ . }_,50'4 - 335
4 1,392 1,810 426
5 627 . ... 215 506
6 1,862 2,421 607
8 2332 3,032 T67: e i
9 2,567 © 3338 863
10%* : 2,8().2' ; . 3,644 . 959'_._ .

* The actual benefit typicaily is significantly less than these amounts.
** Bor each additional assistance group member 3235 is added to net income, $306 to gross income,
and $96 to the maximum benefit.
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- Actual benefits received:by food assistance groups varied substantially.
As shown in Table 3, in January 2000, 28.6 percent of food assistance
groups received benefits of $10 or-less per month, while only
3.9 percent recelved more than $5(30 per month.

Table 3

Value of Food Stamp Benefits Received by Assistance Groups
: January 2000 R
NumberofFood R
Benefits Assistance Gfoagg Percentage of Total
“'$10orless 21,549 28.6%
$11 to'$50 7,370 9.8
$51 to $100 8,632, 114
$101 to $200 Co 16679 e s 222
$201t0$300° - 9665 U128
$301 to $400 5,539 7.4
$401 to $500 2,905 . 39
Over$500 . 2958 .. . = _39

Total 75297 _zoo 0%

Program Expendxtures and Participation

As shown in Table 4, the total value of food stamps provided to

Expenditures for rec1pmﬂts dccimcd by 47.0 percent from FY 1992~93 throzzgh
declined 47 percent same pjenod adnnmstranve costs mcreased by 10 6 pq:rcent, from

over six years. $40.7 million in FY 1992-93 to $45.0 million in FY 1998-99.
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Table 4

FoodStammegram EXPeBdltum_3_____ PR -
‘ FY 1992-93 through FY 1999,90
T T mzlhons) Eap

: Foo& Stamp ' '
Fiscal Year - Benefits -+ Admxmstratmn Total Exgegdltum

1992-1993 - $231.4 Cs07 2721
1993-1994 224.6 44.8 2604
1994-1995 2172 53.1 270.3
1995-1996 204.4 53.5 257.9
1996-1997° 1674 492 : 2166
1997-1998 136.9 489 185.8
1998-1999 1227 45.0 167.7
1999-2000* 1266 441 170.7

* Estimated

It should be noted that expenditures associated with FSET are not

included in these totals because this program is administered by W-2

agencies under their contracts to provide employment services to W-2

and food stamp recipients. ESET expenditures and services will be

analyzed more folly in a sabsequent report that revxews the performance
of W-Z adnumstxatave agancxas _ _

Wxsconsm s adxmmstrat:ve costs for the Food Stamp Program are
higher than other midwestern states’. For FFY: 1998-99, USDA
indicates the federal portion of administrative costs for the Midwest
ranged from Wisconsin’s high of 21.7 percent of total programi costs

to Indiana’s low of 10.1 pe,rcem At 16,6 percent of total program costs,
Minnesota’s administrative costs were. secondwmghest Department, staff
attribute Wisconsin’s high administrative costs to several factors,
including the decentralized nature of Wisconsin’s program. The three
midwestern states whose-counties administer the program—Wisconsin,
Minnesota, and Ohio—1tend to have higher administrative costs than
those that administer the program at the state level.

. Table 5 details the growing administrative costs of Wisconsin’s Food:
Admini ﬁve Stamp Program The cost increase is associated with the develcpmgnt
expenditures have implementation, and operaaen of the data processing system used to"
increased despite track case-specific mfonnatzon, including eligibility determination and
falling caseloads. benefit calculations. In addition, caseloads for other programs, such as
W-2, have fallen faster than the food stamp caseload, causing a greater
percentage of the shared costs for pubhc assistance programs to be

T



allocated to the Food Stamp Program. Expenditures for eligibility
determination, which primarily include local agency staff costs, have
consistently made: up:more than one-half of all administrative
expenditures. Fraud prevention expenditures have decreased markedly
in the past few years because of a decrease in federal funding and an
increased focus on W-2 activities. Quality-control expenditures have
increased in an attempt to reduce the high rate at which food stamp
benefit levels are calculated incorrectly. Finally, issuance costs have
declined, largely bccausc the number of mdwzduals rece:vmg food

stamps: has dechnad
| Tables o G
Food Stamp Administrative Expendxtum
FY 1992-93 and FY 1998-99
(in millions)
_ Percentage
’I‘ype of Ad_ministr&ti\fg Iﬁ;xpgndimre . FY 1992-93 FY 1998-99 Change
Elzgxbzhty éetenmnatlon S $22 20 $24 8 11.7%
" Data processmg e : o 38 9.7 155.3
_Gthcr* S - '_ 24 C 43 850
Quality control _ 14 _ 3.1 1214
Fraud prevention o 4.8 _ 1.6 - 667
Issuance COSts - - : T % ¥ 0.9 -85.2
Electronic benefit transfer _ 00 - 06 -
'_I’Qté_l'_,‘_, S 5407.: S '$45.o'  106%

* Includes smaller gcneral aétmmsﬁ*auve exp&ndltures that vaxy fmm year to year and cannot eas:ly
be pizced into larger categones - . _

The overall reduction in food stamp benefit expenditures is directly

The decline in benefit related to reduced caseloads, Although ehgi’bie income levels and
expenditures is directly maximum monthly beneﬁts provided to a_sszstance groups have
related to reduced _ increased each year since 1992, the number of food stamp recipients has

caseloads. ' declined ata rate that has reduced 'spendmg As shown in Table 6,

S except for 1995, the annual total of food stamp recipients has declined
every year, decreasing frem 522,334 in:1992 to 309,117 in 1999. Data
on the number of recipients : and ben ‘ ts paid in each county are
provided in Appendix I. =
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Calendar
Year

1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

Overstates the actual number of recipients because we were unabie to rémove those mdmdua.ié - '

.. Change in the Number of Food Stamp Recipient

Monthly Tatai Pcrcen{aga © Annual’ To ¥

for }anu e o Change 1Undnpli )
341,977 _ 522’334,;

o 340728 . 04% = - 514137 .
332,323 . - 2.5 438,930-_-_' S
326,610 - a7 . 458,538
296,060 94 Cane
244260 175 353244 .
204155 -164 314423
184938 94 309,117

who are considered recipients under fedcral reguiataons but whose level ef benefits was $0 in one B

or more months.

The most precipitous
g decline in caseloads

The most precipitous decline in the number of food stamp reapxcnts
began n March 1995 As Flgure 1 1liﬁstrates, between March 1995

' tamp parti "tlcnmthepast
_ : 147,370, 0t
452 percent However 1t should be noted that the decline in program
paxnmpanon was less pronounced in Milwaukee County than in other
areas of the state. Between March 1995 and Tuly 1999, the number of
food stamp rccxpzents in }sﬁlwaukee County " "ncd by 37.1 gercent,_
compared to 2 decline of 52.0 percent in the rest of the state. From
July 1999 to April 2000, the number of food stamp recipients increased
at an average of 0.8 percent each month. It was 194,451 in April 290(}
However it is unclear whether thls trend is hkeiy to contmue B
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Figure 1

Wisconsin Food Stamp Recipients.
by Month from January 1995 to April 2000

356,000

Mar-95

300,000

250,000

200,000

Jul-99

150,000 Ao

sk




DECLINING FOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION

" Some argue that the decline in’ fooci stamp participation tef

_ 1mpravad econonnc condnzon of*Wisconsm families danng the

' "'It'ls d;fﬁcuit 1‘0 mcasure the numbcr ofe _b}c mdxwduals who do not

receive feod sta_mps Estimaws vary mde?y For ex_ampie a _'

Data for measuring
declining: parhcapahon
are limited. - e

Data mamtamed by state agcncws do not pemut a deﬁmtzve analyms of
the number of eligible individuals who did not apply for orreceive food
stamps. For example, if applicants for social services indicate they de

not wish to apply for food stamps, not all of the income, asset, .
deductible expense information needed to determine eligibility for the' -
Faoé Sta.mp ngram 15 obtmned Tmr. ram:m subnntted xa th:




In an atternpt to quantify the change over time in the percentage of
individuals who may be eligible and those who actually received
food stamp benefits, we compared United States Census Bureau data
on the number of Wisconsin residents living in poverty with data on
food stamp caseloads. Because the most recent Census Bureau data
on household income identifies those at the federal poverty level, and
individuals and fawhcs with gross incomes as high as 130 percent
of the poverty ] level ‘may. quahfy for food stamps, our estimate of the
number of individuals who may be eligible for food stamps but do not
receive. them is lzkcly to be somewhat conservative. .

As shown m Tabie 7 the decimc in the number of individuals receiving

Between 1994 and 1998, food stamps was significantly greater than the decline in the number of
the percentage of . _ individuals at the federal poverty level for 1996 through 1998. We
individuals hmg in estimate that the number of mdmduais lzvmg in poverty who may have
poverty who received been eilglbie for: food stamps ‘but did not receive them increased from
food stamps. declined . 14,100 in 1994 10 134, 600 in- 1998, the most recent year for which
from 97 to 70 percent. o :Ce‘usus Bumau data are avaﬂabic

. Table7 . .

Estimated Percentage of Wisconsin Individuals
. Living in Poverty Who Receive Food Stamps

Namber of T Numberof 0T +* Percentageof <

" Individuals  Individuals Recewmg SRR Individuals in Poverty :
Year in Poverty* Food Stamps = Difference  Receiving Food Stamps
1994 453000 438900 14100 7%

1996 460,000 411,700 48,300 50

1998 449,000 314,400 134,600 70

¥ Based 6{1 US Census Bureau data estimates -

Reasans fer Deciimng Participation

'I‘hers are a mzmbcr cf reasons for the dxspanty between the number of
- individuals who may have been eligible for food stamps and the number
actually receiving them, For example, some have traditionally resisted
receiving public assistance of any kind, while others have been unaware
of their eligibility. However, it is likely that other reasons account for
the growth in the disparity among those who are eligible and those who




receive food stamps. T
initiatives; changes:in t _
increased work reqmremﬁn’_
problems among W-2and county hu
be conmbxmng factors to. the dcc e

: Effects of w-z

' The dacime i fond s{amy pammpamn began befi
W-2; when 'W-2 was implemented in September |
already dropped from March 1995 levels. Neverth
affected participation in'the Food Stamp Program-
intended and inways that were not, in-part because W=
developed and.disseminated before the program was zmp en

" noted, the primary purpose of W-2is'to encourage participant se'

- sufficiency. Therefore, administrative agencies were directed to requ

work and to impose time limits on receipt of public assistance benefits

The introduction of W-2; and earlier welfare reform programs,

encouraged Food Stamp Program participants and those who had been

receiving Ald to Fazmhes w;th Dependenz Children (AFDC) to enter the
workforce _

'I‘hcm have been a rmmber af pesmafe effects of W-2. As some low-
income individuals have gained employment, either on their own
initiative or as a-result of their participation in W-2, their incomes have
increased. However, as income increases, food stamp benefits typically
decrease. We confirmed this trend from 5anuary 1995 to January 2000,
" when the number of assistance groups receiving a monthly food stamp
- allotment of exactly $10 increased by: 17 percent, from 11,945 to
13,994. In January 2000, approximately one-third of assistance groups
received benefits.of $25 or less per month. A number of agency staff
with whem we spoke believe that even though many individvals  ~
- continue to qualify for benefits, the reduction in the level of their
benefits ha,s dlscnumgcd them fmm centmuing to participate in the
program. - : S

Staff in 10 of 16 Iocai agencies at which we conducted site reviews. .
during the course of our andit indicated that there also was confusion as
a result of the 1mpiementanon of W-2, either on the part.of caseworkers
who found it difficult to reconcile the goals of the entitlement program
with W-2, which. emgahaszzes economic self-sufficiency, or on the part
of participants, who were confused about whether they continued to
qualify for food stamps and Medical Assistance. Moreover, policy
directives issued by the Depameni may have been misinterpreted by.
some administrative agencies. In its August 1996 request for proposals
for implementation of W-2; the Depamnent indicated that “the W-2. -
system prowdes only as much service as an eligible mdxvxdual asks for
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Some caseworkers
believed they were
prohibited from
informing appixcants
of the availability of
food stamps during
implementation -

of W-2, .« =i

~.or needs. Many individuals-do-much better with just a ‘light touch’.” In
-addition, in February 1998, as part of its monthly newsletier to W-2
 staff; the Department included an article entitled “Case Management

with a Light Touch,” in which it indicated that “light touch” is a.
philosophy rather than a process and that “it means that we don’t offer
every snpport avaﬁable to a family until we know a need exists.”

Asa rasult of cenfuswn caused by these and other documents as wcll
as information conveyed during meetings and training sessions, some

-~ staff with whom we spoke indicated that W-2 agency workers applied
the concept of “light touch® to-all assistance programs, including the

Food Stamp and Medieal Assistance programs, during the seven-month

transition period between AFDC and W-2. For.example, caseworkers

in some-of the agencies we visited indicated that at least during the first
few: months after W-2 was implemented in September 1997, they did-

- not routingly offer food stamps to individuals who did not ask about the

program directly. A number of: caseworkers indicated they felt

‘prohibited from telling farnilies about food stamps, Medical Assistance,

and chﬂd care rzn}ess these sarv;ces were specifically requested.

'in response to concerns, the }}cpartment undertook more directed training

efforts. Beginning in 1998, state trainers and local caseworkers discussed
the need to ask additional qaestions and understand each person’s specific

- situation before asking what services applicants were interested in

receiving: In addition; some of the Dcpartment s regional offices issued
clarifying statements.:In February 1998, in response to the Department
Secretary’s concern about a-dramatic decrease in Medical Assistance
caseloads, the:Green Bay: regional office issued a policy. clanfymg

- caseworkers’ responsibilities associated with informing applicants of

support services. The policy states that-caseworkers “shouid not only

tell families about these services, they should also be proactive in helping
customers do long-term planning for the day when they are no longer
eligible for the support services.”: However, it is not clear whether these
efforts have sufficiently resolved all misunderstandings and made local
agencies aware of their responsibilities to inform applicants of the
continued availability of food stamps.

' More Frequent Recemficatmn of Pamcxpant Eligibility

In-order to cont:inne receiving beneﬁts _recipients must regularly report

and verify relevant eligibility information, such as their current monthly
income and allowable deductible expenses, to ensure the amount of food
stamp benefits provided is appropriate. A change in program policies
requiring more frequent recertification. fx}r food stamp benefits appears
to have contributed to lower program: pama;paﬁon In order to be
consistent with W-2 and Medical Assistance program requirements, the
Department in October 1997 changed how benefits are determined from
a system that used past income to a system that estimates future income.
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Because. calculaung beneﬁts

R

Since FFY 1994-95,
Wisconsin’s error rate -
in benefit calcalations -mstaﬁces m whxch the amoﬁnt 0_ 2
has been among the or lower than the amount for which the:
highest in the nation.. -~ - Asshownin Table 8, Wisconsin’s beﬁefit paym
ST . higher than the natwnal -average during the past fiv
.- Wisconsin has had one of the ten highest error rates m th
FFY: 1994—95 Based on USDA’S calculauons, in FFY 199¢
9.6 percent of benefits paid in Wisconsin, with a value of $11.9 mi
were. toe hlgh 3 8 percant w;th a value of $4.7 million, were too 1o
. Table8 .
Food Stamp Benefit Payment Error Rates
Federal Fiscal Years 1994-95 through 1998-59
N 1’§94;2 5 _1§2’5:-2'_:_'_"6_':_._"'_:_ 199697 1997:98  1998-99
Wxscxmsm s Error Rate L | 12 2% " 114% ) 137% _ 14.6%  13.4%
-Naaonal Avmge e 9 % . 92% . .- 98%  100%  99%
Wlsconsm s Error~rate Rankmg B T e | 5 8

_ The error rate in Mllwaukee County wh:ch accounts for abeut one-half
The benefit ca!culat:sn of the State’s food stamp caseload, has been consistently ‘higher than in
error rate for Milwaukee the rest of the state. For example, in FFY 1998-99, the error rate in-.
County is higher than in Milwaukee County was 14.2 percent, compared to 8.7 percent in-the‘r
other parts of the state. remainder of the state. Federal, state, and local staff with whom we =
o spoke believe this is because urban centers such as Milwaukee typxcaliy

have more difficult cases for which to correctly determine eligibility,

and because’ staff tumcver among Ivmwaukcc Counry el1g1b1hty workers

has been high. "

' Becazxse fnod stamp benefits are federaliy funded, USDA can impose
monetary sanctions on states with error rates above the national average.
Since 1994, USDA has imposed a total of $2.7 million in sanctions for
Wisconsin’s high error rates. To date, rather than withholding or
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- requiring the return of federal funds, USDA ‘has allowed the State to
invest the sanctioned amounts in programs that attempt to improve
payment accuracy. However, there is no guarantee that USDA will
allow Wisconsin to remvest futurc sanctloned amounts 1f error rates
éo nat zmprove ﬁmher :

Although more frequcnt recemﬁcanen was 1mplcmcnted in response to
concerns about the high errorrate in benefit calculations, some behcvc
it has created a barrier to program participation. Many of the case-'
workers with whom we spoke indicated because of the. threé-mionth -
recertification requirement, individuals must take time off from work
find: n‘anspertamm, arrange child care; and provide documentation of
their‘assets and sources of income more frequently. They believe it is
a barrier to’participation for those who-are unable to attend these ™
appointments because of scheduling conflicts, and that the effort
required dlscourages some: ehglbie mdmdua}s frem parncxgaﬁng in
the prc}grm .

Howcver these concerns-are not sharcd by ail cascworkers Other
caseworkers stated that the change to three-month recertification is

-+ beneficial because it ensures gréater agency contact with food'stamp
recipients; thereby allowing caseworkers to become better informed
about their clients” current circumstances, to prevent fraudulent claims,
and to better address their:.changing needs: With this recertification
change; the Department also eliminated monthly reporting requirements
for recipients: As noted, the precipitous decline in Food Stamp Program

~ participation began in March 1995: ‘Although food stamp participation

“continued a steady decline for a number of months after the change to

three-month recertification; the extent to which this change influenced
a continued decline or delayed the time at whlch paruczpatien begaa to
increase cannot- be quanuﬁed

Increased Work Requ;rements for Some Recxplents

. Increases in work requzrements nnder PSE’I‘ that took effect in

Some may have been. October 1996 may have. contributed to the reduction in the number”
discouraged from’ of individuals receiving food stamps As noted, the FSET program is
participating based. administered by W-2 agcncms imdcr their contracts to ;zrowde o
on increased work empioymem and Iraimng services to both W-2 participants and food
requirements. : stamp rec1plents Food stamp reczpzents who do not participate in W-2,
- C oL are not otherwise empleyed or do not have any dependents are reqmred
to partimpa:te in the FSET pmgram

_FSE'I’ pamcipants w1thoat dependcm‘s must now meet spec;ﬁc work
requirements: N




Administrative problems

‘participation.

" many FSET participants found it easier to find jobs on their own or

.. 'have likely contributed to -

' the decline in food stamp -~ Program participation. In 1999, USDA. conducted special reviews

In contrast, other FSET parttinpants are 'abI_ .
receive food stamps upon application and bafom
engagmg in pazﬁcxpannn requzrcments g

in addmon, pama;aants wmmut dependents may receive food _-stamp
for only 3 months in a 36-month period without meeting these work
requirements. Local agency staff with whom 'we spoke indicated that -

decided to- ieavc the program rather than comply with these new
requirements. - TR

Administrative Issues -

Finally, administrative prob.I.c.r.ns. in W-2 and county human services
agencies, including a failure to post and make required information
accessible, have likely contributed to the decline in Food Stamp

of the administration of food stamps in three of the five Milwaukee
W-2 administrative agencies: Employment Solutions, Inc.;

Maximus, Inc:; and YW. Works; Inc. These reviews were conducted,
in part, as a response to.concerns raised by a Milwaukee-area
congressman, As noted, county staff who remain responsible for
determining eligibility for food stamps.are statioried in W-2 agencies,
which also have responsibilities associated with providing individuals
access to information about food stamps and other public assistance
benefits. .

Among the findings in its reviews, USDA determined that:

s applicants were not always permitted to file an
application on the same day that they inquired-about
the Food Stamp Program or were not always notified
.of their right to do so under federal law;
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Many of the agencies we
visited did not have ail
required information
displayed or accessible,

e - applicants were provided with paper application
forms only when the State’s automated eligibility
determination, benefit calculation, and caseload
management system (CARES) was not in operation,
even though agencies are required to provide paper
apphcatz ons forms to whomever requests them;

. appilcants were :mt aiways perzmtted to apply for

- food stamps after 4:00 p.m. oncertain days, even
though the offices ;3rocess1ng the apphcauons were
still oyen, SE SR

. agenmes dzd zmt have adequate quantmes of
informational materials, such as posters and
-+ ‘brochires, that werc easﬁy acccsszble to prospective
recxpients : S

.. not ail mdxvzdaais wlm were chglblﬂ to receive food
" stamps within'seven days of application actually
received expedited benefits; and

* staff sometimes incorrectly established the starting
date from Wthh food stamp benefits would be
;Jrovxded '

In foliowmg up on the USDA ﬁndmgs, we conductad On-site reviews:
of 16°W-2 and county human services offices throughout the from. - -
Febraary through May. 2000. Offices, job centers; and other locations
at which food stamp applications are taken are required by federal law
to make available the information contained on two posters: the Food
Stamp Rights poster, which outlines five basic rights of food stamp
applicants, and the Justice for All poster, which explains in several
languages the federal policy prohibiting discrimination in the
administration of benefits. In addition; since April 1999, the Department
has required local agencies to-make three food stamp publications
accessible to applicants at each Tocation applications are taken: one that
provides basic information on the Food Stamp Program, a second that
describes individuals’ rights and responsibilities with respect to food
stamps, and a third that provides information on the fair hearings
procedurcs for food stamps and Medxcai Assistance.

Aithﬁugh the sites ViSlted by USBA in 1999 were almost entirely in
compliance at the time of our visits, we found that a number of other
offices did not have the posters displayed and did not have the required
brochures visible or in an accessible location. For example:

s 1] offices did not display brochures discussing fair
hearings;

28




o 8 ofﬁces didnot: disgla : bre

. 7 ofﬁces did not dlsplay a:bas
stamp brochure; =

¢ O ofﬁces dxd nut d:lspiay the Justzce-  for
and = oo

s 4 ofﬁces dld not dlsplay the Food Sramp Rzg}zts
poster -

Appendlx II pr@vndes more detaﬂed mformation on the mformatl
dzsplayed at each of the 16 iocatzons we v1s1ted

- Useof Alternative Foed Programs

Many have quesnoned whether the decline in Food Stamp Program
participation has increased reliance on alternative food sources, such
as food pantries and on-site meals provided by community-based
organizations; religious organizations, and local charity groups.
Advocates argue-that the increase in reliance on these programs has
been substantial, and the data reported by private organizations suggest
use of their programs has increased in recent years. However, we could
not mdegendenﬂy venfy the reported increase.

Iu general thm types of altcmatwe fmd pmgrams are operated by

Foﬂdbanks’food  Jocal orgamzatmns

pantries, and meal

programs are the main e food ba.nks wiuch collect food from businesses and
types of alternative food other donors and distribute it 1o pantries;

e food pantries, which package food for individual and
family distribution and' provide facilities where it
may be clauncd, and -

+ meal programs, whxch provlde meals to individuals
at-designated sites or home delivery of meais to the

cldcrly and: dlsableé

—— These aiternatzve faod pmg;:ams gcneraily intend only to provide"
Alternative food supplementary food to low-income families. For example, some food
programs are not - pantries restrict the receipt of food to once per month, while others limit
intended to provide receipt to four times per year or:less. Meal programs vary, butfew -
all of the food needed provide meals more than a few days each month. Most food programs -
by low-income require recipients to provide identification, such as a driver’s license or
households. other photo identification, and some require social security numbers,

L
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addresses; and telephone numbers. However, the extent to which
they document recipients’ need varies. For example, while some food

. programs do not require any documentation of low-income status, others
- require individuals to be referred by county human or social services

depaz'tments

The types of individuals served by alternative food programs vary by
location and need. However, based on preliminary results from an as yet
unpublished study of food pantry users by the University of Wisconsin-
Extﬁnsion, service recipients are: ;

. mamly fernale (approxxmatcly 73 percent);

. house:holds wnh cmldrcn 17 years old or younger
(44 percent);

¢ . age 65 or older (19 percent); and

¢ those withlow educational levels (37 percent lack
a high school diploma):

Only 17 percent of those using alternative food programs reported using
food stamps: However, it is not known how many of those surveyed
would have qualified for food stamps had they applied.

In an attemnpt to quantify the extent to which alternative food program
use has changed in the past few years, we contacted ﬁve of the larger
food banks semng Wxscmasm

e the Hunger Task Force of Milwaukee which
distributes food to 83 pantnes in southeastern
Wisconsin; -

e the Second HarvestFood Bank of Wisconsin in
Milwaukee, which distributes food to more than
1,100 food pantries and local charities in
36 Wxscensm countacs,

o the Second Harvest Food Bank of Southern
Wisconsin, in Madison, which distributes food
to 260 pantries and local charities in 17 sauthem
Wzsconsm coanties

. the Second Hawest Food Bank of St. Paui whlch
distributes food to more than. 17 pantries, local -
chanties and other Iccatxons in northem Wzsconsm
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Food pantries and other
programs have reported
increased demand.

they do not record food_ distr
identical time peneds a sing
services could not be calcnlaf
these organizations suggest the amount of food th
increased. For example: -

e the Hunger Task Force of Mﬂwauke:e reported
increasing its feod distribution by 83 percent over-
two.years, from 1.2 million: pounds in 1997 to. .

22 xmilxon paunds in 1999

. the Secand Harvest Food Bank of Wlsconsm in
Milwaukee reported increasing its food distribution
by 16 percent over three years, from 9.2 million
pounds in FY 1996-97 t0:10.7 mllhon pounds in
FY' 1998-99 :

. the Sccond Hm‘vest Food Bani( of Southern
- Wisconsin reported increasing its food distribution
- by 21 percent from 1997 to 1998 and 35 percent.
from 1998 to 1999, from an estimated 1.4 million.
tol 7 million: and then 2 3 mllhon poands,

s the Second Ha.rvest Food Bank of St Paul reported
increasing its food distributionin northern
Wisconsin by 49 percent over two years, from
492,628 pounds in 1997 to 732,078 pounds in 1999;

e Feed My People reported increasing its food
distribution by 20 percent in one year, from
353,382 pounds in 199‘? to 424, 058 pounds in 1998,

It should be noted that an increase in pounds of food distributed by -
alternative food programs does not necessarily mean an increase in
need. These organizations rely on donations to create their supply, and
with the strong economy and more generous giving, more food has been
available to distribute. However, some of these same organizations have
also reported increases in the number of households or individuals
served. For example:
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One alternative food

program reported
decreased use.

¢ - the Hunger Task Force of Milwaukee reported a -

' 12 645 in 1999 andt

partxclpatlon mczeased to 139 167 in 1999

- organizations aré playing in providing food to low-income individuals
‘is both-expected and appropriate. They believe that reduced reliance on

32 percent increase.in the average number of people
- served-per month: from 1995 thxough 1999, from
26 841 to 35 366; .

. -thc Secsnd Harvest Food Bank of St Paul repo:ted a
66 percent increase in households served in. northern
Wisconsin over two years, ffom 7 632 in 1997 to.

L The ECHO Food Pantry in Rocic County reported a
15 percent increase in the number of individuals
served over two years from 12,389 in 1997 to 14,247
: m 1999

Only one of tile alte‘;matlve food programs we contacted reported a
decrease‘in use during the:past few years. The Community Action
Coalition, which operates the Paneé County Food Pantry Network,
reported a 10 percent decrease in the number of individuals served
over three ‘years; from 140,414 in 1996 to 125,867 in 1998. However,

SRR A e U P

fn generai thﬁ ﬂrgamzations we comacted pro_]ect mcreased demand for
their food services through2000. Representatives of these organizations
are concerned that use of their food programs has increased while the
economy has been strong, and they generally believe that the increase
is.a:direct.consequence of declining participation in the Food Stamp
Program. Others, however; suggest that the larger role private

governmental assistance is one of the goals of welfare reform and

-suggest that individuals may be choosing to use food programs rather

than pubhcly fundeé foed stamps

Regardless of one’s posmcm cm tins issue, faod stamp benefits remain
an entitlement under federal law and, although individuals may choose
not to take advantage of the benefit, federal regulations require that
prospective recipients be made aware that program benefits are
available to those who qualify and that qualified individuals be
encouraged to apply on the first day they learn of the availability of
benefits: Therefore, we reviewed efforts taken to respond to the
concerns that have been identified and to improve the provision of
food stamps to low-income individuals and families.

KAk
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EFFORTS TO IMPROVE THE PROVISION OF ¢

M

Steps have been taken to.
address administrative
prob!ems_ '

- improve Food Stamp Program

- program 9amc;pauonhasmcre' htly s
" addition, some adnnmstratwe preblems -h e

“in Aprit 1999 reminding local agencies of their obligations under federal

: _should be given the eppcrtumty to file an application on the same day.
‘they first contact a local'agency for program information. In addition,

In response to co __cem
adrmmstratwe agencies, a1

Although the specific effects o hese eff

addressed

to interested parties, the Departmant issued an operatmns memarandum- _.

law to provide written information and to display information about the -
Food Stamp ?rogram in places visible to applicants at all times and at
all service locations. Despite this action, however, we noted.a number:
of agencies that did-riot' have food 'stamip posters or brochures dlSpiaygd
Therefore, it is'unclear how successful the Department’s-efforts to-
unpmve program adnumstratmn havc been in thls area.

In Jupne 1999 the Department emphasmed that potennal recipients

the Beparanent ‘developed a one-page form for applicants to complete
if it is fiot possible to- complete the standard electronic CARES chent
registration process at'the titne of initiali mqmry This is important
‘becausé it establishes the initial filing date that is used in caiculating
the pomt frem thch fo«:}d stamp beneﬁts wﬂl begm to be provxded

‘In‘response to questiens and requests for pehcy clanﬁcauon, the
Department also issued three operational memoranda in June 2000
intended to‘address agencws questions and concerns regarding the one-
page apphcatmn form, setting apglzcatmn filing dates, processing mazl-
in reviews, making accurate priority service determinations, and a°
number of other issues, Finally; the Department has undertaken specific:
efforts to reduce errors in détermining appropriate benefit levels. These
efforts are financed using the $2.7 million‘in funding USDA has
sanctioned since 1994 and include:
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Local agencies have
worked to enhzance
their outréach efforts.

betakenm: oo

‘Smce FY. ,1995-96 lacai agenc;es have rcporzcd : pe

* requiring participants to recernfy their elxgxbihty
more frcqucntly, :

. planmng to establzsh at the suggest:on of USDA, a
call center in Milwaukee to receive participant-
reported changes in cxrcumstances that affect’
ehglbihty and benefits " :

. estabhshmg zwo tcams of quahty-control reviewers,
__one in 1999 and one in 2000, to intensively review
. cases: for erTors-on an ongcmg bams, and -

. convenmg an: error-reducucn conference in
March 2000 in Milwaukee that was attended by
450 ahglblhty workers from both pubhc and pnvate
agenc:es throughou‘i the s!:ate b

Enhancmg Outreach Efforts

_ In addltmn ts zhc efforts undcrtaken by thc Deparunent to address

administrative concerns with the Food Stamp Program, several local
agencies have taken steps to-improve their outreach efforts and to
increase program participation. In'general, these efforts have focused.
on increasing the number-of locations at which:individuals can apply
for benefits and. expandmg thc hours durmg whxch apphcatmns wzil

Ir .fg apprexrmately

- five pnvatc W«Z agfms;cs in Mﬁwaukes County prowded $150 000 for

outreachactivities for the Food Stamp and Medical Assistance programs.

‘The Departrent did not keep-data or measure the effectiveness of local

agencies’ outreach activities. However, we discussed outreach efforts
with local agencies that administer food stamp benefits and found that
all had made efforts to improve the accessibility for interested applicants.
Although the extent of these efforts has varied among agencies, the
outreach efforts generally included expanding hours of service,
establishing additional apphcatzon sites, and workmg with alternative
food programs SRS




Local agencies have
expanded their hours-
of operation to recewe
apphcahons. '

e in June 1998 Dane Ceunty first: prev:tded a 24~hour

in: Decembex i999 cach of th
administrative agencies in Milwauke
open three Saturdays before the Ch s
inan attempt to-provide: greater access to those
scekmg to apply for bcneﬁt '

drop box: at:its job center so that applicants can leave -
o .matenals needed to venfy their ehg:blhty dunng off» s
: --'hours, ; it . g

e in J une 1999 Dane Cozmty cxpanded its: hours of
© ' roperation’on Wednesdays frem 7 {)0 anm. to
7:00p.m.; and

¢ inJanuary 1998 Kcnosha Ceaﬁty be:gan requiring
its economic support staff to allow applicants and
' recipients to schedule appointinents outside normal -
"’busmess honrs mciudmg aftcr 5:00 p.m. :

Local agencies mdlcate that modaf}ung their hours of operatlon has been
challenging because of limitations in the availability of their own staff; 1
who are needed to compléte the application process, and because of the
limited availability of the CARES system, which is maintained centrally !
by the Department. CARES is generally available for case processing
weekdays between 6:30 a:m. and 7:00 p.m.; on Wednesdays it is
available until 9:00'p.m., and on Fridays it is available until 5:00 p.m.
CARES is also usually -available for two Saturday mornings each
month. Officials in the Department indicate that local agency access to
the CARES system must be limited to aliow time for processing the
day’s cases. Although paper applications could still be taken and entered
into CARES when it is in operation, agency officials do not believe that
this would be an efficient way to process applications.
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