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TANF

'TANF Overview (DWD -- Economic Support and Child Care)

Papers Regarding the Use of TANF Funding

The federal temporary assistance to needy families (TANF) program provides an annual
block grant to Wisconsin of $317.5 million, which is the primary funding source for the
Wisconsin Works (W-2) program, the child care program and a number of other public
assistance expenditures. In addition to ongoing programs, the Governor’s budget bill would use
TANF funds for several new initiatives within the Department of Workforce Development
(DWD) and would transfer TANF revenues to a number of other agencies to support programs
currently funded with state GPR or to create new programs. The attached appendix provides

provisions under the TANF program.

This office has prepared 35 papers regarding the use of TANF funds in DWD and other
agencies. The first two papers, respectively, reestimate the 1999-01 ending TANF balance under
the bill as recommended by the Governor and describe an option -tq_:_xise TANF funds to cover a
portion of the state earned income tax credit. The remaining p:apers are grouped as follows:

W-2 Agency Contracts. The next five papérs discuss ﬁinding for W-2 agehéy contracts,
performance bonuses (profit) and the contracting process used by DWD.

Child Care. Four papers have been prepared on the child care subsidy program, funding
for indirect child care activities and administration.

Other Current Programs in DWD and DHFS. Nine papers have been prepared
regarding W-2 employment positions, kinship care, the supplemental security income (SSI)
caretaker supplement and other current public assistance programs in DWD and the Department
of Health and Family Services (DHFS).
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New Programs in DWD. The next nine papers cover the propoééd' 'w'd:fkfbrce
attachment fund, community youth grants, early childhood excellence initiative anii othﬁr new
programs recommended by the Governor for DWD.

New Transfers to Other Agencies. Finally, five papers have been prepared on the
Governor’s .proposals to transfer TANF revenues to fund programs administered by other
agencies, and an additional paper is presenteci which discusses the use of TANF funding for
immunization outreach.

The Committee will also be reviewing nine papers regarding the Governor’s proposal to
consolidate the state’s school-to-work programs into a new Work-Based Learning Board. Three
of these papets involve the use of TANF revenues. In addition, four papers have been prepared
regarding other economic support provisions that do not directly involve TANF funds and four
papers have been prepated regarding other empioyment training and vocational rehabilitation
programs in DWD.

Preparcdby _.ioa;ﬁne TSzmpson .
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.. APPENDIX

: L General Provisions Regarding the Use of Funding -
. Under the -.Temﬁbrary Assistance to Needy Families Program

: The foliowmg sections on’time the aliowabie uses: ef federal TANF funchng and of State
'dcai}ars that are used to meet the maintenance of effort requirement: under the TANF program. As
the single: state. audit-agency, the ‘Legislative Audit- Bureau is: responmble for the initial
determination of whether expenditures of TANF funds have been used in an allowable manner.

'- Federal TANF Fundmg

Federal law and reguiatzons specafy that federai fundmg under the temporary assistance 1o -
needy famihes (TANF) program generally must: be used to. accomphsh one or more of the
foliﬁwmg purposes (ayto prov:ée assastance to ”needy" families s0 chﬂdren may be ca.red forin
their homes ‘or in ‘the homes of relatives: (b) to end the dependence of ”needy" parents on
‘government benefits by pmmotmg Job preparation work and marnage (c) to prevent and reduce
the” mc1dence of out-of-wedlock pregnanmes and (d) to encourage the formatzon aﬂd
'mamtenance of two—parent fam;{hes i

Generaﬂy, a needy” fam:ly is'a famﬂy whose income is at or below the income Ievels set
by the state in the TANF plan submitted to the federal goyernment. - The final regulancns

-~ provide: states with ’oroad authonty to establish the income level at ‘which a fazm}y is'considered

: needy. Moreover, the state may establish different standards for different services. Althoueh the -
state’s child care’ proaram allows certain famlhes to be ehgible until their i mcome reaches 200%
of the federal povezty level, Wzsconsm has not yet cieﬁned a needy famﬂy as having i mcome_
above 200% of the federal poverty level for any program. The state could deﬂne a needy famziy
above this level; however the state must be abIe to 3ust1fy that the mc:ome Ievel chosmz for a
pmgram isa low—mc:ome standard : '

The ﬁnal reguianons make a distinction between expendﬁ:ures that provxde an ongomg
cash benefit that is designed to meet a family’s basic needs or is for other supportive services for
families who are not employed (generally called "assistance™), and expenditures that are "non-
assistance”. Non-assistance generally includes: (a) nonrecurrent short-term benefits that are
designed to deal with a specific ¢risis sitiation, are not intended te meet racun"ent or ongomg
needs ‘and will not extend’ beyond four 'months; (by work subsidies; (¢) szappomve servmes such
as child care and transportation to families who are emp}oyed (d) refundable eamcd incomne tax
credlts, (e) cenmbutmns to and’ dmtubutmns from mdmdual deveiopmeﬂt accounts; (f) services
such’ as’ counseling, * ¢ase ‘management, peer support, chﬂd care information and referral
transitional services, job retention, job advancement, and other employment-related semc&s that
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do not provide basic income support; and (g) transportation assistance provide under a job access
Or reverse comimnute project to an individual who is not otherwise receiving assistance.

Families who are. receiving TANF "assistance” must- cooparate in establishing paternity
for each minor child- and. assign:support nghts 1o the ‘state: The adult also must cooperate with
work requirements. Families receiving assistance must include a minor child or pregnant
individual. In addition, an adult may only receive TANF assistance for a maximum of 60
months.-If an expenditure is:made to provide "assistance” as a child only benefit (as the Kinship
Care -program), the:-provisions regarding time :limits- and ‘work ‘requirements - do not apply
Hewever, fa:mhc:s would still be requ;reci t(;a a.sswn any ncrhts to chﬂé suppcrt to the state

If the expendzmre is ciasmﬁed as non—asszstance, the time hrmts and work reqmzements
would not be imposed. In addition, the family would not be required to assign child support -
rights to the state. Dependmg upon the purpose of the expendxmre the family may not have to
include a minor child or pregnant individual (for examyle for expendxmres that are mtencied to

-reduce the mczdence of. cmt-ef~wedlack pmmancaes) ey R

L Whether for ass1stance or ncm—-asszstance fcderal 1aw speciﬁes that ’I‘ANF funds may not
be use:d to pmvacie services to certain Iegal 1mnnomnts, depending npan the rndwzdual S
imnugrauon status a.nd when the person entered the United States. In addmon TANF funds may
not be used for medxcai services, except pre-pregnancy famﬂy planmng services. States may use
TANF funds for substance abuse treatment services to the extent that such services are.not
medical, and guidance from the federal government indicates that TANF funds may be used for
outreach and education for. med&cal services. Funhcrﬁ ‘administrative costs may not exceed 15%
of ail '{‘ANF expendxtures - - SRR S -- ST

Fmally, federai reguiatlens for thc ”I‘ANF pmgram mdzcate that f:xtenszve data mpcmng o

wﬂl have to be prowded t0.the federal government with respect to. expsnd;tuxes for assistance.
Bata re;pamng for expend1tures 'non-assistance” will be mich. less extensive, however, in the
case of an audit all expendltures will have to be shown to meet the TANF requirements.. It
should aiso be noted that federal }aw mcludes several penaiues that may be imposed against the
state for fmhng 1o meet various reqmremants of the TANF program, which are generally taken as
a‘percentage of the TANF block grant. If the TANF block grant is reduced, the state must

expend its own funds in the following fiscal year to replace the reduction in the grant .

Mamtenance of Effort Prowsxons _

o Under faderal iaw Wxscoasm must spand $168 8 mﬂhon annualiy to meet the
Mamtenance of ﬁffort (MOE) mqa;,rement -In order to count toward the MOE. requirement,
expen&mres must be made for ehg;h}e famﬂzes Ehg:bie faimhes must meet the. income
requzrsments for needy families under the TANF program and must have a minor child living
with a parent or other caretaker relan‘sfe, or mc}ude a pregnant individual. An eligible family
may include a noncustodxai pa.rem 1f the. castodiai parent and minor child are eligible for TANF
assistance.
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Expenditures for eligible families that may count toward the MOE include: (a) cash
assistance; (b) child care assistance; (c) educational activities to increase self-sufficiency and
work; or (d) any other use of funds that would accomplish the purposes of the TANF program.
Expenditures on educational activities may not include public education expenditures unless the
expenditure is for services or assistance to a member of an eligible family and is not generally
available to persons who are not members of eligible families. In addition, administrative costs
may not exceed 15% of total expenditures.

States may count expenditures for the above activities in state or local programs but only
to the extent that: (a) expenditures for eligible families exceed total state expenditures in the
program during federal fiscal year (FFY) 1995; (b) the state was entitled to payment for the
expenditures under the former aid to families with dependent children (AFDC), job opportunities
and basic skills (JOBS), Child Care, or Emergency Assistance programs. Unlike TANF
expenditures, states may count toward the MOE requirement allowable expenditures on lawfully -
present 1mmlgrants and expenmtures for medical services. Further, states do not have to comply
w;th provzsxons related to work reqmrements ume h:mts or the asszgnment of child support.

Expenmtures fer eligible fa;mhes that count toward the MOE may not include
expenditures of any dollars originating with the federal government, any state funds used to
match federal funds, or any state funds spent as a condition of receiving federal funds. In
addition, any state funds expended for Medicaid under Title XIX may not count toward the
TANF maintenance of effort requirement.

Under federal law, the state’s basic TANF grant will be reduced by the amount, if any, by
which qualified state cxpendamre:s in the prevzous year are less than the MOE requirement. If the

TANF. graz;t is reduced in a fiscal year the ‘state must expend add&t:onal ‘state revenues in the .

following year equal to the amount of the reduction. ‘In addition, if a state receives a welfare-to-
work (WtW) formula grant and fails to meet the TANF maintenance of effort, the amount of the
TANF block grant will be reduced in the foﬂowmg year by an amount equal to the WtW grant
{approximately $12.9 million in Wisconsin).

Workforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #1080) Page 5




Legislative Fiscal Bureau _
One East Main, Sulie 301 Madsson w1 537(}3 (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

June1,1999° . Joint Committee on Finance Paper #1081
TANF

” Rewsed Estlmates and Techmcal Modxﬁcatmns for W-2 and Related Pregrams '
and other Expenditures of Federal TANF Funds -
(I)WI) - Economic Suppert and Chﬂd Care)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary Page 677, #1 Page 679 #3 Page 679, #4, Paga 634, #12,
- Page 692, #27, Page 693 #30, Page 701, #53 Page 708, #62]

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to establish a projected ending balance in federal fundmg |

¢ from: the temporary -assistance’ to neady families (TANF). block grant. The Committee has’ .

" elected to work from the Governor’ s recommended funding leve}s in Assembly Bill 133 for items .
related to the Wisconsin Works (W-2) and child care programs and other TANF expenditures. .
However, according to an April 15, 1999, letter from the Department of Administration, certain
items included in the Governor’s proposed revenues and expenditures contain inadvertent rrors.

.. This office has also prepared revised estimates of certain expenditures based on the most ‘recent
information available.- .In addition, the balance in TANF funds at the end of the 1999-01-
bienniom s dependent upon the ending TANF balance from the 1997-99 blenmum This paper,
therefore, also addresses revised estimates of 1998-99 expenchmres

This paper would mcdxfy the Governors proposai to acceum for inadvertent effors and o
revised estimates. Additional papers address ‘modifications that could be considered by the
Committee in establishing the budget for the W-2 and chﬂd care programs, and other-
expenditures of TAN: F funds. : S o

Table 1 shows estimated revenues and expenditures for. W~2 and other.public asssstance':
programs under the budget bill. The table compares the administration’s figures with the revised.
estimates prepared by this office. The revised revenue and expenditure estzmates are discussed
in more detail in the sections following the table.
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TABLE 1

Revised Estamates af Puhhc As,mstance
" Revenues and Expenditures '

Workforce Development - Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #1081)

Governor Revised Estimates
FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2000 Fy 2001
REVENUES _ DR . _ A
Current GPFR Appropnatmns $147.991.300 $147.857,700  $147,991.300 $147857.700
Current PR Appropriations 1,281,300 | 1,281,300  1,214600 1,214,600
Federal TANF Block Grant 317.505,200 + 1 317,505,200 317503200 317,505,200
Federal Child Care Block Grant 39,314,000 39,311,400 39,314,000 39,311,400
Food Stamp Employment and Training 7,000,000 7,000,600 7,600,000 7000000
Other Federal Funds 9,359,100 9,359,100 9,359,100 9,359,100
Child Support Collections 28,226,800 28,226,800 37,959,160 38,628,900
Carryover from Previcus SFY 133,046,300 69150200  130.912.500 63.441.300
Totai Revenuss e e . 5683724000 $619,691,700 .$691,255.800 $626,318,200
W-2 Agency CnntractAllocauens P S T R
Subsidized Employment Benefits ~* $101.924.900  ~ $85.584.500  "$101.924,900  $85,584,900
:Administration/Ancillary Benefits 128,178,600 143415100 128,178,600 143,415,100
Long-Term and Refugee Suppiement L 3983800 S 3983800, 0 -
Start-Up Funding L 7,184400 ~ 7,184,400 -
State Share of Profit ST 90,000,000 - 95.000,000 -
Contingency Fund and Contract Reserve 90,000,000 - 90,600,000 -
Milwaunkee Private Industry Council 1,500,600 . 1,000,000 1,500,000 - 1,000,000
Other Admin. Services, Milwaukes 3,257,400 - 3,257,400 -
Child Care
Direct Child Care Services 154,550,900 161,325,000 168,280,900 180,300,000
Indirect Child Care Services 18,978,700 16,834,000 18,978,700 16,834,000
Other Benefits
Kinship.Care® =000 T 26,322,200° 26,618,500 26,322,200 26,618,500
;- Caretaker Sopplement - .- . o 9,173,200 11,066,900 019,171,300 11,042,600 ..
- Emergency Assistance - - S 3,300,000 3,300,000 3300000 . 3,300,000
Job Access Loans 600,000 600,000 600,000 600,000
Food Stamps for Qualified Aliens- -~~~ 420,000 420,000 420,000 420,000
Employment Skills Grants. 100,000 100,000 100,000 - 100,000
o ChﬂdSupportRelatedtoW~2 _ S o o
Child Support Paymeénts -~ 24564700 26271700 27.077300 30.255.200
Children First: .. - 13164007 1,316,400 1,316:400 1,316,400
Hospzza] Basﬁd Pazmty Inceatzve;s - 91,900 . .. 91,800 .. 91900 .. . 91,900
Other Ongoing Expenditures SR
Transfer to DHFS/Ccmnmmty Aids $31,800,000 318,002,300  $31,800,000  $18,086,200
State Administration . : 27,500,000 27,500,000 27,500,000 - 27,500,000
Faith Works o 25,000 L= 25000 L
Parmershxp fer Fix}i Empzaymenz 3,513,300 3,513,300 3,513,300 3,513,300
Burials “3,300,000 - 3,300,000 3,300,000 3,300,000
Youth Prcgrams 2,981,800 6,084,500 2,981,800 6,084:500 7
Transportation 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,060,000
Transportation Recovery : -1.800,000 - -1,800,000 . :
Fraud and Front-End Venficatmn ' 661,400 661,400 661,400 661 40{)
Passports for Yeuth - -~ - 306:000 SRR 300,000 '
WI Economic Pevelopment Inmatwe 100,600 100,000 - 100,000 100, BOG
Milwaukee County Liaison 54,100 54,100 54,100 54,100 .

_Difference

FY 2000 FY 2001
-$66,700 -$66,700
9,732,300 10,402,100

-2.133.800

$7.531,800 . $10,335,400
-$5,000,000 .
13,730,000  $18,975,000
21,900 . -24300.
2,512,600 3,983,500
- -$6,100
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Govemnor =~ Revised Estimates Difference
FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2000 FY 2001
New Expenditures In Workforce Development
Workforce Attachment Fund $10,000,000  $20,000,000  $10,000,000  $20,000,000 - -
Early Childhood Excellence ' TR & o

Initiative . . - 106,000,000 10,000,060 10,000,000 10,060,000 - -
Community Youth Grants 5,060,000 15,000,000 . 3,000,000 15,000,600 - -
Income Maintenance for ' o _

BadgerCare 4,500,000 4,500,000 4,500,000 4,500,000 - -
Literacy Initiative — DWD 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,600 - -
AQODA Initiative . © - 1,600,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1.000,000 - -
Individual Development Accounts 650,000 650,000, 650,000 - 650,000 - -
Nutritional Services™ $00,000 500,000 300,000 500,000 - .
Fatherhood Initiative - - : 75,000 R 75,000 - T - -
Workforce Mentors. -~ o 55,000 55000 55,000 55,000 - -
New Transfers to Other Agencies S . o o
Head Start 9,500,000 9,900,000 9,900,000 9,900,000 - -
Aid to Milwaukee Public Schools 7,570,000 7,570,000 7,570,800 7,570,000 - -
Brownfiglds .. . - ; 5,000,000 5,000,000 - 3,000,000 5,000,000 - -
Adolescent Services/ - _

Pregriancy Prevention 1,806,400 1,806,400 1,806,400 1,806,400 - -
BadgerChallenge .. 332,700 332,700 332,700 332,700 - -
Early Identification of Pregnancy ... . . 100,000 00,000 100,000 100,000 - -
DER State Recruiter ' 52,000 52,000 52,000 52,000 - -
Literacy Advocate and Grants--Govemor 0,000 50000 50,600 20,000 R -

Total Expendatures : $614 573 800 $617,8'66,’1’00' $6’>5 814, 500 $640,794,200 $11.240,700  $22,928,200

365, 441 30{}

Baiaace in Federal TANF Fimtis : 569,1_59,_2_00

L8600,

. ~$14,47_6,000

~As shown in'the table, revenues available for the W-2 pmgram child care and other related
programs are now estimated at $691.3 million in 1999-00 and $626.3 million in 2000-01. ‘These
amounts- are higher than the administration’s estimates by $7.5 million in the first year and $10.3
million in the second year, Expenditures under the bill are currently estimated at $625.8 million in
1999-00 and $640.8 million in 2000-01. Compared to the administration’s figures, these amounts
are higher by $11.2 million in 1999-00 and $22.9 million in 2000-01.

As a result of these modifications, the balance in federal TANF fundmg at the end of the
biennium under the bill is cum:ently egixmated at a deﬁc:xt of $14.5 mﬂhon

REVENUES AVAILABLE FORW-2 AND RELATED PROGRAMS

Current PR Appropriations. Under the Governor’s propesai the estimated amount of
program revenue from job access Ioan repayments was overstated by $66 700 annualiy '

Workforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #1081)
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Child Support Collections. Child support collections assigned to the state by public
assistance recipients are now estimated at $38.0 million 1n 1999-00 and $38.6 million in 2000-01.
These amounts are higher than the administration’s estimates by $9.7 million in 1999-00 and $10.4
_mﬂhon in 2000-01 due to more recent actual collections data and a revised estimate of the federal
hold harmless payment.

Carryover of TANF Funds from 1998-99 to 1999-00. The estimated carryover of TANF .
funding from 1998-99.to0 1999-00 is $130.9 million. This amount is lower than the original estimate
under the bill by $2.1 million. This difference results from several revised estimates of 1998-99_ -
revenues and expendzmres - - o -

First, it is esnmatad that cbxect chﬂd care expendxmms will be higher by $13 4 mﬂhon in
1998-99 compared to the administration’s earlier estimates, and mdlrect child care cxpendmxres will

be higher by $1.2 million. The hzgher estimate for direct- expendltures is due to more recent .

information on the actual level of expenditures; The higher estimate associated with the indirect
program is due to additional spending authority fer child care actzvmes that was pm\qdcd due to the .
reduction in the federal somal servzccs bk)ck grant o S

Second, based on‘more recent ceiiections and expendlmre data and a revised estimate of the -
hold harmless payment, child support collections are estimated at $40.7 million in 1998-99 and
child support payments are estimated at $24.1 million. These amounts are higher than the -
administration’s ongmal esnmaxes by $10 7 mﬁhon anci 1.2 rmlhon respectiveiy -

ongmaily estimated b} $2 3 mﬂhen in 1998 99. Also, the Deparl:ment of Health and Famziy
- Seryices (DHFS) has teestimated. cxpenmnm:s for the caretaker suppiement resuiung in incréased”
expenditures over the acixmmstranons earlier estimates of approximately $1.0 million. Finally, -
several minor revised estimates were made for federal revenues under the food stamp employment
and training prooram a.nd for emergency assistance, the partnersh;p for full empioyment and burial
EXI}CHSCS . . . . . L :

EXPENDITURES FOR W-2 AND RELATED PROGRAMS
State Share of Profit Return. Based on more recent expenditure data through February,
1999, it is estimated that the portion of unexpended fundmg fmm the current W-2 agency contracts

that would be returned to the state will be $95.0 million, rather than the $90.0 million estimated by
the administration.

Direct Child Care. Direct child care expenditures under the Governor's proposal are
currently estimated at $168.3 million in. 1999-00 and $180.3 million in 2000-01. These amounts are
higher than the. fundmg included in the bill by $13.7. million in 1999-00 and-$19.0 miilion in 2000-
01. The higher estimates are primarily due to a revised calculation of program costs under current
law. More mformation on these new estimates is included in a separate issue paper.
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Caretaker Supplement. Funding for the caretaker supplement is lower by $1,900 in 1999-
00 and $24,300 in 2000-01, as compared to the bill. These funds are transferred to a PR-S
~appropriation in DHFES." - This ~modification would provide cons1stency between the amount
- transferred from DWD and the amount mchcated in the DHFS appropnatmn that receives these
: funds . E . : L

: _C-hild Support 'Péymenis. - Based on more recent data, child -support payments ‘are
estimated-at. $27.1 million in 1999-00:and-$30.3 million in 2000-01.  These ‘amounts are higher
. compared to the. adzmmsiratmn s:estimates by SZ 5 rmlhon in 1999—00 and $4.0 million in 2000-()1

i Transfer te the Socml Serv:ces B!ock Grant (Commumty Axds) The amount cf fundmo
transferred to DHFS for the social services block grant is reduced by.$6;100 in the second year.to
make the. amount transferred from I)WD consistent with the ﬁgure shewn in the PR-S appropnanon
mDHFS : : : . . el e

ENDING TANF BALANCE

As indicated in Table 1, the 2000-01 ending TANF balance under the provisions
recommended by the Governor is now estimated to be a deficit-of $14.5 million. This assumes
that funding for child care subsidies would. be increased by the Committee to fully fund the
currem program and the modifications regardmg e,hglbﬁzty and. copay reqmremems mcluded in

) Two cther pomts are. 1mportant to nete a‘oou& the esnmateé ciosmg balance Fxrst the
.expendxtuxe estamatas mciude a $90 million. contmgency fund for W»z agency contracts and a §9

- million chxid care: reserve, as recemmended by the Governor If these items were not included in

'the expendzture estimates, thc endmg balance would be a positive 584 5 million rather than a
$14 5 million deficit. Second a separate papar ‘has been. prepared that mcludas an altemauve 1o
fund a pOrtlon of the state eamed income tax credit with TANF revenues. I the. Committee
'efects to adopt such a proposal the endmg TANF balance would be reduced mgmﬁcamiy

“In adchnon 10 the esnmawd $14.5 nnihon deﬁcxt at the end of 2000-01, the Committee
should be aware of the structural imbalance in the W-2 program under the bill. I}smg the revised
estimates, ongoing revenues would be $560.9 million and ongoing spending commitments would
be $640.8 million annually. [The $560.9 million is $626.3 million in total revenue in 2000-01
less the $65.4 million carryover from the previous fiscal year.] Therefore, the bill would create a
structural imbalance of $79.9 million per year that would have to be addressed in the 2001-03
biennium. This deficit would be partially offset in the 2001-03 biennium if a portion of the
proposed contingency reserve is carried over, but program modifications would eventually be
necessary to bring spending in line with estimated revenues.
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: UNALLOCATE}} AND UNAVAILABLE FEDERAL FUNDING -

_ _ DWD appmpnzmons for the federal TANF and chxid care blc)ck vrants were everstated by
$62, 921 700 in.1999-00 and §76,629,400 in 2000-01 under the:bill. When determining the
'appropnatien amounts, the administration madvertantiy double-counted certain federal funding that
would be transferred from the TANF block grant to the child care block grant. In addition, certain
standard ‘budget adjustments and:other expenditure -items affecting those :appropriations were
double-counted. . In a separate item, the administration-inadvertently underestimated the amount of
federal revenue that would be used as a-match for county expenditures for-income maintenance by
$5,238,800 annually. As a result, the amount of funding actually available for the W-2 and child
care programs *is ‘Overstated 'in' the 'Departinent’s appropnanons for federal blcck grants, and
understated in the: D&parl:ments appropriations for federal local assistance programs. It should be

“noted: that the revenues and expenditures shown in the table, and the ending TANF balance, are not
affected by these technical overs:tghts However the appropnauon schedule should be adjusted to
reflect these modifications.

MODIFICATION

Modxfy the Govemors proposai to* account” for the- following madvertent etrors ‘and
‘reestimates asdescribed above: “(a) a décrease of $66,700 annually in ‘program revenue from
repayments of job access loans; (b) an increase in child support program revenue of $9,732, 300 in
199900 and $1(} 402,100 in 2000-01; (c) a decrease of $2,833,800 in 1999-00 in carryover funding
from 1998-99; (d) ‘an increase 'of $5, 000, OOG in 1999~€30 in the amoum of ﬁmdmg retained by - the

state from the: profit. formnla undcr the W=2. agenf;y ‘contracts;. (c) a decrease in: expendm:ms of I

-$1.900 in 1999-00 and '$24,300 in 2000-01 for the caretaker suppiement (f) an. increase in B
expendmxres of $2,512,600 in 1999-00 and $3,983, 500i in 2{300 01 for child support paymems (g)a
decrease in’ funding’ a'ansferred to DHFS for the social services block gtant of $6 100 in 2000-01;
(h) a reductlon in- DWD apprcpnauons for the federal T ANF and child care block grants of
$62,921,700 in 1999-00 and $76,629,400 in 290()*01 10 account for an madvertent error; and (i) an
increase in }I}W}Ds appropriation for federal local assistance- by $5,238,800 annually.. [Funding to
aoconnt for t’ne rewsed estxmaies of thf: cost of the child c:a.re pmgram 15 addrcsscd i a separate

paper. }

' Modrf‘catmn ' '_ _ )  FED o ER o TGTAL_
1999-01 FQNDING (Chaﬂge fo Bn} y . -$147,610,700 . 520,001,000 $12‘f 5(}9 700

Prepared by: Joanne Simpson and Kelsie Doty
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TANF
Earned Inceme Tax Credjt
Current Law Reestimate and Option to Use TANF Funds
(Generai Fund Taxes - Indlwdual and Corperaie Income Taxes)

{LFB 1999*{)1 Budget Summary Page 25 #4 and Page 697 #45]

'CURRENTLAW.

The state ‘earned income tax crecht (EITC) is pmd from a sum suffic;en{ GPR
appropriation. The credit provides a supplement to the wages and self—employment income of
lower-income workers with-children living with them. The credit is refundabie; if the amount of

':_the credxt exceeds tax due a check from’ the: state is xssued for the difference. The state CI’GdIE is o

- -.'_ca}culated as a percentage of the federal EITC as follows: 4% for families with one child; 14%
for fa.fmhes w1th two ciuidren and 43% for fa:mhes three. or: more children. B

'}"he federal temporaxy asszstance to needy famﬁms (TANF) pregram provxdes an: annual

:"block g:rant to Wzsconsm of $317.5 million, ~which is the pnm,ary ﬁmdmg source for the Wxsconsm

Works (W- 2). program and ﬂther ‘public assistance expendltu:es In order to receive the TANF

block grant the state is reqmred to contribute a certain amount of fundmg ($168.8 mﬁhon annua}ly) '
under federal maintenance of effort (MOE) provisions.

"GOVERNOR

- Decrease fundmg by $2 500,000 GPR in 1999-00 and increase ﬁmdmg by $3,500 ,000
GPR in 2000-01 for estimated costs of the EITC. Total funding would be $74,000, 0{}0 in 1999-
00 and $80,000,000 in 2000-01. This funding level includes $2,000,000 in each year to reflect 2
November, 1998, Internal Revenue Service ruling that gains realized on the sale of property used
in a trade or business are not counted as investment income for purposes of the credit. This ruling
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restores eligibility to individuals (particularly farmers) who were not prewous}y abie te cia:sm the
credit due to the limitation on investment income. : :

DISCUSSION POINTS
* Reestimate

1. The cost of the EITC is now estimated to totai $72,200,000 in 1999-00 and
$76,400,000 in 2000-01, based on additional information regarding current claims of the credit.
These amounts are lower than the Govemor s estimates by $1 800 000 in 1999-00 and $3,600,000 in
2000-01. . cos i

UseofTANFfertheEITC T e

2. Accordmg 1o the ﬁnal federal regulanons for the TANF pregram wlnch were
released on Apnl 12, 19992 poman of the state. EITC could be funded with federal TANF dollars.

Spemﬁcal}y, TANF fundmg may. be used to cover the share of the EITC that is refunded to the =

claimant (rather than used to reduce the clairnant’s income tax hab;thty) "An additional restriction is
that TANF funds may not be used to provide the credit to certain legal immigrants. The regulations
specify that the EITC is not considered a form of "assistance” under the TANF program. Therefore,
funding a share of the EITC with TANF dollars would not subject EITC recipients to federal work
requirements, the 60-month time lumt on reaeapt of assmtance or the reqmrement that chﬁd support
nghts be assxgned to the: state T : TR - L

- HE Dunng the ‘past. several years,
i appromately 85% of the total Cost of the cred
imirhigrants is not avaﬁabie ‘however, this is hkely a small share of the total’ payments If the 85%
share was reduced to 80% to provide d cushion'to account for credits pazd to legal immigrants, a
total of $58,000,000 in 1999-00 and $61,000,000 in 2000»01 in EITC expenditures could be funded
with TANF tevenues instead of state GPR. The rcmaamng portmn of the credit ($14, 200 000 in the
‘ﬁrst year and $15,400, 000 in the second year} would continue to be funded With GPR. This would
free up ﬁmds that " the Iﬁuzslam:‘e could appropnate without havmg to conszder ‘the fcderal
restrictions on'‘the use of TANF revenues, wh;ch wouid pmvzde 51gmﬁcautly g}:eater ﬁemhﬂlty in
budgeting these monies.

3. This funding transfer could be accomplished by creating an. annual PR-S
appropriation consisting of TANF revenues transferred from the Department ‘of Workforce
Development {DWD) to fund the share of the EITC permitted under federal Jaw. . In addition, the
current GPR appropriation for, the: EITC could be medified to cover the remaining costs of ‘the
credit. The PR-S appropriation amounts couid be set at $58,000,000.in-1999-00.and $61,000,000 in
209()«81 ‘based on the 80% share outlined above, : _
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TANF Maintenance of Effort Requirement

4. "The Governor’s budget bill assumes that $15,300,000 in 1999-00 and $16,800,000 in

_ 20{}0«01 of state:.expenditures for the EITC will be counted toward the maintenance of effort

requirement under the federal TANF provisions. These amounts could not be counted for the MOE
requirement if TANF revenues were used for the EITC as described above. Therefore, $15,300,000
in 1999-00 and $16,800,000 in 2000-01 of the resulting GPR savings would need to be -added to

: DWD appropnanon for pubhc assistance benefits and adlmmstratmn

5. The adnumstrancms caIcu}auon of allowable MOE expandmlres also mcluded a
portion of the homestead credit, the pass-through of child support to W-2 participants and certain
other state expenditures. Based on more recent information, it now appears that the amount of these
expenditures that could be counted for the MOE requirement will be lower than the administration’s

‘gstimates by $6,500,000.in 1999-00 and: $1 400,000 in 2000-01: The Committee could also increase
DWD’s appropna’tzon by these amounts to ensure that the Department couid mieet the fedcral MOE
_reqmrement SRR ey : . .

6. . In addinon, the b1I1 wauid pr(mde $4 500 OGQ in: eaxh year to increase fundmg in the
cmmty mcome maintenance contracts for providing services under the BadgerCare programm. The
administration’s intent was to provide these monies from DWD’s GPR appropriation and count the
expenditures for the TANF MOE requirerent. - However, since the bill was introduced; it has been
learned that these expenditures could not be counted for MOE purposes. An alternative would be to
fund these costs with medical assistance administrative funding, which is eligible for a'50% federal
match. The net impact of this modification would be to increase GPR appropriations in DWD by
$2,250,000 in' each year. The BadgerCare expenditures would be funded with these monies and
matching federal funds. Because the $4,500,000 that had been budgeteé for BadgerCare would
instead be‘available fer W—2 expendxtures, the endmg TANF balance would increase by $4, 500 ;000
in each year

-

7. Wath all three of these adjustments the general fund would still realize net savings

‘of $33,950,000 in the first year and $40,550,000 in the second year These amounts would be m'

addmon to the $5 400 GOO sav;ngs from thc cu:rent Iaw reesﬂma;:e

8. If the Cemmmee ekects to not: :ﬁmd a portzon of ihe EITC wﬁ;h TANF revenues,
DWD’s GPR appropriation would still need to be adjusted to make it consistent with the federal
MOE requirement. - Based on-more recent information, it appears that $11,600,000 in 1999-00 and
$15,100,000 in.2000-01 .of GPR: expenditures for the EITC could be counted for MOE purposes if
the credit were not funded with TANF. These amounts are lower than the administration’s estimates
by $3,700,000 in the first year and $1,700,000 in the second year. With this revision and the other
two adjustments outlined above, DWD's appropriation would have to be mcreased by $12 450,000
GPR in 19994)0 and $5, 350 000 GPR in 20(}{}«01
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Separate Legislation for 1998-99

o+ 9.~ TheLegislature could also adopt-a separate bill to use TANF to fund a portion of the
EITC in the 1998-99 fiscal year. After accounting for MOE adjustments, this option would result in
estimated net savings to-the general fund of $33,700 .000; which would be carried over in the 1999-
00 opening balance. This provision is included in AB 354, which was passed by the Assembly on
May 19, 1999. If the separate bill does not pass, these provisions could be incorporated into the
budget bill. The Legislative Audit-Bureau indicates ‘that it-would be:necessary to adopt any
modifications relating to funding the credu in the cunent ﬁscal year by September 30, 1999, the
ciose of the 1998-—99 federal ﬁscai year

Endmg TANF Balance

: 10 _ Based on a number ef rev1sed ﬁsumates subrmaed by- the adnumstraxion and

-_prepared by th.ls office, it is- currently estxmated that the 2000-01 ending. balance in TANF funds
would be a deficit of $14.5 million if the child care program were fully funded and none of the other
provisions recommended by the Governor were modified. 'If TANF funds were used for the ETTC
in both:years of the next biennium as described above; the deficit would increase to $84.5 million. If
separate legislation were also passed to use TANF in the current fiscal year; the ending ‘deficit
would be. approximately $118.2 million.: Therefore; some .of the funding recommended by the
Governor for W-2 .and-othér programs funded with TANF would have to-be reduced to-offset this
shortfall. Alternatively, some of the GPR savings could be: used to fund these: programs ora smaner
pomon of the EITC cculd be funded wzth TANF R

_ _ 11 In conszdenng pf)tﬂi’ltlal reducnons the Conn"mt{ec shou}d note: that the bzil mcludes
a 390 nulhon centmgency fund in DWD for unforeseen W-2 expenditures, as well as a $9 million

-child care contingency fund. These reserve funds would offset a large portion of the projected
deficits. In addition, the bill includes a number of new initiatives in DWD and other agencies that
involve consxderable amounts of ﬁmdmg These prcposals are addressed in sepamte papers

12 Anether gpnon would be to: access some’ or aﬂ of the matchmg ceamponem of the.
fedcra} child care block grant.- Ur;der the bill; the Governor elected to not access these funds. If the
state chose to obtain these federal revenues, a total of $20.2. million in 1999-00 and $23.8 million in
2000-01 would be available. - “However; GPR funding of $14.2 million in the first year and $16.7
‘million in the second year would have to be appropriated as a state match: In total, this would
increase funding for W-2 by $34.4 million in 1999-00'and $40.5 million in 2000-01. The state could
provide: a lower amount-of GPR funding in order-to access a:portion of the federal revenues ‘This
altemat.tve is mciucied mna se;)arate paper on chﬁd care eizg;bﬁzty and cepayments

13‘ Fmaﬁy, it should be noted that TANF block grants have been authomed by thf:
federal government through federal fiscal year 2002. Because public assistance caseloads have
fallen significantly since the TANF provisions were enacted, it is possible that the federal
government could reduce TANF funding in subsequent years. Further, the U.S. Senate has already
considered rescinding unobligated federal TANF funds. Therefore, TANF revenues could be
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viewed as ‘a more uncertain long-term funding source for the EITC than state GPR. In addition,
allocating TANF for the EITC could make it more difficult to fund the W-2 program in future years.
On the other hand, it could be argued that obligating a significant amount of TANF revenues for the
EITC would make it Jess likely that the federal ‘government would reduce these funds.

ALTERNATIVES

FEITC Reestimate

I. Decrease funding for the EITC by $1,800,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $3,600,000 GPR
in 2000-01 to reflect a reestimate of funding needed for the credit.

A_'I'témative 1 o ' GPR
1998-01 FUNDING {Change to Bill)

- $5,400,000

1999-01 TANF Funding

2. Provide $58,000,000 in 1999-00 and $61,000,000 in 2000-01 in a newly created
annual PR-S appropriation consisting of TANF revenues transferred from DWD to fund the share of
the EITC permitted under federal law. Decrease GPR funding for the EITC by the same amounts
and specify that the GPR appropriation would be used to cover the costs of the credit that are not
paid from the TANF appropriation. Increase DWD’s appropriation for public assistance benefits and
administration by $24,050,000 GPR in the first year and $20,450,000 GPR in the second vear to
provide adequate funds. to cover the TANF. MOE requirement and BadgerCare income
maintenance. Federal TANF funds currently allocated to W-2 would be reduced by $24,050,000 in
1999-00 and $20,450,000 in 2000-01 to account for DWD’s increased GPR funding.

Alternative 2 GPR FED PR TOTAL
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - $74,500,000 $74.500,000  $1 18,000,000  $119,000,600
1998-99 TANF Funding

3. Provide $58,000,000 in 1998-99 in a newly created annual PR-S appropriation
consisting of TANF revenues transferred from DWD to fund the share of the EITC permitted under
federal law. Decrease GPR funding for the EITC by the same amount and specify that the GPR
appropriation would be used to cover the cost of the credit that is not paid from the TANF
appropriation. Increase DWD’ appropriation for public assistance benefits and administration by
$24,300,000 GPR in 1998-99 to provide adequate funds to cover the TANF MOE requirement.
Federal TANF funds currently allocated to W-2 would be reduced by $24,300,000 to account for
DWD’s increased GPR funding. This option, which is similar to AB 243, would increase the 1999-
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00 opening balance in the gencral fund by $33 700,000-and. decrease the opcmng TANF balance by
the same amount;;

Aternative3 . - 0w © o GPR .ol o EED oo PR TDTAL
1998-99 FUNDING (Change to Bilf -$33,700,000  $33,700,000  $58,000000  $58,000,000
1999-01 REVENUE (Change to Bil) $33,700,000 - $38,700,000 s . %0
- Maintenance of Effort Funding

4. TIncrease DWD’s appropriation for public assistance benefits and administration by

$12,450,000 GPR ‘in 1999-00 and $5,350,000 GPR in 2000-01 to make the Department’s funding
consistent with the mmntenance of effort obhgatxon under the federal TANF provisions and provide .

fanding for BadgerCare administration; ”fhls ‘option would be necessary if the Committee does not -
adopt Alternative 2 to use TANF to fund a portion of the EITC The mcreased GPR would result in
an offsemng reduction in TANF expendlmms

Altematweé 7 o _ ~ GPR .- FED . TOTAL
| 1999-91 FUNDING {ChangetoB;lE) _ $17,800,000 . -$17,800.000. .. .  $O|. -

Prepared by: pr.:Reighardt, Kelsie Doty and }gann;:,Simpson
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TANF

W.-2 Agency Contract Allocations
(DWD -- Economic Support and Child Care)

' [LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary: Page 680, #5]

CURRENT LAW

Under current law, $251,665,500 in 1997-98 and $294,882,100 in 1998-99 was budgeted
in the Department of Workforce Development (DWD) to contract with counties ‘or private
agencies to administer the Wisconsin Works (W-2) program. These armounts include subsidized
employment benefits, office costs, funding for a loncr-term and refuoee supplement and a rescrve :
for bcneﬁt payments. for Mﬁwaukee County. - : 2 '

“As'a general provision, state Jaw authorizes DWD to award a contract to any person to
administer the W-2 program in a geographical area determined by DWD on the basis of a
competitive process approved by the Department of Administration (DOA). The contract period
must be for a term of at least two years. The initial W-2 agency contracts covered the penod
from September 1, 199’? through December 31, 1999. S

The Department is reqmred to establish performance standards for the adnunistxatlon of
W-2. If a W-2 agency does not meet these standards, DWD may withhold any or all payment
from the agency. . :

GOVERNOR
Provide $234.087,300 in 1999-00 and $229,000,000 in 2000-01 for W-2 agency contract
- allocations. These amounts are lower than the base funding level by "$60,794,800 in the first year

and $65,882,100 in the second year. The funding would cover W-2 benefits, administration,
~ancillary services and agency performance bonuses (profits).. As noted, the:current W-2 agency
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contracts expire on December 31, 1999. The next contracts will ¢over the period January 1,
2000, through December 31, 2001. Therefore, the budget bill includes six months of funding for
the remainder of the existing contracts and 18 months of funding for the new contracts.” The last
six months of the new contracts will be funded m the 2001-03 biennial budget.

Table 1 presents additional detail regarding the Governor’s recommendation. The first
part of the table shows the proposed funding amounts for each of the two contract penods The
second portion of the table shows total funding for each expenditure category in the 1999-01
biennium without regard to the contract period. , ..

e e 1900 200001
A. Allocations by Contract Period L
Current Agency Contracts (Six Months)
Benefit Allocation $59,132,400 $0
Administration and Services Allocation 56,471,100 0
Long-Term and Refugee Supplement 3.983.800 0
Subtotal* $119,587,300 - s0
- New Agency Contracts (18 Months) R DI R el
. Benefit Allocation:: . %2;?92;50{) e $85:584:900 0
... Administration.and Semces Ailo;:anon_ 64,216,800 . . 128433800 - -
Performance Bonuses (?roﬁt) 07490700 - 14981300 . -
Subtotal e : L $H4 50@ m '-$229 0(}0 {}0{).. R
. Total . $234,087,300.  $229,000,000
B. _ ' _"_Allﬂcat:ons by Expend;ture Category _ - o
Benefits | $101,924900  $85,584.900
Administration and Services TU120,687,900 1 128,433,800
Long-Term and Refugee Supplement 3,983,800 .0
Perfennance Bonuses (Pmﬁt) ' 7 490 7(}0 14,981,300
Tomi $234‘,(}87,300 $229,000,000

TABLE 1

W2 Agency Contract Allocations: Under AB 133

*There is no separate allocation for profit under the current contracts.

- Although not shown in Table 1, overall, funding for subsidized' employment benefits
would decrease by $75,053,100 in' 1999-00-and $91,393,100 in 2000-01, compared ‘to base
funding of $176,978.600. This reflects caseload declines: that have occurred since the initial
contracts - were : awarded. Funding “for: administration  and ancillary services ' (including
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performance bonuses) would increase by $14,258,300 in 1999-00 and $25,511,000 in 2000-01,
over the base funding level of $117,904,100. -

DISCUSSION POINTS

I. This paper addresses the contract allocations for the next W-2 agency contracts. The
Governor’s proposal also includes provisions related to the W-2 contracting process and the
performance-based incentives for accessmg proﬁt under the contracts. These two issues are
discussed.in: separate papers - i e

0verall Fundmg Leve!s

2. Total funding under the current W-2 agency contracts statewide for the 28-month
contract penod is $685,166,900. This- includes subsidized employment beneﬁts ‘office costs and
funding for the long-term and refugec supplement. In addition, the fundmg amounts include $18.2
million in a benefit reserve that was. provided to the W-2 agencies in Milwaukee County and

su;;plemental administrative funding'in Mwaukee County On a 24-month basis, the $685 166,900

amount is equzva}ent to $587 285,900.

3. The total dﬂliar amount mcluded m the request for proposals (RFP) for the next W-2
agency coniracts is $428,037,400, a decrease of 27.1% compared to the current. 24-month W-2
agency contract amount The RFP includes $287,514,500 in administration and indirect services,
and $140,522,900 for cash benefits for subsidized employment placements. In addition to'these
amounts, 529 962 600 is budgeted for performance bonuses or proﬁt

4 The contract aliocam)ns by agency as propesed in’ thﬁ’: RFP are outlmed in o

' A&achment 1. As shown, total allocations for the 24-month contract ‘period range from $150,000 in
Florence and Iron Counties to $55.1 million in Region 3 of Mﬂwaukee County (currently operated
by Oppertamnes hdusmahzancn Center of Greater Mxiwaukee) _ : :

LS, Tha RFP was fmahzed after mtmdum:mn of the budget bﬂl The tota} statcw1de

'fundmg amount used in the RFPis the samie as the amount inchuded in the bill: However, the RFP
‘would shift'$7,661,800 in 1999-00 and $15,313,400 in 2000-01 from the allocation for: benefits to
the administrative allocation. This occurred because the Depamnent based the beneﬁt ailocatzon in
the RFP on the February 1999, caseload, which was lower than the’ caseload used in prepanng the
budget estimates (August 1998). Rathier than reduce” ﬁmdmg by these amounts the Depaximent
decided to add the surplus to the administrative allocation: If the Committee approves the overall
funding amounts recommended by the Govemer, the specific allocations included in the bill for
benefits ‘and administration should be’ adgusted 10 reﬂect this fundmg shift, The adjusted funding
amotnts are shown in Table 2. More mfonnatwn on the assumptions us&:d in develepmg the RFP s
presamed in the foiiowmﬁ secuaﬁ ' '
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TABLE2 -

W-2 Agency Contraét Allocations
For the New W-2 Agency Contracts

s 100900

- AB133 - CRFP D‘ifferenc¢

Benefit Allocation $42.792.500 335,130,700 - - -$7.661,800
Administration and Services Allocation 64,216,800 71,878,600 - 7,661,800
Performance Bonuses (Profit) 7.490.700 7490700
wiotal o o e ‘$114,500,000  $114,500,000 50
Benefit Allocation $85,584,900  $70,271,500  -$15,313,400

~ Administration and Services 'Ailocation © 128,433,800 ' 143747 2000 15,313,400
Performance Bonuses (Proﬁt) © 14.981.300 - 14-,981.,3(}0 A

Tl $220000000 $229.000000. - S0

| Devclopmentof theRFP

6. The REP allocations developed by the Deparﬁment mclude caseioad assumpﬂons
mgardmg W-2 subsidized employment cases, food stamp employment and training (FSET) program
cases served by the W-2 agencies, noncustodial parent cases, cases diverted to other resources and
. ehglbﬂxty detcnmnaﬂons for. the. chxki care program. Adthough the "W-2. caseload. has dropped
_szgmﬁcant}y ‘since mplem&n{auon ef the program, the caseload decline has slowed in the past
several months.  The allocations included in the RFP were designed to factor in the lower caseload
}evels, but also provacte agencies with the ability to absorb caseload fluctuations that could occur-due
1o ﬁnexpectad events.. As a result, the formulas included in the RFP. for benefits-assume constant
caseloads over the next contract penod v % R

| ’“7:' The I}epartment esmmated admzstranve, and Sf:rv:ces costs on. a per pamezpant
basis for vanous service activities prcv;ded by the W—’? agencies. The number of participants.was
based on the August 1998, caseload. These services included: (a) aicohoi and other drug treatment

and testing; (b) food stamp employment and training services; (c) supportive services for non-cash

W-2 cases; (d) supportive services for W-2 cash benefit cases; and (e) overhead. The Department
also factored in an adjustment for smaller offices. These calculations were not done for each W-2
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-agency; rather, they were estimated statewide. Under this methodology, the Department estimated
 the total amount needed for W-2 benefits and administrative costs for the 24-month contract period

at $428.0 million. To provide for performance bonuses, an addmonal 7%, or $30.0 million was
added to this:amount for a total of 3458 0 zmilmn :

L 8. The Depan“ment tben allocated these total amounts 1o mdmdual counties under a
"formuia that accounted for variations in service levels to the different caseload populations.  The
following weights were applied to each type of case: (a) 1.75 for W-2 cash benefit cases; (b) 1.25
for W-2 case management or FSET cases;(¢) 1.0 for-diversion-and noncustodial parent cases; and
{d) 0.6 for.child care cases. Each agency’s'weighted score was used to determine the administrative
allocation for the agency. -Agencies that had alarge number of refugee cases or cases that involve
- more intensive assistance received additional funding:: The intensive assistance supplement was
- provided to 26 agencies that had more than 10 cash benefit cases and that had the highest percentage
-of cases that included either a disabled family member or an adult who had not completed high
school. A total of $2,000,000 was included for refugee cases and a total of $20,000,000 was
: mc}uded fer mtenswe asszstance cases.

R ._9. B ’I‘hc beneﬁt aﬂecatmns were based on the sub51dzzed empioyment caseload for each
. agency as-of February,. 1999.. - Each agency was assumed to -have at least one ' subsidized
employment case for each month over the. 24-month contract-period. In addition, 17 agencies
received a-small- office adjustment, so that the total allocation for these agencies ranged from
$150,000 to-$500,000. The small office. supplement was calcuiated by roundmg the total allocatzon
-up to-the nearest. $SG 600 for xhese agencms i

10.  The followmg sectxons prov;de more detailed mformatmn regardxng the
. administrative and services allocation and the benefits allocation under the request for proposals. It -

~ should be noted that, -if the Committee reduces or increases madmg for administrative services or

- benefits; the amnount provided for profit would also be reduced or increased by 7% of the change.
Changes to the dollar amounts of profit or performance bonuses are included in the alternatives
described below. However, other issues reiated to proﬁt a.nd performance standards are addressed
ina. separate paper ' - - g -

Adﬁnmstratwe and Indxrect Serv;ces Allocatlﬁn

11.. _As shown in Ataa_chment 1, t_he minimum administrative/service-allocation for the
24-month contract period as provided in the RFP is $134,200 in Florence and Iron Counties. The
maximum administrative/services allocation is $31.3 million in Region 6 of Milwaukee County
(currently operated by MAX{MUS) :

B Dna way to. assess the impact of the allocation. chancres is to compare the RFP
amounts with the current contract amounts. The administrative allocations under the RFP are 7.8%
higher statewide compared to the 24-month administrative allocations under the.current W-2 agency
contracts. In examining the changes by agency, the difference in administrative allocations varies
widely, from a decrease of 63.9% in Florence County to an increase of 73.1% in-Fond du Lac
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County. Tribal agencies would receive a total increase of 3.6%, but the difference among the three
trabal agencies also varies significantly; from a decrease of over 20% for the Bad River and Oneida
- Tribes, to an increase of 52.3% for the Lac-du Flambeau Tribe: -Of the 75 W-2 agencies in the state,
23 would receive increased funding and 52 would receive decreased funding. Finally, it-should be
noted that the W-2 agencies in Milwaukee County would receive an average increase of 24.1% in
the: adnnmstfatxve allocation,’ whﬂe the acencaes in- the resi of the State wouid have an average

_ 13 The vanatzen among - agenczcs oceurs. because caseioad decimes have not ‘been
am.formﬁ-lrﬂughout the state.: In' general, because the allocations. are based on ‘recent ‘caseloads,
~agencies that have had greater caseload reductions since the initial contracts were awarded would
experience -4 larger: decrease in: funding: compared :to the current contracts. Counties with ‘less
significant caseload declines would experience less of a funding reduction or receive an increase. A
higher . propeman of cash be:zeﬁt cases (whlch were Weaghted ‘at 1’75) wouiid also resuit m
.._add;nona] fundlng e i R . PR i BRI

14 : Tha Comxmttee could conszder a ‘number ef medlﬁcauons to the admmlszramve/

. services allocaﬁans First, as noted above,’ when the’ E)epartme:ni reduced the benefit allocations to

account for-caseload declines between August; 1998,-and February, 1999, the excess funding was

.- added to the allocations for administration and services. It is unclear why additional: funding for

-administration would be needed to serve a smaller caseload.  Therefore, this’ funding could be

- deleted from the bill; swhich-would result:in savings of $7, 661,800 in- 1999-00 and $15,313,400 in

2000-01. Adc}monal savings equal to 7% of these amounts; which reflects the performance bonus
amount, weuld also be reahzed ($536 300 n 1999-00 and Sl 071 900 in 2000-01)

15 ' Another opnon wouid be to mamtam the avera}i admlmstrative aliocaﬁon used in the_ G

RFP bui dlrect DWD to provide a uniform 7.8% increase over the current contract allocations toall
agencies. Under this alternative, funding -would be- reallocated as. shown m Attachment 2 No
additional fundmg would have to'be provzded under ﬂus optzon o

16 A thard option weuid be to mmntam the cum:nt adnmnstramve aliocamans, wh:ch are
lower than the statewide RFP ameunts by $20 802,100 over the 24-month contract period (7.8%).
On a fiscal year basis, this would generate- savings-of - $5,200,500 in 1999-00-and $10,401,100 in
2000-01 for administration and $364,100 in 1999-00 and $728,100 in 2000-01 for performance
bonuses, This option would also’ affect the dismbutmn o'f fundmg among the iocal semce areas as
shown'in A’ttachment 3 o : o

i'?. The prevmus optzons were based on comparisons’ of the RFP aslmauens to the
allocations contained in the current contracts. Another factor for the Committee to consider is how
‘the administrative-allocations under the'RFP compare ‘to current administrative expenditures (as
opposed to' contract- allocations).” In “order to ‘assess ‘this, estimated momhiy administrative
expenditures through Febroary, 1999, were compared with the monthly administrative allocations
under the RFP. Statewide, the ‘total administrative allocation in’the RFP would exceed current
expenditures’ by nearly 42%. Again, the differences between current expenditures and the RFP
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allocations varied significantly among individual counties, from a decrease of 49.8% in Manitowoc
County to an increase of 143.2% for Fond du Lac County. Under the RFP, the Milwaukee W-2
agencies would receive an increase of 72, 8% over current expendlmres and the balance of the state
wouid receive an increase of 10 0%. ' :

18- ’f{‘he Cormrmttee could mod1fy the aliocauons o provxde all agencies a 10:0%
ncrease over current expenditure levels. This would be approximately twice the anticipated level of
inflation. Under this option, funding would be reallocated as shown in: Attachment 4. Based on this
reallocation, funding could be reduced compared to the RFP by $64,657,300 for administrative
costs over the 24-month contract period, and an additional $4,526;000 for performance bonuses. On
a fiscal year basis, funding would be reduced by $16,164,300 in 1999-00 and $32,328,700 in 2000-
01 for administrative expenses and by $1 131 500 in 1999-00 and $2 263000 in’ 2000-01 for
performance bonuses.

©-19. - Another alternative ‘would be to" base the administrative “allocation on current
expendltures with ‘only an adjustment- for inflation. Compared to ‘the: RFP amounts, this option
would ‘decrease the administrative allocation by$73,260,400 statewide ‘over the 24-month contract
period, -and ‘would ‘also result ‘in ‘reduced funding ‘for ‘performance bonuses by $5,128,300.
Compared to the bill, funding would be reduced by $18,315,100 in 1999-00 and $36,630:200 in
2000-01 for administrative costs, and by $1,282,100 in 1999-00 and $2,564,100 in 2000-01 for
performance bonuses The aliocatlons under thzs optwn are shown in Attachrnent 5.

g 200 In reviewing these a.'tternatwes ‘the Committee’ should note that ‘the recent caseload
declines may have left the agencies with a clientele that is more difficult to serve. Compared to the
individuals who have left the programi, the remaining partmgants may have greater barriers to self-

.-.sufﬁcmncy and- may requue “more. assmtance pnor to- bezng able o masma.m unsubsad:tzed .
employment. . : s - :

~21. On the other hand, the agencies should be serving these types of cases currently and
should -have been serving them consistently - over ‘the ‘last' two ‘years.  Therefore, ‘current
administrative service expendlmres shonld reﬁect the amount needad for servmg all cases under the
W2 agency contrast A : -

Benef’ ts Aliocatmn

22. The allocanons for subsmhzed employment benefits by W-2 agency under the RFP
are shown in Attachment 1. As indicated, the allocations vary from $15,830 in Crawford, Florence,
Iron, Jackson, Lafayette, Pepin and Rusk Counties to $25.4 million for Region 3 in Milwaukee
County (currently operated by. Oppertumues Industrialization Center of Greater Nﬁlwaukee}

.23 Alth()ugh the W-2 caseioad has dmpped sagmﬁcanﬂy since implementation of the
program, the caseload decline has slowed in the past several months. The allocations included in
the RFP were designed to factor in the lower caseload levels and to provide the agencies with the
ability to absorb caseload fluctuations that could come about due to unexpected events. As a result,
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the formula included in the RF'P for heneﬁts assumes.a constant {:aseioad

.24, In pamcu}ar thc RFP ameunts are based on tha Febmary, 1999 caseload by agency.
ThlS caseload is assumed constant throughouz the entire 24-month contract period. For each case, an
agency is provided $15,830, which amounts to $660 per month. The subsidy amounts or benefit
levels for trial jobs, community service jobs (CSJs), transitional placements and custodial parents of
infants are $300, $673, $628, and $673, respectively. The $660 ﬁgnre was based on'the weighted
average of these beneﬁt amounts usmg recent caseload levels

. 75 The Depaﬁment ailows ‘W-2 agencws to.use the entn:e contract aliocataon 10-serve .
the;r casas Therafere if benefit dollars are not needed, the agency may use those dollars for other
administrative or indirect: services. - If benefit dollars -are insufficient to cover benefit costs, the
agency would have to absorb those costs with ﬁzndjng under the administrative services allocation..

e '_26 The Depaxtment S methedoiogy assumes that a number of counues wouid have only
one. or two cash benefit.cases throughout the entire Zé—month contract period.- With a very small
increase in case}oad these- agenc;es could-be placed in a situation where benefit costs-are not fully
funded even. thouvh the agency may bf: successflﬂ at placmg new. falmhes mto. ‘unsubsidized: Jobs'
quzckly : R cEE . N o :

27. i To address thls sxtuatzon the Connmtteﬂ could prov;de fundmg based On a minimum
caseload assumption, such as five cases per month per agency. If the Committee did not modify the
caseload assumptions for other agencies, this option would result in increased costs of $1,092,300
for benefits, and an additional’ $76,400 in performance bonuses, over the entire 24-month contract
period. On a fiscal year basis, funding would be increased by $273.100,in 1999-00 and $546,100 in
.. 200001 for beneﬁt costs, and by $19 }(}0 in 1999-00 and $38 200 in. 2m 0-01 for perfemxance Lo
bonuses. - : :

_ 28... . As asecond option, the Committee could .consider providing a Jower amount of
funding for: bcneﬁts assummg continued. caseload reductions. -Since-April, 1998, the number of
subsxdzzcd employmeni cases has. declined by an average of 3.25%. per month. However, the
monthly decline has varied significantly. From December, 1998, to, Februaiy, 1999, the caseload
declined 7.5%, increased by 5.6% and then decimed again by 8.5%. There have also been
considerable differences among individual counties. Because the remaining participants likely are
harder to serve cases, it is reasonable to expect that the caseload wﬂi not dechne as s;gmﬁcantly as
in the past : : : -

- :‘29; : Based on a conservative estimate that the caseload could dﬁ:chne on average by 1:0%
per month over the 24-month contract period, funding for benefits could be reduced by $28,168,700
compared to the RFP amount, with an additional decrease of $1,971,900 for performance boruses.
On a fiscal year basis, funding would be reduced by $7,042,100 in 1999:00 and $14,084,400 in
2000-01 for beneﬁts and by $493 600 n 1999—00 and $985 900 m 2{300»01 for perfonnance
benuses -
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30.... If the Committee wished to appropriate benefits funding based on both a minimum
caseload assumption-of five cases per month and an assumption that the caseload-would decline on
average by -1.0% per month, the total ‘reduction in-benefits :cornpared to the RFPwonld be
.- 826,755,900 over the 24-month-contract period.  An-additional $1,873,000 would:be reduced for
performance bonuses. On a fiscal year basis, funding would be reduced by $6,688.900 in 1999-00
and $13,378,000 in.2000-01 for benefits and $468 300.1n 1999~00 and 3936 500 in 2000«~Gl for
- performance bonuses

31. The amounts included in the RFP and the amounts caIculated above are based on
gross benefit amounts and do not include any reductions to account for estimated sanctions imposed
..on ‘participants. Under 1997 Act 27 (the 1997-99 biennial budget), the amounts provided for

subsidized employment were net.of sanctions. Jt-was-argued that the W-2 agency should not reap
- the benefits of: sanctaonmg a family. for noncompliance because it may prov;de the agency wzth an
incentive to }mpose a sancuon unnecessmly e e sl :

e w32, Accordmg to mformanon fromm: thc Department, since June 1998, financial sanctions
_represented 13 5% of gross benefits. In January, 1999, sanctions. represented: 16.7% of “benefits.
. Sanctions under the next-W-2. agency:contracts :are estimated at $15,167,800; assunung a'13.:5%
sanction rate and that the caseload would decline by 1% per month. The Committee could consider
reducing the amounts included in the bill for benefits to account for sanctions.  Under this option,
the benefit amounts in the bill would be reduced by $3,792,000 in 1999-00 and'$7,583:900 in 2000-
OI

e 330 The recent caselead reductzons have occum:d dunng a penod of strong economic
e growth n W1sconsm and in the nation.as a whole. The U.S.. -economny has been expanding since:the
- Spring. of 1991, and econenuc growth is expected to continue-in future years. However, if- growth"
slows significantly or if a recession.occurs, public assistance caseloads could increase. Therefore; if
the Committee chooses to decrease funding for. W-2 benefits under one of the alternatives described

above, it ay wish to place some or all of the savings into-its program supplements appropriation.
‘These funds could be: released undar s. 13:10 if they-are needed ’because of casaioad Increases.

Subsidized Employmem Grant Amounts

34. As riescmbed earher the Depamnent ongmaﬁy based the total statewide funding
; amount for thc next W-2 agency contracts on the August, 1998, caseload. The RFP, which was
finalized after introduction of the bill, contains.modified -amounts for administration and benefits.
This occurred because the Department based. the benefit allocation in the RFP on the February,
1999; caseload, which was lower than the caseload used in preparing the budget estimates. - Rather
than reduce funding by these amounts, the Department decided to add the surplus to the
administrative allocation.
+-35..-. -As an alternative-to-adding the surplus-to-the administrative allocation, the cash

grants provided to recipients placed in community service jobs (CSJs), transitional placements, and
who are caretakers of infants less than 13 weeks old, could be increased. One way to do this would
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e to adjust the benefit -amounts under the next contracts beginning January 1, 2000, based on
-inflation. Under current law; pamc;pams in CSIs:and caretakers of infants receive a grant of $673
-per month; and transitional placement: participants Teceive a grant '0f"$628 -per month. Under this
- -option the .grant amounts would: be ‘as follows: -(a) for-community service jobs and grants for
caretakers of infants, $703: per month in calendar year:2000 and $721 per month'in the following
-yeary:and (b) for transitional placements; $656 in calendar year 2000, and $672 per month in 2001.

In addition, the hourly sanction amount for failing to participate in required activities without good

cause weuid increase from 535 15 to $5 38 in caiendar year 2(}00 and to $5 51 in 2001.

S 36 Cﬂmpamd to: the amounts mcluded in thﬁ RFP fundmg uncier this:option would be

-r-_-mcreased by $8,179,000: ‘over - the 24-month’ contract ' period - for “benefits, and $572,500 for

- performance bonuses. On a-state fiscal year basis, benefit costs would increase by $2,044,800 in
11999-00-and $4,089,500 in 26{){}»01 and- perfcrmance bamzs costs wauld increase by 143, 1“ in
1999»(}0 and $286 300 in 20{3{}*01 : .

PRt 37 If g,rant ameunts a;e mcxeased and it 13 specxﬁed that-each W-2 agency would -
_--.recea,ve a contraz:t allocation forbenefits based ona minimum of five subs1daze;r:1 employment cases

per-month; comgared to the RFP, funding for the 24-month contract penod would be: increased by

$9,334,800 for benefits and by $653,400 for: performance ‘bonuses.. On a state fiscal year ‘basis,

- funding ‘would be increased by $2,333;700 in:1999-00 4and $4,667,400 in 2000-01 fer beneﬁts and

by $163,400 in 1999-00 and $326,700 in 2000-01 for performance bonuses. :

38.  If the Committee chose to provide a lower amount of funding under the W-2 agency
contracts assuming a caseload: decline of 1.0% per month over the 24-month contract period, and
-also chose to increase benefit-amounts by an inflationary- amount, funding for benefits could be:

';.--_3::reduced by $21.717, 6()0 over the entire: contract penod (as. cc)mpared to-allocating: fundmg based- B

“solely ‘on' the caseload declma which would result in savings -of $28.2 ‘million over: ‘the ‘entire
-contract period). In addition; funding for performance bonuses would be reduced by $1,520; 200 for
the 24-month-contract penﬁd ‘On a state fiscal year basis, fundmg would be reduced by $5,429,400
in 1999-00 and $10,858,800: in:2000-01 for benefits, a:nd by $38@ 100 in 1999-00 and $’76€} 1001
2000-01 for perf{)m:aance bonuses o

39. If the Committee wished to -appropriate .b_eneﬁt-s famdi_ng based on: (a) an .increase in
the grant.amounts based on inflation; (b) a minimum caseload assumption ‘of five cases per month;
and {c} -an assumption thatthe caseload would decline on average by 1.0% per month, the total
reduction in-benefits: compared ‘1o the' RFP would be :$20,221,500 over ‘the ‘24-month- contract
period. An additional $1,415,500 -would be reduced performance bonuses: ‘On a fiscal year basis,
funding would be reduced by $5,055,400 i 1999-00-and $10,110;800 for beneﬁts and by $353 9(}0
in 1999-00 and $707,700:in 2000:01 for performance bonuses:= -

40.  The above alternatives assume the cash grant amounts would be statutorily increased
for calendar.years 2000-and 2001. «Absent any further modification; the cash ‘grant amounts would
remain at $721 per month for CSJs-and’ carciakers of infants; and $6’?2 per menth fcr transmonai
placement participants in 2002 and thereafter. - - : -
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41.  The Committee could also modify the statutes to-automatically index the grant and
sanction amounts for inflation beginning in 2002. The individual income tax standard deduction and
tax brackets were indexed beginning in 1999 under the 1997-99 budget bill. In addition, food stamp
benefits and the federal and state earned income tax credits are indexed for inflation.

o Treatment of Wlthheld or Re_c_’ove:_'edf Funds ..

" 42. © The RFP includes a provision that authorizes the Department to reduce, withhold, or
recover payments made to a W-2 agency if the W-2 agency fails to satisfactorily perform its
responsxbﬂlties zmder the contract, “The bill contains no provision for how withheld or.recovered
funds would be appropnated Therefcre the Connmtiee could require that any funds withheld or
_recovercd from W-2 agencies because the agency faﬂs to perform its responsibilities would be
‘added to the balance of unexpended TANF revenues that would be. camed forward to the next fiscal
year. _

Effective Date

43. The bill prov;des fundmg for adxmmstratzve costs, performance bonuses and benefit

costs under the new W-2 agency contracts. However, the bill specifies that these are contracts

"entered into after December 31, 1999." ‘Because the new W-2 agency contracts would actually be

signed prior to:that date, a clarification should be made to specify that' funding is prowded for

contracts effective }anuaxy 1 12000, throuvh December 31, 2001 T}ns modlﬁcatmn would also
- a;aply to start«up fundmg

: ALT‘ERNATWES

Total Aﬂocatmns

L. Modify the Grovemer’s proposal with respect to the statutory allocations for the W-2
program by reducing the amount identified for subsidized employment benefits by $7,661,800 in
1999-00 and $15,313,400.in 2000-01 and increasing the amount identified for administration by
these same ameunats Th;{s adjustment would make the bill prov;smns consistent w1th the RFP S

The foﬂowmg alternatives are based on the revised aﬁocanons under thxs optwn
Administrative/Services Allocations

2. Modify the statutory allocations for the W-2 program by reducing the amount
identified for subsidized employment benefits by $7,661,800 in 1999-00 and $15,313,400 in 2000-
0l1. In addition, reduce the amounts for performance bonuses by $536,300 in 1999-00 and
$1,071,900 in 2000-01. This adjustment would make the benefit allocations in the bill consistent
with the RFP, but would not transfer the savings to the allocation for administration.
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1-Alernative2 " S pep

" | 1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bil) - $24,583/400 |

3. Modify the W-2 agency contract allocations by dxrecmag DWD to allocate funds for
the next W-2 agency contracts so that all agencies would receive an increase in funding for
adnnm§n'auve servxces of 7 8% over the current contract allecauons for administrative services.

_ 4 Mod1fy the’ Wwﬁ agency contract ﬂiocatlons by (a) mducmg fundmg by $5 290 500
‘in 1999-00 and $10,401,100 in 2()@&{)1 for adnnmstratava services; and ®) reducing ﬁxndmg by
'$364,100 in 1999-00° and $728.100 i m 2000»{}1 for perfomance bonuses In addition, direct the
Department to allocate fundmg for the next W-2 agency Contracts so that all agenmes would recetve
an amount that is equal to the adrmmstraﬂve aﬁecanon undcr the current W-2 agency contracts :

Aitematwe& — T . .Fﬁb

f 1998:01 FUNDZNG G (Change: to Bali} | .$16,693800 |

.5 Modlfy the W~2 acency centract allocatzons by redncmg fundmg for the next ‘W 2
agency contrasts by:. {a) $16,164,300 in 1999-00 and $32,328,700 in 2000-01 for administrative
service costs; and (b) $1, 131 5{}0 in 1999-00 and $2,263,000 in 2000-01.for performance bonuses.
In addition, direct DWD to aliocaze funding for the next W-2 agency contracts so.that all agencies
would receive a 10.0% increase over current expendﬁure levels based on administrative
expenditmes under the cun‘ent W-—ZZ agency contracts through February 1999

B Aiternattves S :' o FED :
1988-04 FﬁNDiNG (Charage to Bill) - 351 887, 500 .

SRR : SR Moﬂlfy the W—Z agency contract” a"iiecatmns by raducmg ﬁmdmg ‘by: (@)
5518 315,100 in'1999-00-and $36,630,200 in 2600-01: for administrative services; and (by'$1,282,100
in 1999-00 and $2,564,100 in 2000-01 for performaﬂce bonuses. In addition, direct the Départment
to allocate ﬁmdmg for the next W-2 agency contracts so that all agencws ‘would receive an amount
that is equal to the current expenditure levels based on administrative expenditures under the current
W-2 agency contracts through February, 1999, adjusted for inflation.

_ Aiternatave& : e EEDO
199%1 FUNDING (cnange to Bil ;, .. oo 958,791,500
Benefit Allocations

7. Modify the W-2 agency contract allocations by directing the Department to provide
funding for subsidized employment benefits under the next W-2 agency contract so that all agencies
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would receive :a minimum allocation based on five subsidized employment cases multiplied by
$660: per month. : Modify funding as follows: - (a) increase funding by $273,100 in 1999-00 and
$546,100 in.2000-01 for subsidized employment benefits; and (b) increase funding by $19,100in
1999-00.and $38 200 in 2000 01 for perfonnance bonuses. .

Alternative 7 ' FED

1898-01 FUNDING {Change to Bill} $876,500

8. Modify the allocations related to funding for the next 'W:2 agency contracts by: (a)
reducing funding by $7,042,100 in 1999-00 and $14,084,400 in 2000-01 for subsidized employment
benefits; and (b) reducing funding by 3$493,000 in 1999-00-and $985,900 in 2000-01 for
performance bonuses. These mod;ﬁcaﬁons are based on an assumpt;on that caseload would decline
by 1.0% per month statewzde ST

._ _. Attemative 8 '_ S Lo FED
| 1999-01 Fuunma {Chaﬁge 1o szu) ' - $22,605,400 ] © -
9. Modify the allocations related to funding for the next W-2 agency contracts to reflect

both a minimum allocation for each agency of five cases per month, and to reflect a 1.0% monthly
decrease in the statewide caseload. Decrease funding by: (a) $6,688,900 in 1999-00 and
$13,378,000 in 2000-01- for subsidized employment benefits; and (b) $468,300 in 1999-00 and
$936,500 in 2000-01 for performa_n_ce_bonu_ses o

o Altemat;veﬁ SR S 'L_’tiQ_.'
1890-01 FUNDING (Change to Bl) - $21,471,700

10. Reduce funcimg by $3 792 OGO in 1999-00 and $7 583 900 in 2000-01 to account for
sanctions imposed on W-2 recipients.

Alternative 10 GPR

" | 1998-01 FUNDING (Change to Bil) - §11,375,900

11. Place any funding from reduced benefit allocations in the Committee’s appropriation
for release under s. 13.10, if needcd

Submdzzed Employment Grant Ameunts

12, Mochfy the Govemor ] proposal by specifying that the cash grant amounts would be
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as follows: (a) for community service jobs and grants for caretakers of infants, $703 per menth in
calendar ‘year 2000, and ‘$721 per month beginning January 1,.2001; and- (b) for transitional
placements, $656 in 2000 and $672 per-month beginning January'1; 2001. - Specify that the hourly
sanction amount for failing to participate in-required activities without good cause would increase to
$5.38 in calendar year 2000 and $5.51 beginning in caiendar ycar 2001 In addition, approve one
of the following options: .

a  Increase fﬁncﬁx{g-by () $2.044.800 in 1999- 0 aﬁd $4.089,500 in 2000-01 for
benefits; and (b) $143,100 in 1999-00 and $286,300 in 2000-01 for performance bonuses. This
~modification would repmsent a change to the current RFP amounts. :

s Alternativet2a - oo i EER L
- 1998-01 FUNDING (Change to s;ﬁ) $e 563700

b. Iucrease fundmg by {a} by $2 333, 700 in. 1999»-06 and. $4 667 400 in 2()00 01 for
benefits; and (b) $163,400'in }999«00 and $326,700 in 2000-01 for perfﬁrmance bonuses. Under
this option, the ‘grant amounts would be mc:reased as specxﬁcd above, and each W-2 agency
would receive a.contract allocation for benefits based on a minimum of five subsidized
employment cases per month, compared to the RFP.

Atemativet2b 7 Tgep|
'iés'a-ioi Fﬁﬂbm‘ie'(change:a"éai}'" R ".;?;7'49'1 200

c. Reduce funding by: (a) $5,429,400 i m 1999 GG and $10 858 300 in 2000 01 fer_.

"beneﬁts -and (b) 3386 100 in 1999-00-and $760,100 in 2000-01 for performance ‘bonuses. This - o

option assumies an increase in beneﬁts as descnbed above, a.nd a caselead decline of 1.0% per
month over the 24-month contract period..

N Alteraative 12c P : D FED :
1999«3! FUND}NG {C?tange 1 BEIE) o - $’!? 423 400

d. Reduce fundmg by: (a) $5,055,400 in 1999»00 and $10,110,800 in 2000-01 for
benefits, and by $353,900 in 1999-00 and $707,700 in 2000-01 for performance bonuses. This
option assumes all of the following: (a) an increase in the grant amounts as described above; (b}
a minimum caseload assumption of five cases per month; and (¢) an assumption that the caseload
would decline on average by 1.0% per month. -

13.  Modify the Governor’s proposal by specifying that the cash grant and .hcur}y

sanction amounts for community service jobs, participants.in transitional placements and caretakers
of infants under the age of 13 weeks would be indexed for inflation beginning January 1, 2002.
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Treatment of Withheld or Recovered Funds -

14. Modify the Gove:mors pmposal to 3pec1fy ‘that any dollars ‘withheld, reduced or
recovered from a W-2 agency because the “agency has failed to satisfactorily perform its
responsibilities under the contract would be added to the unallocated balance of unexpended TANF
revenues that would be carried forward to the next fiscal year.

N -Ef_fective Date . -

.15, Modify ‘the Governor’s recommendatzon to clarify that funding for subsidized
employment benefits, adnnms{rative services, performance bonuses and agency start-up expenses is
prcmcied for the next W-2 aoency contracts effectwe January 1, 2000 through December 31, 2001.

Prepared by: Joanne T. Simpson
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_ Allocations By Agency for the Next W-2 Agency Contracts

January 1, 2000 through December 31, 2001

' Agenicy Allocation -

Administrative
Services
Adams . §446,000
Ashland 656,700
Bad River Tribe 257,500
Barron 11,323,200
Bayfield 368,300
Brown 4,119,500
Buffalo © 307,500
Burnett 402,500
Calumet 531,200
Chippewa 1,577,100 .
Clark 608,700
Columbia 828,900
Crawford 284,200
Dane 14,700,800
Dodge 1,512,900
Door 609,700
Douglas 2.812.500
Dunn 1,349,000
Eau Claire 3,196,200
Florence © 134200 -
FondduLac = 2,630,700
Forest 220,900
Grant 763,300
Green 642,000
Green Lake 488,800
fowa 452.500
Iron 134,200
Jackson 700,500
Jefferson 971,900
Juneauy 1,083,800
Kenosha 8,119,800
Kewaunee 186,700
LaCrosse 4,000,600
Lac du Flambeau Tribe 812,460
Lafayette 184,200
Langiade 820,400
Lincoln 609,000
Manitowoc 834,800
Marathon 3,367,600
Marinette 831,300
Marguette 368,300
Menominee 598,200

Subsidized
Emplovment

$63,300:

31,700

31,700
174,100

142,500

47,500
47,500
269,100
31,600
79,100
15,800
4,717,300
253,300
110,800
439,100
316,600
411,600

15,800

1554100
79,100
79,100
47,500
126,600
47,500
15,800
15,900
196,000
379,900
2,501,200
63,300
744,000
538,200
15,800
174,100
79,200
47.500
854,800
47,500
31,700
221,600

Total

Allocation -

- 688,400

400,000

1 386,500

400,000
4,203,600 .

450,000
450,000

578,700

- 1,846,200

640,300
908,000
300,000
19,418,100
1,766,200
720,500
3,271,600
1,665,600
3,607,800
150,000
3,184,800
300,000
842,400
689,500
615,400
500,000
150,000
716,400
1,161,900
1,463,700
10,621,000
250,000
4,744,600
1,350,600
200,000
994,500
688,200
882,300
4,222,400
878,800
400,000
819,800

Performance

“‘Bonus (Profit)

$35,700
| A8,200
97,100
28,000
300,600
31,500
31,500
40,500
129,200
44,300
21,000
1,359,300
123,600
50,400
229,000
116,600
252,500
10,500
222,900
21,000
59,000
48,300
43,100
35,000
10,500
50,100
81,300
102,500
743,500
17,500
332,100
94,500
14,000
69,600
48,200
61,800
295,600
61,500
28,000
57,400
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Milwaukee - Region 1
Milwaukee - Region 2
Milwaiikee - Region 3
Milwaukee - Region 4
Milwaukee < Region 3
Milwaukee - Region 6
Monroe

Oconto’

Oneida -

Oneida Tribe
Outagamie-
Ozaukee™

Pepin'

Pierce

Polk* '~

Portage

Price

Racine -

Richland

Rock -

Rusk’ -

Sauk

Sawyer -

. Shawano ™

. Sheboygan

St. Croix™

Taylor

Trempealeau
Vemon

Vilas®

Walworth

Washburn
Washington
Waukesha

Waupaca "
Waushara-
Winnebago

Wood '« ¢

Statewide Total

ATTACHMENT 1 {continued)

- Admimstratzve

" Serviges

$28,617,500
29,451,100
29,675,200
29,338,700
29,644,200
31,253,700
1,509,300
703,300
1,105,900
442,100
2,994,100

728,900
184,200
625,200
799,400
1,322,200
681,600

6,518,500
402,500
4,418,500

384,200
1,058,900 -
770,700

- 1,090,000

1,549,000

732,100°
402,500
727,900
517,900
339,200
1,766,100
457,600
1,404,900
3,489,300
959,300
717,700
3,604,800
2.277.800

$287.514,500

’\IO’I’E ‘Current providers in Milwaukes: Revmns

 Region 1 - YW Works
- Region 2 - United Migrant Opportubity Services, Inc.

:  Region 3 - Oppormaities Industrialization Center of Greater Milwankee

Aoencv Allecatmn

Subsidized

‘Emplovment

$13,977,900
13,787,900
25,375,500
23,824,200
19,344,300

21,338,900
285,000 -
63,400 °
189,900
174200
918,100

79,200
15,800

110,800 <

47,500
142,500
63,300
1,788,800
47,500
934,600

15,800

189,900
63,300

126600 T
205800

110,800
47,500

126,600
79,100 -
110,800 -

316,600

47.400
253,300
554,100
332,400

31,700
649,000
474,900

$140,522,900

. . Region 4 and Region 5 - Employment Solutions, Inc.
Region 6 - MAXIMUS, Inc.

Toial
Allocatmn

$42,595,400
43,239,000
55,050,700
53,162,900
48,988,500
52,592:600
1,794,300
766,700
1,295,300
616,300
3,912,200
808,100
200,600
736,000
846,900
1,464,700
744,900
8,307,300
450,000
5,352,500
400,000
1,248,800
834,000
1,216,600

1754800

" 842,900
450,000
854,500
597,000
450,000

2,082,700
505,000

1,658,200

4,043,400

1,291,700
749,400

4,253,800

2.752.700

$428,037.400

Workforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #1083)

Performance

Bonus (Profit)

$ 2,981,700
3,026,700
3,853,500
3,721,400
3429200
3,681,500
125,600
53,700
90,700
43,1007
273,900
56,600
14,000
51,500
59,300
102,500
52,100
581,500
< 31,500
374,700
28,000
87,400
58,400
85,200
122,800
59,000
31,500
59,800
741,800
31,500
145,800
35,400
116,100
© 283,000
90,400
52,500
297,800
192.700

$29.962,800
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cai ATTACHMENT 2

Option to Increase the Administrative Services Allocation
By 7.8% Compared to the Current Contract

RFP e ?8% Increase

Allocation . Option. .- Difference.
. Adams S %446000 . . ' $967.400. .+ $521,400
Ashland _ 656,700 877,500 - 220,800
Bad River Tribe : 257,500 .. 385,400 127.900
Barron 1,323,200 . - 1,132,900 -190,300
" Bayfield P 368,300 . 409,300 41,000
Brown o 4,119,500 - 7,491,200 3,371,760 .
. Buffalo - 307500 . 574,900 267,400
. Bument o 402500 - 759,300 356,800 -
- Calumet 531,200 . 622,200 91,000
Chippewa . 1,577,100 2,280,000 702,900 .
Clark - _ 608,700 .. . 734,400 125,700
" 'Columbia 828,900 . 1,071,400 242,500 .
" Crawford 284,200 494,500 210,300
“Dane 14,700,800 .. 10,544,500 -4,156,300 = -
. Dodge 1,512,900 : 1,336,200 -176,700. . .
.. Door . 609700 . 532,300 “T7.400 .
. Douglas L 2812500 3,150,100 337,600 . -
" Dunn ... 1,349,000 _ 1,737.200 388,200
*_Eau Claire _ 3,196,200 4,605,800 1,409,600,
. Florence e 1342000 o 400,600 266,400
. Fonddulac - .. 02630700 . . 1638300 - -992:400 -
" Forest P 220900 - 645,800 424,900
. Grant o 763,300 . . 825,500 62,200 ..
- .Green S 642,000 589,100 -52,900
Green Lake o 488,800 . 584,800 96,000 .
. Iowa, o o 452,500 . 570,100 117,600
. Tron - 134,200 . .. 347,900 - 213,700
" Jackson - 700,500 . 856,000 155,500
" Jefferson 971900 . . - 1,345,700 373,800
" Juheau .. 1,083,800 991,000 -92,800
. Kenosha - 8,119,800 _ 7,449,900 -669.900
Kewaunee _ 186,700 456,600 269,900 .
LaCrosse . 4,000,600 5,003,300 1,002,706
'Lac du Flambeau Tribe .. 812,400 . 574,900 - -237,500 -
“Lafayette o 184,200 404,600 220,400
Langlade ’ 820,400 882,300 61,900
Lincoln 609,000 891,700 . 282,700
Manitowoc 834,800 1,915,700 1,080,900
Marathon 3,367,600 4,833,800 - 1,466,200
Marinette 831,300 1,627,100 o 795,800
Marquette 368,300 o 409,300 _ © 41,000
Menominee 598,200 1,104,500 o 506,300
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Milwaukee - Region 1
Milwaukee - Region 2
Milwaukee - Region 3
Milwaukee - Region 4
Milwaukee - Region 5
Milwaukee - Region 6
Monroe - -
Oconto
Oneida Tribe
Oneida. .
Outagamle
Ozaukee .
Pepin.. .
Pierce
Polk .
Pcm;agc:
Price -
Rac@n_é
Richland .
Rock ..

_ R_u_sk:'_:. -
Sk

. Sawyer .

- Sheboygan
St. Croix .
Taylor, ..
Trempealeau
Vernon
Vilas, .
Walworth
Washburn -
Was_hmatpn
Waukesha
Waupaca .
Waushara .
Winnebago
Wood

Statewide

ATTACHMENT 2(continued)

o RFP
Aliocation

$28.,617,500
29,451,000
29,675,200
29,338,700
29.644,200
31,253,700
2,59_9_,300
+703,300
1,105,900
- 442:100

2 994,100
728,900
-184,200

. 625,200

. 799,400
1,322,200
681,600
6,518,500
402,500

4 418,500
384,200
1,058,900

770,700
- 1,090,000° -

1,549,000
732,100
402,500
727,900
517,900
:339,200
1,766,100
457,600
1,404,900
3,489,300
959,300
717,700
3,604,800
2.277.800

$287,514,400

-7 .8% Increase

Option

$20,420,200
~23,659,000
28,219,100

27,556,400
25,177,200

+29,025,100
1,558,500

.. 924,800
11,180,200

S 612,700
3,116,000

655,200

281,700

636,300

: _.1 227,500
2,333,700

. 584,300
10,892,000
740,400
7,549,200
- 856,000
- 1,397,700
© 1,213,300
1,009,900

276,600

967,400

... 570,100
678,900

- 508,700
-...1,638,900
735,600
1,610,500
3,594,600
1,293,700
901,200

- 4124300

. 2.864.500

- $287.514.400
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Difference

-$8,197.300

-3,792,000
-1.456,100
-1,782,360

4,467,000 . -

2:228,600.
49,200 .-

221,500 .
74300 -

- 170,600
121,900
73700

97500, .

11,100.
428,100 .
1,011,500

97,300

4,373,500 -

337.500 -
3,130,700, -
471,800

338,800
442,600 . -

'_~.'8:0;1"OG‘“'§.: T

727,600

235300
167,660 -
140,100 .
161,000
169,500 . -

278,000

205,600
103,300
334,400

183.500 .

519500
586.700.
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Option to Provide Funding for the Administrative Services Allocation
Based on the Current Contr_act'Allqcation

~RFP Propesed o
: Aliocatmn 'Aiéocaimn Difference ~
Adams - L 5446 000 _$39’;f 460 O $451,400°
Ashland ST 656,700 814,000 S 157,300
Bad River Tribe S 28T 500 357,500 ' 100,000
Barron 1,323,200 1,050,900 272,300
Bayfield * | Sl 368,300 379,700 11,400
Brown - C T 4,119,500 6,949,200 2,829,700
Buffalo’" _ S 3075500 533,300 225,800
Burnett * et 402,500 0 704,400 301,900
"Calumet SR 531,200 577,300 45,900
Chippewa ST 1,577,100 2,115,000 537,900
Clark UL 608,700 681,300 72,600
Colambia TN 828,900 993,900 165,000
Crawford T 284,200 458,700 174,500
Dane '\ - “ 14,700,800 9,781,500 4,919,300
Dodge S 512,900 1,239,600 273,300
Door " SR 609,700 493,800 -115,900
Douglas . CL2,812,500 2,922,200 109,700
Dunn’* 01,340,000 1,611,500 262,500
Fauw Cia:re Co 3,196,200 4.272.600 1,076,400
‘Florence - L T 134200 0 3700 237500 "
Fond dulac S _26307{)0 - a0 © o -LITL000
Forest' " ' 220,900 599,100 378,200
Grant - LT 763,300 765,800 2,500
Green™. ~ Co 642,000 546,400 95,600
Green Lake 488,800 542,500 53,700
Towa: : 452,500 528,900 76,400
Iron. - 134,200 322,700 188,500
Tackson 700,500 794,100 93,600
Tefferson” SET 971,900 1,248,300 276,400
Juneau 71,083,800 919,300 -164,500
Kenosha 8,119,800 6,910,800 -1,209,000°
Kewaunee T 186,700 473,600 236,900
LaCrosse 74,000,600 4,641,300 640,700
Lac du Flambeau Tribe : 812,400 533,300 279,100
Lafayétie 184,200 375,300 191,100
Langlade 820,400 818,400 -2,000
Lincoln | 609,000 827,200 218,200
Manitowoe 834,800 L777,100 942,300
Marathon 3,367,600 4,484,000 1,116,400
Marinette 831,300 1,509,400 678,100
Marguette 368,300 379,700 11,400
Menominee 598,200 1,024,600 426,400
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Milwaukee - Region 1
Milwaukee - Region 2
Milwaukee - Region 3
Milwaukee ~ Region 4
Milwaukee - Region 5
Milwaukee - Region 6
Monroe
Oconto
Oneida *
Oneida Tribe
Outagamic
Ozaukee
Pﬁpi#j.""' :
Pierce
Polk
Portage
Price®
Racine
Richland
Rock
Rusk
Sauk
Sawyer:

Shawano
Sheboygan .
St. Croix
Taylor”
Trempealearr
Vern on- BOR
Vilas
Walwodrth
Washburn
Washington
Waukesha
Waupaca -
Waushara
Winnebago
Wood

Statewide Total

ATTACHMENT 3 (continued)

" Allocation

$28,617,500
29,451,000
-29,675,200
29,338,700
29,644,200
31,253,700
1,509,300

703,300
11,105,900

442,100
- 2,994,100
728,900
184,200
" 625,200
© 799,400
1,322,200

681,600
6,518,500
402,500
4,418,500
384,200
" 1,058,900
770,700

1,090,000

1,549,000
732,100
402,500
727,900
517,900
339,200
1,766,100
457,600
1,404,900

3,489,300

959,300
717,700
3,604,800
2.277.800

$287,514,400

~ Proposed
" Allocation

$18,942,700
21,947,200
26,177,400
23,355,600
26,925,100
1,445700
857,900
1,094,800
568,400
2,890,600
607,800
261,300
590,300
1,138,700
2,164,900
542,000
10,103,900
686,800
7,003,600
794,100
1,296,600
1,125,500

1936,900

2,111,900
897,400
528,900
805,300
629,800
471,900

1,520,300
682,400

1,494,000

3,334,500

1,200,100
836,000

3,825,900

2,657,300

$266,712,300
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Difference

-$9,674,300
27,503,800
-3,497,800
-3,776,100
-6,288,600
4,328,600

-63,600
154,600
-11,100
126,300
-103,500
~121,100
77,100
-34,900
339,300
842,700
-139,600
3,585,400
284,300

2,584,500

409,900
237,700
354,800

-153,100
562,900

163,300
126,400
77,400
111,900
132,700
-245,800
224,860
89,100
-154,800
240,800
118,300
221,100
379.500

-$20,802,100



o ATTACHMENT 4

Option to Incr_e_ése the Administrative Services Allocation
By 10.0% Compared to Current Expenditures

RFP 10% increase

Allocation . Opton Difference
Adams $446,000 $752,300 $346,300
Ashiand 656,700 538,800 . -117,900 .
Bad River Tribe 257,500 225,700 -31,800 .
Barron 1,323,200 1,359,300 36,100
Bayfield 368,300 484,300 116,000
Brown ' : 4,119,500 6,167,300 2,047.800
Buffalo 307,500 389,600 82,100
Burnett 402,500 Lo 441200 38,700
Calumet 531,200 ... 513,600 17,600
Chippewa 1,577,100 1,323,800 -253,300.
Clark ' 608,700 502,200 -106,500.
Columbia 828,900 1,044,500 215,600
Crawford 284,200 | 444,200 160,000
Dane . 14,700,800 10,834,900 -3,865,900
Dodge 1,512,900 870,000 642,900
Door 609,700 L 606,400 -3,300
Douglas ' 2,812,500 , 2,017,600 -794.,900
Dunn “ 1,349,000 - 1,385,800 36,800
Eau Claire 3,196,200 . 2,978,900 -217,300
Florence .~ .~ 134,200 266,800 132,700.
FondduLac 2,630,700 1,180,100 ©-1,440,600
Forest ' 220,900 451,900 231,000
Green Lake 488,800 501,100 12,300
Iron 134,200 215,800 81,600
Jackson 700,500 729,400 28,900
Jefferson 971,900 1,018,900 47,000 .
Junean 1,083,800 . 302,900 -580,900
Kenosha 8,119,800 12,048,400 3,928,600
Kewaunee 186,700 396,800 210,100
La Crosse 4,000,600 2,733,600 -1,267.000
Lac du Flambeau Tribe 812,400 409,100 ~403,300
Langlade 820,400 637,000 -183,400
Lincoln 609,000 525,000 ~84,000 .
Manitowoc 834,800 1,827,900 993,100
Marathon 3,367,600 4,075,100 707.500
Marinette 831,300 946,100 114,800
Marquette 368,300 376,700 8,400
Menominee 598,200 664,800 66,600
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ATTACHMENT: 4 (continued)
 RFP 10% Increase

‘Allocation Option Difference
Milwaukee - Region 1 $28,617.500 $14,134,700 -$14.482,800
Milwaukee - Region 2 29,451,000 17,781,800 -11,669,200
Milwaukee - Region 3 29,675,200 17,719,200 11,856,000
Milwaukee - Region 4 & 5 58,982,900 36,103,500 -22,879.400
Milwaukez'- Region 6 31,253,700 27,585,500 -3,668.200
Monroe © 1,509,300 907,200 602,100
Oconto .- 703,300 694,900 8,400
Oneida 1,105,900 613,700 -492,200
Oneida Tribe 442,100 277,200 ~164,900°
Outagamie 12,994,100 1,732,000 -1,262,100
Ozaukee 728,900 - 611,900 117,000
Pepin -184,200 319,100 134,900
Pierce - 625,200 " 655,600 30,400
Polk 799,400 860,300 60,900
Portage 1,322,200 1,586,900 264,700
Price - 681,600 610,000 71,600
Racine 6,518,500 8,112,400 1,593,900
Rock 4,418,500 5,882,700 1,464,200
Rusk 384,200 538,700 154,500
Sauk 1,058,900 1,002,500 -56,400
Sawyer 770,700 577,600 -193,100
Shawano - 1,090,000 - +833,700 -256,300"
Sheboygan 1,549,000 1,560,700 11,700
Southwest Consortium. 2:444.500 3,070,000 625,500
St. Croix - - 002732,100 -~ 835,700 103,600
Taylor 402,500 355,500 46,600
Trempealeau - 727,900 638,300 -89,600°
Vernon - 517,900 642,900 125,000
Vilas . 339,200 469,300 130,100
Walworth 1,766,100 1,238,500 -527,600
Washburn™ - 457,600 ' 582,600 125,0007
Washington 1,404,900 1,579,400 174,500
Waukesha © 3,489,300 3,352,400 -136,900
Waupaca 959,300 1,024,300 63,000
Waushara 717,700 665,900 -51,800
Winnebago 3,604,800 3,354,200 -250,600
Wood 2.277.800 1.908.000 -369.800
Statewide Total $287,514,400 $222,857,100 -$64,657,300

Note: Expenditures through February, 1999, from data provided by the Department of Workforce Develop_m_éﬁt
Expenditures for the Southwest Consortium (Grant, Green, Iowa, Lafayette and Richland Counties) aré not
available by county.
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.. ATTACHMENT 5

Option to Provide Funding for the Administrative Services Allocation

Adams
Ashland
Bad River Tribe
Barron -
Bayfield .
Brown
Buffalo
Burnett .
Calumet .
Chippewa
Clark.. ..
Columbia
Crawford
Dane .
Dodge
Door
Douglas .
Dunn. .
Eau Claire
Florence . .
" Fond duLac
Forest
Green Lake
Iron.. . .
Jackson. -
Jefferson .-
Juneau
Kenosha -
Kewaunee
La Crosse

Lac du Flambeau Tribe

Langlade .
Linc{_ilﬁ
Manitowod
Marathon -
Marinetie
Marquette
Menominee
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Based on Current Expenditures Adjusted for Inflation

Allocation Increase Option
.. $446,000 $761,700
656,700 518,000
-257,500 .. 217,000
1,323,200 - 1,306,800
368,300 . 465,600
4,119,500 . 5:829,300
- 307,500 374,500
402,500 424,100
531,200 493,800
1,577,300 12727100
o 608,700 o 482,800
828,900 1,004,200
284,200 427,100
14,700,800 10,416,600
. 1,512,900 836,500
609,700 - -583,000
. 2,812,500 . 1,939,700
-+ 1,349,000 1,332,300
3,196,200 . 2,863,900

134200 © 256,600 -
2,630,700 11,144,100
- 220:900 434,500
488,800 481,800
- 134,200 207 400
700,500 701,300
- 971,900 979,600
1,083,800 483,500
/8,119,800 ~ . 11;583,200
186,700 381,500
4,000,600 2,628,100
812,400 393,300
£20.400 612,400
609,000 504,700
834,800 1,757,300
3,367,600 3,917,800
831,300 909,600
368,300 362,100
598,200 639,200
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'Inﬂaiionary

 Difference

-138,700
-40,500
~16,400
97,300
1,809,800
67,000
21.600
-37,400
-304,400 -
-125.900.
175,300 -
142,900
-4,284,200
-676,400
-26,700
-872,800
16,700
-332,300
122,400

1,486,600

213,600
73,200
800
7,700
600,300 .
3,463,400
194.800

-1,372,500..

-419,100
-208,000

-104,300

G22 500
530,200
78,200
-5,200.
41,000




RFP Inflationary

Allocation Increase Option Difference
Milwaukee - Region 1 $28,617.,500 $13,588,000 815,028,500
Milwaukee - Region 2 29,451,000 17,095,300 -12,355 700
Milwaukes - Region 3 29,675,200 17,035,200 -12,640,000
Milwankee - Region 4 & 5 58,982,900 34,709,800 -24,273,100
Milwaukee - Region 6 31,253,700 26,520,600 -4,733,100
Monroe 1,509,300 872,200 637,100
Oconto 703,300 668,100 -35,200
Oneida 1,105,900 550,000 -515,900
Oneida 442,100 266,500 -175,600
Outagamie 2,994,100 1,665,100 -1,329,000
Qzaukee 728,900 588,300 140,600
Pepin 184,200 306,700 122,500
Pierce 625,200 630,300 5,100
Polk 799,400 827,100 27,700
Portage 1,322,200 1,525,600 203,400
Price 681,600 586,400 -95,200
Racine 6,518,500 7,799,200 1,280,700
Rock 4,418,500 5,655,600 1,237,100
Rusk 384,200 517,500 133,700
Sauk 1,058,900 963,800 95,100
Sawyer 770,700 555,300 -215,400
Shawano 1,090,000 801,500 -288,500
Sheboygan - 1,549,000 1,500,500 -48,500..
Southwest Consortium - 2,444,500 2,951,500 . 507,000
St. Croix S 732,100 T R03;500 71,400
Taylor 402,500 342,200 -60,300
Trempealeau 727.900 613,600 -114,300
Vernon 317,900 618,100 100,200
Vilas 339,200 451,200 112,000
Walworth 1,766,100 1,190,700 -575,400
Washburn 457,600 560,100 102,500
Washington 1,404,500 1,518,400 113,500
Waukesha 3,489,300 3,223,000 266,300
Waupaca 959,300 984,800 25,500
Waushara 717,700 640,200 -77,500
Winnebago 3,604,800 3,224,800 -380,000
Wood 2.277.800 1.834.300 -443 500
Statewide $287,514,400 -$73,260.400

ATTACHMENT 5 (continued)

$214,254,000

Note: Expenditures through February, 1999, from data provided by the Department of Workforce Development
Expenditures for the Southwest Consortium (Grant, Green, Iowa, Lafayette and Richland Counties) are not
available by county.
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T ANF

Start—Up Flmdmg For New W-2 Agencxes
(DWD -- Economic Support and Child Care)

- [LFB 1999-01. Budget Summary Page 684, #11}. ~

CURRENTLAW

No provision.

_G(}VERNOR

mede $7 184; 400 in 1999 00 for start-up fundmv for new W—2 avencxes that wouid
rep}ace current W-2 agencies during the next contract period.

DISCUSSIOI& POINTS

ot -1; : S{atew:sde, $34 1 mﬂhon was: pmwded to W-z agencxes prior to: the begmmng of the
previous W-2.contract period. for start-up activities.-According to the Legislative Audit Bureau,
approximately $28.7 million of the start-up funding was expended through August, 1998. ‘Funding
was used for: personnel; staff training; improvements in facilities; developing plans and procedures
for transitioning:participants from the AFDC" program to the W—2 program and resoivmg dasputes
and computerareiated expenses B

o 2 The Departmem has 1dent1fied 80 geacrapmc areas for the, admuustranon of the W 2
program as follows: (a)-71 countjes outside of Milwaukee; (b) six regions in Milwaukee County;
and (c).three tribes. One agency in Milwaukee County, Employment Solutions; operates in'two
regions. In addition, during the last contract period, five counties combined to form the Southwest
Consortium (Grant, Green, lowa, Lafayette and Richland). Therefore, there are currently 75 W-2
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agencies administering the W-2 program in 80 geographic areas.

3. The administration indicates that the $7.2 million amount included in the bill
represents approximately 25% of the start-up funding that was expended under the current contracts,
based on the assumption that up to 25% of the current agem:les may not renew their contracts.

4 On March 9, 1999, the Department announced that 62 out of the 75 current W-2
agencies were determined to have met certain financial and administrative qualifications called the
"right of first selection” criteria. All of the Milwaukee W-2 agencies met these standards. Each of
the eight non-county W-2 agencies also met these criteria. These agencies will be awarded the next
W-2 agency contract without having to compete for the contract, The remaining 13 agencies, which
represent 17 geographic regzons, “would have to enter a compemzve process If successful, those
agencies could be awarded the next cantract ; .

| .. 5 The draft request fc:er pmpogals {RFP) for admmistenng the W-2 prcgram f{}r the
next contract penod was released on April 12, 1999. The draft RFP (which i is dated April 9, 1999) .

was available. for: pubhc comment ‘through April 30, and ‘the final RFP was maﬂeé May 19.
Agencies that met the right of first selection criteria will have to subn_:ut a.plan for administering the
W-2 program by July 8, 1999. If the plan is not sufficient, or a plan is not submitted by a W-2
agency, the Department would announce that the area would be open for competitive bidding. All
competitive proposals are due by August 17. It should also be noted that, unider current law,
counties or tribes that elect not to compete for the next contracts must notify thexr employes by June
30, 1999, of that decision.

6. The announcement of contract awards is expected to occur by September 17,.1999.

Contracts would: be 1ssued by September 30 and are expected tobe szgned by November 3. ’I‘he RPP 4 F.

md:{cates that: start-up contracts would be maplemented between November 3, and December 31, -

1999. The new W-2 agency contracts wﬂl cover the period January 1, 2900 through December 31,
2001.

7. Some of !:he agenc:es ‘that met the right of first selecuon cntena may ot s;gn the _

final contract due to decreases i in contract allocations compared to the current contracts, or for-other
-reasons; -If; in addition; all 13-agencies that did not'meet the’ nght of first selection criteria fail to be

awarded the contract during the competitive process, the amount of funding recommended by the
. Governor (Wi"nch is based on 19 new- agencms) may accurateiy reﬂect tha need for startuup fundmg

_ : 8,_ : Hewever because ‘Ehe nght of ﬁrst seiecuon pma:ess requ;:ed agﬁncms to subrmt
certam mfﬁnnanon that likely involved a significant commitment of time, W-2 agencies:may only
have participated in that process if they intend to sign the final contract. Therefore, all of the
agencies that met the right of first selection criteria may sign the final contract. In addition, some or
all of the 13 agencies that did not meetthe ri'ght of first selection criteria may also be awarded the
-final contract under the competitive process. Therefﬂre, the amount ef fﬁndmg recommznded by
the Governor may be overstated. : : : :
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9. Determining an accurate amount of start-up funding is difficult. Previous start-up
expenditures varied greatly by area. Of the county and tribal agencies, start-up costsranged from
$4.685 in Jefferson County to $1,626,800 in Racine County. Start-up costs for the W-2 agencies in
Milwaukee County were; (a) $4,749,800 for Employment Solutions for two geographic areas; (b)
$3,028,100 for MAXIMUS; (¢). $2,389,200 for Opportunities Industrialization Center of Greater
Milwaukee; (d) 51,998,400 for United Migrant Opportunities Services; and (e) $1,182,900 for YW
Works. Start-up expenditures for the other eight non-county and non-tribal W-2 agencies ranged
from $37,800 for Forward Service Corp. in Vilas County 1o $534,000 for Curtis Associates in
Waukesha Ceunly

: 10 Based on, prevzous expendltures, average staﬁ-up costs for all regions outside of
Mﬁwaukee ‘were $207,000 per geographic area. -If it is assumed that new W-2 agencies would be
awarded the next contract in 17 geographic areas outside of Milwaukee, $3,519; 000- would be
needed for start-up funding based on this average. This estimate assumes that some agencies that
met the right of first selection criteria would not sign the next contract, but that other agencies that
did not meet those criteria would successfully compete and be awarded the next contract.

11. On the other hand, previous start-up costs were $4,269,300 for the 13 W-2 agencies
that did not meet the right of first selection criteria.

12. The bill does not specify how start-up funds would be used or how they would be
allocated. Because it is difficult to predict the number of agencies for which start-up funds may be
necessary, and because the criteria for using the funds are not specified in the bill, start-up funds
could be placed in the Committee’s appropriation, and released upon approval of a plan for the use
of these funds submitted by the Department under s. 13.10.

ALTERNATIVES
A. Funding Amount

1. Approve Governor’s recommendation to provide $7,184,400 in 1999-00 for start-up
funding for new W-2 agencies.

2. Modify the Governor’s recornmendation by providing $3,519,000 in 1999-00 for
start-up funding for new W-2 agencies. This option assumes that 17 new agencies would receive an
average of $207,000, based on the average start-up funding provided for the initial contracts for all
of the agencies outside of Milwaukee County.

Ailternative A2 FED

198801 FUNDING (Change to Bill - $3,655,400

3. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by providing $4,269,300 in 1999-00 for
start-up funding for new W-2 agencies. This option is based on the amount of start-up funding in the
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initial W-2 contracts for the 13 agencies that did not meet.-the nght of first selection criteria for the
New CONtracts. ST - :

Alternative A3 - : Lo “ - FED
1999-01 FUNDING (Change to Bill} - " 2$2,915100

B.n Approval by the Joint Committee on Finance. -

1. Modify the Governor’s recommendation by placing start-up funding in the Joint
- Committee on Finance’s program supplements appropriation. The funding could be released under
8. 13.10 upon approval by the Committee of a plan regarding the use of these funds submitted by the
Department after more mfc;nnaﬁon is avaﬂabie regarcimg the: nmnber of new W-2 agencles for the
-next: cantract permd S o o B . N :

Prepared by: Joanne T. Simpson
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W~2 C‘ontract;ng Process (DWD - Ecenomlc Suppart and Chﬂd Care)

[LFB 1999-01 Budget Summary Page 701, #54} '-

CURRENT LAW

As a general provision, state law authorizes the Department of Workforce Development
(DWD) to award a contract to.any. person to administer.the W-2 ‘program in.a geographical area
determined by DWD on the basis of a competitive.-process: approved by the Department of :
Acirmmstratmn (DOA) The cont:fact penod must be fora term of at’ }ea;st twe years e

_ The mn‘aa} W 2 agency contrat:ts c0vcred the pencd from September 1 1997 through. .
December 31, 1999." The Department was required by state law to contract with a county or

tribal. governing body to administer W-2. if the county or tribal govering body het ‘the aid to
families with: dependent. chﬂdrfm (AFDC) .caseload- performance: standards established by the.
:Depanment Counties -or tribal governing bodaes that. did: not meet the perfﬁrmance standards-
were: allowed to appiy :for a cantract under a compeutwe process o R

When the mmal contract exp;,res a county or tnbal gcvemmv body is aﬂow&d to: apply
for a new contract under the competitive process approved by DOA. A county or tribal
governing body may elect not to enter into a contract if the county or tribal governing body
informs DWD by the date estabhshcd by the- Bepartmﬁnt tha{ the connty or mbai governmc bociy
has made that election. - R i

A county or tribal governing body that enters into a contract to administer W-2 but elects
not to compete for a subsequent contract is required to provide notice to all employes and
collective bargaining units of the employes who may be laid off as a result. This notice must be
provided at 1éast six months i pﬁor to'the expzrat;on ‘of its contract, or by the da{e estabhsheci by
DWD, whichever is earlier. The notice must inform the employas and the representatzves that:
the agency will not to enter into or compete for a contract; the employes may be laid off as a

Workforce Development - Economic Support and Child-Care (Paper-#1085) Page 1



result; and the emploves may consider formmg a private agency to bid on the contract and may
obtain information from DWD on the competitive process, the contract :equxremems -and
information on steps that the employes might take to organize themselves. The Department is
required to provide this information upon request.

I no acceptable provider .in a .geographical area is selected to administer the W-2
program, DWD is required to administer the program in that geographical area. A county that is
awarded a contract to administer W-2 is required under current law to offer a subcontract to the
agency that administered the job opportunities and basic skills (JOBS) program in that county.

The department is required to establish performance standards for the administration of
W-2."Tf a'W-2 agency does not meet these standards, the department may withhold any or all
payment from the W-2 agency

o Current state 1aw a‘iso f:xempts DWD fmm certam standard contractmg provisions. In
particular, if the Secretary of DOA determines that it is in the best interest of the state to do so,
he may waive certain procurement requirements with respect to the W-2 agency contracts if
DWD presents the Secretary with a procurement process and the Secretary approves the process.

GOVERNOR

Modzfy ‘the W 2 agency contractmg process to.require’ that DWD contract ‘with- an

_ emstmg ‘W2 agency to administer-W-2 if that-agency has met the performancestandards

established by the Department during the immediately preceding contract period, and allow a W-

‘2 agency that has not met the perfom:tance standards estabhshed by the Dﬁpartment to appiy for a
B contract under the compeutwe process :

As under current:law, the Govemor S recammandatmn would specxfy that-an existing W-
2 agency could elect not to enter into a new:contract, but ' would have to inform the Department
‘by the date established: by the Department that the agency would not enter:into the contract.
Counties and tribal agencies that choose not to compete for asubsequent contract would continue
to have to provide a notice to their employes at least six months prior to the expiration of the
current contract. Further, the contract pen(}d would be for at least two years as rcquxred under
current 1aw :

Fmally, the bill would ehrmnate the Tequirement that the W-2 agency offer a subcontract
to the agency that previously administered the job opportunities and basic skills program.
DISCUSSION POINTS

1 The current W«-Z ageney contracts began on S@ptember 1 I99’}’ and will end ¢ on
December 31, 1999 The next W-2 agency. contracts are expecied to be implemented and issued for
the period I anuary 1, 2000 through December 31, 2001. A third contract period, then, 1s expected
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for January 1, 2002, through December-31, 2003 -

v 2o The Governor’s proposal to require that DWD contract with an existing W-2 agency
to adxmmsier W—2 if that agency has met the performance standards established by the Department
during the immediately. preceding contract.period, and to allow a W-2-agency that has not met:the
- performance standards established by-the Department to apply for a contract under the competitive
-process would apply to the third ‘W-2 ‘contracts covering the period January 1, 2002, through
December 31, 2003, and any subsequent contracts. However, the process proposed by the Governor
is currently being used by DWD for the contracts that will begin-on January 1, 2000. As required
under state law DWD S contractmg process was approved by DOA

o 23 A.Ithough DWD was. rf:qmed to- contract wnh counties or tribes that -met AFDC
- caseload performance standards for the initial W2 agency contracts; current law does not require
_.the Department to renew-a contract with a W-2-.agency. that -has met performance standards.
However,.in November, 1998, DWD 1ssued performance criteria under a right of first selection
{(ROFS) process that-was nsed to detemnne which W-2 agencies would be given-the opportunity to
-submit a plan to adrmmster the W-2 program for: the next W-2 contract without fur{her campeutxon
The ROFS criteria contained certain programmatic and financial standards. S =

: 4. .. There.are currently. 75 W-2 .agencies administering the W-2 program in 80
geographio argas... On March 9,:1999, the Department announced that 62 -out of the 75 current W-2
_agencies were- dctcmned to have met the ROFS criteria. - All of the Milwaukee W-2 agencies met
. these standards. Each of the eight non-county W-2 agencies also met these criteria. The. Temaining
13.agencies, which represent 17 geographic regions, would have to'enter a compeunve: process If
successful thosc agenczes could be awarded the next cent;:act D T L o

) Vi -5_. o The Department has mdxcated that it mtends to. use the base contract. benchmark
Ievel of the performance standards included inthe request for proposals (RFP) to administer the W-
2 program as the right of first selection criteria for the third W-2 contract (January 1, 2002 through
December .31, .2003).. The criteria established by the: Depanment include measures for::(a)
employment -of participants lastmg 30 iiays Or INOre; (b} the wage rate ‘at employment; (c) job

_retention; (d) full and appropriate engagement of participants.in required activities; (e) assigning
appropriate basic education activities to participants who do.not have a high school diploma; and (f)
available employer-provided health insurance benefits for participants. In addition, there are two
optional -criteria: contracting with a faith-based provider and completion by ‘participants of basn:
skills and _]Ob skﬂis trammg These criteria are dascussed in more detaﬂ ina separate paper

: 6. Several COnCerns: have been razsad wﬁh respect to '{hf: contracting ‘process used by
the Department. First, some -agencies have expréssed that adequate time and was not available
between the time the-ROFS criteria were issued in November, 1998, and the time the agency had to
comply with the criteria. Most standards ‘were based on the agency’s performance as of January,
1999; two months after the criteria- were first issued.  Some agencies have argued-that performance
standards should be provided earlier in the contract period so that the agencies can know what is
expected. As indicated above, the Department intends to use the performance standards included in
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the RFP as the right of first selection criteria for the third W-2 agency contract.

~wo 7s - -Second, it hasbeen argued that appropriate review and-input-from the W-2 agencies
and the public regarding the ROES:criteria for the'next W-2-agency contracts did not occur.: Several
- agencies: e_xpmssed.cor;;:em that certain’ criteria included in the ROFS «did not accurately reflect
- previous- guidance- from DWD. - The Department has coordinated: a committee composed- of
representatives of W-2 agencies throughout the state:to discuss issues and to allow for agency input.

-Although: this * group - was - consulted- regarding the - right -of - first - selection. c:rztena, some have
- expressed concern that the views of thls group were:not taken into acéount. R

8. A final concern is that the ROFS cmena were appﬁed mconsmtenﬂy across agencies.

The Legislature has provided the Depa:tment with asignificant amount of flexibility in determining

the most appropriate contracting process:and in- allowing the Department to.obtain exemptions from

: .-:many provzsmns ‘that apply 10.other: cenz:rascts DWD. was: granted this flexibility ‘because it ‘was

--1mp1ementmg 4 major new: 1mt;at1ve -and. havmg more: contrcl over the contracting’ pmcess could

- enhance the ‘ability of the: szamnent to. 1mpiement the: progmm in a‘more efficient manner It has

‘been- argueé that: this ﬂexlbzhty has rasulted m mc:onszstent treatmem of agem:les under the
contgacﬁngprocess DT a5 R e IR R i :

- 9. It is difficult to-determine the validity of concerns about fairness and whether criteria

' have been apphed consistently across agencies. However, providing additional legislative oversight

~or public review of the contracting process may. help alleviate such concerns. Therefore; one option

. the Committee may wishto consideris to: require public input and review for the W-2 ;srooram that
is modeled after the process that.the Department of Health and: ’Famﬂy Ss:mces (DHFS) ases’ for the

medlcal assxstance (MA) managed care program ;

The process used by DHFS is mot. govemed by statme or: m}e }DHFS has foxmed a’ -

statewzdﬁ adwsery group. (SWAG) :that usually meets-twice per- year. . This -group-addresses all
issues related to managed care; not just 'the contracting process. The purposc of 'this group'is to
prowde mfonnauon about programs and policies, and to prowde a forum to'raise issues of concermn .
to-the public. Other reglonai forums: and workcroups have also-been formed which foctis on specific
issues.and act inan. adwsory capac:tty to the SWAG Issues or cmzcems razsed at the statewxde
‘meetings often’ are dzscnssed in‘more’ df:taﬂ at ihe mgional lavei meetmgs e

Ei Any person mterested in parucapaung in.any of the werkgroups may attend. the
meenngs WhiCh are chaired by a representative from DHFS. An agenda is provided by DHFS; but
issues not on the agenda may be discussed. Attendance at the meetings has varied from around 40
people to over:200:at-a recent meeting ‘regarding the BadgerCare program. Recommendations

-discussed at the meetings are analyzed by DHFS and incorporated into negotiations for contracts, if
-applicable, -or - addressed separately: - Usually, recommendations “are not presented in a*formal
manner. Not all recommendations may be incorporated into'DHFS policy or procedures; however,

the -advisory group model aiiews for cianﬁcanon of pohmes and pmv;des a ‘means: for issues to be
I«aised . : . T i . : :
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. 12, The Committee could modify the Governor’s proposal by requiring DWD to contract
with an existing W-2 agency to administer the W-2 program'if that agency has met the performance
standards established by the Department with input from a statewide advisory group. "Under this
option, DWD could be required to establish & process for public input into the W-2 program similar
-to the process established by DHFS with respect to the managed care program. In particular, DWD
- could be required to form a statewide advisory. group, regional forums ‘and: special workgroups to

address all issues of concem to-interested parties: Further it could be spec:ﬁed that aii members of
the pubhc may partxczpate in the workﬂraups R

: 13 Th13 optzon weuid address the procedure for awardmg the third round of contracts,
but wouid not address the concerns raised about the current contracting process.

14. As an additional alternative, the Senate Committee on Aging and Human Services
has recommended that the Department be required to offer a contract to each W-2 agency that has
administered. the program since Scptember 1997, to continue to administer the program for an
additional ye:ar from January 1, 2000, to December 31,2000. Further, the Senate Committee
recommends that the Department be ‘directed to include in the contract for calendar year 2000,
specific outcome-based performance criteria to be used as the basis for the right of first selection for
the subsequent contract, which would begin January 1, 2001. These criteria-would be ‘the same as
those included in the request for proposals for administration of the W-2 agency contracts that was
released in draft form on April 12, 1999, by the Department, and would include any modifications
approved by the Legislature under AB 133. Finally, the Senate Committee recommends that the
right of first selection criteria for the contracts commencing on January 1, 2001, and any subsequent
contracts be promulgated as a rule.

1. Approve the Governor’s recornmendation to require that DWD contract with an
existing W-2 agency to administer W-2 if that agency has met the performance standards
established by the Depanment during the 1mmedzateiy preceding contract period, and allow a W-2
agency that has not met the performance standards established by the Department to apply for a
contract under the competitive process.

2. Modify the Governor’s proposal by requiring DWD to contract with an existing W-2
agency to administer the W-2 program if that agency has met the performance standards established
by the Department with input from a statewide advisory group. Require the Department to establish
a process for public input into the W-2 program, including the contract process, similar to the
process established by DHFS with respect to the managed care program, including forming a
statewide advisory group, regional forums and special workgroups to address issues of concern to
interested parties. Direct the Department to allow all members of the public to participate in the
workgroups.
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3. Modify the Govemor’s recommendation by mqmrang DWD to offer a contract to
: -each W-2 agency that has adrmmstemd the program - since . September 1997, 10 continue to
administer the -program for an additional ‘year; from January ¥, 2000; to Decernber 31;:2000.
.Further, direct the Department to include in the. contract for calendar year 2000, specific outcome-
based performance criteria 1o be used as the basis for the right of first selection for the subsequent
contract which would begin January 1, 2001. These criteria would be the same as‘those included in
the. request for.proposals.-for administration of the'W-2 agency contracts that was released in draft
form on April 12, 1999, by the Departinent, and would include-any modifications approved by the
Legislature under AB 133. Finally, require DWD to promulgate rules regardmg the right of first
-selection criteria forthe ccntracis commencing on J annaxy 1 ‘2091 and any subsequent coniracts

Prepared by: Joanne. T Simpson
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~ -~ W-2 Agency Profits and Performance Standards
(WD -- Economic Support and Child Care)

- [LFB1999-01 gﬁdgét--SuméIyi Page :5-895.#53

' CURRENT LAW

Current law does not- mclude a spemﬁc formula or crmdehnes regardmg how" proﬁt is
calculated under the w-2 agency contracts '

'G()VERNOR
No provision. .

DISCUSSION POINTS

1. Under the bill, $7,490,700 in 1999-00 and $14,981,300 in 2000-01 would be
pmvaded for performance bonuses under the next W-2 agency contracts which would begin January
2000. In addition, the W-2 agency contracnng process would be modlﬁed to require that DWD
contract with an existing " W-2 agency to administer W-2 if that agency has met the perfonnance
standards established by the Department during the immediately preceding contract period. The
contract allocations and ccmtracting process are each dﬁscussed in.separate papers.

‘2.0 This paper addresses several issues regardmg the prof:t formula in_ the xzext W-2
agency contracts. Under the next contracts, profit would be based on certain performance standards
that have been included in the Department’s request for proposals (RFP) for the administration of
the W-2 program. In addition, the profit formula provides that certain funds would have to be
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reinvested in the community. The perfonnance standards and community remvestment prov:tsions
are also discussed below. R

" Background Regarding Current W-2 Agency Contracts

3. The current W-2 agency implementation contract includes funding for subsidized
employment benefits, W-2 office costs, and ‘other program expenses. The contract period is
September 1, 1997, through December 31, 1999, Each agency contract provides that any funding in
excess of that used for benefits and other allowable expenses is to be distributed according to a
formula developed by DWD.

4. The formula establishes a two-tier -distribution “system for excess agency funds.
Under the first tier, the agency is allowed to retain an amount’ equal 167% of the nnplementauon ‘
contract amount as unrestricted profit. Under the second tier, any remaining. smplus funds are
divided. between the ‘agency.and the state as’ foﬁows (@) 10%: is retained by the agency for: -
unrestncted use; {b} 45% is xetamed by the agency for reinvestment in the community; and (c) 45%
is retained by the state. If. unexpended funds are less than 7% of the. contract amount, the entire
surplus is retained by the agency and the second-tier calculation does not apply.

5. The contract provides for a preliminary profit distribution based on expenditures
through August 31, 1998. Under the preliminary profit provisions, up to 75% of the unexpended
funding for the first year of the contract could be distributed. Based on data through August 31,
1998, the maximum amount -of unexpended funding that.could have been distributed-in- 1998-99
was $98.5 million. Of this amount: (a) up to $25 million. in unrestricted funds ceuid have been
retained by W-2 agencies (the 7% first-tier amount plus 10%: of the remainder); (b) up to $36.7
million could have been dlstnbutcd to the agencies for commumty reinvestment statewxde, and (c) _
up to $36.7 million would have been retained by the state.

6. The 7% portion of preliminary profits was distributed in December, 1998. The

remaining pomon was 10 be d.tstnbuted upon approved by DWD of a plan submitted by the aaency
for spending community remvestment funds The Department has approved. plans for all but two
agencies that submitted them. =

7. Agenczes were allowed to chaose the amount of prehnnnary proﬁt they would
receive. Statewide, $16.3 million was distnbui:ed from the 7% first-tier amount, $2.6 million was
distributed frorn the IO% secandﬁizer amount, arzd 313 7 mﬂhon m commumty remvestment doﬁars
was requested ' :

8.  The remaining portion of profit will be distributed within six months of the close of
the current W-2 contract, which will expire on December 31, 1999. The state share of profit is

esmnated ai $9"‘ million, and has been included in.the estimate of proﬁt return shown i in.a separate
issue paper These doilars arc mcluded n thc revcnues avaﬂab}e for the W-2 and relateci PrOgrams.

9. "Under the current profit formula; the amount of profit available to an agen“cy direc’ti’y
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depends upon the amount of unspent funding available at the close-of the contract-period, without
regard to the agency’s success in placing W-2 participants in unsubsidized jobs. It has been argued
that this arrangement may ‘enicourage agencies to focus more on reducing their expenditures than on
providing services to-eligible pamczpams The ameunt of proﬁt avmiable under the cuxrent contract
has aisca bcen cntzcmed as bemg excesswe ' o S R

w100 A recent repert by the Legxslaﬂve -Audit Bureau suggests that the ngxsiamre may

w1sh to lu:mt future profits to more reasonable levels by establishing more restrictive limits for
profits under future W-2 contracts. Furthermore, the report suggests' considering’ alternative
incentives for prospective contractors, such as provzdme bonuses oniy if speczﬂc perfoxmance
criteria are met.

“11. - - As describéd in the following sections, the’ reqnest for proposals for the next W-2

agency contracts - both  restricts the dmount - of profit contractors may eam and aHows for such

bonuses only 1f s;)eczﬁc perfonnance standaxds are met _ s _ _ i
- W~2 Agency Contracts* January 1 2(}00 through December 31 2961 v

12 C}n May 19 1999 the })epartment 1ssued the ﬁnal request for proposals for Iocal
administration of the W-2 program for the next W-2 agency contract period. The RFP specifies that
W-2 agencies will be required to meet certain performance criteria, as described in more detail
below. -For each of the six criteria, a three-standard system is established. Ageficies must meet the
base standard in order to-meet the right of first selection criteria for the- subsequent W-2 agency
- contract, Agencies meeting the second and third standards will be eligible for performancc boniises

- as described in the following paragraphs The potential performance bonus-amounts by agency are
shown in Attachment 1. For the 24—month centract penod the siatewxde toial proﬁt aﬂ()catmn '

“ would be approximately. $3€} million. .

13, An amount equal to 7% of the total contract amount will be reserved for
performance banuses of wlnch 4% could be awarded for restncied«use bonuses ‘and 3% could be
awarded for umestmctcd use.” In order to obtain a pemen of the 4% ‘bonus, the agency wmﬁd have

to meet the second stanidard set forth in the perfoxmance cntena Ifan agency ‘meets or exceeds the

seconﬁ—level standard for a certain criterion, the agency would Teceive an amount equa& 0 mc-smh
of 4% of the'total contract amount for that criterion. Use of these ‘funds ‘would be resmcted to
programs that meet temporary assistance to needy families’ (TANF) requuements 1dent1ﬁed ina
plan submitted by the W-2 agency and approved by the Department. Although not identified as
community reinvestment dollars under the RFP the adnumstratzon has mdxcated that these funds are
tobe mvested in commumty programs

14.  In order to obtain a portion of the 3% bonus, the agency would have to ‘meet or
exceed the third standard set forth in the performance criteria. If an agency meets or exceeds the
third-level standard for a certain criterion, the agency would receive an amount equal to one-sixth of
3% of the total contract amount for that criterion. Use of these funds would be unrestricted.
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Performance Standards Under the RF?

_ ne -_-1 5.. - As. descnbeci above, the. I)epaﬁmem wxli issue Qerfennance bonuses to agencies that
meet certain perfemnance criteria.. Under the RFP, these criteria are: (a) the entered employment
placement rate; (b) the wage rate; (c) job retention and _p_er_fonnance (d)full and- appropriate
engagement of participants in required activities; (e) basic education for participants; and (f)
available employer-provided health insurance benefits.  In addition; there are two optional criteria:
contracting with a faith-based provider and comgkeuon of skills tralmng Each ef these criteria is
-described in:more detaﬂ below.: ' R S 5

The Entered Employment Rate '.

-16. .. . The .entered. employment rate is-calculated: as .the number. of W-2 subsidized
.empie}ment food stamp. employment and training (FSET), and case management cases that receive
full and partutme jobs lasting ‘at least 30 days. dlvlded by the total nmnber of such cases served by
the agency ‘In order to meet the base level standard, 35% of the cases served by the agency must
receive a full’ or part-timie job Jasting at least 30 days.: The second level standard increases this
percent t{} 40%, and under ’!:he tl:urd leve.} ssandard the, percentage is 1ncreased to 45%

The Wage Rate

: 1__7'._ - The base wage raie is éeﬁned as: the wage rate attmned durmg calendar year 1998
_for the agency’s FSET and W-2 participants that received full and part-time jobs, increased by 2.5%.
Under the second level standard; the wage rate.:would-have to be higher than the 1998 -wage rate by
5%, and under the third level standa:d the pcrccntage is: mcreased to 10% Accordmg to DWD, the
_.average waga rate: sta‘tewxde in 1998 was’ $6 51 R St S A

Job Retentzon

.18 The jOb retention perfonnance rate is calcuiatad for each of the failowmg () the
percentage of part101pants wh& ‘have entered empioymem and remain empicyed after 30 days;.and
(b) the perc&ntage of pamazpants who- have: entered employment and remain employed. after 180
'days _ Undar the base-level standard for part (a} this percentage must equal or exceed. 75%,
_mcreasmg o 80% for the second»ievel standard and to 85%. for the third-level standard. Under the
base level standard for pan; (b), th15 percentage must equal or exceed 50%, increasing to 35% for the
sccond«lavci standard and to 60% for the third-level standard. :

19" One potential pre'blem with this criterion is that if is a.ppi_kd'{p_ all cases that ha?e an
entered employment transaction recorded. The term "entered employment transaction” is not
defined; therefore, it is unclear how this criterion will be measured.

F ull arz{i__Apprgpria'ie Er;g;_zge;?z?ﬁi”

20.  Full and appropriate engagement is defined as: (a) having a current employability
plan for participants; (b) for each individual who is required to participate in the FSET program,

Page4 Workforce Developrhent - Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #1086)




engagement in appropriate activities:for:27 hours per week; and (c) for each W-2 subsidized
employment participant, -engagement in appropriate ‘activities for at least 30 hours per week. In
addition; for.each two-parent family not receiving state'subsidized child care, either parent must be
engaged in-appropriate activities for 35 hours per week. For each:two-parent family receiving state
subsidized child care, both parents must be engaged for a total-of 55 hours per week. :

21. Under the base-level standard, the W-2 agency must show that 80% or more of the
total adult participants in FSET and W-2 subsidized employment positions are engaged in
appropriate: activities. as -described above. - Under the “second-level standard, tlns percentage
increases to 85%, and tmder the thzrdn e,vei stanciard fhxs percentage mcreases to 90% o

22 The crﬁenon set: by the Depaﬁment is problemanc for three 1easons. Fzrst the
Depanment would require that individuals who must paxtzczpate in'the FSET program would have
to participate for a minimum of 27 hours per week.  However, under current federal law,
engagement in FSET activities may not exceed the monthiy food sta;mp benefit for the participant’s
household divided by the minimum Wage ‘The maximum monthly food stamp benefit for a family
of three ‘is $329 per month, which would result ma maximum pammpatwn requirement of
=approx1mate§y 15 hours per: week I-?or a farmly of two the maxmum partzc,tpauon rate wou}d be
about 11 hours per week: R

23.  Second, curent state law provides an agency with the flexibility to assign
‘participants to required work and-educational and training activities:: The W-2 agency may require a
‘C8] participant to work up-to 30-hours per week in the CSJ-and to-participate in educational ‘and
training activities for.up ro 10 hours per week: Similarly, transitional placemeént partxczpants may be
reqmred to engage in work.activities (including alcohol and other drug abuse- treatinent, mental
~ health- acuvzﬁes counsehng and physmal rehahﬂztatmn) for ‘up to"28 hours per . week: and to
participate in.educational.and’ trazmng activities for up to 12 hours per week.” “The agency is given
this flexibility -in - order to ensure that participants are engaged to-the extent of their abilities.
Because individuals. remaining on the caseload are the hardest:to- serve cases; such cases may be
limited in their ability to engage in activities. Under the RFP, ‘agencies would have an incentive to
assign activities to participants for.30 heurs par week even thoucrh it may 1ot be in the best mtemst
of the participant. : : et i o :

24.  Finally, the Department’s requirements for two-parent families do not conform with
federal or state law. Under these laws, both parents would have to be engaged in work activities for
53 hours per weck conly.if the family receives federally funded child care assistance and the second
parent in the two-parent family is not disabled or caring for a-severely disabled child. This criterion
should be mod;ﬁed to exempt families who have a disabled member:. C

Basic Educatzonal Acﬁwtzes

25.. . Under this criterion, ‘appropriate education and training must be provided for all
aduit partxczpants in the food stamp ‘employment and training program and W-2 subsidized
employment positions who do not have a “high school diploma or its equivalent. Basic education
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may include a high school diploma or its eguivalent, literacy, job skills-training and English.as a
Second Language (ESL). Under the base standard, W-2 agencies would have to show that at least
80% or more of participants whoare not high school graduates: are engaged in- appropriate
educational activities:-Under the second level standard; this ?ercentaﬁe increases to 85% and undf:‘,r
the third level standard, this percentage increasesto 90%: - g o :

-Available Employer—?mwded Health Insurance Beneﬁts

._.26. Thas cntenon measures whethcr FSET and W- 2 pamgpams w;th .an. entercd
employment transacﬁon have -employer-provided health insurance available no later than 180 days
after receiving a job. Under the base standard, at least 30% of participants who have entered
employment must indicate. that.employer health insurance is- available: - Under'the second level
standard, this percentage mcreases to- 35%, and 10 4{}% under the third level standard '

Oprwnai Crzrerza ) e

27 Ths Department has mciuded the followmg two: epuonal cnteria n the RFP If an
agency has not.met. the third-level standaxd for one of the other criteria, it may substitute one of
the opuona} criteria and be eligible to receive the 3% funding for that criterion, if it has met both
the base standard and the second-level standard as well.

28 F azz‘h Based Contmcts This criterion can bt: mvaked 1f a W—2 agency has entered
mto a contract with a faith-based provider to provide face-to-face services to W-2-participants in
return for funding from the W-2 ‘agency contract, and a contract’ with-a faith-based provider is
&gne{i and in effect for seven of the elght quarters ef the ‘W«»B contract penod el

o -_29 Uncier current state law, the Department and its comractcrs are allowed to
ccntract w;th rehgwus orgmuzauons under any.program administered by the Department, on the
same basis as-any other non-governmental provider without impairing the religious character of
_the orgamzatmn -and ‘without mmmxshmg the religious freedom of ‘beneficiaries of assistance
under the programs. The Department has indicated that this: criterion would encourage W»-
agenczes to contract thh reixgmus ergamzatzons - '

30. - State law specifies that religious organizations are eligible, on the same basis as
any other private organization, as contractors.- However, the Criterion éstablished by the
Department does-not require that-the faith-based provider be- the best provzder of the services.
Therefore, by allowing a W-2"agency to use ‘this criterion-as a substitute for a perfcrmance
standard that is used in determining the agency’s unrestricted ‘profit amount; faith-based
providers would have an advantage over other community orgamzatzons that may_ be better
providers.

~ 31.  Basic Skzlls/fob Skills Attainmient, Under this cmer},on 50% of the W-2 agency’s
subszdmed em;ﬂoyment and FSET pa.rnczpants that are ass;gned to basac skills or job. skxils
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training must complete the:required: training successfully. This standard is a measure of whether
agencms are providing traimng activities that are appropnate for pamczpants ' SRR

Optxons for Addltmnal Legxsiatzve Qverslght

32. Ina Ietter to the Secretary of DWD dateci December 2, 1998 the Co—chaars of the
Joint Committee on Finance encouraged the Department to base any profit calculation under the
new W-2 agency. contracts on measures of agency performance including the placement of W-2
applicants and participants.into unsubsidized jobs, whether the jobs are full-time or part-time, job
retention by former applicants or participants, wages and benefits earned by former applicants or
patticipants, - appropriate implementation of  all  components 'of ‘the “program and - customer
satisfaction.  In addition, the Co-chairs indicated -that the ‘new contracts should not permit
agencies to receive profits based on caseload decreases or reduced agency spending that are not
_directly attributable to placemient of W-2' ‘participants”in’ unsubsidized- employment. The Co-
-chairs also encouraged the Department 10 develop a system to zrack former apphcams and
pammpants to ensure that agency perfonnance 18 rel;ab}y measured - i

: 233, In regponse, D’WD has mcorperated severai of the measures’ descnbed above mto
the perfomance criteria included in the draft RFP. If the Committee wishes to ‘ensure that these
measures are included in future contracts, and to include the additional measures outlined by the
Co-chairs (such as customer satisfaction), the Committee could place these gcneral gu;delmes in
the statutes.

34. Certain criteria in the RFP raise issues that the Committee may ‘wish to address.
Additional 1egzsianve oversight and public input could help address these issues for future

“contracts as well: The Senate: Cemzmttee on Agmg and Human Scrvxces has recommended that s

" the Deparﬁnent be required to promulgate rules regarchng the outcome-bas&d criteria azzd proﬁt .
formula that would be used for any future contracts.

' "'35 . Fmal}y, as noted eaﬂzer a pemon of the proﬁt wouid be used for remvestment in
the ccmmumty (called ‘the restnci‘cd use performance banas under the RFP} under a plan
approved by the Dcpartment ‘Céncerns have ‘been raised reaardmv the commumty remve:stmeni_
fundmg under the current profit formula. Currenﬂy, the Leg,xslaturf: maintains no oversight with
regard to how an agency spends community reinvestment dollars. Funds are distributed
according to gmdelmes established by the Depaﬂment, :

36. 0ne cenc:em that agencxes havc raiseci is that the cm‘.ena for us.e of the cemmumty
remvestmeni funds were released within a short. penod of time prior.to the due date for. the
submission of ccmmunﬁy reinvestment plans to the Department last fall when the. prehzmnary
proﬁt formula was calculated.. Agenczes have indicated that there was msufﬁc;em time to
'coordmate with other organizations within their communities and to develop adequate proposals.
Therefore, 20 agencies did not access these funds, and 15 agencies requested less than the full
amount available.
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-oioe 37, In-addition; the guidelines establisbed by the Department were:developed ‘prior to
the release of final federal regulations regarding the use.of funding under the TANF-program.
Therefore, the Department’s guidelines were somewhat restrictive about how the community
reinvestment funding could be used. Several:agencies have expressedithat additional flexibility
would be advantageous The Department could include additional flexibility in future
--wmdeimes - G wd ety DDA e el Lt

2 38 Commumty rf:mvesimem doliars ceuld be used to meet pressing needs in the
community, and the Legislature has an interest in ensuring that funding'is provided to programs
in need. of additional: resources:: - Therefore; to :provide’ additional ‘legislative ~oversight,- the
Committee may wish-to require that DWD: pmmuloate adrmmstrauve rules reg:axdmg the cratena
for use: of the commumty reinvestment fuﬁdmg - : = .

L -39.. Hewever, Qne d1sadvaniage to the mie—makmg process is. that rules wouid hkeiy
_not bcceme effecnve prior to the ‘end of the current contract period on’ December 31; 1999. In

order to provide additional' iegxsiaave ovcrszght into. the: - guidelines to be used under the final

profit distribution “for community reinvestment funds, the. Comnn’ttee could require the
Department 1o submit proposed: guadaimas to the Jomt Comnnttee on: Fmance under a 14-day
passwe review: process TR SN :
ALTERNATIVES

... A. . Modifications to the Current RFP

R The faﬁowmg four aitemaﬁves are mtcnded to provzde gmdance ta the Dcpartrnent m.o.
_ developmg performance standards fer the W~2 agency contra;::ts for the penod January 1 20(}0{ i

through December 31, 2001.

_ 1. Direct the EEPMem to amend the request for proposals for administration of the
W-2 yrogram for the penqd January I, 2000 through December 31, 2001 to deﬁne thc temi "cntered
'empioyment transacuﬁn under the }Ob retent;on_"" ﬁonnance cntencm s

. 3.2'.-"' -Dzrect the ﬁﬂpmem_to e;lmnate the “fuli and appropnaté_ engagement" criterion.

3. Direct the Department to modify the "full and appropriate engagement” criterion as
follows: (a) define full and appropriate engagement for each individual who is required to
participaté in the FSET pmggam a8 engagement in activities’ equal to the househoid s monthly food
stamp benefit dxvzded by the minimum wage; (b) eliminate the 9rovzslen that wouid specify that fuﬁ
and - appropnate engagement for 'W-2- ‘subsidized” emplomant parncxpants is engagﬁment in
appropriate activities for at Teast 30 hours per week; and (c) clarify that for two-parent families,
engagerment in work’ activities is defined as 55 hours per week for beﬂz parents if the famﬂy is
receiving federally funded child care assistance and the second parent in the farmiy 15 not dlsabled
or caring for a severely disabled child.
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4. Direct the Department to eliminate the faith-based provider criterion.

B. Ongoing Statutory Clia#;_ges )

L. Modify the bill by adopting statutory provisions to require DWD to base any profit
calculation under the W-2 agency contracts on measures of agency performance including: (a) the
placement of W-2 applicants and participants into unsubs1dazed jobs; (b) whether the jobs are full-
time or part-time; (c) job retention by former applicants or participants; (d) wages and benefits
earned by former applicants or participants; (e) appro;ar;ate zmpiementatlon of all cornponents of the
program and (f) customer satisfaction. "In addition, specify that W-2 agency contracts may not
pemnt agencies to receive proﬁts based on caseload decreases or reduced agency spending that are
not directly attributable to placement of W-2 participants in unsubsidized employment. Finally,
require the Department to.develop a system to track foxmer apphcants and participants to ensure that
agency performance is rehably measured

2, Modzfy the bill by rcqmnncr the Department to promnlgate rules regardmg the
outcome-based perfonnancc criteria and proﬁt foxmula that would be used for any W-2 agency
centracts '

3. Modify the bill by requiring the Depa:nnent to promuigate - administrative .rules
regarding the ‘criteria for use of the community reinvestment funding (called the "restricted use
performance bonus under the RFP for the next W-2 aoency contracts).

Mod1fy the bﬂl by requiring the Depaﬁment to submﬁ proposed guidelines for the
use of the commumty reinvestment funding under the current W~2 agency contracts to the Joint

o 'Comnnttee on Fmanc:e undcr the 14—(133{ passwe approval process

Pr_epared by: Joanne T. Simpson
Attachment
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ATTACHMENT 1

Performance Bonus Allocation .
For W.2 Agency Contracts January 1, 2000, through December 31, 2601

o 1% 4% Cdmﬁ_iuhi@ﬂ L

“Total Performance  ___' Reinvestmerit 3% Unrestricted

Allocation ‘Bonus “Total " Per Crnemm Total - * Per Criterion
Adams. $509,300 535 ?00._.._._  $20,400 . 33 400 o 815300 0 $2,500
Ashland 688,400 48200 . . 27500 . . 4,600 20,700 3,400
Barron 1,386,500 C97,100 55300 . 9200 41600 6,900
‘Bayfield 400,000 - 28,000 16,000 S2,7000 7 12,000 2,000
Brown' 4,293,600 300,600 - 171,700 28,600 128,800 21,500
Buffalo 450,000 - - 31500 © 18000 03,000 0 0o 13:500 0 - 2,300
Burnett 450;000 31,500 18,000 ... 3,000 . . 13500 - 2300
Calumet 578,700 40,500 23,100 3,900 17,400 2,900
Chippewa _ 1846 200 . 129,200 73,800 . 12,300 55,400 9,200
Clark 640,300 44,800 25600 43000 19200, 3,200
Columbia 908,000 | 63,600 36,300 6,100 27,2000 4500
Crawford 300,000 21,000 12,000 2,000 9,000 1,500
Dane 19,418,100 1,359,300 776,700 129,500 582,500 97,100
Dodge . - 1,766,200 123,600 70,600 11,800 53,000 8,800
Door . 720,500 . 50,400 28,800 - 4,800 . 21,600 . 3.600
Douglas 3,271,600 229,000 130,900 . . 21,800 . 98,100 16,400
Dunn 1,665,600 116,600 66,600  1L100 50,000 8,300
Eau Claire 3,607,800 252,500 144,300 24,100 .. 108200 18,000
‘Florence “150,000° 10500 “ 6,000 1,000 4500 800
Fond du Lac 3484700 0222900 - 127,400 ¢ 21,200 - 95500 15,900
“Forest - 300,000 0 2R000 T 120000 2,000, 09,0000 15500
Grant 842,400 59,000 33,700 5600 0 25300 4200
Green 689,500 48,300 27,600 4,600 20,700 3,400
Green Lake 615,400 43,100 24,600 4,100 18.500 3,100
Towa 500,000 35,000 20,000 3,300 15,000 2,500
Iron - 150,000 10,500 6,000 1,000 - 4,500 800
Jackson 716,400 50,100 28,700 4,800. 21,500. 3,600
Tefferson 1,161,900 81,300 46,500 7,700 34,900 5,800
Junean 1,463,700 102,500 58,500 9,800 43,900 7,300-
Kenosha 10,621,000 743,500 424,800 70,800 318,600 53,100
Kewaunee 250,000 17,500 10,000 1,700 7,500 1,300
La Crosse 4,744,600 332,100 189,800 31,600 142,300 23,700
Lafayette 200,000 14,000 8,000 1,300 6,000 1,000
Langlade 994,500 69,600 39,800 6,600 29,800 5,000
Lincoln 688,200 48,200 27,500 4,600 20,600 3,400
Manitowoc 882,300 61,800 35,300 5,900 26,500 4,400
Marathon 4,222,400 295,600 168,900 28,100 126,700 21,100
Marinette 878,800 61,500 35,200 5.900 26,400 4,400
Marquette 400,000 28,000 16,000 2,700 12,0060 2,000
Menominee 819,800 57,400 32,800 5,500 24,600 4,100
Milwaukee - Region 1 42,595.400 2,981,700 1,703,800 284,000 1,277,900 213,000
Milwaukee - Region 2 43,239 000 3,026,700 1,729,600 288 300 1,287,200 216,200
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ATTACHMENT 1 (continued)

7% 4% Community
Total Performance Reinvestment 3% Unrestricted

Allocation Bonus Total Per Criterion Total Per Criterion
Milwaunkee - Region 3 $35,050,600 33,853,500 $2,202,000 $367.000 $1,651,500  $275.300
Milwaukee - Region 4 53,162,900 3,721,400 2,126,500 354,400 1,594,900 265,800
Milwaukee - Region 5 48,988,300 3,429,200 1,959,500 326,600 1,469,700 244,900
Milwaukee - Region 6 52,592,500 3,681,560 2,103,700 350,600 1,577,800 263,000
Monroe $1,794,300 $125,600 $71.800 $12,000 $53,800 $9.000
Qconio 766,700 53,700 30,700 5,100 23,000 3,800
Oneida 1,295,800 90,700 51,800 8,600 38,900 6,500
Gutagamie 3,912,200 273,900 156,500 26,100 117,400 19,600
Ozaukee 808,100 56,600 32,300 5,400 24,200 4,000
Pepin 200,000 14,000 8,000 1,300 6,000 1,000
Pierce 736,000 51,5;_0{_) 29,400 4,900 22,100 3,700
Polk ™ 846,900 59,300 . 33,900 - 5,600 25,400 4200
Portage 1,464,700 102,500 58,600 9,800 43,900 7,300
Price’ 744,900 52,100 29,800 5,000 - 22,300 3,700
Racine 8,307,300 581,500 332,300 55,400 249,200 41,500
Richland 450,000 31,500 18,000 3,000 13,500 2,300
Rock 5,352,500 374,700 214,100 35,700 160,600 26,800
Rusk 400,000 28,000 16,000 2,700 12,000 2,000
Sauk 1,248,800 87,400 50,000 8,300 37,500 6,200
Sawyer 834,000 58,400 33,400 5,600 25,000 4200
Shawano 1,216,600 85,200 48,700 8,100 36,500 6,100
Sheboygan 1.754,800 122,800 70,200 11,700 52,600 8.800
St. Croix 842,900 59,000 33,700 5.600 25,300 4,200
Taylor _ : 450,000 31,500 . 18000. . 3,000 . 13,500 12,300 .
Tigmpea_l_e'au S 854,500 © 7 59,800 3420000 37000 25,600 4,300
Vernion . N 597,000 41,800 23,900 4,000 17,900 3,000
Vilas 450,000 31,500 18,000 © 3,000 13,500 2,300
Walworth 2,082,700 145,800 83,300 13,900 62,500 10,400
Washburn 505,000 35,400 20,200 3,400 15,200 2,500
Washington 1,658,200 116,100 66,300 11,100 49,700 8,300
Waukesha . 4,043,400 283,000 161,700 27,000 121,300 20,200
Waupaca 1,291,700 90,400 - 51,700 B.600 38,800 6,500
Waushara 749,400 52,500 30,000 5,000 22,500 3,700
Winnebago 4,253 800 297,800 170,200 28,400 127,600 21,300
Wood 2,752,700 192,700 110,100 18,400 82,600 13,800
Bad River Tribe 400,000 28,000 16,000 2,700 12,000 2,000
Lac du Flambeau Tribe 1,350,600 94,500 54,000 9.000 40,500 6,800
Oneida Tribe 616,300 43,100 24700 4.100 18,500 3,100
Statewide Total $428,037,400  $29.962,600  $17.121,500 $2,853,600 $12,841,100 $2,140,200

Note: Current Providers in Milwaukee Regions;
Region 1 - YW Works
Region 2 - United Migrant Opportunity Services, Inc.
Region 3 - Opportunities Incustrialization Center of Greater Milwaukee
Region 4 - Employment Solutions, Inc.
Region 5 - Employment Solutions, Inc.
Region 6 - MAXIMUS, Inc.
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