| LRBb1064
06/19/2001 01:44:25 PM
Page 1

2001 DRAFTING REQUEST

Senate Amendment (SA-SSA1-SB55)

Received: 06/15/2001 Received By: isagerro
Wanted: As time permits Identical to LRB:

For: Senate Democratic Caucus By/Representing: Keckhaver
This file may be shown to any legislator: NO Drafter: isagerro

May Contact: Addl. Drafters:

Subject: Public Assistance - Wis works Extra Copies:

Submit via email: NO

Requester’s email:

Pre Topic:

SDC.......Keckhaver - CN5562,

Topic:

W-2 contract requirements

Instructions:
See Attached
Drafting History:
Yers. Drafted Reviewed ~ Typed Proofed Submitted Jacketed Required
/1 isagerro wjackson pgreensl Irb_docadmin
06/17/2001 06/17/2001  06/17/2001 06/17/2001
isagerro wjackson
06/18/2001 06/18/2001
2 wjackson  jfrantze Irb_docadmin

06/19/2001  06/19/2001 06/19/2001



LRBb1064

06/19/2001 01:44:25 PM
Page 2
Vers. Drafted Reviewed Typed Proofed Submitted Jacketed Required
/3 rschluet Irb_docadmin
06/19/2001 06/19/2001
FE Sent For:

<END>




06/19/2001 12:54:28 PM
Page 1

LRBb1064

2001 DRAFTING REQUEST

Senate Amendment (SA-SSA1-SB55)

Received: 06/15/2001
Wanted: As time permits

For: Senate Democratic Caucus

This file may be shown to any legislator: NO

Received By: isagerro

Identical to LRB:

By/Representing: Keckhaver

Drafter: isagerreo

May Contact: Addl. Drafters:

Subject: Public Assistance - Wis works Extra Copies:

Submit via email: NO

Requester’s email:

Pre Topic:

SDC.......Keckhaver - CN5562,

Topics

W-2 contract requirements

Instructions:

See Attached

Drafting History:

Vers. Drafted Reviewed Typed Proofed Submitted Jacketed Required

1 isagerro | wjackson pgreensl Irb_docadmin
06/17/2001 06/17/2001  06/17/2001 06/17/2001
isagerro wjackson -
06/18/2001 06/18/2001 -

/) /3 Nlj 6“9 jfrantze Irb_docadmin

06/19/2001

06/19/%1 -

612"




LRBb1064
06/19/2001 12:54:28 PM

Page 2
Vers. Drafted Reviewed Typed Proofed Submitted Jacketed Required
FE Sent For:

<END>



06/17/2001 05:42:11 PM
Page}l

LRBb1064

2001 DRAFTING REQUEST

Senate Amendment (SA-SSA1-SB55)
Received: 06/15/2001

Wanted: As time permits
For: Senate Democratic Caucus

This file may be shown to any legislator: NO

Received By: isagerro
Identical to LRB:
By/Representing: Keckhaver

Drafter: isagerro

May Contact: Addl. Drafters:

Subject: Public Assistance - Wis works Extra Copies:

Submit via email: NO

Requester's email:

Pre Topic:

SDC.......Keckhaver - CN5562,

Topic:

W-2 contract requirements

Instructions:

See Attached

Drafting History:

Vers. Drafted Reviewed Typed Proofed Submitted Jacketed Required

n isagerro wjackson pgreensl Irb_docadmin
06/17/2001 06/17/2001  06/17/2001 06/17/2001

FE Sent For: /2 NU G),w% (a[l CZ\Q%ESC)\”\

<END>



I
06/15/2001 06:48:37 PM
‘_Page ‘1

2001 DRAFTING REQUEST

‘Senate Amendment (SA-ASA1-SB55)

Received: 06/15/2001 | Received By: isagerro
Wanted: As time permits Identical to LRB:
For: Senate Democratic Caucus | By/Representing: Keckhaver
This file may be shown to any legislator: NO : Drafferz isagerro -
May Contact: - ‘ ~ Addl. Drafters:

. Subject: Public Assistance - Wis works ~ Extra Copies:

Submit via email: NO

Requester’s email:

LRBb1064

Pre Topic:

Topic:

W-2 contract requirements

Instructions:
"~ See Attached
Drafting History: .
Vers. . Drafted Reviewed Typed Proofed Submitted Jacketed Required

/7 " isagerro /l wB Ghﬂ’, . (ﬁ/,,) ’ /?[ W
/Y

<END>

FE Sent For:



o »JE8 06/15/2001 05:11 PM

Agency: Health and Family Services

caucus humber 5562

duplicate flag: Other reference numbers: Paper 1043 ' LFB Sum #:

duplicate with: B FM 776
bill number/amendment number:

LRB draft # LRB P-draft:

other notes
Description2: Moves to adopt alternatives 3 a, e, f,h 11 n 0, uv,w,and 12. This motion would add a number of contract requirements to
the W-2 contracts not included in Motion #790.
drafting instructions:
more instructions:

Agency: Health and Family Services , Number of Amendments: 1

Health and Family Services



-

Senator Moore

, Representative Gard
TEMPORARY AéSISTAN CE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES
W-2 Contract Policy Issues - l lo/ 0 :
[LFB Paper #1043] '

Motion:

Direct DWD to modify its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to allow

agencies to receive a one-case credit only to meet the base contract and right of first selection
benchmark, and not to receive the community reinvestment bonus or the unrestricted bonus.

Direct DWD to amend its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to make one or
more of the following changes to the performance standards:

a. Modify the extension requests standard to require timely processing and CARES
documentation of requests as a base contract and right of first selection requirement. Eliminate the
use of this standard in determining community reinvestment funds and unrestricted bonus funds.

b.  Modify the customer satisfaction standard to distribute unrestricted bonus funds to
all agencies that have an average score exceeding 6.5 on each survey item, instead of providing
unrestricted bonuses only to the top-10 scoring agencies.

c. Modify the financial management standard to require “significant audit finding" to |

include an audit finding of unallowable or questioned costs of a certain percentage of the contract
amount.

Modify the statutes to require DWD to utilize a competitive process to select W-2 agencies

starting with the 2004-2005 contracting process, using criteria including but not limited to-cost and

prior experience, unless it opts to re-contract with agencies based on standards developed by the
Department. Direct DWD to modify its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to reflect
this policy change for the 2004-2005 contracts. This would provide DWD with the flexibility to
utilize either a competitive process or right of first selection process.

~ Modify the statutes to specify that right of first selection would not apply for the 2004-2005
W-2 contracts in cases where the geographic area had been changed, effective for the 2004-2005
 contracts. Direct DWD to amend the contract terms for the 2002-2003 contracts to state that the

right of first selection will not apply for the 2004-2005 contracts in cases where the geographic area
has been changed. . '

' Direct DWD to modify its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to specify that
~ penalties for unallowable expenditures would be 50% of the unallowable amount.

Motion #790



LFB Paper #1043
W-2 Contract Policy Issues

And Free Standing Motion #776 3
NSSY

Move to adopt Alternatives 3 a,e,f,h,L j,1,n,0,u, v, w and 12.

Free standing Motion # 776 prepared by LFB modifies the definition of entered
employment rate in 3a.

Free-standing Motion # 790 by Gard/Moore adopted by the Committee dealt with a
number of the items in LFB paper #1043.

This motion would add a number of contract requirements to the Wisconsin Works (W-2)
contracts not included in Motion #790. This motion would not undo any of the
provisions adopted by the Committee in Motion #790.

No Fiscal Effect.



Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 53703 ¢ (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 21, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance _ Paper #1043

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

W-2 Contract Policy Issues
(DWD -- Economic Support and Child Care)

a

CURRENT LAW
Performance Standards in the Current W-2 Agency Contracts

Under current law, Wisconsin Works (W-2) agencies must meet performance standards
established by the Department of Workforce Development (DWD). If agencies do not meet the
standards, DWD may withhold or recover any or all payment from the W-2 agency.

Under the current W-2 contracts, which run from January 1, 2000, through December 31,
2001, agencies must meet all base contract benchmarks to be eligible for community
reinvestment funds. Community reinvestment funds equal 3% of each agency’s contract amount.

For agencies that meet all of the base contract benchmarks, unrestricted performance
bonuses (profit) can be earned for meeting benchmarks in the following areas: (a) placement of
W-2 participants into unsubsidized employment; (b) wage rate in unsubsidized employment; (c)
job retention rate for participants in unsubsidized employment; (d) number of participants
engaged in appropriate activities for the requ1red number of hours; (¢) number of participants in
basic educational activities who do not have a high school diploma or its equivalent; and (f)
number of participants in unsubsidized employment where employer health insurance is
available. There are two Liers for the unrestricted performance bonuses. If an agency meets the
standards in the first tier, it is eligible to receive a bonus equal to 2% of its contract amount.
Agencies that meet the first and second tiers are eligible for an additional 2% profit for a total of
4% profit. If an agency does not meet a specific benchmark, a one-case credit is provided in

certain instances. This allows DWD to treat one of the agency’s cases as if it did meet the
benchmark.
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There are also two optional performance standards that can be used in place of one of the
other criteria to meet the second tier standards for unrestricted bonuses: (a) having one or more
faith-based contracts; and (b) having 50% of participants assigned to basic skills or job skills
training complete the required training successfully.

Performance Standards for the Next W-2 Agency Contracts

For contracts beginning January 1, 2002, a statutory provision will go into effect stating
that DWD must base any performance bonus calculation for W-2 agencies on all of the following
performance criteria: (a) the placement of participants in W-2 employment positions into
unsubsidized employment; (b) whether the placement is full-time or part-time; (c) the job
retention rate of former participants in W-2 employment positions, as defined by DWD; (e)
appropriate implementation of W-2; and (f) customer satisfaction. In addition, DWD will not be
allowed to base any performance payments on caseload decreases or reduced spending by W-2

agencies that are not directly attributable to placement of participants in unsubsidized
employment.

Right of First Selection

The statutes require DWD to utilize a right of first selection process to select agencies to
administer W-2. The statutes require DWD to contract with a W-2 agency if the agency has met
the performance standards established by the Department during the immediately preceding
contract period. The term of the subsequent contract must be for at least two years.

ition, the current W-2 contracts state that a right of first selection process will be
used for the next W-2 contracts. In order to meet the right of first selection criteria, an agency
must meet the following base performance standards: (a) 35% or more of participants have
entered unsubsidized employment; (b) the wage rate for participants in unsubsidized
employment is at the base wage rate set by DWD for that county; (c) the job retention rate is
75% for participants in unsubsidized employment after 30 days and 50% after 180 days; (d) 80%
of W-2 and food stamp employment and training (FSET) program participants are engaged in
appropriate activities for the required number of hours; (€) 80% or more of W-2 and FSET
participants without a high school diploma or equivalent are engaged in educational activities;

and (f) 30% or more of participants who entered unsubsidized employment are receiving
employer health insurance.

Geographic Regions

DWD is authorized to determine the geographical area that each W-2 agency will cover.
No area can be smaller than one county, except for American Indian reservations and Milwaukee

County. An area may include more than one county. Milwaukee County is currently divided into
six regions.
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GOVERNOR

No provisions.

DISCUSSION POINTS
W-2 Contracting Process

1. DWD has begun the process for selecting agencies for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts.
DWD is conducting a two-phase process. The first phase is for agencies that met the criteria for

right of first selection and the second phase is a competitive process for geographic regions where
contracts were not awarded through the right of first selection process.

2. DWD notified W-2 agencies on February 16, 2001, regarding whether or not they
met the performance standards necessary-to gain right of first selection for the next W-2 contracts.
Three agencies did not meet the initial criteria: Bayfield County, Bad River Tribe and Menominie
County. All three agencies appealed and the Bad River Tribe’s appeal was successful. In order for a
right of first selection agency to be awarded the next contract, it must submit a plan to DWD for
approval. On April 23, 2001, DWD released a final document asking right of first selection agencies
to submit plans for the next W-2 contracts. Agency responses are due by June 4, 2001. Right of first
selection agencies will be notified whether their plan was accepted by July 6, 2001.

3. A request for proposals is anticipated to be released on June 25, 2001, and proposals -
will be due on August 6, 2001. This process is for geographic regions in which the current W-2
agency did not win right of first selection, or chose not to submit a plan under the right of first
selection.

4. DWD’s draft contract terms would substantially change the performance standards
adopted in the current W-2 contracts, and have implications for future contracts through the
proposed right of first selection process for the 2003-2004 contracts. In addition, DWD proposes
several new initiatives to increase accountability of W-2 agencies. These issues are discussed in this
paper. Alternative numbers are provided in the text for reference purposes. Funding allocations for
each element of the W-2 contract are discussed in Paper #1042.

Performance Standards -

5. In DWD’s right of first selection document, the Department proposes major
modifications to the performance standards. These standards are proposed to be used for four key
purposes: (a) set a minimum performance level necessary to be in compliance with the contract; (b)
set a performance benchmark necessary to obtain right of first selection for the 2004-2005 W-2
contracts; (c) set a performance benchmark necessary to receive restricted community reinvestment

funds; and (d) set a performance benchmark necessary to receive unrestricted performance bonus
funds.
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6. For the 2000-2001 W-2 contracts, agencies were only required to meet base contract
requirements to receive community reinvestment funds. In addition, the current W-2 contracts have
two tiers of criteria for earning performance bonuses. Under DWD’s proposed performance
standards, there would only be one tier of criteria for unrestricted performance bonuses.

7. DWD also recommends coftinuation of the one-case credit for performance
standards, in recognition that one-case can make a significant difference in the calculation of the
performance standards, especially for small agencies. This credit allows DWD to treat one-case that
does not meet a particular performance benchmark as having met that benchmark. This credit would
apply when: () the Department makes the final determination of whether a W-2 agency meets a
benchmark level for a performance standard criterion; (b) the W-2 agency does not meet the
benchmark for one of the following criteria: entered employment placement rate, job retention rates,
full and appropriate engagement, basic education activity, earnings gain and/or educational
activities attainment; (c) at least one of the agency's cases for the benchmarks listed in (b) does not
meet the benchmarks for the criteria in (b); and (d) the W-2 agency would meet a benchmark for
one of these criteria if a one-case credit were applied. The one-case credit would apply only once
per agency per criterion listed in (b). The application of the one-case credit could result in the W-2
agency meeting the base contract benchmark or the next benchmark beyond what the W-2 agency
would otherwise meet.

8. It could be argued that agencies should only receive a one-case credit in order to
meet the base contract benchmark and that the number of cases meeting a specific performance
standard should not be artificially inflated to enable them to receive community reinvestment or
performance bonus funds. A total of eight agencies would not have met the right of first selection
criteria for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts-without the one-case credit: Chippewa, Crawford, Pepin,
Ozaukee, Sawyer, Waupaca, Wood, and Oneida Tribe. (Alternative 1)

9. DWD also proposes to institute a new zero-case credit, which would enable agencies
to meet the base contract and right of first selection benchmark in situations where they have no
cases for a performance standard. For example, if an agency does not have any cases where
participants are engaged in education activities, a zero-case credit would allow the agency to meet
the base contract and right of first selection benchmark for that standard. The zero-case credit would
not enable agencies to receive community reinvestment funds or performance bonuses. This credit
was established to avoid penalizing small agencies that do not have any cases for a particular
performance standard. Tt could be eliminated if the Committee would not like to reward agencies
without any cases for a particular performance standard. (Alternative 2)

10. According to DWD's draft contract terms, agencies would be required to meet the
base contract benchmark for all performance standards in order to be eligible to receive
performance bonuses. Agencies could then receive bonuses for meeting individual benchmarks.
DWD states that the bonuses would be divided equally between community reinvestment.and
unrestricted performance bonuses. The allocation breakdowns for community reinvestment and
performance bonuses are discussed in Paper #1042. For the community reinvestment bonus, 65%
would be allocated for the priority participant outcomes standards (employment placement, earnings
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gain, job retention, full and appropriate engagement, education activities and education attainment)
and 35% for the high quality and effective case management services performance standards
(caseload ratio, staff training and appropriate tier placement). For the unrestricted bonuses, 60% of
funding would be allocated for the priority participant outcomes standards; 30% for the high quality

and effective case management services performance standards; and 10% for the customer
satisfaction standard.

11. A comparative chart showing the current performance standards versus the proposed
performance standards is presented in Attachment 1. In addition, a chart showing W-2 agency
performance for calendar year 2000 under the current standards is presented in Attachment 2.
Attachment 3 shows the proposed allocations for community reinvestment and unrestricted bonuses
and presents an example of the amount a W-2 agency could potentially receive. An analysis of each
proposed performance standard for the 2002-2003 contracts is presented below.

a.  Entered Employment Placement Rate

12.  The entered employment placement rate standard measures the number of W-2 and
ESET program participants who enter unsubsidized employment. This standard would be modified
from the current contracts to measure full-time versus part-time employment as required in a
statutory provision that goes into effect on January 1, 2002. The base contract and right of first
selection benchmark would be 35% for full- and part-time jobs, the community reinvestment
benchmark would be 35% for full-time jobs only and the unrestricted bonus benchmark would be
40% for full-time jobs only. As shown in Attachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark
in calendar year 2000 was 51%. Because DWD has proposed that this benchmark be changed, only
the base contract benchmark is directly comparable to the revised performance standard.

13. It could be argued that the base contract benchmark for this standard should be
increased because most agencies are exceeding it and agencies should only be awarded for above-

average performance. Based on average performance in calendar year 2000, this benchmark could
be increased to 50%. This benchmark could also be increased to a higher amount if the Committee
would like to hold W-2 agencies to a higher standard. (Alternative 3a)

14, DWD based the community reinvestment and unrestricted bonus benchmark levels
on performance data from calendar year 2000. During that time, 35.4% of participants served
entered full-time employment. To hold the W-2 agencies to a higher standard, the Committee could
increase these benchmark levels to 40% and 45%, respectively. (Alternative 3b)

15. DWD defines full-time work as 30 or more hours per week. Part-time work is
defined as less than 30 hours per week. Concerns have been raised that this standard would not
reward agencies that help participants gain two part-time jobs equal to 30 or more hours per week.
The existing statutory language could be interpreted to permit DWD to allow two part-time jobs to
be considered full-time employment. However, for clarification purposes, the statutory provision
could be modified to define full-time employment for the purposes of performance bonuses as
working in one or more jobs for a total of 30 hours or more per week. (Alternative 4)
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b. Earnings Gain

16.  The earnings gain standard measures the percentage of W-2 participants with
earning gains. The benchmark would measure earning gains only for participants assigned to
unsubsidized employment and case nfanagement follow-up from the start to end of their
participation. The base contract and right of first selection benchmark would be 50% with any
earnings gain, the community reinvestment benchmark would be 50% with an average monthly gain
of $50 and the unrestricted bonus benchmark would be 50% with an average monthly gain of $100.
If a participant works 40 hours per week, a $50 monthly gain would require a wage increase of
$0.29 per hour. A $100 monthly gain would require a wage increase of $0.58 per hour.

17. In its draft right of first selection document, DWD initially recommended that the
community reinvestment benchmark be 50% with an average monthly gain of $100 and that the
unrestricted bonus benchmark be 50% with an average monthly gain of $200. If a participant works
40 hours per week, a $200 monthly gain would require a wage increase of $1.16 per hour. DWD
reduced these requirements based on comments received by W-2 agencies that the goals were
unrealistic. If the Committee would like to hold W-2 agencies to a higher standard, it could impose
the more aggressive benchmarks originally proposed by the Department. (Alternative 3c¢)

18.  The proposed earnings gain standard would only measure the earnings gain of W-2
participants. DWD states that FSET participants were excluded due to their quick entry and exit
patterns. According to data from DWD for the period of January, 2000, through March, 2001, the
average length of participation for FSET participants statewide was 3.1 months. In addition, 73.1%
of FSET parlicipants are in the program for three months or less and 83.0% of participants are in the
program for four months or less. However, the Committee could choose to add the FSET population

to the earnings gain standard because FSET is an integral component of the W-2 contract.
(Alternative 3d)

19.  The earnings gain standard is proposed to replace the wage rate standard included in
the current W-2 contracts. Under the proposed contract terms, the wage rate standard would become
an informational standard and would not be used to calculate bonuses. Under the 2000-2001 W-2
contract, the wage rate standard compared the wage rate for W-2 and FSET participants at the time
of job placement to the average wage rate attained in each region in 1998. The first tier bonus
benchmark was 102.5% of the base wage rate and the second tier bonus benchmark was 105% of

the base wage rate. As shown in Attachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark in
calendar year 2000 was 117%. '

20. Concerns have been raised that it is still important to measure earnings at the time of
placement because W-2 agencies should be encouraged to place participants in the highest wage
rate possible so that they can move out of poverty as quickly as possible. Accordingly, the wage
rate standard could be reinstated as a mandatory standard. To make the standard more meaningful,
the base wage rates for each W-2 region could be increased to reflect average wages earned by
participants in the first six months of 2001. (Alternative 3¢)

-
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c. Job Retention Rate

21.  The job retention rate performance standard measures the percentage of W-2 and
FSET participants that remain employed after a 30-day and 180-day contact. This standard would
be modified to require agencies to meet both standards to receive performance bonuses. Under the
current contracts, agencies can still receive bonuses if only one of these criteria is met. For 30-day
follow-up, the base contract and right of first selection benchmark would be 75%, the community
reinvestment benchmark would be 80% and the unrestricted bonus benchmark would be 85%. For
180-day follow-up, these percentages would be 50%, 55% and 60%, respectively. As shown in
Attachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark in calendar year 2000 was 86% after a
30-day follow-up and 66% after a 180-day follow-up. These averages would exceed all of the
proposed benchmarks for these criteria. In addition, if agencies continued the same level of
performance into the next contract, 86% would meet the benchmark for community reinvestment
funds for a 30-day follow-up and 89% would meet that benchmark for a 180-day follow-up. In
addition, 60% would meet the benchmark “for unrestricted performance bonuses for a 30-day
follow-up and 74% would meet the benchmark for a 180-day follow-up.

22. It could be argued that the benchmarks for this standard should be increased because
most agencies are greatly exceeding the current benchmarks and agencies should only be awarded
for above-average performance. Accordingly, the base benchmark for 30-day follow-up could be
increased to 85%, the community reinvestment benchmark could be increased to 90% and the
unrestricted performance benchmark could be increased to 95%. The base benchmark for 180-day
follow-up could be increased to 65%, the community reinvestment benchmark could be increased to
70% and the unrestricted performance benchmark could be increased to 75%. The benchmarks
could also be increased to other amounts if desired. (Alternatives 3f and 3g)

23.  Another option would be to also measure job retention rates after 360 days to take a
more long-term perspective. Because the contracts are only for two years, only a limited amount of
data would be available for a 360-day benchmark. If the Committee wishes to add this standard, it
may be most appropriate as an informational standard. (Alternative 3h)

d Full and Appropriate Engagement

24.  Full and appropriate engagement is defined as W-2 and FSET participants
appropriately engaged in work and educational activities with a current employability plan. In

addition, participants receiving a time extension must be assigned to one or more of the following

activities: substance abuse assessment, substance abuse counseling, disability assessment, mental
health assessment, mental health counseling, SSI advocacy/application, physical rehabilitation,
domestic violence services or personal care. This differs from the current full and appropriate
engagement standard, which requires a certain number of hours to be worked by W-2 and FSET
participants. The base contract and right of first selection benchmark would require 80% of
participants to be fully and appropriately engaged in allowable activities, the community
reinvestment benchmark would require 85% and the unrestricted bonus benchmark would require
90%. As shown in Attachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark in calendar year 2000
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was 93%, which would exceed all of the proposed benchmarks for this criterion. In addition, if
agencies continued the same level of performance into the next contract, 93% would meet the
benchmark for community reinvestment funds and 83% would meet the benchmark for unrestricted
performance bonuses.

25. It could be argued that the benchmarks for this standard should be increased because
most agencies are significantly exceeding the current benchmarks and agencies should only be
awarded for above-average performance. Accordingly, the base benchmark could be increased to
90%, the community reinvestment benchmark could be increased to 95% and the unrestricted
performance benchmark could be increased to 100%. The benchmarks could also be increased to
other amounts if desired. (Alternative 3i)

e. Basic Education Activities

26. The basic education activities standard would measure the percentagg of adylt W-
isipants in appropriate education.and traigi activ‘i(m&%mm
MMMWt and right of first selection benchmark
would be 80%, the community reinvestment benchmark would be 85% and the unrestricted bonus
benchmark would be 90%. As shown in Attachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark
in calendar year 2000 was 90%, which would meet or exceed all of the proposed benchmarks for
this criterion. In addition, if agencies continued the same level of performance into the next contract,
89% would meet the benchmark for community reinvestment funds and 75% would meet the
benchmark for unrestricted performance bonuses.

27.  Itcould be argued that the benchmarks for this standard should be increased because
most agencies are exceeding the current benchmarks and agencies should only be awarded for
above-average performance. Accordingly, the base benchmark could be increased to 90%, the
community reinvestment benchmark could be increased to 95% and the unrestricted performance

benchmark could be increased to 100%. The benchmarks could also be increased to other amounts
it desired. (Alternative 3j)

28.  The Committee could also modify this standard to include FSET participants since
FSET is an integral part of the W-2 contract. DWD states that it took FSET participants out of this
standard because of their quick entry and exit patterns. (Alternative 3k)

j A Educational Attainment

29. . DWD proposes to add a new performance standard for educational activities
attainment. This standard would measure the percentage of adult W-2 participants completing any
educational or training activity. The base contract and right of first selection benchmark would be
35%, the community reinvestment benchmark would be 40% and the unrestricted bonus benchmark
would be 45%. DWD used data on how agencies performed in the current educational activities
standard to determine the appropriate percentages for each benchmark. The benchmarks are much
lower for the proposed educational attainment standard than for the basic education activities
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standard because fewer participants are anticipated to complete education activities than are
enrolled.

30.  The Committee could modify this standard to include FSET participants since FSET
is an integral part of the W-2 contract. DWD states that it took FSET participants out of this
standard because of their quick entry and exit patterns. (Alternative 3m)

31.  For the current W-2 contracts, there is a similar optional standard that measures
successful completion of a basic skills or job skills program. A total of 50% of W-2 and FESET
participants assigned to basic skills or job skills training must complete the required training
successfully in order to meet the standard. Only eight agencies were meeting this standard at the end
of calendar year 2000. This low rate may be due to limited emphasis placed on this benchmark by
agencies since they can only substitute one optional standard for a mandatory standard and it is
much easier for agencies to meet the other optional standard-- entering into a faith based contract.
Based on performance under the current bagic skills attainment standard, the unrestricted bonus
benchmark for the new educational attainment standard could be set at 50%. The other benchmarks
for the new educational attainment standard could be set at 40% for the base contract and right of
first selection benchmark and 45% for the community reinvestiment benchmark. (Alternative 3L)

g Staff Caseload Ratio

32. DWRD proposes to add another new performance standard requiring financial and
employment planners (FEPs) to have a caseload of no more than 55 W-2 cash cases at one time. In
addition, FEPs could not have more than 70 cascs in all other programs for a total of 125 cases..
Under the base contract benchmark, agencies would have to meet this requirement for all eight
quarters of the contract. For right of first selection, agencies would have to meet this requirement for
the first four quarters (which is the timeframe for measuring performance for right of first selection).
This standard would not be used for community reinvestment or unrestricted performance bonuses.
This standard is included in the current W-2 contracts and has been in place since W-2 was first
implemented. However, according to DWD, this standard was not based on quantitative or
qualitative research.

h. W-2 Agency Staff Training

33.  Another new standard proposed by DWD is to require W-2 agency staff and

‘subcontractors working as FEPs to meet DWD’s training requirements. The base contract and right
of first selection benchmark would require 90% of agency staff and subcontractors to meet the

training requirements, the community reinvestment benchmark would require 95% and the
unrestricted bonus benchmark would require 100%.

34.  The current W-2 contracts require W-2 agencies to ensure that all staff, including
subcontracted staff, complete prescribed Department training. It could be argued that staff training
is an intrinsic element of the W-2 program and that the base contract requirement should be that
100% of staff meet training requirements. If the base contract standard is raised to 100%. then this
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standard would not be used in determining communlty reinvestment funds and performance
bonuses. (Alternative 3n)

i Appropriate W-2 Tier Placement

35. DWD is also proposing aadin:g a new standard for appropriate W-2 tier placement.
Under this standard, the Department would measure the percentage of W-2 participants that receive
an assessment within 30 days to determine the appropriate W-2 placement. In addition, the
assessments for W-2 transitional placements would need to be done by a medical professional. The
base contract and right of first selection benchmark would be 80%, the community reinvestment
benchmark would be 85% and the unrestricted bonus benchmark would be 90%.

36.  Anargument could be made that appropriate placement of W-2 participants is a key
requirement and responsibility of W-2 agencies and that base contract requirement should be 100%.
If the Legislature chooses to raise the base contract standard to 1009%, then this standard would not
be used in determining community reinvestment funds and performance bonuses. (Alternative 30)

7 Extension Requests

37.  Another new performance standard proposed by DWD would address extensions
beyond the 24- and 60-month time limits for participants. To meet the base contract and right of first
selection benchmark, agencies would be required to process at least 85% of extension requests in a
timely manner. In addition, at least 95% of extension requests would have to be documented in
CARES in a timely manner. Both criteria would have to be met for an agency to meet the base
contract and right of first selection benghmark. This standard would not be used in calculating
community reinvestment or unrestricted bonus allocations. The W-2 manual requires that W-2
agencies submit requests for extensions to DWD to extend the 24-month time limit no later than
three months prior to the last day of the participant’s 24" month. If the W-2 agency decides that a
subsequent extension is necessary, then it must submit a request to DWD no later than one month
prior to the last day of the extension period. For the 60-month time limit, W-2 agencies have the
authority to decide whether an extension is warranted but there are not currently any required time
lines in the W-2 manual. DWD indicates that it will be releasing a policy soon on how to address
extensions of the 60-month time limit.

38.  An argument could be made that timely processing and documentation of extension
requests is imperative to prevent gaps in services and that the base contract and right of first
selection benchmark should be increased to 100%. (Alternative 3p)

k. Customer Safisfaction

39. A statutory provision that will go into effect for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts
mandates that customer satisfaction be one of the standards for awarding any performance bonuses.

DWD has developed a performance standard to address this requirement. For the base contract and
right of first selection benchmark, agencies would have to have a score of at least 6.5 on a 10-point
scale on each item surveyed. The following 1Q items are proposed to be surveyed:
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o Staff clearly explained what programs and services were available
o Staff treated participants with respect

e Staff was helpful

o Staff assisted in transportation, if needed

e Staff assisted in child care, if needed

e Staff returned phone calls within two business days

e Agency was open when participants could come in

e Staff set up after-office hoPrs, if needed

¢ Participants felt comfortable going to the agency

e Participants were satisfied, overall, with service

40.  While agencies would not receive community reinvestment funds under this
performance standard, 10% of the performance bonus funding would be allocated to the 10 top-
scoring agencies on a proportional basis based on caseload. Agencies would not be allowed to
receive more than 200% of their contract allocations. For example, an agency with a base allocation
of $250,000 could receive a customer satisfaction bonus of up to $500,000. Limiting this
performance standard to the 10 top-scoring agencies could result in proportionally large awards for
small agencies. An alternative would be to provide performance bonuses to all agencies that score
above a certain amount on each question, such as 6.5, 7.0 or some other amount. (Alternative 3q)

A Financial Management

41.  DWD has also added a performance standard focusing on financial management. In
order to be in compliance with the base contract or to gain right of first selection, agencies could
have no significant audit finding as determined by DWD in its single agency audit or any audit
conducted by DWD or the Legislative Audit Bureau. This standard would not be used in
determining community reinvestment and performance bonus funds.

42.  Through its audits of W-2 agencies, the Legislative Audit Bureau identified
ineligible and questioned expenditures made by several W-2 agencies associated with the 1997-
1999 W-2 contracts, primarily at Maximus and Employment Solutions, Inc. (ESI) in Milwaukee
County. Because of the right of first selection process outlined in the current W-2 contracts and in
the statutes, audit findings could not be uscd to determine whether any agency would gain right of
first selection. The right of first selection process will be discussed in detail later in this paper. This

new standard would prevent an agency with "significant" audit findings from gaining the right of
first selection.
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43.  DWD does not define what would constitute a significant audit finding because a
variety of factors may be involved in audit reports. It could be argued that any unallowable or
questioned costs in excess of a certain dollar amount should be classified as a significant audit
finding. Maximus had $780,013 in unallowable and questioned costs while ESI had $367,401 in
unallowable and questioned costs. Other, agencies had unallowable and questioned costs ranging
from $882 in Kenosha County to $76,257 in Opportunities Industrialization Center in Milwaukee
County. A standard could be set at $25,000 per contract, $50,000 per contract or some other

amount. (Alternative 3r). A standard could also be set at a certain percentage of the contract
amount. (Alternative 3s)

44.  Another option would be to establish different thresholds for unallowable and
questioned costs because agencies may ultimately be successful in arguing that some of the
questioned costs are permissible. Maximus had $380,575 in unallowable costs and $399,438 in
questioned costs. Employment Solutions had $306,167 in unallowable costs and $61,234 in
questioned costs. Other agencies had $12,604 in unallowable costs and $91,237 in questioned costs.
Of these agencies, the highest amount of unallowable costs was $4,168 in YW Works and the
highest amount for questioned costs was $66,855 in Opportunities Industrialization Center, both in
Milwaukee County. A threshold for unallowable costs could be set at $25,000 and a threshold for
questioned costs could be set at $50,000 or some other combination of amounts. If an agency

surpassed either threshold within a contract period, they would not meet the base contract and right
of first selection benchmark. (Alternative 3t) :

m.  Contract Compliance

45.  Another new performarce .standard proposed by DWD addresses contract
compliance. This standard states that an agency would only be able to meet base contract
compliance and the right of first selection if it is not or has not been subject to a corrective action
plan for substantial noncompliance as determined by the Department. The term "substantial

noncompliance” is not defined. This standard would not be used in calculating community
reinvestment or unrestricted bonus allocations.

46.  Under DWD’s proposed contract terms, W-2 agencies would be able to submit a

~ corrective action plan to address noncompliance with the provisions of the W-2 contract. In

addition, W-2 agencies would be required to submit corrective action plans within six days of
receipt of a notice from DWD of failure to perform any provision of the contract. If the agency does

not fully implement an approved corrective action plan within 10 days of approval, the Department
could terminate the contract.

n. - Optional Performance Standards

47. DWD proposes three optional performance standards: faith-based contracts, SSI
advocacy and employer health insurance. The proposed contract terms would allow W-2 agencies to
use one of the optional criteria as a substitute for the unrestricted bonus for one of the following six
performance standards: entered employment placement rate; earnings gain; job retention rate; full
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and appropriate engagement; basic education activities; and educational activities attainment.

48.  To meet the faith-based contract standard, agencies would be required to have a
valid contract with a faith-based provider, provide services under the contract and have the contract
in effect for seven out of eight quarters. This criterion is also an optional standard under the current
W-2 contracts and 70 out of 78 agencies had contracts with faith-based providers for three out of the
first four quarters of the contract.

49.  Some may argue that having a faith-based contract is not truly a measure of
performance because similar services could be provided by non-faith based contractors and that this
criterion should not be an optional performance standard. (Alternative 3u)

50.  For the SSI advocacy standard, agencies would have to have a valid contract or
memorandum of understanding between the W-2 agency and an SSI advocacy agency or have an
SSI advocate on staff. This criterion is not part of the current W-2 contracts. According to DWD,
some currently have contracts with SSI advocates or have SSI advocacy staff, including Adams,
Dane, Douglas, Eau Claire, ESI, UMOS, La Crosse and Rock. The Department included this
standard because some W-2 participants would be more appropriately receiving SSI because they

have long-term disabilities and are not able to comply with the work requirements and time limits
under W-2,

51. Tt could be argued that having SSI advocates is a key component of the services that
should be provided by W-2 agencies and should be a base contract requirement and not an optional
performance standard. (Alternative 3v)

52.  The employer health insurance standard is mandatory in the current W-2 contracts.
The base contract and right of first selection benchmark is that 30% of participants placed in
unsubsidized employment have employer health insurance within 180 days of placement. The first
tier bonus benchmark is 35% and the second tier bonus benchmark is 40%. As shown in
Attachment 2, the average performance on this benchmark in calendar year 2000 was 56%, which
exceeds all of the current benchmarks for this criterion.

53. DWD states that it made this performance standard optional because the availability
of jobs with health insurance is not something that a W-2 agency can control. However, it was
retained because statutory language requires that performance bonuses be based on wages and
"benefits.” It could be argued that this benchrhark should remain mandatory since it is important to
encourage job placement with employers who have health insurance to reduce the need for the
medical assistance and BadgerCare programs. However, the benchmarks could be increased to
55%, 60% and 65% based on performance during calendar year 2000. (Alternative 3w)

54.  Inthe current W-2 contracts, there is also an optional performance standard for basic

and job skills attainment. As noted, DWD proposes to modify this standard and make it mandatory.
The new standard is described in the educational attainment section above.
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p. Informational Performance Standards

55.  DWD plans to collect data on several indicators to obtain more information about
the impact of W-2 on participants. These criteria include: (a) average wage at placement; (b) the
percentage of participants in activities designed to reduce and address barriers to employment such
as AODA and mental health services; (c)-the number of work program participants in children first,
welfare-to-work and the workforce attachment and advancement program; (d) the level of in-work
supports such as the earned income tax credit, child care, medical assistance, food stamps and child
support; (e) the number of participants moving out of poverty during and after program

participation; (f) recidivism rates; and (g) activities and employment of 18 and 19 year-olds in
school.

56.  The average wage at placement standard is mandatory under the current W-2

contracts. An option to retain this as a mandatory standard is discussed under the section on the
earnings gain standard above. '

r. Weighting of Performance Standards

57.  Inits audit of the W-2 program, the Legislative Audit Bureau stated that weighting
performance criteria equally may not be the best approach to measure performance. A suggestion to
weight criteria was also included in a May, 1999, letter to DWD from the Co-chairs of the
Legislative Audit Committee. The Audit Bureau suggests that it may be more appropriate for some
standards, such as the number of participants placed in jobs, to be weighted more heavily than
others. In DWD’s draft contract terms for the next W-2 contracts, the Department states that total
funding allocated for bonuses would be divided as follows: 60% for the priority participant
outcomes standards; 30% for the high quality and effective case management services performances
standards and 10% for the customer satisfaction standard.

58.  Additional weighting of criteria could be implemented to emphasize the statutory
goal of W-2 to promote self-sufficiency of participants. Depending on which standards the
Committee would like to include for performance bonuses, the Committee could place the greatest
weight on criteria that help measure whether participants are moving towards self-sufficiency.
These criteria could include: (a) entered employment placement rate; (b) earnings gain; (c) wage
rate; (d) job retention; and (e) education activities attainment. The percentage weights for these
criteria versus other criteria would depend on how many other performance criteria the Committee
recommends be put in place. (Alternative 5)

59.  An argument could be made that the weighting proposed by DWD already provides
sufficient emphasis on participant outcomes.

Right of First Selection Process

60.  Through its draft contract terms, DWD has made significant changes to the right of
first selection process. DWD would no longer be required to grant the right of first selection to
agencies that have significant audit findings or have been subject to a corrective action plan for

-
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substantial noncompliance. However, there may be additional considerations that make it
undesirable to grant the right of first selection to particular agencies in the future and the state would
be constrained by language in the statutes and the contract. In addition, the right of first selection
provisions make it difficult for DWD to change the number of regions in which W-2 is
administered, as described in the Geographic W-2 Regions section below. .

61.  One option would be to remove the right of first selection provisions from the next
W-2 contracts and from the statutes. Under this option, DWD would be required to award W-2
contracts on the basis of a competitive process approved by the Secretary of the Department of
Administration. Since the right of first selection process is already underway for the next W-2
contracts, the statutory change would affect the 2004-2005 contracting process. (Alternative 6)

62. A second option would be to modify the statutes to require DWD to utilize a
competitive process to select W-2 agencies, unless it opts to re-contract with agencies based on
standards developed by the Department. This would give the Department the flexibility to either use
a competitive process or a right of first selection process. If DWD decides that agencies need to
meet additional criteria that were not incladed in the performance standards at the time the contracts
were signed, DWD would be permitted to conduct a competitive process instead of re-contracting
with agencies through a right of first selection process. Since the right of first selection process is
already underway for the next W-2 contracts, the statutory change would affect the 2004-2005
contracting process. In addition, DWD’s draft contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts
would need to be modified to reflect this policy change. (Alternative 7)

Geographic W-2 Regions

63.  There are currently six W-2 regions in Milwaukee County and one W-2 region for
every other county. The statutes allow DWD to decide the number of regions administratively. The
law states that no geographic area can be smaller than one county, except for Milwaukee County.

64. In the first month of W-2 in September, 1997, the Milwaukee County cash caseload
was 21,889 while in January, 2001, this number had decreased by 76.8% to 5,077. In its audit on the
W-2 program, the Legislative Audit Bureau indicated that five contractors may no longer be needed
to adequately serve the remaining participants. The Audit Bureau suggests that reducing the number
of contractors in Milwaukee County may improve services and reduce costs by: (a) creating
competition for the right to provide program services; (b) reducing the disruption of services by
eliminating the need for some participants who move within the County to seek services from
different administrative agencies; (c) reducing administrative costs by, for example, reducing the
number of administrators and other managers needed for program administration; and (d) improving
oversight of contractor spending, which has become an issue given examples of inappropriate
spending that occurred with two of the five Milwaukee contractors during the program’s initial
contract period. In addition, services that are being provided by all of the agencies, such as job
training and basic education, could likely be done more cost effectively by fewer agencies.

65. There are two options to change the number of regions in Milwaukee County for the
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2002-2003 contracts. First, DWD could consolidate the regions administratively. However, the
Department may be legally unable to do this because the right of first selection set out in the statutes
gives the existing Milwaukee W-2 agencies the ability to renew their contracts if they meet certain
performance standards set out by the Department. The right of first selection is also delineated in the

current W-2 contracts, which would also limit DWD’s ability to consolidate the Milwaukee W-2
agencies administratively.

66.  The second option would be to make statutory changes. Because the right of first
selection process is delineated in the current W-2 contracts for 2000-2001, trying to apply
geographic consolidation to the 2002-2003 contracts could result in litigation over breach of
contract. To avoid possible legal problems, an option would be to make a statutory change stating
that the right of first selection will not apply for the 2004-2005 contracts in cases where the
geographic area has been changed. (Alternative 8.) If the Committee would like to consolidate
Milwaukee County into one region, a statutory change could be made to eliminate the provision
allowing Milwaukee County to be divided into more than one region, effective for the 2004-2005
contracts. (Alternative 9.) If the Committee would like to maintain the flexibility of having more
than one region in Milwaukee County, then this change would not be necessary. It would also be
- Important to clarify in the 2002-2003 contracts that the right of first selection will not apply for the
2004-2005 contracts in cases where the geographic area has been changed.

Financial Accountability

67. DWD’s proposed contract terms include new measures to ensure financial
accountability. Agencies would not gain the right of first selection if they have significant audit
findings or have been subject to a corrective action plan for substantial non-compliance, as
described in the performance standard section above. In addition, some have argued that penalties
should be imposed on W-2 agencies that misspend their funds, regardless of whether the errors were
inadvertent or intentional. '

68.  DWD proposes to modify its system for failure penalties to allow penalties to be
assessed for failure to implement the W-2 and related programs or operations requirements.
According to DWD, misuse of funds documented in an audit would constitute failure to meet an
operations requirement, but this is not specifically stated and could be clarified in the contract terms.
The Department would be required to investigate alleged instances of failure to implement
programs or operations requirements for the contract and would be required to issue a written
finding of fault or no fault. The Department would be authorized to assess penalties in the amount
of $5,000 per failure but could waive all or part of the penalty amount. Penalties could be assessed if
the agency knowingly denies or refuses services, engages in a pattern of repeated failure to provide
necessary accommodations required for persons with disabilities to access services; fails to correct a
pattern of non-response to telephone contacts; fails to timely respond to written contact from a W-2
applicant or W-2 participant; does not provide publicly advertised W-2 services in terms of location,
hours or staff availability; or fails to implement W-2 and related programs or operations
requirements.
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- 69. For audit findings, it would be difficult to define what would constitute a single
“failure” and it would also be difficult to determine whether an agency is at fault or not. An
alternative would be to require penalties to be levied for unallowable costs, without regard to
determination of fault. (Alternative 10.) The penalty amount could be set at a percentage of the
disallowed costs. If a 100% penalty had been in place for the 1997-1999 W-2 contracts, Maximus
would have paid $380,575 and Employment Solutions would have paid $306,167. (Alternative 11)

Future Audit Requirements

70. Under current law, the Legislative Audit Bureau was required to file a financial and
performance audit on the W-2 program by July 1, 2000. The Audit Bureau conducted several audits,
the last of which was released in April, 2001. Through these audits, the Audit Bureau found that
some W-2 agencies had unallowable and questioned costs associated with the 1997-1999 W-2
contracts. The final audit released in April, 2001, also provided extensive data on how funds were
being used and on the wages of past participants..Since the Audit Bureau has complcted its statutory
obligation and continued monitoring of W-2 is important to determining the success of the program,
the statutory provisions could be modifjed to require the Legislative Audit Bureau to conduct
biennial program and financial audits on the W-2 and child care programs. If the Committee adopts
this alternative, the Legislative Audit Bureau could be authorized to charge DWD for all or a
portion of the costs of performing these audits. (Alternative 12)

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL
Case Credits for Performance Standards

1. Direct DWD to modify its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to allow
agencies to receive a one-case credit only to meet the base contract and right of first selection
benchmark, and not to receive the community reinvestment bonus or the unrestricted bonus.

2. Direct DWD to modify its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to
eliminate the proposed zero-case credit.

Performance Standards

3. Direct DWD to amend its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to make
one or more of the following changes to the performance standards:

Entered Employment Standard

For the entered employment standard, increase the base contract and right of first
selection benchmark from 35% to 50%.

b. For the entered employment standard, increase the community reinvestment’
benchmark from 35% to 40% and increase the unrestricted bonus benchmark from 40% to 45%.
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Earnings Gain Standard

c. For the earnings gain standard, increase the community reinvestment benchmark
from 50% with eamning gains of $50 or more, to 50% with earning gains of $100 or more. Increase
the unrestricted bonus benchmark from 50% with earning gains of $100 or more, to 50% with
earning gains of $200 or more. et L}( :

7

d. Add FSET participants to the éarnings gain standard.\/\\&&; QX\\
) | A
age Rate Standard {)J(\{ \W o

Q Convert the standard that measures jinitial wage rate at placement from an
informmational standard to a mandatory standard. Setfthe base contract and right of first selection

benchmark wage rate for each W-2 region at the/average wage rate in each county during the first
six months of 2001. Make the ommunity reinvestment benchmark>102.5% of the average base
wage rate and make the unrestricted bonus benchmark 105% of the average base wage rate.

/ Job Retention Standard

For the job retention standard, increase the base contract and right of first selection
be for 30-day follow-up from 75% to 85%, increase the community reinvestment
benchmark from 80% to 90% and increase the unrestricted bonus benchmark from 85% to 95%.

8. For the job retention standard, increase the base contract and right of first selection
benchmark for 180-day follow-up from 50% to 65%, increase the community reinvestment
be; ark from 55% to 70% and increase the unrestricted bonus benchmark from 60% to 75%.

Modify the job retention standard to also measure job retention after 360 days as an
onal standard.

Full-and Appropriate Engagement Standard

For the full and appropriate engagement standard, increase the base contract and
right first selection benchmark from 80% to 90%, increase the community reinvestment
benchmark from 85% to 95% and increase the unrestricted bonus benchmark from 90% to 100%.

asic Education Activities Standard

For the basic education activities standard, increase the base contract and right of
first on benchmark from 80% to 90%, increase the community reinvestment benchmark from
85% to 95% and increase the unrestricted bonus benchmark from 90% to 100%.

k. Add FSET participants to the basic education activities standard.
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ational Attainment Standard

For the educational activities attainment standard, increase the base contract and

i
i t selection benchmark from 35% to 40%, increase the community reinvestment
benchmark from 40% to 45% and increase the unrestricted bonus benchmark from 45% to 50%.

m. Add FSET participants to the educational attainment standard.
aff Training Standard
Modify the W-2 agency staff training standard to require 100% of staff to be trained

as contract and right of first selection requirement.. Eliminate the use of this standard in
determining community reinvestment funds and unrestricted bonus funds.

7 -2 Tier Placement Standard

7
Modify the appropriate W-2 tier placement standard to require appropriate
placementof 100% of participants as a base contract and right of first selection requirement.

Eliminate the use of this standard in determining community reinvestment funds and unrestricted
bonus funds. '

Extension Requests Standard

p. Modify the extension requests standard to require timely processing and CARES
documentation of requests as a base contract and right of first selection requirement. Eliminate the

use of this standard in determining community reinvestment funds and unrestricted bonus funds.

Customer Satisfaction Standard

q. Modify the customer satisfaction standard to distribute unrestricted bonus funds to
all agencies that have an average score exceeding 6.5 on each survey item, instead of providing
unrestricted bonuses only to the top-10 scoring agencies.

Financial Management Standard

I. Modify the financial management standard to require "significant audit finding" to
include an audit finding of unallowable or questioned costs of more than $25,000 per contract.

. Modify the financial management standard to require "significant audit finding" to
include an audit finding of unallowable or questioned costs of a certain percentage of the contract
amount.

L. Modify the financial management standard to require “signiticant audit finding" to

include an audit finding of unallowable costs of more than $25,000 per contract and/or questioned
costs of $50,000 or more per contract.
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- Optignal Standards

&
“ Convert the employer health insurance standard from an optional standard to a
required Standard and increase the base contract and right of first selection benchmark from 30% to
' 55%, increase the community reinvestment benchmark from 35% to 60% and increase the
unrestricted bonus benchmark from 40% to 65%.

Eliminate faith-based contracts as an optional performance standard.

Eliminate SST advocacy as an optional performance standard.

4. Modify the statutes to definé full-time employment for the purposes of performance
bonuses as working in one or more jobs for a total of 30 hours or more per week.

Weighting of Performance Criteria

5. Direct DWD to modify its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to place
greater emphasis on indicators that help participants move toward self-sufficiency. Percentages of
funds allocated to specific standards would depend on which indicators the Committee recommends
be implemented.

Right of First Selection

6. Modify the statutes to remove the right of first selection process, effective for the
2004-2005 contracting process. Direct DWD to remove the provisions for the right of first selection
process for the 2004-2005 W-2 contracts from the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts. This would require
DWD to award all future contracts on a competitive basis.

o

7. Modify the statutes to require DWD to utilize a competitive process to select W-2
agencies starting with the 2004-2005 contracting process, unless it opts to re-contract with agencies
based on standards developed by the Department. Direct DWD to modify its contfact terms for the
2002-2003 W-2 contracts to reflect this policy change for the 2004-2005 contracts. This would

provide DWD with the flexibility to utilize either a competitive process or right of first selection
process.

Geographic Regions

8. Modify the statutes to specify that right of first selection would not apply for the
2004-2005 W-2 contracts in cases where the geographic area had been changed, effective for the
2004-2005 contracts. Direct DWD to amend the contract terms for the 2002-2003 contracts to state
that the right of first selection will not apply for the 2004-2005 contracts in cases where the
geographic area has been changed.

0. Modify the statutes to remove the statutory provision allowing Milwaukee County to
be divided into more than one region, effective for the 2004-2005 W-2 contracts. This option would

™

Page 20 Workforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #1043)




be used if the Committee would like to consolidate Milwaukee County into one region.
Financial Accountability

10.  Direct DWD to modify its contract terms to require that failure penalties be charged

to W-2 agencies that have any audit findings of unallowable costs, without regard to a finding that
the agency was at fault.

11.  Direct DWD to modify its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to specify
that penalties for unallowable expenditures would be:

a. 20% of the unallowable amount.

b. 50% of the unallowable amount.

c. 100% of the unallowable amount.

c. Some other percentage of ;hc ﬁnallowable amount.

Future Audit Requirements

Modify the statutes to require the Legislative Audit Bureau to conduct biennial
progr: nd financial audits on the W-2 and child care programs. Authorize the Legislative Audit
Bureau to charge DWD for all or a portion of the costs of performing these audits.

Prepared by: Victoria Carreén

Attachments
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Jun. §. 2000 8:00AM LFB ) CNo.Migs p. 27

‘DKD\G/( Sénator Moare
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES
Entered Employment Performance Standard

[LFB Paper #1043]

Motion:

Move to direct DWD to modify its draft contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2/<ontracts to _
specify that a single individual would only be counted once as entering unsubsidized employment
for the "entered employment™ standard, even if the individual enters unsubsidized employment on
more than one occasion during the contract period.

B

Note:

Under DWD's draft contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts, agenciet would be
required to meet certain performance standards to meet the base contract requirements, gai right of
first selection, receive community reinvestment funds, or receive unrestricted perfo e bonuses.
The "entered employment standard” measures the number of W-2 and FSET participants who enter
unsubsidized employment. DWD plans to count each time an individual enters employment fos the
numerator, but plans to use an unduplicated count for the denominator. The motion would direct
DWD to amend its contract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to specify Lﬁz a single
individual would only be counted once as entering unsubsidized employment for e "entered
employment" standard, even if the individual enters unsubsidized employment on more than one
occasion during the contract period.

Motion #776



State of Wisconszin
2001 - 2002 LEGISLATURE LRBb1064/1

SDC...... Keckhaver — CN5562, W-2 contract requirements

FoR 2001-03 BUDGET — NoT READY FOR INTRODUCTION
CAUCUS SENATE AMENDMENT

TO SENATE SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT 1,
TO 2001 SENATE BILL 55

)

v

1 At the locations indicated, amend the substitute amendment as follows:
2 1. Page 593, line 19: after that line insert:

v
“SECTION 1657fb. 49.141 (2g) (a) (intro.) of the statutes is amended to read:
49.141 (2g) (a) (intro.) The department shall contract with the legislative audit

bureau to conduct, biennially, a financial and performance audit of Wisconsin works.

S ot o W

The legislative audit bureau shall include in its audit all of the following:

History: 1995 a. 289; 1997 a. 27, 41, 283; 1999 a. 9.

SECTION 1657fd. 49.141 (2g) (b)Jof the statutes is amended to read:

8 ' 49.141 (2g) (b) The legislative audit bureau shall file the each audit no later

9 than July1,2000; January 1 of each odd—numbered vear in the manner described
10 under s. 13.94 (1) (b).

History: 1995 a. 289; 1997 a. 27, 41, 283: 1999 a. 9.
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SECTION 1657ff. 49.141 (2g) (c) of the statutes is created to read:

49.141 (2g) (c¢) The depart,mept shall péy all or a portion of the costs of

conducting the audits, as requested by the legislative audit bureau.”.
{ 2. Page 1372, line 12: after that line insert:

“2f. “Food stamp employment and training program” means the program under

v
s%; 49.124 (1m) of the statutes, as affected by this act.

=D

<=
2r. “Righy\of/'\ﬁrsfs%election benchmark” means the benchmark the department

applies to determine whether a Wisconsin works agency is eligible to contract with

/ affecte
the department under section 49.143 (1) (a) 2. of the statutes, as by this act.”.

{ 3. Page 1373, line 18: delete lines 18 and 19 and substitute “and righﬁgf)ﬁ"sﬁg

selection benchmarks.”.

\1 4. Page 1373, line 23: delete-lines 23 to 25 and substitute “the Wisconsin works

e &
agency meets the base contract and righfzi;\ ﬁrstl\selection benchmarks include an

extension request”.

‘l 5. Page 1374, line 15: after that line insert:

“7. That the entered employment standard the department applies to
determine whether a Wisconsin works agency meets the base contract and righﬁ)fﬁ@
ﬁrstcggelection benchmarks requir';e"\the Wisconsin works agency to place at least 50%
of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and training program participants
in unsubsidized employment. |

8. That, for purposes of applying the entered employment standard under
subdivision 7‘.1, each participant who participates in unsubsidized employment is
counted only once regardless of the number of times the participant participates in

a new unsubsidized employment placement.
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1 9. That the performance standards the department applies to determine
2 whether a Wisconsin works agency meets the base contract, righfgﬁrsgelection,
3 and unrestricted bonus funds benchmarks include a wage rate standard that
4 measures the initial wage rate placement for each participant. For purposes of the
5 base contract and rigk%ffgrs%election benchmarks, the department shall require
6 a Wisconsin works agency to have a wage rate equal to the average wage rate in the
7 county in which the Wiscongin works agency contracts. For purposes of the
8. unrestricted bonus funds benchmarks, the department shall require a Wisconsin
9 works agency to have a wage rate equal to 105% of the avérage wage rate for the base
10 contract and righ%ﬁéf?rsfgelection benchmarks.
@ ' 10. That, for informational purposes, the job retention standard also measuref
12 the percentage of participants who remain employed after 360 days.
@ 11. That the job retention standard requir'§\85% of Wisconsin works and food
14 stamp employment and training program participants to remain employed after a

@ 30—day follow—uﬁ’ for purposes of the base contract and righﬁ)ff?lrs%election

.5 . .
@ benchmarks and require, 95% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and

17 training program participants to, remain employed after a 30—day follow—up for
18 purposes of the unrestricted bonus funds benchmark.

12. That the full and appropriate engagement standard requir'gAthat 90% of
20 Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and training program participants be
21 appropriately engaged in work and educational activities with a current

=
22 employability plan for purposes of the base contract and righﬁ)f\ ﬁrs’%lection

benchmarks and requiri?\that 100% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment

24 and training program participants be appropriately engaged in work and
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educational activities With a current employability plan for purposes of the
unrestricted bonus funds benchmark.

13. That the basic education.activities standard requiréi that 90% of Wisconsin
works participants are participating in appropriate education and training activities
for purposes of the base contract and righ%ﬁrs%election benchmarks and require;
that 100% of Wfsconsin works participants are participating in appropriate
education and training activities for purposes of the unrestricted bonus funds
benchmark.

14. That the educational attainment standard requir% that 40% of Wisconsin
works participants complete :?? education or training activity for purposes of the base
contract and righ%f/%)rsféelection benchmarks and requirg that 50% of Wisconsin
works participants complete aﬁ edu_cation or training activity for purposes of the
unrestricted bonus funds benchmark:

15. That the staff training standard requirg that 100% of Wisconsin works
agency employees and persons with whom the Wisconsin works agency contractsﬁ:j‘
meet training requirements specified by the department for purposes of the base
contract and righ%%rsﬁ%election benchmarks.

16. That the appropriate tier placement standard requir{ that@g 100% of
Wisconsin works participants receive an assessment to determine appropriate
placement in a Wisconsin works employment position within 30 days of applying to
the program for purposes of the base contract and righ%?rs%election benchmarks.

17. That the department will not apply the staff training standard under
subdivision 15. or the appropriate tier placement standard under subd. 16. to
determine whether a Wisconsin works agency meets the unrestricted bonus funds

benchmark.
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18. That the department will not apply the faith-based contracts standard or
the supplemental security income program advocacy standard to determine whether
a Wisconsin works agency meets the base contract, righ%tf\éf?rsﬁgelection, or

unrestricted bonus funds benchmarks.

19. That for purposes of determining whether a Wisconsin works agency meets

the employer health insurance standard and that the employer health insurance

1
2
O,
4
5
@ the base contract and ﬁgh%\%ﬁrs%election benchmarks, the department shall apply
7
@ standard requirei that 55% of participants placed in unsubsidized employment have
9 employer health insurance.
@ 20. That for purposes of determining whether a V\}{sconsin works agency meets
11 the unrestricted bonus funds benchmark, the department shall apply the employer
@ health insurance standard and that the employer health insurance standard requirc{
13 that 65% of participants placed in unsubsidized employment have employer health

14 insurance.”.

15 . “(END)
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LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU

Under this amendment, the Legislative Audit Bureau must submit each audit no later
than January 1 of each odd—numbered year. Is this okay?

Please review this amendment carefully to ensure that it is consistent with your intent.

Ivy G. Sager—Rosenthal

Legislative Attorney

Phone: (608) 2614455

E-mail: ivysager—rosenthal@legis.state.wi.us
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LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU

dJune 17, 2001

Under this amendment, the Legislative Audit Bureau must submit each audit no later
than January 1 of each odd—-numbered year. Is this okay?

Please review this amendment carefully to ensure that it is consistent with your intent.

Ivy G. Sager-Rosenthal

Legislative Attorney

Phone: (608) 261-4455

E-mail: ivy.sager-rosenthal@legis.state.wi.us
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SDC.......Keckhaver — CN5562, W-2 contract requirements
FoR 2001-03 BUDGET — NoOT READY FoR INTRODUCTION
CAUCUS SENATE AMENDMENT
TO SENATE SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT 1,
TO 2001 SENATE BILL 55

@@l;@m /bgr’ fo. RP#H 44,14 U/@Qa\
&%W\ (L‘a@7ﬂcc, RP#49, /14 6265@»32

At the locations indicated, amend the substitute amendment as follows:

49,
1. Page 593, line 19: after that line insert: (’Z.g\J (0 an 0&

“SECTION 1657fb. 49.141 (2g) (a) (intro.) of the statutes isfamended to read:
49.141 (2g) (a) MMMA The department shall contract with the legislative audit

bureau to conduct, biennially, a ﬁ%ﬁl?&{ and performance audit of Wisconsin works.

SecTION 1657fd. 49.141 (2g) (b) of the statutes is amended to read:

7
8 49.141 (2g) (b)' The legislative audit bureau shall file the each audit no later
9

than July 1.2000; January 1 of each odd—numbered year in the manner described
10 under s. 13.94 (1) (b).
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SEcCTION 1657ff. 49.141 (2g) (c) of the statutes is created to read:

49.141 (2g) (c) The department shall pay all or a portion of the costs of
conducting the audits, as requested by the legislative audit bureau.”.

2. Page 1372, line 12: after that line insert:

“of. “Food stamp employment and training program” means the program under
section 49.124 (1m) of the statutes, as affected by this act.

2r. “Righ?—of—ﬁrst—selection benchmark” means the benchmark the
department applies to determine whether a Wisconsin works agency is el?gible to

contract with the department under section 49.143 (1) (a) 2. of the statutes, as

\‘(\Cg‘)‘ . affected by this actqq/

/LD

11

12

13
14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

3. Page 1373, line 18: delete lines 18 and 19 and substitute “and
right—of—first—selection benchmarks.”.

4, Page 1373, line 23: delete lines 23 to 25 and substitute “the Wisconsin works
agency meets the base ¢ontract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks include an
extension request”.

5. Page 1374, line 15: after that line insert:

“7. That the entered employment standard the department applies to.

determine whether a Wisconsin works agency meets the base contract and

right—of-first—selection benchmarks requires the Wisconsin works agency to place '

at least 50% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and training program
participants in unsubsidized employment.
8. That, for purposes of applying the entered employment standard under

subdivision 7., each participant who participates in unsubsidized employment is
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9. That the performance standards the departm plies 10 determine

a new unsubsidized employment placement.

1
2
3
@ whether a Wisconsin works agency meets the base contract,vright—bf—ﬁrst—-selection,
 bus ona ond i | L
@ and (unrestricted bonus funds benchmarks include a wage rate standard that
. o 4
7
8
9

measures the initial wage rate placement for each participant; For purposes of the |
base contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks, the department shall !

require a Wisconsin works agency to have a wage rate equal to the average wage rate

in the county in which the Wisconsin works agency contracts./@r purposes of the
EOUTS - YV L) | |
@ fmrestricted bonus funds benchmark},/ the department shall require a Wisconsin

11 works agency to have a wage rate equal to 105% of the average wage rate for the base )
12 contract and right—of—first—selection benchmarks.
13 10. That, for informational purposes, the job retention standard also measures

14 the percentage of participants who remain employed after 360 days.
15 11. That the job retention standard requires 85% of Wisconsin works and food
16 stamp employment and training program participants to remain employed after a

17 30—day follow—up for purposes of the base contract and right—of-first—selection

d requires 95% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and

19 training program participants to remain employed after a 30-day follow—up for
. Yoot ? .
20 purposes of the/(unrestricted bonus funds benchmark.

21 12. That the full and appropriate engagement standard requires that 90% of
22 Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and training program participants be
23 “appropriately engaged in work and educational activities with a current
24 employability plan for purposes of the base contract and right—of-first—selection

nset 2-ZE
@ benchmarks/and rz:ﬁires that 100% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment
cuporos O 4 Wisenan S i ol S mpleprrunt and f1alan
cothiparts 4o Sirain renplagd aftie B D-deg hllno-up fo1 puspnu
61 Hhol T o7 unrashi el Do s
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and training program participants be appropriately engaged in work and

educational aqc'tivities with a current employability plan for purposes of the

(unrestricted bonus funds benchmark.
A
13. That the basic education activities standard requires that 90% of Wisconsin

works participants are participating in appropriate education and training activities

€
Insud v

for purposes of the base contract and right—offirst—selection benchmarks/ and 4-(o

requires that 100% of Wisconsin works participants are par{;icipating in appropriate
education and training activities for purposes of the/ unrestricted ganus funds
benchmark.

14. That the educational attainment standard requires that 40% of Wisconsin
works participants complete an education or training act%ﬁity for ;2'13{)%35 of the
base contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarksfand requires that 50% of
Wisconsin works participants complete an education or training activity for

o m e
purposes of the/unrestricted bonus funds benchmark. |

15. That the staff training standard requires that 100% of Wisconsin works
agency employees and persons with whom the Wisconsin works agency contracts
meet training requirements specified by the department for purposes of the base
contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks.

16. That the appropriate tier placemént standard requires that 100% of
Wisconsin works participants receive an assessment to determine appropriate
placemenf in a Wisconsin works employment position within 30 days of applying to
the program for purposes of the base c.ontract and right—of-first—selection
benchmarks.

17. That the department will not apply the staff training standard under

subdivision 15. or the appropriate tier placement standard under subd. 16. to
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@ determine whether a Wisconsin works agency meets thefunrestricted bonus funds
/
@ benchmarli( > - _ '
3 18. That the department will not apply the faith-based contracts standard or
4 the suppiemental security income program advocacy standard to determine whether
a W1scons1n Mgrks agency meets the base contract, r1ght—of—ﬁrst—select10n or
orafomta” AU 2L
’ ﬁnrestrlcted bonus funds benchmarks.

19. That for purposes of determining whether a Wisconsin works agency meets

8 the base contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks, the department shall
9 apply the employer health insurance standard and that the employer health
10 insurance standard requires that 55% of participants placed in unsubsidized

employment have employer health insurance.
|
/( . That for purposes of determining whether a Wisconsin works agency meets

2
thednrestricted bonus funds benchmark, the department shall apply the employer

health insurance standard and that the employer health insurance standard
15 requires that 65% of participants placed in unsubsidized employment have employer
16 health insurance.”. |

17 YEND)
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Insert 2-10

2t. “Tier one unrestricted bonus funds benchmark” means the benchmark the
department applies to determine whether a Wisconsin works agency is eligible to
receive payment under paragraph (b) 1.',

2w. “Tier tﬂwgzunrestricted bonus funds benchmark” means the benchmark the
department applies to determine whether a Wisconsin works agency is eligible to
receive payment under paragraph (b) 2.”.J

Insert 3-25

training program participants be appropriately engaged in work and educational

, requires that 95% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and

activities with a current employability plan for purposes of the tier one unrestricted

bonus funds benchmark,

(\ Insert 4-6
s\ /
N , requires that 90% of Wisconsin works participants are participating in

appropriate education and training activities for purposes of the tier one
unrestricted bonus funds benchmark,

@ Insert 4-19

, requires that 45% of Wisconsin works participants complete an education or

training activity for purposes of the tier one unrestricted bonus funds benchmark,
Insert 5-12

{ 20. That for purposes of determining whether a Wisconsin works agency meets

the tier one unrestricted bonus funds benchmark, the department shall apply the

employer health insurance standard and that the employer: health insurance
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standard requires that 60% of participants placed in unsubsidized employment have

employer health insurance.”.
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SDC.......Keckhaver — CN5562, W-2 contract requirements

For 2001-03 BUDGET — NoT READY FOR INTRODUCTION
CAUCUS SENATE AMENDMENT

TO SENATE SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT 1,
TO 2001 SENATE BILL 55

At the locations indicated, amend the substitute amendment as follows:
1. Page 593, line 19: after that line insert:

“SECTION 1657fb. 49.141 (2g) (a) (intro.) of the statutes is renumbered 49.141
(2g) (a) and amended to read:
49.141 (2g) (a) The department shall contract with the legislative audit bureau

to conduct, biennially, a financial and performance audit of Wisconsin works. The

SECTION 1657fc. 49.141 (2g) (a) 1. of the statutes is repealed.

SECTION 1657fce. 49.141 (2g) (a) 2. of the statutes is répealed.
SECTION 1657fd. 49.141 (2g) (b) of the statutes is amended to read:
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49.141 (2g) (b) The legislative audit bureau shall file the each audit no later

than July1,2000; January 1 of each odd—numbered year in the manner described
under s. 13.94 (1) (b).

SECTION 1657ff. 49.141 (2g) (c) of the statutes is created to read:

49.141 (2g). (¢) The department shall pay all or a portion of the costs of
conducting the audits, as requested by the legislative audit bureau.”.

2. Page 1372, line 12: after that line insert:

“2f. “Food stamp employment and training program” means the program under
section 49.124 (1m) of the statutes, as affected by this act.

2r.  “Right—of-first-selection benchmark” means the benchmark the
department applies to determine whether a Wisconsin works agency is eligible to
contract with the department under section 49.143 (1) (a) 2. of the statutes, as
affected by this act.

2t. “Tier one unrestricted bonus funds benchmark” means the benchmark the
department applies to determine whether a Wisconsin works agency is eligible to
receive payment under paragraph (b) 1.

2w. “Tier 2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmark” means the benchmark the
department applies to determine whether a Wisconsin works agency is eligible to

receive payment under paragraph (b) 2.”.
3. Page 1373, line 18: delete lines 18 and 19 and substitute “and
right—of—first—selection benchmarks.”.

4. Page 1373, line 23: delete lines 23 to 25 and substitute “the Wisconsin works

agency meets the base contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks include an

extension request”.
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5. Page 1374, line 15: after that line insert:

“7. That the entered employment standard the department applies to
determine whether a Wisconsin works agency meets the base contract and
right—of-first—selection benchmarks requires the Wisconsin works agency to place
at least 50% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and training program
participants in unsubsidized employment.

8. That, for purposes of applying the entered employment standard under
subdivision 7., each participant who participates in unsubsidized employment is -
counted only oncé regardless of the number of times the participant participates in
a new unsubsidized employment placement.

9. That the performance standards the department applies to determine
whether a Wisconsin works agency meets the base contract, right—offirst—selection,
and tiers one and 2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmarks include a wage rate
standard that measures the initial wage rate placement for each participant. For
purposes of the base ~contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks, the
department shall require a Wisconsin works agency to have a wage rate equal to the
average wage rate in the county in which the Wisconsin works agency contracts. For
purposes of the tier one unrestricted bonus funds benchmark, the department shall
require a Wisconsin works agency to have a wage rate equal to 102.5% of the average
wage rate for the base contract and right—of-first-selection benchmarks. For
purposes of the tier 2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmark, the department shall
require a Wisconsin works agency to have a wage rate equal to 105% of the average

wage rate for the base contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks.
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10. That, for informational purposes, the job retention standard also measures
the percentage of participants who remain employed after 360 days.

11. That the job retention standard requires 85% of Wisconsin works and food
stamp employment and training program participants to remain employed after a
30—day follow—up for purposes of the base contract and right—of—first—selection
benchmarks, requires 90% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and
training participants to reméin employed after a 30—day follow—up for purposes of
the tier one unrestricted bonus funds, and requires 95% of Wisconsin works and food
stamp employment and traihing program participants to remain employed after a
30—day follow—up for purposes of the tier 2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmark.

12. That the full and appropriate engagement standard requires that 90% of
Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and training program participants be
appropriately engaged in work and educational activities with a current
employability plan for purposes of the base contract and right—offirst—selection
benchmarks, requires that 95% of Wisconsin works and food stamp employment and
training program participants be appropriately engaged in work and educational
activities with a current employability plan for purposes of the tier one unrestricted
bonus funds benchmark, and requires that 100% of Wisconsin works and food stamp
employment and training program participants be appropriately engaged in work
and educational activities with a current employability plan for purposes of the tier
2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmark.

13. That the basic education activities standard requires that 90% of Wisconsin
works participants are participating in appropriate education and training activities
for purposes of the base contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks, requires

that 95% of Wisconsin works participants are participating in appropriate education
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and training activities for pui'poses of the tier one unrestricted bonus funds
benchmark, and requires that 100% of Wisconsin lworks participants are
participating in appropriate education and training activities for purposes of the tier
2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmark.

14. That the educational attainment standard requires that 40% of Wisconsin
works participants complete an education or training activity for purposes of the
base contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks, requires that 45% of
Wisconsin works participants complete an education or training activity for
purposes of the tier one unrestricted bonus funds benchmark, and requires that 50%
of Wisconsin works parficipénts complete an education or training activity for
purposes of the tier 2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmark.

15. That the staff training standard requires that 100% of Wisconsin works
agency employees and persons with whom the Wisconsin works agency contracts
meet training requirements specified by the department for purposes of the base
contract and right—of—first—selection benchmarks. |

16. That the appropriate tier placement standard requires that 100% of
Wisconsin works participants receive an assessment to determine appropriate
placement in a Wisconsin works employment position within 30 days of applying to
the program for purposes of the base contract and right—of-first-selection
benchmarks.

17. That the department will not apply the staff training standard under
subdivision 15. or the appropriate tier placement standard under subd. 16. to
determine whether a Wisconsin works agency meets the tier one and tier 2

unrestricted bonus funds benchmarks.
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18. That the department will not apply the faith—based contracts standard or
the supplemental security income program advocacy standard to determine whether
a Wisconsin works agency meets the base contract, ﬁght—of—ﬁrst—selection, or tier
onte and tier 2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmarks.

19. That for purposes of determining whether a Wisconsin works agency meets
the base contract and right—of-first—selection benchmarks, the department shall
apply the employer health insuranée standard and that the employer health
insurance standard requires that 55% of participants placed in unsubsidized
employment have employer health insurance.

20. That for purposes of determining whether a Wisconsin works agency meets
the tier onc unrestricted bonus funds benchmark, the department shall apply the
employer health insurance standard and that the employer health insurance
standard requires that 60% of participants placed in unsubsidized employment have
employer health insurance.

21. That for purposes of determining whether a Wisconsin works agency meets
the tier 2 unrestricted bonus funds benchmark, the department shall apply the
employer health insurance standard and that the émployer health insurance
standard requires that 65% of participants placed in unsubsidized employment have
employer health insurance.”.

“(END)



