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MaS? 21,2001 o }omt Commxttee on F'i'na_'nce' _' . Paper #361

Altemat:e Care (Correctmns -J ﬂvemie Carrect;ons)

[LFB 2001-G3 Budget Summaxy Pave 225, #3]

'_ CURRENT LAW

o A jnvemie reszdenna} aftercarc appropnation pays altemate care prowdexs the costs of
~ care for guvemles under state dzspesmons who are returning to the community after placement in
' secured correctmnal facilities. Base ﬁmdmg for the appropriation is $12,387,500 PR. - Alternate
care settings include child ‘caring’ znsumuons group homes treatment foster homes and foster
homes.. The daily-rates charged to-counties-and: the state’s serious juvenile offender program for
each. type of. state—prevzded alternate care ‘are statatorily: speczﬁed for the first'six months of the
. blennzum, the caiendar ‘year: spanmng the mzddie ‘of the biennium and the last six months of the'
bzenmum 'i’he rates: for the pemod Ji anuary 1 2001, t0 ] une 30 2{}01 are-as follows:

Stamtory Rates
- 1-1:01 thru .
_ 6»304)1 .

. Chiid Carmg Institutions 519070 .
Group Homes 123.45
Treatment Foster Homes 7823
Reguia.r Foster Homes 2716

GOVERNOR

Prov;de SSIS 306 PR in 2001 02 and $1,333 70{3 PR in 2002 03 for the juvenile
residential aftercare appropriation (alternate care) to reflect the projected costs of alternate care
and the estimated aitemate care’ pepulatzons i 2{}01 ~02 and 2002-03.

Repeal the statutory ciaaiy rates for aitemate care. Charges to both the counties and the
state (in the case of juveniles whose costs are paid through the serious juvenile offender
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appropriation) would be based on'the actual daily rates charged at each aitemate care settmg
utilized.

DISCUSSION PGINTS

1. Under current law, statutory daily rates are specxfiad for the following alternate care
- settings: (a) child caring institutions; (b) group homes (c) treatment foster homes; and (d) rcgular
foster homes. While a single rate for each type of care is set in statute, individual facilities or
homes providing each type of care charge a Vanety of daily rates. “While DOC charges counties and
the state the stazutoniy—spemﬁed daily rate forcare in these settmgs the Department must pay each
provider the rate charged by the respectxvs facﬂmes

2. Under the bﬂi ﬂ’lﬂ statutery dally rates wouid be ehmmated for alternate care. Asa
_result counties and the state (for serious. juvenile affenders) weuid be charged the actual daily rate
‘charged at each altemate care facahty in Whlch a guvem}e 18 placed The Depaﬁment requested ﬁus
change in its 2”1-{}3 bmnmal budget. mquest DOC officials mdx.cate that chargmg counties and
the state a sinigle rate for an alternate care: placement but. havmg to pay pmvxders hxghly vanable '
rates, makes the ‘management of the alternate care budget difﬁcult Unlike the types of care

provided by the state (institutions, corrective sanctions and aftercare), where the state has some

+ flexibility in controlling costs, alternate care is made available by prov1ders whose costs and rates
- cannot be controlled ‘by the state.” The" provision under the bﬁi wouid remove thxs budget.mg _
:dlfﬁculty by chargmg the a.ctual care rate for each placemcnt . . -

R 3 thle stamtory rates wouid be ehmmated average daziy rates for altemate care must
.___stzll be esumazed in: order to- es{abhsh the Departm&nts budget for the’ residential . aftercare.

. ‘_l’apprepnanon ‘Under the bill, the rates for bndgeung purposes are estimated :-by-_-takmg the actual =~

average daily costs incurred for each type of care for the 31x-m0nth period; Ianuary through }une,"

2000, and applying anm:zal percentage increases (6% for child caring institutions and 5% for all
other types of alternate care) to estimate 2000~Gl 2001-02 and 2002-03 average daily costs. The.
2001-02 and 2002-03 estimated average daﬁy costs and pm}ected AIDP are then used to calculate _'

the funding for ait&rnate care under the bill. - S

4. In addition to the altemata care types spec;ﬁed in statute, the Department also
utilizes other settings for certain placements that are not stamtorﬁy specxﬁed but are paid from the
juvenile residential aftercare appropriation. These settings . typmaliy involve monitored living
situations (dorm-style settings or small apartments) for individuals who are 18 to 21 years of age
and still subject to a juvenile disposition, but who are too old to be placed in a juvenile facility. An
average cost for these cther types of living axrangements 1s aiso estlmated in orcier to budget for

_alternate care. S : :

5. It couid be argucd that the budgeted rates could contmue to be spec;ﬁed in statute.
The statutory rates may provide an incentive to the Department to control costs. If the rates are no
longer statutorily specified, it could be argued that this incentive is lost. ‘On the othér hand, when
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rates are statutorily set and actual average costs increase more than anticipated, the Department may
be under pressure to place juveniles in less costly settings that do not provide all the services a
Juvenile may need (but-which may be available in ‘more castiy settmgs) In addition, if the rate
estimates are reasonable, the resultmg expendamre authonty prewded to the Department acts as an
incentive incontrolling costs. : -

6. The following table shows the statutory alternate care rates for 2000-01 and the
average rates pro;ected under the blil fcr 2001 02 and’ 2002~O3 -

Stattory Rates - S Govémor'(NGn«Stémtbrv)

1-1-01 thru . - . 7-1-01thrn - 7-1-02 thru

6-30-01 : 6-30-02 - 6-30-03
Child Caring Institutions = . $190.70 $213.00 $226.00
: _Group Homes R 123.45 129.60 135.00-
Treatment Foster Homes 78.23 ' 81.00 85.00
Regular Foster Homes 27.16 .o 4100 43.00

Other: meg Arrmagem&ms None 53.00 - . 5600

7. Data on aEtcmate care costs for the last three calendar years (1998, 1999 and 2000)
indicate that.child caring institutions had average cost increases of 6.2% annually over the period.
Group home average cost increases totaled 3.3% over the three years while treatment foster -home
cost increases averaged 5.7%. The Department’s assumptmns concerning the growth in. average
costs for each type of care (6% for child caring institutions and 5% for other types of care) appear
conservatzve but Iea,sonable _

i 8 The average daﬁy pepulation (ADP) for altarnate care totaied 174 in 1999 {30
Throtagh Februaxy, 2001, the 2000-01 ADP totaled 188. Under the bill, the alternate care ADP is
prejected at 388 i 2001«02 and }.89 in 2{){)2-03

9. .' ADP pro;ectzons fcr altemate care are m,ade on the basis of data relating to the
number of guvenﬂes in alternate care as a percent of juveniles under aftercare supervision. Aftercare
population estimates under the bill (242 i in 2001-02 and 243 in 2002-03) are now reestimated at 256
in 2001-02 and 255 in 2002-03. Based on these aftercare projections and more recent data on the
ratio of aftercare juveniles in alternate care, the Af)P esnmaies for alternate care are increased to
200 in 2001-02 and 199 in 2002-03.

10.  These population reestimates and the estimated alternate care rates under the bill
result in appropriations for juvenile alternate care of $13,568,800 PR in 2001-02 and $14,309,000
PR in 2002-03. This is an increase to the bill of $666,000 PR in 2001-02 and $587,800 PR in 2002-
03.
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_ALTERNATIVES TO BILL .

: I._ . App:ove the Govemors recomendatmn to repeal the statutory daily rates for
_aitemate care. Charges to both the counncs and the state (in the case of juveniles whose costs are
'paxd through the serious juvenile offender appropriation) would be based on the actual daily rates °
charged at each alternate care settmg utilized.

' 2. ' Mamtam statutory dauly rates for alternatwc care, specified in the same manner as
statutory daily rates for secured correctional facilities, corrective sanctions and aftercare
supervision. Under this alternative, the statutory daily rates (if calculated on a fiscal year basis) for
child caring institutions, group homes, treatment foster care and regular foster care would be the
rates used-to calculate the alternate care budget, as follows:

7-1-01 thru 7-1-02 thra
6-30-02 6-30-03
Child Caring Institutions ' $213.00 $226.00
Group Homes ' : _ ' 129.00 135.00
Treatment Foster Homes 81.060 85.00
Regular Foster Homes 41.00 43.00

_ (A calculation to maintain daxiy rates ona calendar—year basis would be technical and would
not affect fundmg)

MOBIFICATION

S medc $666,000 in 2001-@2 and $58’? 800 in 2002~03 for juvenile residential aftercare t()
reﬁect average daily populations in alternate care settin gs of 200 in 2001-02 and 199 in 2002-03.

Explanation: Under the modification, $13,568,800 in 2{}OI~02 and $14,309,000 in 2002-03
would be appropriated for alternate care costs.
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
. OneEast ;_V_Iain_, Suite 301 » Madison, ‘WI 53703 » (608) 26_6_-384’? « Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 21, 2001 Joint Comr_:nittee on Finance o .'.-"P.éper #362

Serious Juvenile Offender Fuxidjng (DOC -- Juvenile Corrections)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 226, #4]

GOVERNOR

Provide $4,131,800 GPR in 2001-02 and” '$4,123400° GPR m 2002—03 to address
population ‘and cost increases associated with state-funded serious Juvcmle offenders (SJO).
Under the bill, the following average daily populations for the SJO appropriation, including SJO
Juveniles and extended jurzsdacnon (EI) juveniles, are progected for the 2001-03 biennium:

5o K

Type of Care 2001-02 200203 2001-02  2002-03
Secured Correctional Facilities 148 143 g 8
Corrective Sanctions Program 85 84 3 1
Aftercare Supervision - _83 . B 2
Total ADP 318 31¢ 17 11
Alternate Care* 70 68 0] 0

“Includes child caring institutions and group homes and are a subset of aftercare supervision.

MODIFICATION

Reduce funding by $1,413,100 GPR in 2001-02 and $848,000 GPR in 2002-03 to reflect
reestimated serious juvenile offender populations and revised daily rates. The average daily
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populations for the SJO appropriation, including SJO juveniles and extended jurisdiction (EI
juveniles, are reestimated for the 2001-03 biennium, as follows:

SIO E}

Type of Care 2001-02 2002-03 2001-02 2002-03

Secured Correctional Facilities 161 162 8 7
“Corrective Sanctions Program 83 85 3 1

Aftercare Supervision _70 72 5 2

Total ADP 314 319 16 10

Alternate Care* 49 50 0 0

. Explanation:

The state is responsible for the reimbursement of costs relating to
juvenile correctional institutions, secured child caring institutions, alternate care providers,

aftercare supervision providers and corrective sanctions supervision providers for certain
serious juvenile offenders, beginning on July 1, 1996, and for certain juveniles under
extended jurisdiction orders prior to July 1, 1996, who receive juvenile correctional services.
Base funding for the SJO appropriation totals $13,813,200. The modification to the bill
reflects reestimated SJO.populations and reestimated daily rates for care in secured

 correctional facilities and for aftercare supervision (changed as a result of population
" reestimates). |

Moditication - GPR

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - 52,261,100
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
. One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, W} 53703 « (608) 266-3847 + Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 21, 2001 ~ Joint Committee on Finance Paper #363

Population-Related Cost Adjustments (DOC -- Juvenile Corrections)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 229, #7]

GOVERNOR

Delete $1,900 GPR and provide $672, 300 PR in 2001-02 and $14, 706 GPR and $816,100
PR in 2002-03 to reflect population-related cost adjustments at secured juvenile cotrectional
facilities (including the Prairie du Chien facility which would continue to be utilized as a facility
for young adult inmates under a contract with the Division of Adult Instltutxons) as follows: (a)
-$209,100 PR in 2001-02 and -$143,600 PR in 2002-03 for food costs; {b) $5,600 GPR and
$240,100 PR in 2001-02 and $5,600 GPR and $243,400 PR in 2002-03 for variable non-food
costs (such as. laundry, clothmg and . personal items). for. institutionalized juveniles; and (c)

- +-$7,500 GPR and $641; 300 PR in- 2001-02 and $9 209 GPR and $716,300 PR in 2002-03 to

reflect juvenile health care cost adjustments.

MODIFICATION

Food. Delete $24,100 PR in 2001-02 and $41,700 PR in 2002-03 for food costs at juvenile
correctional institutions.

Variable Non-Food. Provide $65,900 PR in 2001-02 and $63,700 PR in 2002-03 for
variable non-food costs.

Health Care. Provide $63,300 PR in 2001-02 and $63,600 PR in 2002-03 for juvenile
health care costs.
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e Expiaaatmn* ' Varzable cos!:s far msumtzonahzed Juvemies are caiculatad on the
" Basis of standardized annual amounts per juvenile. The modifications for food; variable =
" ‘non-food and health care costs are based on reestimated DOC juvenile population -
"-'.3.'progecuons Food costs also include meals for staff at the facilities and for juveniles who
ﬁﬁﬂﬁitothehdﬁmaukeeconecnvesancuonspwognuncenmm :

Modmcafmn S RO ER
2001-03 FUNDING {Ghange o B&l!) $190,700

rapared y Art Zlmmerman e

: mc.i#- i

il BURKE N A
. DECKER NA
 MOORE N A

SHIBILSKI N A

PLACHE N A
WIRCH . N A
DARLING N A
" WELCH N A
7 §GAR& NOA
KAUFERT N A
ALBERS N A
DUFF N A
WARD N A
HUEBSCH N A
HUBER. N A
COGES N A

AYE

i _I?égc-; 2 o Corrections -- Juvenile Corrections (Paper #365)'_ -



"_';AGENCY DOC (Juvenile Correchens)

o ._Papef #: 364

: :iSSUE Govemor s proposc:ﬂ To ei;mme’re the Juveﬂ;ie Boo? Camp Program
'(You’fh Lecdersh;p Training Center) at Camp Douglas in Juneau County.

_ --’-ALTERNATIVE 6 (meln’fem CurrenT law). 31 475 400 @'PR

i -SUMMARY Bese fmdlng cmd posmen au‘fhonfy for ‘rhe program is

. i 83,043,800 ($724,500 GPR and $2,319,300 PR) and 52 positions (4 GPRand - R
4B PR). The PR $ and positions would be transferred to Ethan Allen and '

- ‘Lincoln Hills Te compensefe for the increased popuie’ﬁon The GPR would

i be defel‘ed

-The eilmlnefaon was no? recommended by DOC, The Govemer thinks

. boot camps are not effective and cost too much. DOA cites a National ;
o Vnstitute of Justice report in 1998 that says it doesn Twerk (ftalsostates
L __‘fhr:r? fhere IS need for furfher researoh ) o A

'iThe cc:mp hczs cepcfctfy of 48 cmd usucxily ranges be‘i'ween a high of 39in E

- '_ 5*-"3999 and a current low of 28, It appears that DOC is preparing for the
e i'.-elfmiﬂe’flon of the program cnd that Is reflected in ?he current populcmon

'_ o Iow
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May 21,200t - Joint Committee on Finance Paper #364

E}mnnanon (}f the J uvemie Beot Camp Program
(DOC - J uvem}e Carrectmns) -

{LFB 2@01—{}3 Budgf:t Summary Page 229 #8}

CURRENTLAW

_ The Department of C{)rmctions (DOC) zs auther;zed to operate a juvemle boot camp
program, for 3uvemles piacsd at secured comectlonal faczlztzes ‘The boot camp is located at
‘Camp’ }Douglas in Juneau. Csunty Base ﬁmdmg and position. authonty for ‘the program is
$3,043,800 ($724 500 GPR and $2 319, 300 PR) and 52.0 posmens (4.0 GPR and 48.0 PR).

" rGOVERNOR

Delete $729 4{}0 GPR n 2001—{}2 and $746,000 GPR i in 2002~03 and 4. 0 GPR posmons
'annually, ‘transfer $2,396,700 PR in 2001-02 and "$2:402,300 PR in 2002-03 and 48.0 PR
- positions annualiy to other 3nvemle facilities’ ami provide 4.0 PR pesmons annuaHy to reflect the
elimination of the: Youth Leadersiup 'I{’raamng Centcr (Ihe Juvemie ‘boot camp) under the bill.
Repeal the Department s anthority to- ‘operate the boot camp program effective on the first day of
the ‘third  month beginning after pubhcanon " Authorize Corrections to ‘operate the boot camp
until this date ‘with PR funding only; no GPR fundmg would be provzded for the program during
its phase-out. Transfer the PR funding and posmon authority for the program in 2001-02 and
2002-03, as well as an additional 4.0 PR positions created under the bill to two secured
ccrrectlonal faczhties, as foﬁaws (a} 1, 198 400 in 2001»02 zmd 51, 2{)1 ,200 in 2002-03 and 26.0
:posmons annnaliy 1o the Fthan Ailen School; and (b) $1, 198§, 300 m 2{}01-02 and $1, 2{31 100 in
26{)2»03 am:l 26.0 pos;twns annuaﬁy to thc meoln Hills School ‘While PR pcsztmn author;ty
“for the faczhties 13 mcreased by 4.0 posmens no fnndmg is prov:tded under the bill for the new
PR posztlans -
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DISCUSSION POINTS

L Program revenue funding for the boot camp program derives from a da;xly rate
charged to counties or the state for the care of 5uven1ies in secured correctional facilities The boot
camp has a capacity of 48 }uvemies (or "cadets”) and the ‘average daily popuiatzon for the camp in
1999-00 was 39.5 juveniles. The program provides, for each class of cadets, military academy-style
training over 18 weeks with programming on military drill and ceremonies, education, vocational
training, treatment, adventure activities and community services. Following thzs phase, a 20-week
aftercare componem is provlded in partnersiup w;th commumty mentenng agcnczes

2. The ehmzxzauon of the boot ca:np was not part: c:f the Department s 2001-03 budget
request. The Governor’s provision, accordmg to Departinent of Administration (DOA) officials, is
based on their belief that boot camp programs are generally not effective and that the program is
expensxve to operate fer the avera.ge daﬂy populaimn (ADP) of 3uvemles serve:d by the program

3. W;th regards to effectaveness DOA ofﬁmals pomt to research c1ted hy the Nauonal
Institute of }ustzce (NID) in a "research in brief" paper pubhshed in July, 1998, titled ”Prevenung
Crime: What Works, What Doesn, What" 3 Promising”. The Institute cites four studies published in
1996, which accordmg to the Institute, conclude that juvenile correctional boot camps using
traditional military basic trammg approaches fa,il to reduce repeat offendmg after release compared
to having similar offenders serve time in secured facilities or in the juvenxle equ;vaient of probation
or parole.. The conclusion: drawn by NIJis thai correctional b@ot ‘camp programs using traditional
rmhtaly basm trmmng IS, based: on ‘the evzdencc of these smdies an, example ofa program that "does :
" not wor NI} v1cws its hsts as pI’OVlSlGHal and cltes the :need fer furthcr research

o 4 A summary cf thrcs of the four stuches cited by N"H (pertammg to boot camps in.
Denver Coiorado, Cleveland ‘Ohio and Mobﬂe, Alabama) was pubhshed by the Ofﬁce of }uvemle__i
Justlce and Dehnqaency Prevention. The three studies gencraﬁy conclude that some positive
outcomes can be pointed to in the -areas .of acadeﬁnc acinevsmem while at the boot camp facility

_and the number of youth renunmg to schooi entexmg aGED program or findmg full- or part-time
employment whﬂe on aftercare supervzs;on ‘The main focus of the studies was on the comparative
incidence of re-offendmg or raczdxv;sm In the Cieveland study, recidivism was significantly higher
among “boot camp graduates (’72%) than for 3uvemies in the control group. (50%).. In both the
Denver and Mobile studies, recidivism among boot camp gradua;es and the control groups were
similar. In all threﬁ studies, the boot camp juveniles who did re-offend, committed new offenses
rnore quzckiy than reﬂoffendmg 3uvemlcs in the control groups

5. Thc stud:es mdacats that, for ihese three pmgrams there dees n@t appear to be any
clear advamage o uttlzzmg boot camp prograrmmng, in terms of outcomes for Juveniles, as
compared to canvenaonaj progra:mmng “However, it is ci1fﬁcuit to cempare these three programs
tothe Wzsconsm Juvemle boot camp prog:fam While there appear to be general similarities with the
Wisconsin program, the boot - camps in Cleveland, Denver and Mobile were all mgmﬁcantly less
expensive to operate than the Wisconsin program, which may indicate less developed treatment and
services. In addition, the studies showed that all three programs had inadequate aftercare services;
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- this fact may explain in part the recadmsm outcomcs pamaularly i the Cleveland pregram

_ 6 An mternal DOC study on r::czchvxsm a.mong graduates of the W;sconsm juvenile
'_ boot camp pmgram was pubhshed in September, 1999 The presentation of the data in this study is

N d1fficult to mterpret It -appears to measure the occurrence of recidivism for the first 20 graduating

classes at the. boot camp at the same point in time. . Thus, the time period following graduation for
which recxdxv;sm i8 measured is not uniform. For these reasons, the data has limited use. However,
at the pomt the data was. anaiyzed at least two years had passed since the graduatmns of the first
mcrht baet camp ciassas Rec:tdawsm among these graduates was 36.9%.

o '7 o DGC pubhshed a more thomugh study of ;uvem}e I‘E:CIdJVlSm in March 2000. The
Department analyzed recu:hwsm (deﬁned as the return to a state Juvenﬂe secured correctional
' facility or an adult pnson) among the followmg Jjuveniles. released for the first time over a three-

year period: (a) 892 juveniles released from institutions in 1993; (b) 784 juveniles released in
N 1994; and (c) 779 juvemies reieased in 1995 The Department s report provides a two-year follow-

‘up on released offenders in aﬂ three. years and a f@ur-ycar follnw-up on offenders released in 1993,
The results of the two»year foilcwmup for 1993, 1994 and 1995 show that recidivism rates declined
from 31 6% of guvemles released in 1993 to 29. 4% of those released in 1995.

8. Whﬁe the two DOC repm“cs are ot stnctly comparable the lcvel of reczdmsm found
in the 1999 boot camp study (36. 9%) is somewhai higher than that reported in the 2000 two-year
follow»up smdy aithongh the difference may not be szgmﬁcant The studies of beot camps in other
 states and the data available from DOC on WlSCOB’iSln juvenﬂes indicate that boot camps do not
appea:r to have any d@menstrable posmve effect. on }uvemle recidivism rates. Recidivism rates may
be affected’ more by othar variables (for example, home and neighborhood environments, the nature
-and quality of aftercare ‘supervision and- vocano;nal opportunmes) than "by thﬁ type of secured.' L

e corrﬁcuoaal se:tting in which a juvenile is ?laced

9 DGA ‘officials also argue that the boat camp program is staff mtenswc .and
expenswe to cperate for the number of 3uvemles served. The daily rate for secured juvenile
correctional facilities i isa biended rate based on the combmed costs of all the facilities and the total
'progected ADP for secured care. This biended rate is calculated at $168.12 in 2001-02 and $173.20
“in 2002-03, based on reﬁstxmated ADP pmjecﬁons I the. average daily. costs for each of the
facilities for male juveniles is ‘calculated (based on each facility’s projected budget under the bill,
excluding central office and other overhead costs that support all juvenile facilities), the boot camp
cost would be about 53% higher than the Ethan Allen School and 39% higher than the Lincoln Hills
School.. The boot camp, given its small size and more.intensive stafﬁng, is more expenswe to

operate tha:n conventional secured facilities for male juveniles.

10.  The cost f:ffecuveness of the bwt camp cannot be equated however, to average
daily costs alone. Other factors to ﬂxarmne would include: (a) the total average correctional cost,
over the course of the disposition, of boot camp graduams campared to non-boot camp juveniles in
secured care; and (b) the extent to which the boot camp reduces costs at other secured facilities.
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11, . Thefirst of these questions cannot be answered in a definitive way. At this time, the
data on ;uvenﬂas in secured correctional facilities in Wisconsin does not provide the information -

- needed to make this comparison. For cxample the foiiowmg information is not readily available

from DOC: (a) the: average length of stay in a secured correctional facility of a Juvenile before .
- ‘transferring to the boot camp; (b) the ‘average length of stay of non-boot camp juveniles in secured
R famhtzes, exclusive of serious }avemle offenders (who stay for. longer periods); (c) the types of care

' prowded foﬁewxng release to the: cemmnmty and the ‘average length of stay in thcse types of care

for both boot: camp graduates and non-boot camp juveniles; (d) the extent of rule violations or new
offenses commmed by boot camp graduates versus that of nonwboot camp juveniles resulting in a
return to a secured correctional facility; and (e) the length of stay when juveniles are returned to a
o secured correctional facxhty Based on chscusszons with DOC officials, it appears reasonable to
- assume ‘that the comparatwe costs between boot camp graduates and nen~boot camp Juvenﬁes vary
ona ca.se—by-case basis. Exciu&ng senous juvemle offenders (who are atypzcal of other juveniles in
: secured care i terms of programrmncr costs) itis hkely that the total. correcnonal COSts (secured care -
“and aftercare) ‘of 'some boot camp 3uven1les may be less than” the costs of some non—beoi camp
- Juvemies The re\ferse may aiso be tnm for other bc)ot ca.mp paxhc:pants

12 ' It has been argued that boot camps can aiso be viewed as cost effective if they aliow
tradmonal facilities to reduce operating costs. However, this is only possible if the ADP reduction

Ceat tradmonal faczlmcs is Iarge enough 10! ailow for staffing or other mfrastmcture reductions. There

o is no ev;dence that this has been the case in WISCOHSIH The boot camp was mmated in Wlsconsm
in 199596 ﬂlreugh the provision’ of fundmg and posmons in addition to that pr{:sv;ded to the
3uven11e correcuanal institutions. Smce then, no fundmg or stafﬁng mductxons relatmg to secured-
' 'correchonal faczhtxes have been made in respnns& ‘to the boot camp s programzmng outcemes '

13 DOC ofﬁc;als note. that the boot: camp, whlch began operatlons in 1995-96, was -
: canceweci dunng a period when juvenile populations had been on the rise over several years. The:
ADP at secured facilities totaled 579 in 1990 and increased each year 1o a total of 981 in 1996. The
' beot camp, in addztional to any prog:rammauc bencﬁts ‘that were expected was deveioped in
- response to these populatxon increases and was v:ewed asa way to relieve populanon prcssures at
‘the'Ethan A}len School and the Lincoln’ Hﬁls Schoel The Prame du Chien facility was developed '
for Juvemies dtmng this period for the same reasons. chevcr popuianons declined after 1996, in
part because- 17*year old offenders were treated” as “adults effective July 1, 1996, and Prame du
Chien was never utahzed asa Juvemle facﬂxty (it is currentiy utahzed as a prison for young adult
: mmaz:es) '

14, The juvenﬂe boot camp has a capacity of 48 Juvenﬂes and had an ADP of 37.7
3uvem}es in 1998 99 and 39.5 juveniles in 1999-00. The year-to-date ADP for the boot camp is
28.1 juveniles. It is likely that this decline in part reflects the proposed closing of the facility. The
average daily population has declined in each of the last four months and staff vacancies have
increased 10 19.0 of the 520 authorized posmons "However, DOC ofﬁmais note additional factors
for declining populations at the boot carip, mciudmg (a) male Juvemle populations have declined
from the 1995-96 level and the pool of potential candidates for the boot camp is somewhat smaller
now; (b) the program is voluntary and juveniles are not currently volunteering to the same extent as

Page 4 Corrections -- Juvenile Corrections (Paper #364)




in the past; and (¢} an increased emphasis on-educational program:mng limits. the number of cadct
classes in residence at t,he boet camp atany one tlme : o '

15, | Under the bill, $729 400 GPR in 2001~f}2 a:nd $746000 GPR in-2002- 03 and 40

GPR pes;tmns annua}ly are. eliminated, but PR. funding: and position authority: (including 4.0

= addmona} PR positions) are transferred to the Ethan-Allen School-and the Lincoln Hills School, as

_fnllows (;a) $1 198,400 in 2001-02 and $1,201 280 in 2002-03 and 26.0° ‘positions-annually to the

' Ethan Allen School; and (b) $1 198, 300 in.2001-02 and $1; 201,100:in' 2002-03 and 26.0 positions

annually to the Lincoln Hills School. While PR position authority fer the facﬂmes is increased by
- 40 posm@ns no famdzng is prcmded under the bﬁl for these posmons e

_ 5 16. DOA ofﬁczals mdxcate that the ?R fundmg and. poszuons were not de}eted because
'they wanted to prov1de DOC with the ﬂexzbzhty to move funding and positions to the other two

secured facilities for male juveniles to address the increased ADP at these facilities that would result
. from the: baot camp c}osmg Fuxther unnaeded posxtmns could he deleted in the next bxenmai
: _budgct o : ) oy : . :

o 17 It could be argued however, that the Ethan Aﬁen School and the meo}n Hﬁis-
Schoal could absarb thﬁse Juvem}es (an estimated AI)P of 20 juveniles in-2001-02 and 30 juveniles
in 2602—(}3) mthm the;r current -resources -and -position - authority. The 52 positions - currently
~ authorized for the boot camp suppott, in large part, the basic infrastructure of a separate facility.
~ This number of positions would not be needed at the ‘other facilities ‘where this infrastructure is
____alreaéy in piace DOC efﬁc:iais zndlca.te that pregrammma for an additional 30 Jjuveniles-could be
~ provided with appmmmately 21 positions. ' While the Ethan Allen and Lincoln Hills facilities would
need to make some staffing adjustments to accommodate these }uvemles, thzs could hkcly be done
;by hzrmg vacant. pesmons ai:eady aﬂocated to thcse facihues : e - E

o 18;' Undcr the bﬂl 4 0. PR posmons are prov;ded to DOC but no fundmg is prowded for
_the posmons Prcv1d1ng these 4.0 PR positions, which equal the deletion of 4.0 GPR ‘positions,
would retain all 52.0 positions in DIC. - Given that position. authority at Ethan Aﬁﬁn and. meoln
Hﬁls appears to be adequate, these 4.0 PR positions.could be elmunatcd SR .

19 If current iaw 1s maantmned the boot camp weuld be retained amd $729 400 GPR in
2001-02 and $746,000 GPR in 2002-03 and 4.0 GPR' positions annually would restored to the bill.
GPR funding for the boot camp was first provided under 1999 Act 9, the 1999-01 biennial budget
act, as a way to reduce daily rates for secured facility care. An alternative approach to current law
would be to retain the boot camp, but operate the camp with program revenue funding and positions
only. - Under this alternative the 4.0 PR positions provided in the bill, without funding, would be
deleted. - The boot camp would continue to operate with $2,396,700 PR i in 2001-02 and $2,402,300
PR in 2002-03-and 48.0 PR positions annually. This level of staffing would appear to be adequate
for the average daily populat;en placed at'the camp There wcuid be no fundmg change to the bill
under this alternative. -

20. Hewevcr, the PR funding that is retained under the bill counts in the calculation of

Corrections -- Juvenile Corrections (Paper #364) Page 5



.- the. daily. rate for:secured. facility care r:harged to the counties ‘and the state (for serious juvenile
offenders). Under the ’bﬁl s provisions and recent population reestimates, ‘the daily rate for secured
juvenile correctional facilities would be $168.12 in 2001-02 and $173.20 in 2002-03 (compared to
$154.08 under ciirrent law) Eliminating the PR funding and position authority relating to the boot
camp, effectwe three months - after budget passage, “would result in ‘decreases to the bill of
$1,587,000 PR in 2001-02 and $2,402,300 PR in 2002-03 and 52.0 PR positions ‘annually.  This
. would reduce the-daily rates for secured facilities by $4 53-in 2001-02 and $6 85 in 2(}(}2@3 and
o brmg the rates down to $163 59 in 2001432 and $166 35 in 2002—03 N

21 ' These rate reduci;mns Woaid save counﬁes coiﬁectiveiy, an estnnated $1:3 million in
2001-02 and $1.9 million in 2002-03 in secured correctional facility charges. In addition, the state
would save an estimated $0.3 million GPR in 2001»-02 and $0 4 million GPR in 2002-03 in charges
related to senous juvem}e offenders

e 22 Under the bﬂi $58 PR annually for utzhiies and heat;ng and $53, 900 PR

annualiy for mstztuuonai Tepair and mamtenance would remain budgeted for the boot camp: D{Z}A_’_

has indicated that this was an error and would like this funding to also be- transferred to the Ethan
~‘Allen School and Lincoln Hills School facilities. Under this alternative, an additional $29,200 PR’
-annually would bc allocated to both Fthan' All::n School and Lincoln Hills School for utilities and
-heatmg ‘and $2’7 000 PR annualiy would -be  allocated to'Ethan Allen School and $26,900 PR

annually to-Lincoln Hills School for repairs and maintenance. Fundmg under the bill would be

unchanged by: adcap‘tmg this-alternative. " DOC offimals argue ‘that, glven rising fuel costs and the
. ongoing pressure to-make: repairs’ at these older. facxhtxes, rt weuld be beneﬁmal o transfer these
f funds to Ethan Allen School: and meoln Hﬂis School o

L 23 It could also be argued that thase funds are aiiocated fora. facﬂ;ty that would be .

'ehmmated under thc bill and, therefore, the. fundmg should also be deleted. Institutional fuel and
- utility costs. are estimated separate]y and these reesumates would capture ‘estimated mcreased fuel
costs at Ethan Allen’ Schoo! and Lincoln Hills* School ‘While funding needed for repairs and
- maintenance at Ethan Allen School and/or Lincoln Hills School could potentially be affected by the
increased ADP msultmg from the boot camp closure it could be argued that any increased costs
have not been identified. Again, reducing PR ccasts would also reduce the da:dy rate for facility care
-(by $O 26a day in 2001 (}2 and by $€3 32 a day m 2002«03)

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1, Appmve the Govemors recommendaaon 10 deietf: $729 400 GPR in 2001-02 and
$746, 000 GPR in 2002-03-and-4.0 GPR positions annually, transfer $2,396,700 PR in 2001-02 and
$2 402,300 PR in 2002-03 and 48.0 PR positions annually and provide 4.0 PR positions annually to
reflect the elimination of the Youth Leadership. Training Center (the juvenile boot camp). Repeal
the Department’s authority to operate the boot camp program effective on the first day of the third
month beginning after publication. Authorize DOC to operate the boot camp until this date with PR
funding only. : Transfer the PR funding and position authority for the program in 2001-02 and 2002-
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03, as well as an additional 4.0 PR positions created under the bill to two secured correctional
facilities, as follows: (a) $1,198.,400 in 2001-02 and $1,201,200 in 2002-03 and 26.0 positions
annually to the Ethan Allen School; and (b) $1,198,300 in 2001-02 and $1,201,100 in 2002-03 and
26.0 positions annually to.the Lincoin Hxlls School vaxde no fundmg for the 4.0 PR positions
created under the bill.

2. Modify the Govemnor’s recommendation by - eliminating the 4.0 PR posmons that
: would be created under the. bzll {No PR funding was provided for the: posmons 1
| Aliernatlvefz PR
2002-03 POSITIONS (Change to Bill) -4.00

3. Modify the Governor’s recommendatmn by deleting $1,587,000 PR in 2001-02 and
$2,402,300 PR in 2002-03 and 52.0 PR positions annually that would transfer to the Ethan Allen
Schoo} and the meoln Hills Schooi uuder the bill, e .

. Alteraatwea IR o PR §
2001-03 FUNDING {Change to il - $3,989,300
2002-03 POSITIONS (Change to Bill) -5200 |
4..  Inaddition to Alterna_t_ive 1, 2 or 3, adopt one of the foli‘cswing: i
a. . Transfer the foﬁowmg funds currently. allocated to the juvenile boot camp (1)

$21,800 PR in'2001-02 and $29,200 PR in 2002-03 to the Ethan Allen School and $21,800 PR in
2001-02 and $29,200 PR 2002-03 to the Lincoln Hills School for utilities and heating costs; and (2)
$23,400 PR in 2001-02 and $27,000 PR in 2002-03 to the Ethan Allen School and $23,300 PR in
2001-02 and $26,900 PR in 2002-03 to the meoln Hllis School for repairs and maintenance costs.

b. Df:lete $90,300 PR in 2001-02 and $112,300 PR in 2002-03, as follows: (1) $43,600
in 2001-02 and $58,400 in 2002-03 relatmg to utilities and heating costs of the juvenile boot camp;
and (2) $46,700 in 2001-02 and $53,900 in 2002-03 relating to repair and maintenance costs of the
juvenile boot camp.

Alternative 4B PR
2001-03 FUNDING {Change to Bill) -$202,600

c. Delete $43,600 PR in 2002-01 and $58,400 PR in 2002-03 relating to utilities and
heating costs of the juvenile boot camp. Transfer $23,400 PR in 2001-02 and $27,000 PR in 2002-
03 to the Ethan Allen School and $23,300 PR in 2001-02 and $26,900 PR in 2002-03 to the Lincoln
Hills School for repairs and maintenance costs.
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Alternative 4C PR

2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bill) -$102,000

5. Delete the provision to eliminate the juvenile boot camp and retain program

revenue funding and 48.0 PR positions for the operation of the facility. Eliminate 4.0 PR

positions provided under the bill. [No PR funding was provided for the positions that would be
deleted.]

Alternative 5

2001-03 POSITIONS (Change to Bil})

6. Maintain current law. Under this alternative, $729,400 GPR in 2001-02 and
$746,000 GPR in 2002-03 and 4.0 GPR positions annually would be restored to DOC for boot
camp operations and 4.0 PR positions provided under the bill would be deleted.

Alternative 5 GPR PR TOTAL
200103 FUNDING {Change to Bill) $1,475,400 30 $1,475,400
2002-03 POSITIONS {Change 1o Bifl) 4.00 -4.00 0.00
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
. One Bast Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 53703 + (608) 266-3847 + Fax: (608) 267-6873

‘May21,2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #365

Calendar Year Allocation of Youth Aids Funding (DOC -- Juvenile Corrections)

© [LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 234, #15] -

CORRENT LAW

Fiscal year appropriations of community youth and family aids (youth aids) are specified
in statute as calendar year allocations to counties in each biennium. For the 1999-01 biennium,
statutory allocations are specified to’ reflect calendar year allocat_i_bns in the following areas: (a)
total GPR and PR youth aids funding appropriated in the biennium for distribution to counties;
(b) the youth aids increases provided under 1999 Act 9 (the 1999-01 biennial budget act), which

are required to be distributed to counties ‘according to a three-factor. formula; (c) youth aids

2 fun&ngeazmarked ':'fﬁr-:eif;efgehcyffundir{g 'ffgj_rj_. small counties; (d) youth aids funding earmarked

for' counties ‘participating ‘in the ‘corrective sanctions program; and (e) youth aids funding

eaxmarkéd-fo:f-a.lco'hp} and _'oth"er' drug abuse treatment programs. Base funding for youth aids
totals $86,183,700 ($83,734,500 GPR .and $2,449,200 PR). The base funding includes
$4,000,000 GPR that is allocated to counties according to a three-factor formula, as follows: (a) -
each county’s proportion of the total statewide juvenile population for the most recent year for -
which' that information is available: {b) each county’s proportion of the total Part I juvenile
arrests reported statewide under the uniform crime reporting system during the most recent three-
year period for which that information is available; and (¢) each county’s proportion of the
number of juveniles statewide who are placed in a secured correctional facility, a secured child
caring institution or a secured group home during the most recent three-year period for which
that information is available.

GOVERNOR

Modify the statutory provision relating to the calendar year allocation of youth aids
funding in the 2001-03 biennium to provide amounts not to exceed $42,091,800 for the last six
months of 2001, $85,183,700 for 2002 and $43,091,900 for the first six months of 2003. Of
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these amounts; allocate $1,000,000 for the last six months of 2001, $3,000, GOO for 2002 and

Page 2

MO#
| BURKE N A
DECKER N A
MOORE N A
SHIBILSKI N A
PLACHE N A
WIRCH N A
DARLING NA
WELCH N A
7} GARD N A
YKAUFERT N A
ALBERS N A
DUFF N &
WARD N A
HUEBSCH N A
HUBER N A
COGGS N A

$2,000,000 fc)r the first six months of 2003 to counties according to the three-factor formuia

MODIFICATI()N

Modxfy the bill to allocate youth aids i 1in amounts not to exceed $43,091,800 for the last

six months of 2001 and $86,183,700 for 2002. Of these amounts, allocate $2,000,000 for the last
six months of 2061 and $4,000,000 for 2002 to counties according to the three-factor formula.

Explananan * Under ‘the” bﬁl ‘the statatory sections’ “specifying youth aids
fundmg are amended to reflect the calendar years in the 2001-03 biennium; however, the
amounts specaﬁed for total GPR and PR funding for the Jast six months of 2001 and
calendar year 2002 were not adjusted to reflect the funding provided under the bill. Also,
the amoums specified for allocation to counties on the basis of a three-factor formula for
the 1ast SIX months of 2001 and calendar year 2002 were not adjusted. The modification
corrects the amounts specified for these periods. The allocations specified in the bill
reia,tmg to the first six months of 2003 are correct. No change to base ﬁmdmg for youth
aids is provided under the bill. :

Prepa:rec.i‘ by “Art _Zimmer;nan
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Representative Duff

CORRECTIONS -- JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

Smoking Prohibitions

Motion:

Move to adopt the provisions of LRB-2977/1 that would: (a) prohibit smoking in any
enclosed, indoor area of a Type 1 secured correctional facility or on the grounds of such a facility;
(b) prohibit any person in charge of such a Type 1 secured correctional facility, or his or her agent,
to designate any smoking areas in the facility; (¢) provide that any person who willfully violates the
smoking prohibition after being advised by an employee of the facility that smoking in the area is
prohibited would be subject to a forfeiture of not more than $10; (d) provide that the forfeiture
would not be subject to the fee assessed in forfeiture actions, the jail assessment, the crime
laboratories and drug law enforcement assessment and the penalty assessment; and (¢) provide that
the provisions would take effect on the first day of the twelfth month after publication.

Note:

Under current law, the Secretary of the Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) is
authorized to designate areas in juvenile secured correctional facilities where smoking is allowed.
The motion would, with limited exceptions, prohibit smoking in enclosed, indoor areas of Type 1
secured correctional facilities and would prohibit smoking on the grounds of such facilities. Type 1
secured correctional facilities include the Ethan Allen School, the Lincoln Hills School, the
Southern Oaks Girls School, the Mendota Juvenile Treatment Center and the Youth Leadership
Traiming Center (juvenile boot camp program). Violations of the smoking prohibition would be
subject to a forfeiture of not more than $10 and the forfeiture would not be subject to the jail, crime
laboratories and drug law enforcement and penalty assessments or fees assessed in forfeiture
actions. Under current law, forfeitures relating to smoking violations are exempt from these fees
and assessments.
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Senator Plache

CORRECTIONS -- JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

Southern Oaks Girls School Mental Health Unit Funding

Motion:

Move to provide $433,100 GPR in 2001-02 and $541,700 GPR in 2002-03 and 9.75 GPR
-positions annually to provide permanent funding for the operation of the mental health unit at the

Southern Oaks Girls School. Delete $346,000 PR in 2001-02 and $461,300 PR in 2002-03 and
10.0 PR positions annually relating to the unit,

i _-Ngte:

The motion would provide GPR funding and staff for the mental health unit at the Southem
Ouaks Girls School (SOGS). The unit began operations in January, 2000, providing inpatient
psychiatric, psychological and medical treatment for an average daily population (ADP) of six girls
with serious mental health needs. Current PR funding is provided by the Office of Justice
Assistance (OJA) from federal grant moneys under the Juvenile Accountability Incentive Block
Grant (JAIBG) program. These grant moneys are scheduled to end September 30, 2001.

[Change to Bill:

§974,800 GPR and 9.75 GPR positions; -3807,300 PR and -10.00 PR
positions.]
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Senator Burke

CORRECTIONS -- JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

Youth Aids Increase

Motion:

Move to provide $4,186,700 GPR in 2001-02 and $8,582,800 GPR in 2002-03, for

community youth and family aids. Allocate the funding to counties using a three-factor formula e

under current law with an additional override factor included, as follows: provide that no county

would receive an allocation less than 93 percent nor more than 115 percent of the amount it would

have received if juvenile correctional placements were the sole factor used to determine county
allocations.

Note:

~ Base funding for community youth and family aids (youth aids) is $83,734,500 GPR. Under
1999 Act 9 (the 1999-01 biennial budget act), the additional youth aids funding provided under the
act ($2,000,000 GPR in 1999-00 and $4,000,000 in 2000-01) was required to be allocated to
counties based on each of the following factors weighted equally: (a) each county’s proportion of
the total statewide juvenile population for the most recent year for which that information is
available; (b} each county’s proportion of the total Part I juvenile arrests reported statewide under
the unmiform crime reporting system during the most recent three-vear period for which that
information is available; and (c) each county's proportion of the number of juveniles statewide who
are placed in a secured correctional facility, a secured child caring institution or a secured group
home during the most recent three-year period for which that information is available. The motion
would increase youth aids funding by 5% annually and retain the three-factor allocation formula,
but add an override provision that would provide that no county would receive an allocation less
than 93 percent nor more than 115 percent of the amount it would have received if juvenile
correctional placements were the sole factor used to determine county allocations.

[Change to Bill: $12,769,500 GPR]
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Senator Darling

CORRECTIONS -- JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

Penalties Relating to the Use of Tobacco Products by Minors

Motion:

Move to provide the following penalties for minors who purchase, attempt to purchase or
possess any tobacco product: (a} a $50 forfeiture and eight hours of community service work for the
first offense; (b) a $100 forfeiture and 12 hours of community service work for the second offense;
and (c) a $250 forfeiture and 16 hours of community service work for the third and subsequent
offenses. Provide an additional forfeiture of $100 for minors using tobacco products within 500
feet of a school. Provide that if the retailer license holder offers proof that the retailer’s employees
have been provided training on the requirements of state law with regard to the sale of tobacco
products to minors, the court would be required to remove the forfeiture and any related license
suspension that would otherwise apply to the retailer license holder (but not the forfeiture imposed
on the employee who sold the product to the minor).

Note:

Under current law, with limited exceptions, a minor is prohibited from purchasing,
attempting to purchase or possessing any tobacco product. If the minor is found to be in violation
of a local ordinance, the court must enter an order making one or more of the following
dispositions: (a) to counsel the juvenile or the parent or guardian; (b) to impose a forfeiture of $50;
(c) to place the minor in a teen court program under certain conditions; and (d) to order the juvenile
to participate in a supervised work program or other community service work. The motion would
provide escalating forfeitures and specify the community service work required as a penalty for a
minor who purchases, attempts to purchase or possesses any tobacco product. The motion provides
an additional forfeiture for minors using tobacco products within 500 feet of a school. Under
current law, a school board is required to prohibit the use of all tobacco products on premises
owned or rented by, or under the control of, a school board, except that the school board may allow
the use of tobacco products on premises owned by the school district and rented to another person
for noneducational purposes.

Under current law, no retailer or employee of a retailer may sell, or provide for nominal or no
consideration, cigarettes or tobacco products to any person under the age of 18 (except that a person
under 18 years of age may purchase or possess cigareties or tobacco products for the sole purpose
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of resale in the course of employment during his or her working hours if employed by a retailer).
Penalties include forfeitures and suspension of the retailer’s cigarette and tobacco products retailer
license, which vary depending on previous violations. The motion would provide for the removal
of penalties on the cigarette and tobacco products retailer license holder, if proof of employee

training relating on the requirements of state law with regard to the sale of tobacco products to
minors can be provided to the court..
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Senator Plache
Representative Duff

CORRECTIONS -- JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

Southern Oaks Girls School Mental Health Unit Funding

Motion:

Move to direct OJA, to the extent allowable under federal regulations, to provide $433,100 in

2001-02 and $541,700 in 2002-03 under the federal JAIBG block grant to operate the mental health
unit at the Sog’them Oaks Girls School. -
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Representative Duff
Senator Darling

CORRECTIONS - JUVENILE CORRECTIONS

Taobacco Products

Motion:

~ Move to provide that if the retailer license holder offers proof that the retailer's employees
have been provided training on the requirements of state law with regard to the sale of tobacco
products to minors, the court would be required to remove the forfeiture and any related license
suspension that would otherwise apply to the retailer license holder (but not the forfeiture imposed

on the employee who sold the product to the minor).
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 » Madison, WI 53703 « (608) 266~3847 Fax (608) 267-6873

May 21,2001 Joint Committec on Finance =~  Paper #460

Program Revenue Lapses |
(DHFS -- Departmenmde and Management and Teehnelogy)

{LFB 2001«03 Budvet Summaxy Page 342 #3]

Ctm'k’ ' ENT LAW

The Depamnent of Health and Famliy Servmes (DHFS) receives program revenue frem a
_ 'vancty of sources. These revenues are credited to DHFS program revenue. appropriations to
~ support, programs and servmes that benefit the mdmduals and entities that paid the fees.

GOVERN{)R

o Lapse program revenue tota}mg $2, 742 soe in 2091 02 and $200 000 in 2002..03 to the
gencral fund ‘The Governor recommends Iapsang the foﬂowmg amounts, denved from the fees
indicated, on the last day of ‘the mdxcated fiscal year:  (a). fees paid by persons seeking
information on birth parents and fees pmd for DHFS review, certification and approval of
_ documents used for the adoption of foreign children ($94,300 in. 2001-02); (b} surcharges pmd
by persons cmnv;cted of substance abuse offenses ($648 200 in 2{301»92), (¢) surcharges paid by
persons convicted of operating while intoxicated offenses ($1,000,000 in- 2001-02); and (d) fees
paid for health facility licensing, inspections and other regulatory actwmes ($1 {}OO 000 in 2001-
02 and $200,000 in 2002-03).
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DISCUSSION POINTS -
Heajth Famlxty Revxew Fees .'

' I. DHPS condﬁcts plan reviews of all capital construction and remodeling of nursing
homes, hospﬁa.ls and commnmtyvbased residential facilities (CBRFs). By rule, DHFS
- establishes fees for these plan reviews and supports staff costs of conducting these plan reviews
 from the fee revenue. . Under the Governor’s budget bill, $606,200 PR in 2001-02 and $633,000

PRin 2002-{33 is budgeted to su;aport DHFS ‘health facility plan review activities, mcludmg
fundmg reserved for~ pay plan and health insurance increases. This appropriation supports 5.54
PR full-time equivalent (FTE) pe&ﬁons m the D1v1sxon of Supportive Services, Bureau of
Quahty Assurance

2. Basad on current revenue projections and expendltures budgeted in the bill that
would be funded from plan review fees, there will be insufficient revenue to lapse the amounts
Tequired: undcr the Govemors bill, as introduced. Consequently, uniess the bill is mod:ified to
reflect this rcwsed pro;ecnon of unaliocated revenues, "DHFS would be required to reduce PR
expendztures from tlus appropnatlon to meez the 1apse reqmrement in the “b;.}i

3. The max1mum amoant af revenue from this source that can be iapsed 1o the
general fund is $831,200 PR in 2001 02 and no funding would be available to lapse ‘to the
general fund in 2002-03. Consequently, if the Committee wishes to lapse the maximum amount
of: fundmg from this revenue source, as‘tecommended by the Governor, it could lapse $831,200
- ‘PR in 2001-02 from this source. Th1s amount is $168,800 in 2001-—92 and $200 (}GO n 2&024)3

less than the a,mounts IBHFS wouid be reqmred to lapse under the bill: '

Fees for Infﬁrmauon on 'Bu‘th Parenis

' '4. DHFS coiiects fees pmd by persons who seek mformauon on birth parents and
fees paad for BHPS review, certification and: appreval of dﬂcuments used for the adoption of
foreign children, Tms fee: Tevenue curmntly suppcrts 1.0 PR ZFTE pesnmn and associated costs
in the DiVlSlﬁ}H of Chﬁdren and Fannly Servxces

A review ef pro;ected revenues and budgeted expendlmrcs in the ‘Governor’s bill
mdacatcs that there is sufficient revenue from this source to lapse $94 300 PR in 2001-02 to the
general fand as recomended by the Govem(}r '

OWI Surcharge Revenues

5. Persons convicted of operating while intoxicated offenses are required to pay an
operating while intoxicated (OWI) surcharge, which is currently $345. Of the revenue generated
from the surcharge, 38.5% is deposited to a DHFS clearinghouse appropriation and transferred to
various agencies for programs related to alcohol abuse and law enforcement. For example,
DHEFS is budgeted $1,000,000 PR annually to fund payments to counties to offset the costs of
assessments and the development of driver safety plans. The Governor’s bill includes a
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- provision that wounld increase ‘the surcharge 1o $355 to parnaliy fund an mcrease for the
Wisconsin State Laboratory of Hygaene -

_ A Teview. of pro_;ected revenues and budgeted expenditures in the Governor’s bill
mdlcates that there is sufficient revenue from this source to lapse $1,000,000 PR in 2001-02 to
the ganerai fund as recsmmended by the Governor

i)mg Abnse Program Improvament Surcharge Revenues

6. Persons convmted of certam controlled substances‘related offenses are assessed a
- surcharge equal 10-50% of the amount of ‘any applicable fine-and pena}ty assessment. Revenue
from . the surcharge supports, several DHFS substance abuse- prevention, intervention  and
treatment programs, such as.the Alliance for a Drug-Free Wisconsin, substance abusé treatment
services for persons who are deaf, hard of hearing and deaf blind and several substance abuse-
related staff yositions in DI{FS

Ry A Based on the Govcrner S. budget recommendations, mcludmg the recommendauon
to Iapse $648,200 from this source in 2001-02, the drug’abuse ‘program improvement surcharge
appropriation is prqected to have a baiance of apprommateiy $530,000 at the end of the 2001-03
’blenmum ‘Although it may be prudent to retain a balance in t:hls apprcpnatxon the Committee
' may wish to conszder modlfymg the Govcrnor s budget recommendatmn by }apsmg an addmonal
$250,000 PR in 2001-02 and $250,000 PR in 2002-03 to the general fund. However, this
projected balance may not be available if the Comxmttee se}ects alternative A4 in LFB Paper
#517.

Wiséon‘Care Carfyover F und’s

GELRT ThE G(}vemors budget bill doss not mclude a provision to lapse PR funds ©

bﬁdgei:ed for the WisconCare program to the general fund. However, the Committee may wish
to lapse an amount of fundmg that is available on a one-time bams from this source.

9. W:scon(ﬁaxe prov1des primary health . care services, including diagnostic
Iaboraiory and x-ray services, prescription drugs and nonprcscrlpﬂon insulin and insulin
syringes. DHFS is directed to maximize the amount of donated and reduced rate services from
participating providers. Eligibility for the program is limited to individuals who have not health
insurance, are unemployved or underempioyed and whose family income does not exceed 150%
of the federal poverty level.

The costs of the WxsconCare pmgram together wath the costs of ~making graduate
medical educanon payments to hospztals under the MA program, are . suppezted through an
‘aninual assessment on ‘hospitals. In each year, DHFS assesses hospitals a total of $1.5 million to
support these two programs, each of which is funded at $750,000 PR per year. Each hospital
pays its share of the assessment based on its proportional amount of gross private-pay patient
revenues during the hospital’s most recently concluded fiscal year.
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o100 AL the end.of the 1999-00 . ﬁscal year, the PR-appropriation for the WisconCare
program had a continuing cash balance of $118,300.  This -amount of funding was carried
forward to support the costs of the WisconCare program in the 2000-01 fiscal year, so that a total
of $868,300 ($750,000 in base ftmdmo and $318 300 in carrycver ﬁmds) is avazlabie to fund
Wzs&:onCare in the 2900 01 fisc:a.l year

DHFS currently pro_}ects that 1t wﬂl expend $’?SO {}OO PR for WlsconCare in 2000-{}1
Consequently, DHFS would again carry forward approximately $118,000 in funding available in
the current yeax to suppoﬁ 2001»02 ﬁscal year program cests B

= Based On thzs canyover balanee it Wosld be- pessable to lapse $100,000 PR from the
- appropriation in 2001-02 on-a one-time basis, while continuing to make available approx;mately
$750 000 PR in each year of the baenmum for the WmmnCare pregram

ALTERNATIVES T() BILL o
- A Heaith Facﬂlty Rewew Fee Revennes o

' i .jl | Modxfy thc Gevemors recommendanon by lapsmg $831 200 in 2901 02 and 30 :
"in 2002-03 from revenues pald for. health facﬁity hcensmg, mspecnons and other regulatory
“activities, rather than $E 000, 000 in 2()01 02 and $200 000 in 2002-03, as recommended by the

_Govcmor -
Alternative A : GPR- Lag 56
2001-03 REVENUE (Change By - -$368,800 | -
2. Delete provision.
Al_ternaﬁve A2 GPR- Lagse
| '2001-03 REVENUE {Change 1o Bill) L $1,200,000 -

B. Fees for Information on Birth Parents

1. Adopt the Governor’s recommendation to. lapse $94,300 PR in 2001-02 to the
gcnerai fund from fees pazd by" perscns seekmg information on birth parents and fees paid for
DHFS review, certification and agp_rova} of d;)cuments used for the adpptmn of foreign children.

2. Delete provision.
Alternative B2 GPR-Lapse |
2001-03 REVENUE (Change to Bill) © -$94,300
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C.  OWI Surcharge Revenues

1. Adopt the Governor’s recommendation to Iapse $1,000,000 PR in 2001-02 to the
general fund from surcharges paid by persons convicted of OWI offenses.

2. Delete provision.
Alternative c2 GPR- Lapse
2001-03 REVENUE (Change to Bill - $1,000,000

D. Drug Abuse Program Improvement Surcharge Revenues

L Adogt the Govemors recemmendauon to 1apse $648,200 PR in 2001-02 from the
dmg abuse program xmpmvement surcharge moneys to the. general fund.

2. Mochfy the Governcrs rccommendauon by lapsmg an additional $250,000 PR in
2001-02 and $250,000 PR in 2002-03 from the drug abuse program improvement surcharge
moneys to the general fund. [Note: This alternative may need to be modified, depending upon
the Committee’s action on LFB Paper #514.]

- Alternative D2 : GPR- Lapge
'2001:08 REVENUE (Change 1o Bl ~8500:008 |

30 Delete provision. v
Altemativa D3 GPR- Lapse
2001-03 REVENUE (Change fo Bill) - $648,200

E. WisconCére Carr_yover Fi_mds

1. Lapse $100,000 PR in 2001-02 from moneys budgeted for the WisconCare
program to the general fund.

Alternative El GPR- Lapse
20(1-03 REVENUE (Change to Bili} $100,000

2. Take no action.

Prepared by: Charles Morgan
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East Main, Suite 301 « Madis_,on, WI_ 5__3_?03 + (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 21, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #461

- . Required Reports-and Plans
(DHFS - I)epartmenthde and Management and Technology)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Sunnnary: Page 345, #13]

B DAL GenFA God
e LT RB-A D
CURRENT LAW—/ N\ | )

The Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) is required to prepare and submit
several reports and plans to other state agencies, the Governor z:md the Leglslature Among the
reports DHFES is required to prepare and submit. are : :

* ... An anmual report that documents areas of hunger and populations experiencing_

o '_address hunger n these areas and populauons, -

e An annﬂal repoft on the expenditure of funds for provzdmg primary health services
- and mentai health serv;ccs to hemeless mdlwduals,

e A pl-an_ for--deve}c;pmental disability services in the state, and biennial updates to

. A report on DHES' progress in 1m;31ementmg an eariy intervention services
pragram (the bmh—teuﬂxree pmgram) and :

. A report on DHFS' activities relatmo to the treatment of alcoholism.

In addition, DHFS is required to submit an annual report on the statewide medical
assistance (MA) daily cost of nursing home care to DOA for review and approval before DOA
may.approve any payments to counties for providing supporting, personal or nursing services to
individuals who reside in a certified residential care apartment complex (RCAC).

fifxggg ﬁh M” jéz”{’_ {%ﬁfﬂ\

Health and Family Services Depmm%ée an%@gemem and Technology (Paper #461) Page 1

_"5"-hunger within the state. and that recommends strategies and state and federai _policy changes to



Finally, the Councﬁ on Physzcal Disablhtles is requ;red to subrmt to thﬁ Lﬁgxsiamre
recommendations on matters relating to physmaﬂy disabled ‘individuals and the Council on
Mental ‘Health is required to submit to DHFS, the Governor, and the Legislature policy
recommendancns in the area of mental health.

GOVERNOR
Pérmit rather than require DHFS to develop the annual reports described above.

Pemnt rather than reqmre, DHFSto annuai}y detenmne the statewide MA daily cost of
nursing home: care and submit the determination to DOA. - Delete the requirement that DOA
approve the determination before DHFS makes MA payments to counties to support care for
certain MA reczpients who hve in cemﬁed RCACS :

Penmt rather than rcqmre the Counml on Phys;cal Disabilities and the Council on -
Mentai Health ’t() subzmt the reports dcscnbed above

DISCUSSION i*GtN'rs'- '-
Bﬁii'S Réquired Reports .

Co, 5 A brzef descnpnon of the mforma,uon contaaned in the mest recent reports preyared
by DHFS is presented for the Comﬁnttce S Teview. :

Sacumy Consemum DHFS centracted w:th the Commumty Acf:xon Progxam Assacaanon (CAPA)'-..: :

to staff the Consortium (which included the preparation of the report) using federal funds the DHFS
Dmsaon of Chﬂdrcn and Famﬂy Sﬁrvmes :tecawed from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Office
of Comumty Sewzces The Consortium is a par&nersh:p &f 20 government, business, community.
and university representatives-that- serve in an advisory capacity to DHFS. The Consortium
indicates that it will use ﬁndmgs in the rcport to guide develapment ofa sta.tew;de strategic plan fo
make measurable. improvements in food security for low-income families. - :

The report provides information on Census Bureau estimates of incidence of hunger and
food insecurity in Wisconsin and identifies populations: that-are most at risk of hunger. The report
cites academic research on the consequences of hunger, and strategies identified by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture to strengthen-local food systems and reduce the incidence of food
msecunty

The repert provades summaries of {:as:h of the state. and federal programs deszgned to address
hunger, such-as the food stamp program, the special nutrition program for women, infants and
children (WIC), the school lunch program, the school breakfast program, the elderly nutrition
program and the emergency food assistance program (TEFAP), to name a few. For each program,
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the report includes. information on program elzga,bxlxty pammpauon prograrn objectivas and
outcomes. : : o _ _ R

2 _' Repart on Servzces for Hameiess Indmduals wu‘h Menral Il!ness ThIS report is
' prepa.rad ’by staff in the Bureaﬁ of Community Memai Health, Division of Supportive Living. The
report subnnttsd in June 2000, described the allocation and expcndxmre of funds provided for
services for h{)me}ess mdawduals w1th severe and persistent mental iliness in-calendar year 1999:

DHES receives federal funds under the Stewart B.. McKmnﬁy Homeless. Assistance Act to
pmv;de mental health semces DHFS uses GPR funds. 10 provide up to one-half of the 25 percent
non»-federai ‘match requm:d to recezve pro;ects for assistance in transition to homelessness (PATH)
funds. DHFS allocates these ﬁmds 10 pubhc nonpmﬁt agcncaes fo prowde mental health services to
hcmeiess persen,s I TR : L

“The repon contams mfomauon en the number of persons served undcr the PATH pro_;ects _

and speczﬁc outcomes, such as how “many. people who were served are now employed, how many

) pe«:)pie who reqmreri long~tenn mentai health services are still receiving those services, .and how.

_many people who ‘were previously 3aﬂed have suhsequentiy become less involved in the criminal

) jusuce system ‘The repert describes: coerdmatzon of services with azher ‘programs, such as the

community support program and housmg programs and contains brief surmmaries of PATH- ﬁmded
"countypro;;e»cts : _ _ s R .

B Developmemal Dzsabzlztzes Plan In Febmary, 1997 DHFS subnnttcd a ﬁve~year_

plan for deveiopmental disabilities services: for the ‘period: from 1997 through 2001. The plan
__rcvzews the state’s. pmgress in seiected program areas through October 31, 1996, describes current
and propased ﬁlmrc actxvmes within those areas and. provides. program dat& :The report reafﬁrms__

the state’s’ caﬂmtment 1o transfernng rf:sources frem m,snnmanal services to community-based

‘services. and dxscusses other needs of thxs populatxons such  as. community. employment ‘and
'strcngthemg progmms intended to assxst farmkes, such as. the bmh—-to-three program, the Katie
Beckett program and the farmly suppert program.. The appendix to the report provides stafistics on
specific programs, drawing on data from the DHFS human services reporting system (HSRS) the
Wxsconsm Counczl on Deve};)pmental D,zsablimcs and staff s reseurcas wzthm DHFS :

4 Birth-to- Three Report. ’Z”he most 1 Tecent. report dated September 15 1999, pmv;des
information on program operauens for the period October 1, 1997, through September 30, 1998.
The report describes the activities of the Birth-to-Three Interagency Coordinating Council and
DHFS duung the grant period. The ;report includes mformatmn on:a selfsstudy of the program to
prepare for a memtormg visit from the U.S, Department of Education, Office of Special Education
'Prog;rams and ;arovzdes results of two surveys, one to parents of children enrolled in the program
the other of promders of eariy intervention services.. IR g :

5 Aicoholzsm Treazment Repart Tl:us re:pori is prepared by staff in the Bureau of
Substance Abuse Serv;ces in the DHFS Division of Supportive Living. The report DHFS submitted
in’ November, 2000, describes the substance abuse mterven{mn and. treatment . programs
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_.administered by .the Bureau. in: the previous calendar year. The report lists ‘the major
accomplishments of the programs during the previous year. In addition, the report includes a
“performance scorecard,” which provides several outcome measures, such as county-reported data
on the percentage of persons who are dzscharged after compicnng treatment with moderate or major
= mprovement, and the’ pcrcentage of ‘individuals who are ﬁmpioyed feliowmg discharge Most of
the report is’ ‘devoted to describing the dozens of substance abuse programs administered by DHFS,

including the amount and source of furiding for these programs and target populations.

o snbeis . MA Daily. C’ost of Nursing Home Care’ Report DHFS submats an annual report to
.-_-Z)GA that. ms:hcazes what the daily cost of nursmg home care was m the prevxous state fiscal year.
- The report that-DHES submitted in’ ‘Decémber, 2000, ‘included a- smgle cover ‘sheet with the
calculation: provxcied as an attachment. DOA'is rcquired to ‘approve the determination before
counties can make payments from the community options program {COP)fcommumty mtegratzon
pmgram II wmver for semces to perscms resxdmg in cert:ﬁed resuient;al care apanment compiexes

R Counczl on Physzcai Dzsabzlzzzes Report The Councﬂ on Phy"swal i’)xsahlhtzes is
: compnsed of 14 members appumted by the Govemor for staggered ﬁzree—year terms. The Council
;18 charged with: (a) deveiepmg and unplemenﬁng a state plan for services to people with- physzcai
disabilities; (b) advzsmg state ‘agencies on’ programs and pc)hczes affectmg peopie w1th physzcaf{
-disabilities; (c) promoting pubhc awareness of the ‘abilities and of barriers. that face peeple with
physical disabilities; (d) encouraging the development of programs and pohczes that prevent
phys1cal dxsabﬂmes and (c) subrm{tmg recommendaﬂons inan annual report to: the lzgzslatnre

The ﬁve—page report submztted by the Councﬂ in Januaxy, 2@0} prcmdes background
mfomaﬁon ‘on.the: Council; mciudmg its ongm zmsswn, ‘vision, membership and. bndget The
o xecc}mmendanens included in the Council’s most. recem; report mclucie (a) mamtaimng cutrent laws -
protecting. peopie ‘with- disabilities and | develepmg new protections for hemeowners, such' as
protecting: Tenters -and homeowners from' exclusion’ and bias’ based on their disabilities and
encouragmg builders to follow nmversa} des1gn standards for all ‘new ‘housing pmJects,_ )
supporting fair-lending pracﬁcas that encourage primary mortgage Ienders and secondary mortgave
industries to offer loan products that accommodate individuals with élsabﬂxues and their families;
and © support for ex;pandmg policies and practices that create mce,nf:wcs for families to finance the
housing needs ‘of family members with disabilities who rely on supplemental  security income,
reforming state laws regulating wills and trusts, and restructunng the DHFS Office for Persons with
Physxcai Dlsabmnes mto a Bm‘cau fﬁr Persons wzth Physmal Dlsabﬁmes

SRR NI Counr:zl on Mental Health Repoﬂ _The Counczl compieted its most reccnt annuai
re;:ort on January 6, 1995, which detailed the Council’s achievements dunng the previous calendar
year.. The report includes: - (a) federal statutory references to the’ Council’s responmbzht:es (b) a
listing of the Council’s accomplishments during the year, such as participating in the development of
the state mental health plan, providing recommendations to the Legislature. on several bills
pertaining ‘to mental health ‘and ‘the development of a ﬁve~year strategic. plan; and (c). an
identification of future priorities for the Cou.nczl mcludmg the focus on the need for additional
services for persons with mental illness.
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9. DHEFS staff indicate that the Governor’s recommendations are intended to reduce the
amount of time staff spend preparing these reports. If the Governors recommendations are
approved, DHFS staff indicate that the agency will no longer ‘prepare any of the reports the
Department would, under the bill, be permitted, but not required, to produce Thxs would enable
DHFS program staff to reallocate their time to higher priority activities.”

10.  However, it is unnecessary to provide permissive authority to produce reports in the
statutes, since any state agency may produce any report it wishes to produce. For these reasons, if
the Committee determines that it is unnecessary for DHFS to continue to produce these reports, it
couid delete all provisions in cument law relating to these reports, rather than specafy that DHFS
may produce and submit these reports

11, Alternatively, some rcports, such as the report on hunger and substance abuse
programs, provide information on numerous programs administered by the agency that may be
useful to DHFS administrators, the Governor, legislators and the pubizc These two reports provide
information that enables the user to understand the broad range of programs DHFS administers to
address two ‘social prabiems hunger and substance abuse: Further, the current statutory reporting
reqmrement ensures that DHFS will annually produce a smgie document that coma.ms this type of
information.

12.  DHFS has requested that, if the Committee adopts the Goverrior’s recommendations,
the provision relating to the birth-to-three report be modified to delete references to DHFS’ progress
toward implementing the pr,ogram and mplcmentmg goals for paxt:capanon in the fifth year of the

- state’s: ‘participation in the program. Instead, the permissive report would report on DHFS’ ongoing

:_1mpicmentauon of the program to meet federal requxrements, with a corrected cross-reference to
federal code. In addition, DHFS has requested that the provision in the bill rciatmg to.the report for
developmental disabﬂzty ‘services be amended to’ cianfy that the Council  on  Development
Dasablhtzes would continue to be required to prepare a state plan, as required under federal law.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Adopt the Governor’s rccommendatioz_:s. In addition, include the modifications
described in Discussion Point 12, as requested by the administration.

2. Modify the Governor’s recommendations by deleting all references to these reports
in current statutes, rather than providing DHFS and the councils permissive authority to prepare and
submit the reports.

3. Instead of adopting the Governor’s recommendations, make any one or more of the
following reports permissive.

a. Hunger Report

b. Report on Services for Homeless Individuals with Mental llness
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c. Developmental Disabilities Report

d.  Birth-to-Three Report

e. Alcoholis/Substance Abuse Treatment Report
f. MA Daily Cost of Nursing Home Care Report
g. Council on Physical Disabilities Report

h. Council on Mental Health Report

4. Instead of adopting the Governor’s recommendations, delete all statutory references
to any one or more of the following reports.

a. Hunger Report
b. Report on Services for Homeless Individuals with Mental Illness
c. Developmental Disabilities Report

d. Birth-to-Three Report

e. Alcoholism/Substance Abuse Treatment Report

f. MA Daily Cost of Nursing Home Care Report
g - Council on Physical Disabilities Report

h. Council on Mental Health Report

5. Delete provision.
MO#_—
BURKE NA
| DECKER NoA
MOORE NA
SHIBILSKI N A
PLACHE NoA
WIRCH NoA
DARLING N A
wéﬂéﬁ" N A [gan
% GARD NoA
“KAUFERT N oA
ALBERS N A
DUFF NoA
WARD N oA
HUEBSCH NA
HUBER NA
COGGS NoOA
e d Family Services -~ Departmentwide and Management and Technology (Paper #461)
AYE L NO_L ABS__ .
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:May.zl-,.z(:)él--.-:-,: .- - Joint-Committee on Finance © 7 Paper #462

e Income Aagmentatwn Revenue
(DHFS - Departmentmde ami Management aﬁd Technolegy)

_.:CURRENT LA’W \?( . @% | Q’

- o Income augmentanon funds are’ unannmpated federa.l funds the Department of Health and
B Fazmiy Services (I)HFS) receives under Titles IV-E. (:foster care), XVI}} (Medicare) and XTX
_ _(med;cai assxstance) of the federal Soclal Scczmty Act as reimbursement. for costs that were
__'mmaiiy pa;d with' state or local Tevenue; ot revenue. from one 'of these sources that would not -

otherwise have been avaﬂable, had 31 not been for actiwnes conducted specaﬁcaﬁy to augment
- _federal income. . o _ _ _ . _

})HFS currently contracts wztb a pnvate ﬁrm, Maximus, Inc to conduct activities that
will increase the amount of revenue the state receives under these faderal programs. Maximus
assists counties and DHFS in 1dentzfymg costs that were paud with county or state funds that
could have been clmmed fer federai rt:imbursement '

Under federai law, there are no restnctzons on the use of income augmentatzon revenue.
These funds can be expended by the ‘state for any purpose. Under the terms of the contract with
Maximus, DHFS pays the ﬁrst 10% csf the totai amount of mcome auwmentatmn revenues the
state ciaums to Ma::;:amus

Cuxrcnt law speczfies that mcome augmentatmn revenues can be expended in the
feilawmg manner: '

Title IV-E Income Augmentation Revenue to the Counties. After accounting for the 10%
fee paid to Maximus, any additional income augmentation revenue claimed under Title IV-E
must first be used to meet the state’s commitment to fund the basic county allocation under
community aids with revenue claimed under Title IV-E. Once the state’s commitment to fund the
basic county ailocation is met, current law provides that at least 50% of the remaining Title IV-E
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income " augmentation” funds are dlsmbuted to counnes (other than Mﬁwaukee County) as -

"incentive funds." (In Milwaukee County, DHFS, rather than Milwaukee County, gcnerates
Title IV-E claims because. DHFS administers the child welfare system in that county.) Counties’
musi expend the incentive funds on pw;ects to assist children and families. At least 50% of the
incentive funds must be axpe:nded for services for children who are at risk of abuse or neglect to
prevent the nead for child abuse and neglect mtervennon services. Co&nnes may not use these
_ funds to supplant other funds. expended by a county for:services and pre_;ects to assist children
~ and families.

Income Angmenfatzon Revenue Expended by DHFS Income augmentatzon revenues that
are not provzded to counties as commumty aids or ’I“ltla IV-E incentive funds are deposited in a
DHFS federal cantmumg appropnatzon and can be expendcci by DHFS in the following manner:

e DHFS may expead income augmentanen funds to support costs that are
excluswcly reiated to the operational costs of income augmentatmn activities that are not paid to .
Maximus under its. contract. - These costs could include salaries for limited-term employees,
fcderal clalrns processmg costs, rem teiephonc servmes and m:tgceiianecus supphes and services.

. If Z}HFS proposes to expend any income’ augmentatlon reventies for any purpose
other than to support costs that are exclusively related to augmenting federal income, then DHFS
~-is required to-submit a proposed plan for the use of these’ remaining funds to the }Z)epartment of

' -Admlmstratzon (DOA)Y by September 1 of the ﬁscal year after the ﬁscal year in which the
- revenues were received. If DOA'; approves a plan ‘the DOA Secretary must subz,mt it to the J oint _
- Comxmttee on Fmance by October 1 of z:hat same ﬁscai year fer approvai under a 14 day passwe '
review process ' '

: GOVERNOR

No pmv:,sxon

_})ISCUSSION POINTS

1;' Approx:mateiy $102 mﬂhon in augrnentanoﬁ revenues have beﬁ:n recezved since
these revenues were first identified in the 1997-99 biennial budcet_ . This :revenue has been
expended for several of purposes, including: (a) county incentive funds and community aids base
funding; (b) a variety of DHFS programs and services; (c) payments to Maximus, Inc.; (d) required
lapses to the general fund. The following table identifies how much of the revenue has been spent
for these purposes.
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. Use of Income Augmentation Revenues

" County Incentive Funds and Cemmumty Aids . $45249.800

. DHFS Programs and Services. .. ... 16,372,800
Maximus Contract o : : 9,728,900
General Fund Lapses . _ o 30.891.000
Total Income Augmentation Expenditures . o .$102,242,500

2. It is estimated, bas&d on prehnnnazy reconcxhatxon of ceunty spendmg for calendar

* year 2000, that a total of $6,750:000 ifi income augmentation revenue will be received in 2000-01
and can be used for any purpose. The final estimate of available revenues will not be available until
July, 2001, when DHFS completes the- ﬁnai reconczhanon of commumty aids expcndzmr@s for
2000. _

3. The administration indicates that it mtcnds to request, under the process for using
income augmentation funds available under current law, approval to allocate $2,933,700 of these
revenues for costs associated with the Bureau of Milwaukee Child Welfare in the event Milwaukee
County chooses not to renew contracts to provide services to children in out-of-home care in
Milwaukee County for 2001. The County continues to provxdﬁ services to children in out-of-home
care under extensions of the 2000 contract. ‘In’ that event, DHFS would be required to transition
cases -currently under the supervision of the County to private vendors. DHFS indicates that the
- Milwaukee County Board of Supervzsors isnot expccted te make a decision on the coniract until its

.June 2@01 meeung o : e .

DHFS es&mates the one-time cest of thls transztlon woulci total $2, 933 709 Usmg income
augmeataﬁon revenue for these costs would prevent the need to provide additional funding for these
costs or DHFS from findmg ways to absorb these costs wathm the amounts budgeted for the Burean
of Milwaukee Child Welfaxe o

4. The Commlttee could require DHFS to lapse $6,750,000 in income augmentation
revenues.by June 30,.2003. Doing so-would bypass the process in current law which requires an
annual review of the proposed use of this revenue by DOA and the Committee before DHFS could
spend it.

5. Alternatively, the Committee could require DHFS to lapse $3,816,300 in income
augmentation revenues by June 30, 2003 and retain $2.933,700 in DHFS for use in funding
transitional costs for the Bureau of Milwaukee Child Welfare in the event Milwaukee County does
not renew 1its contracts for 2001. The Committee could direct DOA to place these funds in
unallotted reserve for use only if the County does not renew its 2001 contract. If the County
chooses to renew the contract, these revenues would lapse to the general fund.

6. If the Committee wants to ensure that income augmentation revenues are deposited
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to the general fund in the future, it could delete the current provision that authorizes DHFS to use
income augmentation revenue for purposes other than operational costs exclusively related to
augmenting federal mcome. This would require DHFS to credit any additional income
augmentation revenue to the general fund as GPR-earned revenue. Under this alternative, the
Committee could maximize the amount of income augmentation revenue that would be deposited to
the general fund wuhout affecting the current requirement that 50% of these revenue be provided to
counties as incentive funds to ensure that counties continue to generate additional IV-E revenues.

7. 'Aitematively, the Committee could take no action and maintain the current process
for using these revenues. If the current process is retained, for revenue received in 2000-01, DHFS
would be required to submit a plan by September 1, 2001, to DOA for its approval. If DOA

approves the plan, it must submit the plan to the Committee for its approval under a 14-day passive
review by Octqber 1,2001.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1. Require DHFS to lapse $6,750,000 in income augmentation revenues by June 30,
2003. ' ' - )
Alternative 1 _ - GPR
'2001-03 REVENUE (Change to Bill) $6.750,000

2. . Regquire DHEFS to lapse $3, 816 300 in income augmentation revenues by June 30,
2003, Further require that $2,933,700 in income augmentation revenue be placed in unallotted
reserve for costs associated with transferring ‘cases of children in out-of-home care to private.
vendors in the event Milwaukee County chooses not to renew its contract for services.

Alternative 2 : GPR
2001-03 REVENUE (Change to Bill) $3,816,300
3. In addition to Alternatives 1 or'2, delete the current provision authorizing DHFS to

propose the use of income augmentation revenues for purposes other than operational costs
exclusively related to augmenting federal income.

4, Maintain current law.

<4<<4<4<

A - z
. g o & 0 Bx 9
i 1
wig2553% pbupREgg
082525y 33435228
Fl fos] <

eeee i ade and Management and Technology (Paper #462)




Senator Moore

HEALTH AND FAMILY SERVICES --
DEPARTMENTWIDE AND MANAGEMENT AND TECHNOLOGY

Income Augmentation Revenue

[LEFB Paper #462]

Motion:

Move to prohibit the Department of Health and Family Services from contracting with any -
vendor to secure income augmentation revenues. Specify that this provision would take effect
following termination of the current contract.

Additionally, provide $43.800 FED in 2001-02 and $49,700 FED in 2002-03 and 1.0 FED
position, beginning October 1, 2001 for DHFS to conduct activities to secure income augmentation
revenues.

Note:

This motion would prohibit DHFS from contracting with a vendor to secure income
augmentation revenue and instead, provide $43,800 FED in 2001-02 and $49,700 FED in 2002-03
and 1.0 FED position, beginning October 1, 2001, to conduct activities to secure income
augmentation revenue,

DHFS currently contracts with Maximus, Inc. to conduct activities to identify additional
federal revenues available under Titles IV-E (federal foster care), XVIII (Medicare) and XIX
(medical assistance). This revenue is referred to as income augmentation revenue.

Under the terms of the contract with Maximus, Maximus is entitled to 10% of all income
augmentation revenues received by the state as payment for its services. It is uncertain whether
DHFS would be able to continue to generate income augmentation revenues if it were unable to
contract with an outside vendor for these services. The current contract with Maximus expires
October 30, 2002.

Motion #337



MO#
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7 BURKE @ A
DECKER g&g A
} MOORE 7 A
SHIBILSKI Y} A
PLACHE o A
WIRCH Y A
DARLING Y A
WELCH Y A
GARD Y A
KAUFERT ¥ A
ALBERS Y A
DUFF Y A
WARD Y | A
HUEBSCH Y A
HUBER ’¢ N A
COGGS AoN A
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Representative Gard

HEALTH AND FAMILY SERVICES -- DEPARTMENTWIDE AND
MANAGEMENT AND TECHNOLOGY

Income Augmentation Revenue

[LFB Paper #462]

Motion:

Move to require DHES to submit a proposal to DOA to release from unallotted reserve up to
$2,933,700 for costs associated with the transfer of cases of children in out-of-home care to private
vendors in the event Milwaukee County chooses not to renew its contract for services.

DOA could release the funds subject to approval of the Joint Committee on Finance under a
14-day passive review process.

MO#

“/BURKE N A
DECKER N A
MOORE N A
SHIBILSKI N A
PLACHE N A
WIRCH N A
DARLING N A
WELCH YN A

o
{GARD XN A
'KAUFERT ¥ N A
ALBERS ¥ON A
DUFF ¥ N A
WARD ¥: N A
HUEBSCH % N A
HUBER ¥ON A
COGGS N oA

e,

AYE L0 NO L ABS

Motion #358




HEALTH AND FAMILY SERVICES

Departmentwide and Management and Technology

LFB Summary Items for Which No Issue Paper Has Been Prepared

Brem # Title
1 Standard Budget Adjustments
5 HIPAA Compliance IEA
6 Social Services Block Grant Operations A ul
7 Extend and Convert Project Positions a fyw - 4 W k
8 Funding and Position Adjustments \ ;\ﬁ 'l o e .
9 Federal Revenue Reestimates V! ) &* U A Vo
10 Program Revenue Reestimates e v W) %
11 Rent and Rent Debt Service ?UQT?’ .U
12 Risk Management i‘:

. LFB Summary Ttems to be Addressed in 2 Subsequent Paper
Item # Tiile

Base Budget Reductions MCH
Debt Service Reestimate
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