Ve
3

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 Tequire 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 questaoned costs associated with the 1997-1999 W-2
contracts. The final audit released in Apnl 2001, also prowded extensive data on how funds were
being used: and on the wages of | past: paﬁ:{mpants Since the Audit Bureau has ccmpieted its statutory
obligation and continued monitoring of W-2 is important to determimng the success of the program,
the statutory provisions could be modified to require the Legislative Audit Bureau to conduct
biennial program and financial audits on the W-2 and ¢hild care programs. I the Committee adopts
this alternative, the Legislative Audit Bureau could be authorized to charge DWD for all or a
pomon of the costs of performing these audits. (Alternative 12)

AL?ERNATIVES 'f{'() BXLL
Case Cred:ts for Performance Standarﬁs

g 1 D;rect DWD to modify its conzract terms for the 2002-2003 W-2 contracts to allow -
agenc;e:s 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

a 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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Eammgs Gain Standard

G For the eammgs gain standard increase the comumty reinvestment benchmark
from SO% with eaming gains of $50 or more, to 50% with earning gains of $100 or more. Increase
the unresmcted bonus benchmark from 50% with, eammg gams of $I{3() or more, to 50% with
earning gains of $200 or more. : SRR - AR :

d. Add FSET participants to the earnings gain standard. -
Wage Rai‘e Standard .
i e Convert the s.tandard that measures mmal wage rate at placemcnt from an

' mfc;xmanenal standard to.a ma.ndatory standard. Set the 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 rnanths of 2001. Make the commumty reinvestment bﬂnclmark 102.5%. of the average base
_ wage rate and make the umesmcted bonus benchmark 105% of the average base wage rate. '

_ Job Rez‘ennorz Szandard

“f " For the _;ob reterition standard, increase the base contract and right of first selection
benchmark for 30-day follow-up from 75% to 85%, increase the comumunity reinvestrnent
benchmark from 80% to 90% and increase the unrestricted bonus benchmark from 85% to 95%

.g.. . For the job retention standard, increase the base contract. and nght of first se}ectaen
benchmark for 180-day follow-up from 50% to 65%, -increase . the . community - reinvestment
benchmark from 55% to ’?G% and increase the unrcstncted bonus benchmark from 60% o 75%

o I_ h Modafy the Job retentzon standard to alse measure _]Ob retennon after 360 days asan
mfom}atlonal standard L . } o :

Full and Appropriate Engagement Standard

i For the full and appropriate engagement standard increase the base contract énd
right of 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%.

Basic Education Activities Standard

J- For the basic education activities standard, increase the base contract and right of
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%.

k. Add FSET participants to the basic education activities standard.
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Educational Antainment Standard

L. For the educational ‘activities attainment stanidard, increase the base contract and
right of first selection benchmark from 35% to 40%, increase the community reinvestment
benchmark from 40% to 45% and increase the unrestricted bonus bem:hmark from 45% to 50%.

m. Add FSET pzm:mpants to the educa‘uonal attamment standard
Staﬁ Training Standard

n. Modify the W-2 agency staff tralmng s’sandard to require 100% of staff to be trained
as a base contract-and right of first selection requirement. Eliminate the use of thas standard in
determining community reinvestment funds and unrestricted bonus funds.

W2 Tzer Placement Srandard

Moﬁxfy the appropmatc ‘W-2-tier- placement standard 1o require appropriate
p}acement of 100% of participants-as a base contract and’ nght of first -selection requirement.
Eliminate the use:of this standard in determining community reinvestment’ funds and anrestncted
bonus funds.

Extension Requests Standard

: - p..i . Modify the extension requests standard to reqmre timely pracessmg and CARES
: documentauan of requests as 2 base contract and right of first’ selection requirement. Eliminate the
L 8e of this standard in. detemmng coxmnumty remvestment ﬁmds and unresmcted bonus ‘funds

Cusromer Samjfamon Standard

q : Mcdzfy the customer satisfamon staadard to distribute unrestricted bonus funds to
all agenmes that have an average score exceeding 6.5 on each survey item, mstead of providing
unrestricted "bcsnuses only to the top« 16 scoring agencms :

F manczal Management Standard

L. Modify the financial management standard to require "significant audit finding" to
include an audit finding of unallowable or quesuoncd Costs of more than $25 GG{) pcr contract,

s.. - Modxfy thc ﬁnancxai managcmam standard 1o reqwre s1gmﬁcam audit finding" to
include an audit finding of unallowable or questioned. costs of acertain percentage of the contract
amount. S _ _

t. Modify the financial management standard to requlre szgmﬁcant audit ﬁndmg" to
include an audit finding of unallowable costs of more than $25,000 per contract and/or questione,d
costs of $50, 000 or more per contract. .
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Oprzonai Sz‘andards

_ i E}mamate faxth»basﬁci ccm:racts as an opﬁonal perfemmnce standard
- V. Eimuna{e SSI advccacy as an optzonal perfoxmance standaxd
w, Convext the empiﬂyer health msurance s’sandard frem an optional standard to a -

required standard and i increase the base contract and nght of ﬁrst select;on benchmark from 30% to
55%, increase ihe c:(}mmumfy mmvestment benchmark: from 35% 1o 60%: and - increase the 3
nnrestncted bonus benchmark from 49% to 6§% -

_ Qd1fy the sta‘iutes to deﬁﬁe ﬁﬁl—nme empioyment for the purpﬂses of perfcmnance
bonuses as workmg in one or more Jebs fm* atotal of 3(3 hours er more per week.: o .

Wexghﬁng of Perfﬂnnance Cnterxa '

o _-5.' Dn‘ect DWD to modlfy its contract tez:tms fcr the 2()02&003 W-E cantracts to plac:e e

: greater cmphaszs on. mdacators that heip part;c;pants move: toward self—sufﬁmency Percentages of

-funds allocated to spemﬁc standards would depend on which indicators the Committee recomends
be 1mpiﬁmenied : : e

Rxght ofl"u'st Selection |

: .6 Modzfy the stamtes to remove the nght of first seiectxon process, effective for the
) '_20{)4-2{)05 cant:acung process. Dlrect DWB to remove the provisions for the right of first selection
process for the 2004-2005 W2 contxacts from the 2002~2003 W 2 contracts This would requzre
= ;DWD to award all futare camracts on a cempetmve baszs o - L

o -7. ' Mochfy the statutes i:o rcqmre SWI) 10 unhze a compeunve pracess to select W -2
» agenczes starting with the 20042005 contracting process, unless it opts-to te-contract with- agencies
_based on standards developed by the Departmam Direct DWD:to modify its contract terms for the
- 2002-2003 W-2- contracts ‘1o ‘reflect this policy: changcc for. the 2004-2005 contracts. This would -

provide DWD with the ﬂembzhty to uniize ezther a cempemwe procass or nght of firsz selection
process. : R

Geographm Regmns

8. Modify the stamtas to spemfy that nght of ﬁrst seiec&an 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°‘ameénd the contract terms for the 2002-2003 contracts to state
that the right of first selection will not apply for the 2{}{34&905 contracts in cases where the
geegraphic area has beeﬁ changed

: 9, Modlfy the statutes to remove the Statutory provision allowmg Miwaukee County to
be dzvxded into more than one regwn, effective for the 2004-2005 W-2 contracts. This | option would
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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 'ﬁﬁallowaﬁf_e ameum.

c. Some other percentage of the unallowable amount.
Future Audit Recjﬁireménts

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

Prepared by: Victoria Carreén

Attachments
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ATTACHMENT 2

W-2 Agency Performance for Calendar Year 2000

Entered ' ' Full and o
Employment  Wage Job Retention Health Appropriate  Basic

Region Rate Rate 30Day 180Day  Benefits Engagement Education
Adams 41% “109% N% 69% 36% 98% 80%
Ashland 38 121 85 69 46 86 100
Bad River Tribe 43 131 91 88 83 83 85
Barron 42 117 85 63 62 a3 84
Bayfield 71 109 90 69 27 86 57
Brown 48 119 77 63 45 99 9%
Buffalo 38 112 91 77 69 93 160
Burnett 36 128 79, 54 33 80 83
Calumet 48 il 160 73 62 84 04
Chippewa 46 125 98 71 76 91 81
Clark 46 115 88 68 60 97 87
Columbia 58 120 84 78 74 98 95
Crawford 57 103 100 88 100 100 NA
Dane 51 113 86 54 66 92 93
Dodge 46 118 86 71 50 100 100
Door - 46 136 100 69 58 94 100

" Douglas 40 116 92 60 47 95 89
Dunn 66 116 79 62 47 91 84

“Eau Claire 52 109 83 57 48 91 84
Florence 55 107 100 78 36 96 86
Fond du Lac 30 120 87 58 61 99 97
Forest, Oneida, Vilas 52 115 86 61 43 93 87
Grant- Southwest '

‘Consortium 42 120 91 71 70 96 91
Green Lake 71 122 80 50 57 81 93
Iron 93 131 160 &7 36 100 100
Jackson 51 122 92 62 52 95 88
Jefferson 56 105 89 71 70 95 89
Juneay 55 117 85 57 54 98 100
Kenosha 37 115 82 60 36 93 91
Kewaunee 35 124 80 69 68 97 100
LaCrosse 70 114 &5 64 60 99 94
Langlade 37 115 81 36 52 81 83
Lincoin 64 118 88 70 33 95 88
Manitowoc 45 113 84 73 36 94 100
Marathon 47 114 86 60 50 g2 87
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Entered BEEE SR 10 T Foll and
Employment  Wage Job Retention Health Appropriate  Basic
Region . Rate . Rae ~ 30Day' 180Day = Benefits Engagement Education

Marinette 59% 115% 85% 8% . 6T% 98% 100%
Marquette 63 G126 93 o920 T3 98 g1
“Menominie - . 350 10993 .52 .32 62 66
- Milwaukee-ESI 43 12 92 68 94 92
Milwaukee- Maximus 43 412 . 80 .56 79 93 84

Milwaukee- OIC 41 116 .85 62 82 89 . 89
Milwaukee- UMOS 39 115 .. 85 55 74 88 85
. Milwaukee YW Works 45 111 - 89 66 86 88 . 89
Monroe County 57 114 81 64 52 98 90
Oconto 66 115 76 72 45 90 - 96

Oneida Tribe - 47 109 - 75 70 - 40 83 83
Qutagamie 57 107 84 55 57 89 84
Ozaukee 41 12479 57 53 82 100
Pepin ' 41 103 75 . 100 - 63 100 100
Pierce 52 127 . 81 63 67 91 100

Polk 45 123 80 63 53 86 83
Portage '_ 61 118 80 .55 33 98 100
Price 62 118 77 82 65 89 85
Racine ' 51 117 83 63 - 51 100 93
Rock . . . 43 119 .80 .54 .35 96 84

Rusk ~ 49 1785 620 48 96 2100
Sawyer - 53 116 91 74 30 - 84 100
Shawano 39 118 91 78 56 100 100
Sheboygan 60 123 84 69 59 97 98

St. Croix 69 116 84 58 59 100. .. 83
Taylor 48 116 90 75 62 97. 100
Trempealeau 48 119 77 67 74 92 100
Vemon 38 119 81 54 51 94 88
Walworth 59 113 91 67 67 99 100

‘Washburn 58 108 90 74 49 95 80
Washington 55 118 81 72 56 92 90
Waukesha 51 122 94 76 73 93 . 89
Waupaca 41 116 76 50 57 86 83
Waushara 66 115 88 53 40 100 100

Winnebago 35 120 88 59 37 S0 B4
Wood 58 119 a0 £3 44 85 80

AVERAGE 51 17 8 66 6 93 . 90
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Legislative Fiscal Bureaun
Qf:l_e_ East Main, Suite 301 » Madisqn, WI_ 53_7{)3 * (608} 266-3847 « Fax: (608) 267-6873

= Mé‘y 21,2001 - - Joint Committee on Finance Paper #1044

Tempomty Asszstance for Needy F. amthes (TANF )

W-2 Fmanczai Overmght (DWD -- Econem:c Suppart and Child Care)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 737, #8 and Page 744, #26]

C{}RRENT LAW

- For the 1999~01 biennium, the Milwaukee anate Industry Councﬂ (PIC) has ‘been
: _prcswdéd $1;000,000 Oannually for providing oversi ght and coordination services to the "Wxsconsm
Works (W—Z) centractors in Milwaukee Cozmty ‘The PIC is respons;ble for: (a) momtormg W-2
- agencies’ compliance ‘with the’ prowsmns mn thezr contracts; (b) prowdmg iechmcal assistance;

and (¢) ass:stmg in the: coordmanon ‘of W-2 services among ‘the five: M:Iwaukee County w2

agencies. Oversight of non-Milwaukee County W-2 contractors is currently performed by state
staff using funds for state admxmstratzon The total budgeted in 2000-01 for state administration
-of all TANF—funded programs was $27 5 mﬁhon a portion ef which is used for financial
0vcrszghz o

GOVERNOR -

Decrease the amount of funding to the Milwaukee PIC by $500,000 annually for a total
allocation of $5DO€}00 annually and provide new funding for statewide financial over51ght of
$500,000 annually.

DISCUSSION POINTS
Milwaukee Private indus_try Council

1. DWD contracts with the Milwaukee PIC for financial oversight and coordination of
the W-2 agencies in Milwaukee County. For the 1999-01 biennium, the PIC has been provided
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$1,000.000 annually. DWD has contracted with the PIC for these services since J anuary, 199? fora
total of $7,500,000 since that time: ‘Some of the PIC’s responsibilities inchide: (a) reviewing all fact-
finding proceedings conducted by agenczes and helping to correct procedural deficiencies; (b)
ensuring that agencies take appropriate action to assist participants approaching the 24-month time
limit placed on employment in each subsidized category, (¢) reviewing all agency requests for
extension of the 24-month time limit for receipt of cash assistance and making recommendations to
DWE) (d) ensuring the work performed in community service Jjobs and transitional placcments is
consxstent with the participant’s employabmty plans; -and {(¢) providing financial oversight through
- reviews of cost allocation plans, the appropriateness of agency expenditures and whether agencies
are wzthm their budget allocations.

2. Inits audlt ef the an program {he Leg;siatzve Aud;t Bureau assessed the
Milwaukee PIC’s perfcrmanca and found that the PIC was not meeting all of its contractual
obligations. Fmdmgs by the Audit Bureau include: (a) the PIC met its requirement to review cases
approaching the 24-month time limit in oniy three of 14 months it was required to conduct reviews
but the PIC and DWD:counter that the PIC’s review was not necessary under the review process that
was developed by DWD; (b} between June, 1999, and August 2000, the PIC reporting visiting only
five work sites,. although its contracts reqmred month}y site ‘visits; and (c) between J anuary, 1998,
and August, 2000, the PIC revzewed ‘more than 1,500 fact-finding requests for Milwaukee County,
but there was no systemic follow-up to determine if W-2 agencies implemented the PIC’s
recommendations. The Audit Burean also found that while the PIC did perform some budget
monitoring, it did not review whether agency expendmlres were appropriate because W-2 agencies
were 1esistant {0 thls review and DWD directed the PIC not to exercise:these responsibilities. The

_PICS cm'rent contract wh;ch began in: }uiy, : 1999 dﬂes ot contam any: ﬁnancm} momtarmg
charged by Miwaukee W-2 agen::;cs to the 1997 1999 W-2 contracts could have bean avmded 1f
the PIC had been more; dzhgent in 1ts ﬁnancza.l wermght = L

30 ’}Z’he Audit Bureau also found i;hat DWD dxd not regularly revaewed the PEC S Work
until recemly In October 2900 DWD completed a review to determine whether the PIC had
complied with the terms of its contract and whether continuation ‘of the current contract was
justified. DWD examined monthly reports from Eanuary, 2000, through July, 2000, and concluded
that the PIC had not met the terms of the contract by performing all assigned tasks. DWD found: (a)
the required number of fact-finding cases, child care cases and work sites had not been reviewed;
(b) the number of case reviews was insufficient and these reviews did not include sufficient
analysis, were not timely and were not shared with the W-2 agenmes © the PIC’s monthly
reimbursement -claims did not correspond to activities; and (d) little is known regardmg the
effectiveness of the PICs work. DWD also found that the Milwaukee W-2 agencies were ganerally
critical of the PIC and indicated that it is rarely used for technical assistance, is not always effective
in providing technical assistance and is usually the last contact an agency might make for technical
assistance.

4. DWD has proposed a number of remedies for the deficiencies identified, including

auditing the PIC and changing the format of the monthly PIC .reports o reflect contract
_Tequirements. .
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Statewide Financial Oversight -

- ... 5. Aspartofits 2001-03 budget request, DWD recommended deleting the $1,000,000
annual allocation for the PIC and instead recommended that. $1,000,000 be aliocated annually for
12.0 FTE to provide financial oversight of W-2 agencies in Milwaukee County. The Govemor’s
- proposed budget would reduce-the amount of funding for the PIC by $500,000 annually and would
instead allocate $500,000 annually for other financial oversight. Although not specified in the bill,
the administration indicates that the new funds could be used ‘statewide to augment overall oversight
activities. No additional positions were provided for this function, so DWD would be required to
utilize existing staff or contract out this function. DWD has not decided whether it would utilize
- existing state staff or coptract out this function.” = -~ o T Tl

6. DWD .currently utilizes state staff for financial oversight of W-2 agencies. While
DWD is not able to. determine how -much funding or how many FTEs are specifically dedicated to
financial oversight functions, staff involved in-financial ‘oversight include field support staff,
-auditing and contracting staff, finance staff, and staff that support expenditure tracking computer -
programs. The total allocation for state administration of all components of the TANF program was
$27.5 million in 2000-01 (including W-2, child care, food stamp employment and training (FSET)
program, and other TANF-funded programs). For the W-2 program specifically, the amount spent
on state administration for the period of Janmary, 2000, through September, 2000, was
approximately $6.8 million. This amount includes all state administration .activities, not just
financial oversight. ~ e "

7. DWD has been engaged in a financial monitoring and oversight improvement
project and the additional $500,000 recommended in the Governor’s budgeted would be used to
_ continue these efforts. The goal of the project s to assure that the W-2 program is administered with
- strict adherence to appropriate financial standards. The primary focus of the project is to design and.
“implement systems and processes that are proactive to prevent audit findings or allegations of
 financial ‘misconduct. These activities include more clearly: communicating policies and
expectations, increasing the number of training and technical assistance opportunities, enhancing the
monitoring and oversight done to assess compliance and folléwing up on compliance issues.
Specific strategies ;ix;ci;;de: (2) conducting a .comprehensive review of all financial policies and
procedures for W-2 agencies to ensure expectations of prudent fiscal management are clearly
outlined; (b) updating -the - financial management manual to-provide more specificity on the
definition of allowable costs; (c) hosting fiscal roundtables across the state to ensure all W-2
agencies know what expenditures are appropriate and to clarify expectations; (d) developing
additional requirements for certain expenditures that would need prior approval by the Department;
() reviewing and monitoring agencies for appropriateness ‘of expenditures before audits; and (f)
expansion of audit requirements to sample a specified number of financial transactions and conduct
additional testing in the event questioned costs or disallowances are identified. '

8. Based on the PIC’s past performance as documented by the Legislative Audit
Bureau’s audit of the W-2 program, it could be argued that no additional funding should be allocated
to the PIC and that the PIC’s $500,000 annual allocation should instead be provided to DWD for
additional financial oversight. Under this option, total new funding allocated to DWD for financial

Workforce Development -- Economic Support and Child Care (Paper #1044) Page 3



oversight would be $1,000,000 annually. Providing additional funds for financial oversight could

help address concerns that enhanced financial oversight of W-2 agencies is necessary in light of

~audit findings that some agencies Imsnsed funds- dunng the mma} contract perxod whxch ran from
September 1997 t0- December 1999 ' '

REE TN However the admxmstranon states that the Governor wanted to retain a role for the

_PI{C in ﬁnanczal oversight -of the Milwaukee W-2' agencies while simultaneously “providing
. resources for statewide- -oversight efforts. To retain a role for-the PIC, funding could connnue to be
: provided, either at the level recommendad by the Governcr orata Iower }evei

10. Anether epiaon would be ic) eizmmate OF. decrease fundmg for the P§C aﬂd not
allocate savings to statewide oversight because DWD already has administrative staff that can
. perform financial oversight functions and has ot decided whether it will use state staff or

contractors to perform this function. However, DWD may have limited ability to perform additional

financial oversight without new funds since the Governor proposed cutting TANF administration by

81, 000 000 annua!ly to rﬁﬂect efﬁczenczes gained from the merger caf DWD 5 DIVISK)H of Workforce
_ Exscﬁence and E)msxon of Econstmc Support :

TRV TR

1. “Approve the Governor’s récdiszmendaiion to: (a)"décrcése fundmg for the mlwaukee
Private Industry Council by $500,000 FED annually for an allocation of $500,000 annually; and (b)
provxde $500 000 FED annuaily for ﬁnancza} oversight of the w-2 program

S Ehmmate fandmg for the leaukee anate Industry Councﬂ and pmvlde
~ additional funding: for statewide ﬁnanc:lal overm‘.:ht of $500{}00 FED annually, resuitmg in a
' statamde fmanmai ever51ght aﬁliocanon of $1 0()0 (3(}0 annua}ly : -

' '3. If)ecrease fundmg for the leaukee Private Industry Council by some other amount
and use, the savmgs to mcrease fundmg for statewzde ﬁnanczai overszght

4. Einmnate flmd:mor for the Mﬂwaukee Private Industry Council.

1-Alermative 4 Ce . FED |
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to Bil) - §1,000,000
5. Mamtmn current law and contmue to prowde Si 000,000 - annually for the

Mﬁwaukee Private Industry Council. Under this option, no new funds would be provided for
statewide oversight.

“ Prepared by: Victoria Carreén’
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau
One East M_ain, Suite 301 « M}:}disen, WI 53703 « (608) 266-3847 » Fax: (608) 267-6873

May 21, 2001 Joint Committee on Finance Paper #1045

Temporary Assistance for Needy -Families ( Z‘ANF)
Direct Child Care Program (DWD - Economic Support and Child Care)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary: Page 737, #10 & Page 738, #11]

CURRENT LAW

The direct child care program provides funds for: child care subsidies through the
Wisconsin Shares:program; Tocal administration of' Wisconsin Shares; on»sxte child care at Job
centers and counties; and migrant child care. Base funding for direct child care is $181 ,050,000.
However, the actual amount available in 2000-01 is $237, 189 190 mcludmg funds added by the
Joint Comnnttee on Fmance in 3u1y, 2600 and April, 2001.

Under current law, the Wisconsin-Shares program-is administered by the Department of
Workforce Development (DWD) through local Wisconsin Works (W-2) agencies and county
- human and social services departments. To be eligible for child ‘care subsidies, families must
generally have an initial income of no more than 185% of the federal poverty level. Once
eligible, families retain eligibility until gross income exceeds 200% of the federal poverty level.
There are no resource Timits for the ; program. The individual applying for child care must be a
custodial parent, guardian, foster parent, legal custodian or person acting in place of a parent.
The subsidy can be provided for children under age 13 and for children under age 19 who are
physmaily or mentally mcapabie of thezr own care.

Fazmhes must need child care to do any of the following: (a) work in an unsubsidized
job; (b) work in a W-2 employment position; (¢} participate in the food stamp employment and
training (FSET) program; (d) participate in basic education or a course of study to obtain a GED,
if the W-2 agency determines that basic education would facilitate the individual’s efforts to
maintain employment; (e) participate in'a course of study at a technical college or participate in
educational courses to provide an employment skill, if the W-2 agency determines that basic
education would facilitate the individual’s efforts to maintain e:mpioyment, (Y meet the
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Leamfare ‘school attendanca reqmrement for chzldren of W-2 pamcipants or (g) obtam a Iugh
school dzpioma or pammpate in a course of study to obtain a GED if the parent is-age 19 or
younger. An individual may receive a child care subsidy under items (d) and (e) for up to two
years. ' '

Fannhes are requ;red to ;say a weekly ccpayment depenchncr on the famzly S gross
income, fanuly size, the number of children receiving child care, and the type of care:selected.
Copayments are not required. for the foﬂowmg types of participants: (a) teen parents who are
Learnfare participants; (b) ESET participants; and (c) foster .care and kinship care parents who
have court-ordered piacement of a child, The minimum copaymeni: for the type of child care and
the number ‘of children recewang chlid care is required for the following participants: (a)
mdmduals under. -age 20 who are attending high-school or participating in a course of study to
cbtmn a GE}L) (b) nen~court~ordered kinship parents; and (c) parents who have left a W-2
_posmon for an unsubsxdized Job within the last month. Families with children who are authorized
“for.child care assistance for 20 hours or less are responmble far SG% of the copayment-amount.
The copaymem scheduie is’ structured $0. that the reqmred copayment will not exceed 11.6% of
the farmly s income, DWD has the authority 1o change copayments administratively to account
for the. foﬂowmg factors: (a)- chﬁd care price changes; (b) the amount of available child care
funding; (c) mﬂauen, {d) changes in the federal poverty level; and (e) other economic factors
that affect the cost of child care, such as demand. If the copayments will increase by more than
10%, the: chan ge must be promui gated by rule.

_ On a 10931 }evel ‘W«Z agcnmes detarmxm elzgxbzhty for the child care: submdy program
'then refer mdmduais o a county. depa:rtment of social -or human services -for child- care
assistance. The county ciepartments adrmmster the program- and do -all of the- following: (a)
"-:deterzmne a parent’s copayment; (b): provzde a voucher to individuals for the payment of child
care services or otherwise reimburse child care providers; (c) set maximum reimbursement rates-
for day care. prowders, (d). certify providers that are not licensed by the ‘state; and (e) assist
eligible 1nd1v1duals 10 identify ‘and select appropriate . child - care In most countxes, the W-2
_agency and the caunty depanment are the same entxty :

i Each ccunty is requu'ed to estabhsh the maxnnum chﬂd care. sub51dy that wﬁl be paid to a
hcensed c}nid care: pmmder on'an a:nnual baszs, subject to DWD review and approval. The rates
are deterrmned by surveymg hccnsed group and licensed family day care centers for the rates
they charge to the general communzty The rate is set so that at least 75% of the number of places
for children with licensed providers could be purchased at or below the maximum rate. The
maximum rate for regular certified providers cannot exceed 75% of the rate for licensed family
day care providers and the maximum rate for provisionally ceruﬁed provxders cannot exceed
50% of the rate for licensed family day care provxdcrs = :

Undex current Zaw foster care parents and com':-ordered shortﬂte:m kmshlp care reiauves
can recewe child care subszdles if the. child’s b;o}ocrxcal or adoptive family has income at or
below 200% of the federal poverty level. If the chlid’s biological or adoptave family has income
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185% of the federal poverty level. In contrast, court-ordered long-term kinship care relatives and
all non~ccur€-—{>rdered kinship care relatives fall under the general eligibility standard, and kinship
care reiaﬂves must have initial income at or below 185% of the federal poveny level.

_ ' Current }aw alsa pmhlbits DWD fmm dxstnbutmg chzid care subsxdaes to persons who
' reside with the child, unless the county determines that the care is necessary because of a- special
health condition of the child. Parents who do not reside with the child are currently not subject to
this provision. The term. “parent” is.currently. defined as a custodial parent, guardian, foster
parent, _treatmant foster parent, legal custodian or person acting in place of a parent.

GOVERNOR

Provide $242.475,000 annually for child care subsidies provided through the Wisconsin
Shares program. The Governor's proposed funding level is a $5,294,900 annual increase over
the amount budgeted in 2000-01 ($237,180, 100).. The biH prov;des that if DWD determines that
funds allocated for child care subsidies are insufficient to provxde a subsidy to eligible recipients,
the Department couid develop a plan to limit participation in the program. The plan could have
different eligibility requirements than those required under current law. DWD would be required

to submit the plan to the Secretary of the Department of Administration: (DOA) for approval and
DWD could 1mp1emen{ the pIan if the DOA Secretary approves the plan. -

The bﬁi would also mochfy two eligibility requirements for child care subsidies. The bill
would make the financial eligibility requirements the same for both long- and short-term court-
ordered kinship care. Under current law, court-ordered short-term kinship care relatives can
receive child care subsidies if the child’s b:solsgzcal or adoptive family has income at or below
- 200% of the . federal povcny 1evel “while long~term court-ordered Iansth care relatives must
meet the generai income ehvzbihty standard of 185% of the federal poverty level. Under the bill,
both long- and short-term court-ordered kinship care reiatwes Wonld be. eligible for child care
subsidies if the biological or adoptwe parents have income at or below 200% of the federal
poverty level. All non-court-ordered kinship care relatives would still be subject to the general
income eligibility standard of 185% of the federal poverty level. This prov;sxon would first apply
to eligibility determinations made on the day after publication. :

The bill would also prohibit DWD from distributing child care subsidies to all parents,
whether or not they reside with their child, unless the county determines that the care is
necessary because of a special health condition of the child. Under current law, providers cannot
receive child care reimbursements for children that reside with them. This ;provision would first
appiy to child care funds distributed on the day after publication.

DISCSSSIOE‘-"&' POINTS

1. Wisconsin’s child care program is composed of three elements: (a) the direct child
care program, which provides child care subsidies through the Wisconsin Shares program, on-site
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-:child ‘care -at job: centcrs and counties, ‘as ‘well as- ngrant child care “services; (b) programs 1o
-improve the: quality -and” avmlab;lzty of: {:b;id care; and (c) the Zecal passihrough pregrarn, ’Whl(:h
provides funds to local -entities for child care acnvmes ‘There are three sources of funds for
Wiscensin's chﬁd care program: {(a) the federal child care and deveiopment fund {CCDF); (b) the
' federai temporary assistance for needy farmhes (’I‘ ANF) block grant and (c) GPR rcqmred to be
- spem as mamtenance of effort for CCDF

_2;._ : ’I‘able 1 beii(}w detaﬂs the preposed amoum of each source af revenue for the next
bzennmm and the: prsposed usesof the funds, as cerrected by the Department of Administration’s
(DOA) errata list. This paper focuses on the direct child care program, while papers #1047, #1048
and #1049 focus on programs to improve child care quality and availability and. the local pass-
through program

' TABLE 1

Chxid Care Sourcas ef Fundmg and Proposed Uses for 2981~93

- :2961402--” 2002«03’

 Funding Sources S e e
GPR . © 816449400 - $16,449,400
CCDF 78,114,100 78,114,100
CTANF 1813846000 - _181.554.900
b e SRR :._5$2’?5.;§48,'10011= S 8276,118,400 1
'--_-.}D;rectChudCaxe Sl $z42475009--.;_:..: $242,475,000
o -:-_ProgramsmlmpmveQuahtyand R
" Availability of Child Care _ 16 206{)09_ - 16,390,200
" Local Pass-Through Program 17.267 100_'_ 17,253,200
Child Care Subsidy Funding
3. Child care expenditures have ‘increased dramatically both nationwide and in

Wisconsin. According to a February, 2001; report by the federal General Accounﬁng Office (GAD)
-entitled - Child: Care: States Increased - Spending ‘on’ Low Tncome ‘Families, total ‘child 'care
expenditures by: states rose from $4,120 million in federal fiscal year’ (FFY} 1997 to $6, 965 million
in FFY 1999 in constant 1997 dollars, which representsan increase of 69%. In Wisconsin, the GAO
reported that expenditures increased from $58 million in state fiscal year 1994-95 to $166 million in
1999-00 in constant 1997 dollars, which represents an increase of 186%. The GAO reported that
other states also had large increases over this time frame, including a 166% increase in California, a
95% mcrease in Michigan and Connecticut and a 75% increase in Texas..

Page 4 Workforce Development “'Economic Support and ‘Child Care (Paper #1045)




.. 4. Other Midwestern states have also experienced dramatic growth in their child care
subs:dy programs. In Illinois, annual caseload growth has ranged from 25% to 33% in the last three
years. Expenditures were $263 million in 1997 and are’ estimated at $664. million for 2000-01.
According to state officials, the demand is expected to increase by 5% in 2001-02, resulting in the
- need for an additional $30 million. In Michigan, annual caseload growth is 6% to 8%. Expend;tures
were $203 million in-1997 and are estimated st $494 Imlhcm for 2000-01. chhxgan has provided
sufficient funding for the program and is considering increasing elmbmty limits from 185% to
200% of the federal poverty level. Minnesota has two programs, one for families receivmg TANF
assistance and another for other families. While Minnesota has had sufficient funds to meet demand
for its TANF program, funding for the other program is ‘capped, which has resulted in a waiting list
of 3,438 families as of January 31, 2001. The state is considering consoizdatmg the child care
assistance- pmgra.m so that initial ehglbdzty fer ali famzhes would ’oe 50% of state median income
and maxnnum ehgzbzhty would be 75% of state mechan mcomc

o 5 “Demand for the Wisconsin Shares chxld care subs1dy ymgram has been nsmg ever
since it began in. Septcmber 1997, The average monthiy grcwth Tate in the' number of families in
the program has been about 2. 0% since the start of the pr(:agram representmg approximteiy 26.8%
annual growth. In March, 2001, there were 23,446 families pame;patmg in the program,
representing 40,896 children. With a 2% monthly growth rate, expenditures are projected to equal
$237,180,100 by the end of 2000-01. Funds allocated for the direct child care program in Act 9 and
through a Committee action in July, 2000 totaled $200 858, 200 resulting in a projected deficit of
_ approx;mately $36, 321 ,900. To address this projected shortfall the Committee acted on Apnl 24,
' 2001 1o prov;de $35 475 100 FED and $846 890 GPR for a tetal of $36,321.900. . e

6. Ttis reasonablc o’ expcct that dema.nd for Wisccnsm Shares wﬂ} contmuf: to grow in

~the next bwmnum The Leg;sianve Audit Bureau estimated that the percentawe af elzgible children -

. participating in -child care -subsidy programs from  April through September, 1998, was 15.5%
nationwide. In Wisconsin, the percentage of eligible participants served during that time was
estimated at 13.6%. Other Midwestern states were serving higher percentages of the eligible
populanan dunng that nme period: 23. 8% m Oh;o 24 6% i in. Michigan and 27.1% in Rlinois.

7. The pace of growth couid begm to slow in the next baenmum There has been a
31:5% increase in.the number of famlhes participating in the child care subsxdy program _from
March, 2000, to March, 2001. A large portion of this increase can be attributed to law changes that
went into effect in March, 2000, that significantly expanded eligibility for the child care subsidy
pregram Since the (}ovemors budget bill does not propose law changes that would significantly
changc ehglbxhty the pace of growth may. not be as dramatic as in the past year. If the subsidy
program grows at a rate of 15% in 2001-02 and 10% in 290203 the amount of funding needed to
continue the program with no eligibility changes would be approximately 3274 3 million in 2001-02
and $305.6 million in 2002-03. However, if the participant growth rate exceeds these projections,
additional funds could be needed during the biennium.

8. The bill would also change the eligibility requirements for court-ordered long-term
kmsh;p care relatives and prohibit providing subsidies to parents who do not reside with their
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: chx}dxen, unless - the- county- determines- that the -care ‘is ‘necessary ‘because of a special health
condition of -the child. These changes-are not anuczpateé to have any significant fiscal effect,
keepmg total eshmaied costs at $274.5 million in 2001*02 and $3{35 6 mﬂhon in 2002-03. .

e _ "I_'he Go_vemor 8 proposed budcret mcludes 3242 475,000 annualiy in the 2001-03
budget for the. direct child care program. Therefore, the program is estimated to be underfunded by
approxzmately $32 0. mzlh(m in 2001-02 and $63.1 mﬂhon in:2002-03, for a total of $95.1 million

over the blcnmum e
Optwns to Reduee Program Costs

10 T0 adciress the pro;ected shortfall, the Conrmnttee could reduce COSts In the chﬂd
- care subsuiy program. The following options are discussed in this paper: (a) the Governor’s
proposal :to have DWD. develop a plan to limit parnmpanon (b) increasing copayments; (c)
moa‘izfymfI reimbursement rates; (d) imposing stricter income limitations; (e) establishing waiting
: 'hsts 01' (:t) xmpiemenang of combmauon of these alternatives. Each option is discussed in detail

S110 7 Due 1o mcreaszng demand for the Wzsconsm Shaxes program, the Governor
propesed prowdmo DWD with authonty to develep a plan to Timit partxcapauon in the program if
“sufficient funds “are not avmiabie to" meet dcmand The plan could have different eligibility
requ;remems than those' required under-current law, such ‘as stricter income limits or additional
hmxtauens on the types of activities reqmmd to participate in the program. DWD would be required
“ito suabmit the pian to the ' Secretary of the Depaxtmem of Administration (DOA) for approval before .

: -_'ﬁ couid be mapiemcnted Under current Iaw DWD would a}so be aIiawed tomodify the copayment' '
r&qmrements : : :

12 Ithe Leglslamre chooses this option, DW}) would 11ke1y have to develop a plan
within the first few months of the biennium, because a deficit of $32.0 million is projected for 2001-
02. DWD would also need to program any changes necessary into the CARES computer system,
which could take several months. The longer DWD waits to implement a plan, the more severe and
' abrupt the modifications to the program would have to be. :

'13. " Because changes would likely be necessa:y from the very beginning of the fiscal
year, the Committee’ may wish to make changas as part of the budget bill to exercise more
legislative control over the types of changes made. Altemauveiy, the Committee could modify the
Governor's preposal to requn"e that DWD’s plan to limit participation also be approved by the Joint
Committee on Finance so that it can deczde Whether to accept DW}) s plan, modify the plan, or add
additional funds to the program. _

b. Increase Copayments

- -14." - A second option to reduce program costs would be to increase copayments required
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of participants. Copayments are currently capped at 11.6% of participants® gross income. Prior to
March, 2000, the maximum copayment was 16% of gross income. Large increases in copayments
would be necessary to generate significant savings because copayments currently account for only
9%:0f the cost-of care. In addition, approximately 25% of participants from July to December, 2000,
had ‘incomes of less than or- equal to 70% of the federal poverty level, and were therefore, only
required to pay the minimum copay, which is currently $4 per week for one child in licensed care
and $2 per wcek for one ch11d in cemﬁed care.

[ _15-_.-- There are - many dxfferent ‘ways ‘to change the- cnpay schedule. A threcwmonth
implementation delay would be necessary: for DWD to make: necessary programmatic and computer
changes.. These scenarios assume an October ‘1, 2001, zmplememanon date; but the costs would
have to be recalculated if the Legislature does not adopt a budget at the start of the fiscal year. Tn
addition, -all copay-alternatives presented in this paper assume ‘that, under current law, DWD lel
change its copay schedules. annnaliy to ad;ust fcr increases in'the federal 90verty ieve} and will keep
the ‘maximum copayment -at 11.6% of gross income. One- ‘option " would, be to " increase “the
copayment by a specific dolla:r amount for all parumpants over the current law copay schedule for
ceach year. This would cause re}auvely la.rge percentagc increases for pamelpants in the lower range'
of the copay schedule and smaller percentacc increases for participants in the iugher range of the
copay schedule. A $1 increase over the current law capays for each year wouid resuit in savings of
approximately $0.9 million in 2001-02 and $1.3 million in 2002»03 and would increase copays as a
percentage of gross'income from a maximum of 11.6% to 11.9% in 2091~92 and 11.8% in 2002-03.
A '$5 increase would reduce projected’ costs by apprammately $4. 4 mﬂhon 2{)01~02 and $6 6
million i in 2002-03 and would i increase copays as a percentage of gross mcc:me from a maximum of
11.6% to 12.9% annually. To revert back to the 16% of income maximum that was in place prior to

March, 2000, copays would have to be increased by $16.50 over current law copays for each year
‘and wculd reduce pl‘BjﬁCth costs by approxzmately $14 7 mﬁixon in 2()01»-()2 and $21 6 mﬂhon in
2002-03. - _

16.  Another option would be to increase copays for all participants by an equal
percentage. This would result in small dollar i Increases for participants in the lower range of the
copay schedule and larger dollar increases for parnczpants in the higher range of the copay schedule.
A 5% increase over the current law copays for each year would result in a savings of approximately
$1.1 million in 2061»02 and $1.7 million in 2002-03 and would increase copays as a pércentage of
gross income from a maximum of 11.6% to 12.2% anmually. A 15% increase would reduce
projected costs by approximately $3.2 million 2001-02 and $5.0 million in 2002-03 and would
increase copays as a percentage of gross income from a maximum of 11:6% to 13.4% in 2001-02
and 13.3% in 2002-03: To revert back to the 16% of income maximum that was in place prior to
March, 2000, copays would have to be increased by 38% over current law copays for each year and
would reduce prOJected costs by approximately $8.2 million in 2001-02 and $12.6 million in 2002-
03.

7. The two options to revert back to maximum copayments of 16% of gross income
have different cost savings. The savings would be less if copayments are increased by a percentage
than if they were increased by a specific dollar amount because many. participants are in the lower
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income . ranges. of .the copayment schedule -and the dollar: value of these partlczpants copayment
B mcreases wou}d be- less than if all pammpants had a ﬂat copayment increase. '

o 18 Other nptzcns to c:hangc copay reqwremcms could mc}.ude mcreasmg coPayments
_ _only for faxmhes at h;ghcz' income: levels. to:avoid nega.nve nnpacts on’ fazmhes with iowcr income
. lgvels to . e . T . . : o

19.  However, the Legislature may not wmh tc) mcrease copaymcnts because affordab1hty
.of child care is a pressing issue for many families both nationwide and in Wiscensin. According to a
_'Decembf:r 2000 study by the Urban instztufﬁ entitled Child Care Lxpenses of America’s. Families,
;4{)% of Iow»earmng families w1th mcomes of less than 200% of the federal poverty Jevel had out-
ofupocket expenses, for - chﬂd care nat:enw;de compared to 38% in Wisconsin. Natxenw;de these
families paid an average of 15. 9% of their earnings for child. care. In Wisconsin, this percentage was
__ 16 3%. In addition, the smdy found that 29%. of Wzsconsm S: iow—emmng faxmhes We:re paymg
' more than 20% of the:r eammgs on, chﬁd care.. . R g _

' In addmon thc U S Department of Hcalth and Human Servmes recommends in its
' z‘egulanons on i:he chﬂd care and developmem fund that (:epayment scales require a low-income
family to pay no more than 10% of its income for child care to ensure equal- access. While not all
states have comphed with this gmdelme the Lﬁgzslanve Audit. Bureau s child care audit released in
January, 2001, states that copayment rates in. Wasconsm .are.generally higher -than -in other
Mzdwestcrn staies Table 2 below. ﬂlustratcs the percentage of monthiy income a famxly of three

_ thh ene mfant and o ' fj{oddler Would have to pay in vanous decsi:em states. i

’i‘ABLE 2 , ﬁ_ :

Monthly Copayment Campar;san (Juiy 260{3)
Out-of-Pocket Child Care Costs as a Percent of I;acome

Families Wxth o Famiﬁ_e's With

Incomeat100%  Income at 150%
R " of Federal ~  of Federal

St v Tl Pores T ovi]
Illinois SRR 17.5% S 13.1%
Indiana o 0% o 73%
_Iowa ST 3.9% Ineligible
Michzgan 5.0% 3.3%.
. Minnesota . 0.4% 3.0%
Ohio’ ' 0.2% 9.7%
Wisconsin 7.6% 10.7%
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e M’ad j,'y Rezmbursementﬁates o

: 20 A thJ:rd opuon weuid be te modxfy thc reunbnrsement rates for prowders DWD is
_reqmrad to set rcxmbmscment rates-on an annual bases. Each- county establishes the maximum child
“care subsidy that will be paid to a licensed child care provider on an annual basis, subject to DWD
review and approval. The rates are detenmned by surveying licensed group and licensed family day
_care centers for the rates they: charge to the general ‘COMMUNIty. The tate is set so that at least 75%
of the number of places for chxidren with licensed: providers could be purchased at or below the
. maximum rate. The ' maximum rate for Level T certified prowders ‘may not exceed 75% of the rate

for licensed family day care. providers and the: maximum rate for Level II cemﬁed prcav;ders may
not exceed 50% of the rate for hcensed famﬂy day care promders G :

_ _21, _ One opﬁen wouid be to freezc the rcxmbursement rates for the entire bxenmum and
.net havc an. annual increase. This would save approximately $1.9 million in 2001-02 and $8.3
mzihon in. 2002-03 A seconci optzon would be to allow the reimbursement rates to grow in 2001-02,
but not in 2002-03. This would generate :savings: of. approxxmataly $6.3 ‘million ‘in- 2002-03.
Howevar as the costs of child care increase, fewer promders would likely be willing to participate
in the pmgram and families would have fewer options’ for child care providers. Federal law requires
states to c:amfy that the payment rates for chﬂd care services are sufficient to ensure equal access for
 eligible-children: to- comparable child: care services prov1ded to children whose parents are not
eligible to receive assistance. If the Committee chooses this’ aptzon, _the state would have to bc able
to. justify that families receiving ch;ld care subs.i.ches are still ‘Teceiving equai access. In add,ztxon
statutory. provisions: wouId have to'be: g:hanged to pmvzde a temporaxy Or permanent exception tothe
- requirement that counties set the reimbursement rate for licensed famﬂy prov;ders so that at ieast
5% of the number of piaces for chﬂdren can be purchased at or below the maximum rate.

= 5.:- | d, Im:ome Elzgzbzlzty Lzmm

22, A fom‘th opuon would be to 1mpose stncter income ehg:bzhty limnits. Initial income
eligibility is currently 185% of the federal poverty level and families can remain eligible until their
incomes reach 200% of the federal poverty level. According to federal law, states can set their
income hxmtanons ‘up t0.85% of the state median income. In Wisconsin, 85% of median i income is
$49,300 for a family of four for FFY 2001, which is approximately 275% of the federal poverty
level. Prior to March, 2000, initial ehgiblhty was 165% of the federal poverty level. Changing initial
eligibility back to 165% of the federal poverty level would result in a savings of approximately $6.6
million in 2001-02 -and $12.2 million in 2002-03, assuming an October 1, 2001, implementation
date. Changing initial 611g1b1hty 1t0'115% of ‘the federal poverty level Would reduce pro;ected costs
by approximately $27.4 million in 2001-02 and $51.4 million in2002-03, assuming an October 1,
2001, implementation date. Under these two’ scenarios, families would rémain eligible for the
program untﬁ thezr incomes reach 200% of the fedcral poverty level.

23 Whﬂe farmhes carrently receiving ch;xld care subsidies would be allowed to remain
‘part of the program, limiting eligibility would eliminate access to the program for some families.
Under the option to reduce initial eligibility to 165% of the fedelfaj poverty_ level, an esta_mated 1,000
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families in 2001-02 and 1,800 families in 2002-03 anticipated to seek the subsidy would not have
access to the program. Under the option to reduce initial eligibility to 115% of the federal poverty
level, families that would:be denied access to'the program are estimated at 3,000 in 2001-02 and
5,700 in 2002-03.. The:smaller: caseioad reducuons i the ﬁrst year are pmmanly due to the Octeber
11,2001, zmplementatlen date. ©

2_4. _ Ii ceuld be argued that income ehglbzilty levels should not be decreased because
-demg so would heighten affordability .problems for families in the excluded income range. In
_addition, some states have more generous income eligibility standards than Wisconsin. According to
_the State Policy Docurnentation. Project database maintained by the Center for Budget and Policy
Priorities and the Center for Law. and Social Policy, state income eligibility guidelines for families
of three varied from 125% of the federal poverty level in South Carolina to 330% of the federal
poverty level in Connecticut, as of October, 1999. In the Midwest, Minnesota had higher income
limitations than Wisconsin at 275% of the federal poverty level. Limits in other Midwestern states
-as’percentages of the ‘federal poverty: leve} were ‘as foilows 157% in Iilmoas 143% in Indiana,
'155% in Iowa, 185% in Mzcmﬂan and 182% in Ohio '

e Wamng Llsts

25. A ﬁﬁh opnon to hmzt cosis wnuld bc to piace ehgzbla part;mpzmts on waiting lists. If
the number of participants were capped at the number of children being served at the end of June,
2001, and a waiting list were. 1mplemented ‘projected costs would -be reduced by approximately
3 $33 1 mlﬁlon in 2(3(}1-02 and $59.6 million in. 2002-03. This.-would almost reduce costs dowrito the
_1cve} funded by the Govemor. This means that an estimated 3,300 families in 2001-02 and 5,300

families in 2002~03 antmpatf:d to seek the subsidy would not have access:to-the program. If the
state waited three months to. mplemﬁnt a waiting list, projected .costs: would be reduced by
approxnnately $22.1 million in 2001-02 and $59.6 million in'2002-03, leaving approximately 2,200
families in 2001-02 and 5, SG{) families in 2002-03 without access to the program.

26‘ ~According to the Chﬂdrcn s Defensc Fund, at least 15 states had waiting lists for
child care subsxdxes as of March, 2000: Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia,
Maine, Massachusetts, anesota, Mississippi, New York, North Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and
Virginia.. - S

27. Child care waiting lists may not be desirable because of their capricious effect. If a
waiting list has no system of priorities, families already receiving child care subsidies would be able
to remain on the program while new families would not be able to participate. New families with
very low income levels would not have access to the program, while families with Ingher incomes
already receiving the subsidy could remain on the program :

28.  Waiting lists could also impact the W-2 program. A waiting list could undermine the
philosophy of W-2, which is to provide support services that will enable people to work. In addition,
federal regulations state that if a W-2 participant is a single custodial parent caring for a child under
age Six, the state may not reduce or terminate assistance based on the parent's refusal to engage in
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required work -if he.or she demonstrates -an-inability to obtain needed child care because: (a)
appropriate care within a reasonable distance is unavailable; (b) informal child care by a relative or
- under other arrangements is unavailable ‘or unsmtable (© apyrepnate and affordabie formal child
-care arrangeruents are unavailable. Therefore, if child care subs:dies are not available because there
-isva waiting list, the "W-2 agency would not be’ ‘permitted to sanction pamcapants who d() not
participate in ‘work requiremerits. If a state is- detemunad to have vmlated this provzszon the federal
government can reduce the state’s TANF grant by up to 5% for the immediately succeedmg federal
fiscal year unless the state demonstrates that it had reasonable cause or achieves comphance under a
- corrective compliance plan. If the TANF b}ock grant is reduoed the state must expend its own funds
to replace the reduction i in the grant. R

29. w2 participants are denied child care funds and are unable to work, then the
state’s: worker participation rates will decrease. However, this is not likely to have much of an
impact because the adjusted worker pamapation rates requxred by the federal gevemment in FFY
2000 were 0% for all families and 17% for two-parent fanuhes If the state does not comply with the
- minimum worker participation requirements, the federal- government can mduce the TANF grant
- from 5% to:21%, depending on how many years the state fails' to me:et ‘the requarements and the
degree of noncompliance. Tf the TANF bloc:k grant is reduced the state must expend its own funds
to replace the reduction'in the grant.”

30.  In order to ensure that W-2 participants receive child care services, a system of
--priorities could be established for a waitmg list or there ‘could be exemptions to the waiting list.
Exemptions; could: be created for persons pan:;mpatmg in W-2 cmployment posztzons and/or with

income ess than 115% of poverty. Keeping current eligibility ‘guidelines ‘and zmplemenung a
«waiting list for: those below115% of the federal pmverty level would reduce projected costs by
g approxunateiy $8.3: mz}han in-2001-02.and $22 4 million in 2002-03. This means that an estimated
1,000 families in 2001-02 and 2,600 families in 2002-03 anticipated to seek the subsidy would not
have access to the program. Changing the waiting list threshold to 150% of the federal poverty level
would reduce projected costs by approximately $3.2 million in 2001-02 and $8.6 million in 2002-
03, leaving approximately 400 families in 2001-02 and 1,200 families in 2002-03 without access to

the p_mgr_am

31.  "DWD indicates that it would need several months Zead time to cstabhsh a waiting list
system on its computer system. DWD would have to decide whether the waiting list would be by
county, by state, how much information to gather from waiting list applicants and how to assi gn and
weight priorities.

f Combinations of Alternatives

32.  The options described above could be combined in numerous ways to reduce
projected costs to the level funded by the Govemnor's budget bill. It is important to note that
alternatives discussed in the precedmg sections cannot be added tosrether to produce combinations
of alternatives because the variables interact. A few options are dxscussed below and other options
coulci be esﬂmatf:d for the Comttee AH optmns assume an October 1, 2{}01 1mplementatzon date
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10, aliow DWD to. make any necessaxy progrannnatzc and computer system changes

.33, One thson would be te hmit 11111:131 ehgxbihty to 115% of the fedemi poverty ievel
) aﬁow no. growth in rennbursemem rates and 1o Tequire.a:20% increase in.copays-over the current
_law copay for each year thss cou}d Temain ehgﬁﬂe for subsidies until their income reaches
- 200% of the federai poverty level. This optwn would reduce projected costs by approximately $32.6
million in 20()1«02 and $62.5 million in 2002-03 and would cost appmmmately the sarne -as: the
_amount provxdeti by the Gevernor over:the bxenmum The impact on. participants would be an
increase in the maximum copay asa. percentagf: of gross: income from- 11 6% 10.14%. Inaddition, an
esnmaxed 3, OOG fmhes n 2901 -02 and 5,700 famﬂics in 2(}02~D3 anﬂcipated to sexic the subsidy
would not have access to the program -

. _34. A second option would be o bcgm a waztmg hst in Dctober, 2001 limit growth in
rexmbursement rates to the fzrst ycar of: thc biennium and require a:10% increase in- copays over the
current law copay for each year. “This opnen would reduce projected: costs by approxnnately $26.8

___rruihon in 2001-02 and $67 2 mﬁlwn mn 2802~03 and would cost approximately $1.2 million more
than. thc-: bxenma} amount yrcmded by the Govamnr ‘The. unpact on pammpants would be an
mcrease in the maximum copay as a percentage. of gross income from 11.6% to 12.8%. In addition,
an estimated 2,500 families in 2001-02 and 3, 800 families in. 2{)02 03 anticipated to seek the
subsidy would not have access to the program _

N 35 A thttd optlon would be tc bcgm a wamng hst in October, 2{}(}1 and have no growth
n reambursement ratcs in either year-of the biennium: This opmn would reduce projected costs by
' approxunately $26 5 nn}lmn in 2001-02" and. $66 2 million in' 2002-03 and would cost

_approximately $2 5 nuih@n ‘more. ihan the bmnmai amount prswded by:the Governor. This option

“would not. change the maximum cepay as a percentage of gross income. Hewever, an estimated
12,500 faxn:kes in 2001 »()2 and 5, 809 fmhes in 2002-03 antzczpated to seek the subs:dy wouid not
have access 10 the program S L _ ce e

Options to Ful!y thd Chlid Care

36. Another option wouid be to fully fund the Wisconsin Shares program by reducing
funding for other programs included in the TANF program. Papers #1046, #1047, #1048 and #1049
detail opnons for providing funding for d:rect child care. These papers focus on the indirect child
care program, local pass- through program, as well as other TANF-funded programs. Altemaﬁvciy,
additional state funding could be provided.

Changes to Eligibility Requirements in the Bill
a Kinship Care

37 The bill would make the ehglbahty reqmrements for 1ong~ and. shert—term court-
ordered kinship care reiatzves C{}nszstent Accordmg to DWD, the dlscrepancy in ehg;bzhty was the
unintentional result of stazutary changes in the last budget. Local W-2 agencies have been treating
these two types of kmshxp care relatives the same, despite the law’s distinctions. Therefore, DWD.
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states that the fiscal effect of this change would be minimal.

38.- However, under the proposed change, not all kinship care families would be subject
to the same chﬂd care subsidy:eligibility requirements. All non-court-ordered kmshlp care relatives
would continue to have to meet the general eligibility guidelines. These kinship care relatives would
need to have initial income at or below 185% of the federal poverty level. It could be argued that the
eligibility for non-court-ordered kinship care relatives should also be revised to be consistent with
court-ordered kinship care. This would allow the income of the biological or adoptive parents to be
used when dctermamng income instead of the kinship care relative’s income and would move the
initial ‘eligibility reqﬂzremeﬁt from 185% to 2{39% of the federal povcrty Ieve} There are. currently
approximately 160 children in non-court-ordered kinship care per month. However it is not known
how many additional kinship care relatives would join the child care program because income data
is not available for kinship care parents. Due to the anucxpated shortfall in the child care subsidy
program, it could be argued that ehcrlbxhty changes that could result in addztxanal costs should not be
considered at this time. _

b. Child Care Reimburs-ement to Parents '

39.  The bﬁl wc)uld modzfy a cum:nt prowsmn statmg that chﬂd care reimbursement
cannot be paid to a person who resides with the chﬂd uniess the county determmes that the care is
necessary because of a special health condition of the child. The new provision would clarify that
parents cannot receive child care reimbursement, regardless of whether or not they reside with the
child. "Parent"” is defined as a custodial ‘parent, guardian, foster parent, treatroent foster parent, legal
castodian or person acting in place of a parent. According to. DWD; this provision is necessary
- because there have been a few cases where parents were determined to be eligible for child care

- _reimbursement for. their children because the. ‘parent was yrovz,dmg care.at a dszerent location than. .-

the home. Accordmg to DWD, the proposed change would clarify that parents should not receive
child care reimbursements to care for their own chlldrcn This proposal is also anticipated to have a
minimal impact on program costs. -

40.  The Committee may also want to consider expanding this prohibition to
noncustodial parents. Noncustodial parents do not meet the definition of parent currently included in
the statutes and would therefore not be prohibited from receiving reimbursement. While DWD is
not aware of any instances where noncustodial parents are receiving child care subsidies to care for
their own children, making this change would be consistent with DWD’s pohcy goal of not allowing
parents to receive child care reimbursement for care of their own children, Thxs aitemanve 1s not
anticipated to resulit in any significant impact on costs. ::'

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL
Approve Governor’s Recommendations

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendation to:
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a. Provide annual funding of $242.475 -000.:&): child care subsidies.

- b. .. Allow DWD to submit a pian to- the Secretary of DOA: for approval to limit
partampatmn in the Wisconsin -Shares program if DWD determines-that funds allocated for ch;ld
care subsidies are. msufﬁcmnt to pmwde a subszdy to ehg;bie rec;lpients : :

_ c | Modlfy ehglblhty rﬁqwxemeais to make ehg;.bxhty requlremﬁnts for court—«crdercd
Iong—tcnn and shortwterm k:mshxp care consistent. :

d Clanfy that parcnts cannot rec:ewc Chﬂd care mzmbuxsemcnts for carmg for their
own chlldren whether or not they resxde w:;th the child.

2.0 Modify" the Governor’s propasaE to spec1fy that any p]an prepared by DWD and
“approved by DOA 16 limit- paruapataon in the child care sub51dy program would be subject to
approval by the J oint’ Comnnttee on Fxnance through al4-day’ passwe review process..

Reduce Chl!d Care Subsidy Costs

3. Make one or more of the foﬂowmg mcdxﬁcations to the Wisconsin Shares child care
‘subsidy program 1o reduce pro;ected costs. Costs for each opnon are not included because they will
va.ry dependmg on Ihﬁ’: spwiﬁc combmatzon chosen

a.; Mod1fy the copayment scheéule m one or both ﬁscai years

- b Freeze rezmbm*sement rates to chﬂd care’ prov:ders for both ﬁscal years or justin’ the
second ﬁsca.l year T y i _

’ _c".  Limit mmal income chglblhty 10 alevel bei»:;w 185% of the federal poverty level

d. Begm a waltmg st far a.'H new paraczpants or estabhsh a waztmg List for all
participants above a specific federal poverty level.

. Program Eligibility Changes in the Bill

4. Mocﬁfy thé Governor's proposal to make the ehglbmty requirements for non-court-
ordered kinship care relanves the same as for court—crdered Kinship care relatives. This option
would allow the mceme of the biologxcal or adoptxve parents to be used when determining
ehgzbﬂxty instead of the income of the kinship care parents. It would also raise the initial eligibility
threshold to 200% of income for these participants.

5. Modify the Governor’s proposal to specify that child care reimbursement cannot be
paid to noncustodial parents, unless the county detemnnes that the care is necessary because of a
special health condition of the child. S
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. Maintain Current Law

6. Maintain current law by: (a) denying the proposed funding increase; (b) maintaining
the current eligibility rules for long-term court-ordered kinship care relatives; and (c) maintaining
the current prohibition against providing child care reimbursement for children who reside with the
child care provider.

Prepared by: Victoria Carredn
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Legislative Fiscal Bureau |
Ont: East Mam Smte 301+ Madxson WI 537{)3  (608) 266~384? * Fax: {608) 2067-6873

May21,2001 ~ °  Joint Committee on Finance ~ Paper #1046

Tempamry Asszstance for Needy F amzlzes ( TANF )

Program Reduction ()ptmns to Pay for Child Care Subsidies
(DWD -- Ecommlc Suppﬂrt and Chlld Care)

[LFB 2001-03 Budget Summary Page 339 #5, Page 731, #1 Paoe ’?35 #2 Page 736, #6 & #7,
Page 737, #8 & #10, Page 740, #16, Page 741, #18, Page 742, #21, Page 743, #23,
. ?age 744 #27 & 29; Page 745 #32, Page ’?46 #34 and Page TA8, #43]

TANF Funding -

. Under current law, funds from the temporary ‘assistance for needy families (TANF) block
grant -are used for a variety of programs to assist low-income families. Under the Governor’s
budget bill, it is projected that there will be a shortfall in funding for the Wisconsin Shares child
care subsidy program of $32.0 million in 2001-02 and $63.1 million in 2002-03 for a total of
$95.1. million. This paper expiorcs possible reductions in TANF-funded programs in the
Depanment of Workforce. Development (DWD) and other departments that. could provide
additional funding for child care subsidies.

GOVERNOR
TANF Funding for DWD Programs

a Programs with Fandz‘ng Reductions

Due to anticipated growth in the child care subsidy program, the Governor recommended
eliminating funding for some programs and reducing funding for others. Programs where new
funding would be completely eliminated include: community youth grants; alcohol and other
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drug abuse (AO}}A) programs; Wlsconsm econormc deve}opment mmatzve 1egaI servmes, and
English for Southeast’ Aswn children. For the’ commumty youth grants and AQDA programs,
funds wauid he pmvxdeti in ZOE)H}Z to fu}fiil contracmal obhgations from the 19994)1
bmnnmm ' Lo :

?rograms where, flmdmg would be reduced mclzzde hteracy grants and work-based
'}earmng programs. "The bill would prowde funding in 2601-02 for both of these programs to
fulfill contractual cbhgatmns from the 1999-01 biennium. T 2002-03, the bill would provide
'funds for new gra;nts at a reduced ievei L;teracy grants would be reduced from an annual grant
of $1,404,100 i in the last biennium, t0 annual grants of $7 50,000 starting in 2002-03. Work-based
ieammg programs adnnmstered by: the Governor's ‘Work-Based . I.carmng Board -would be
reduced from an annual grant of $6; 084,500, to annual grants of $2.000,000 starting in 2002-03.
The bill wculd aiso reduce :funds for the Mﬂwaukce anate industry Cetmcﬂ by $500,000
annually ' : : . :

'_;b ngmms w;th Fundmg Increases '_ i e

_ The Gevernor aiso pmposed t() mcrease TANF fundmg __for several pregrams in DWD A
mc}udmg (@) W~2 beneﬁts, which:would: be increased by $}. 386;56@ in 2001-02 and $2,773 000
in 2002-03; (b) JOb access }oans, which would be .mcreased by $400, 000 annually; (c‘) children
first, which would be increased by $1 660 000 annualiy, (d) state administration of overpayment
coliectmns whlch ‘would be prowded $18 800 in 2001-02" and $25,100 in- -2001-02; and (e) the
fatherhood initiative, which would be provided 3200 000 annually. In: addxtz,(m, community

reinvestment funding would i increase by $33.583,800 in 2001-02, as reesumated 10 fund current. -
ebhgat;ons for c:ommumty reanvcstment assecxate:d with the 19’9’? 1999 W2 ::ontracts -

c | Progmms wzth no Furzdmg Changes

_ The Govemor proposed keepmg fundmg levels for othcr expendﬁures in DWD consiant.
Th1s mc:iudes items such:as: (a) performance bonuses, whzch would be prcwded $14,772,600 in
‘ 2001-02 for bemzses relatad to the 2000-2001 W-2 contracts as reestimated: (b) the emp}oymem
: skllis advancemcnt program;: thch would be- provxéed 510{}0{}{} armualiy, (c) the workforce-
attachment-and advancement: grogram ‘which would be provxded $10,000,000 annuaﬂy, and (d)
the early c}uldimod excellence program thch would be provzdcd $7 5{}0 600 annually o

TANF Funding in Other Departments
a. Programs with Funding Reductions

The only proposal to reduce the amount of TANF funding being used in another
department is the elimination of the commumty mamagc coordmator in the Department of
Health and Family Services (DHFS). o
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b ngrams wrk no Fundmg Changes

_ The Gevcmor a]se pmpaseﬁ to mamtam cun:ent fun&ng levels for 'I‘ANwaunded
_.programs in other. dcpm’tments In -the D&panment of  PublicInstruction; the budget :would
 maintain fandmg for, Head Start at $3 712,500 annually and aid to-Milwaukee Public Schools at
. .$1 410, O{){} annnaiiy n the Departmcnt of Mihtary Affazi‘s, the Governor- would  continue to
provzde $83, OG annuafﬁy for the: badger chailenoe program. -In the Governor's office, the bill
would mamtam fundmg of $50, GGG annually for a hteracy program. In- the Child Abuse and
Neglect Prevention Board, funds would - be maintained at $340,000 annualiy In DHFS, the
- budget would maintain current fuadmg levels for the foliewmg programs: (a) early pregnancy
- _zdennficatmn at $1(}(} QOG anﬁuan},,. by nutrmen services at $1; &0090{} annually;  (c)
_: 1mmumzanon scrvms:s at $1 000, 0@0 annually, a,nd (d) domestzc v:o}ence serwccs at $3 000 {300

Ehgihﬁlty Changes for the Employmmt Sklils Advancement Program

The employment skﬂis acivancement program awards grants 10 elxglble mdwxéuals to be
used for: tmtzon, ‘books,” transpoxtauon ‘or other direct- costs of training or edncanon in a
vocatxonai traamng or educauona} program The bill would modify. three ei1g1b111ty requirements
for the employmem skills advancement program to: (a) increase the maximum lifetime grant
. amount frem $500 to $1 000; - (b).reduce the recipient’s reqmred contribution from 100% to 50%
of the amount of the gram -and. (c} increase the income. hrmt from 165% to 185% of. poverty

: 31.- - Dunng the 1999«01 budgct prccess them was a large TANF baiance The
*Legzsiamre used this baiance 10:Create new programs, suppicment existing programs and to replace -
GPR for existing programs. For the 2001-03 biennium, avaﬂabﬂzty of TANF funding is much more
limited because” ongoing costs in the 'I‘ANF program exceed ongomg revcnues and c:hﬁd care costs
have’ mcreased dramat;caliy n the Iast two years o

2. The Wlsconsm Shares chzld care subs;.dy program is projected to have a deficit of
$95.1 million over the biennium.- Options for changing ehglbxhty requirements to confine the
program within avaﬂable funding are jpresented in that paper. This paper explores options to reduce
or eliminate certain TANF—funded programs 1o provide additional funds for child care subsidies.
This paper also prowdes options to partially fund the child care subsidy shortfall using the
'$21,228,700 TANF balance ‘identified i in the TANF reasumaxes paper #1041 and $1,080,600. in
newly ldennﬁed fedcrai child Care Tevenues. Separate papers address the issue of using some of the
funds allocated for the lccal pass»through child care program and programs to improve, child care
quahty and avaﬂabihty to fuﬁd clnld care subs;td:es L _

3. As’ part of the Govemor s pmpesed budget, several programs were e;ther reduced or
eliminated to provide additional funds for child care subsidies. Additional reductions in DWD are
possible, including programs in DWD that the Governor partially reduced, as well as programs

“where funding was added or kept a the base level. The following. programs administered by DWD
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are dlscnssed in ﬂns paper: (a) W-E beneﬁts (b) W-2' perf()ma.nce bonuses (c) -community
reinvestment funds; (d) job access loans: (e) empioyment skills advancement program; (f) children
< Afirst;” (g) “state adﬁnmstranon, (h) work-based iearnmg programs; (1} :fatherhood initiative (3)
- workforce: attachment and advancemant (k) eariy childhood exce:llence and (1)’ hteracy grants ’I‘hls
-paper does not address benefit progrmns such as kmshxp care, careza}s:er supplemcnt emergency
- assistance; stai:e food: stampg for Iegal mnmgrants ‘funeral and bunal rezmbursemcnt transportat;on
- services and the carned i income tax- crecht (EITC) because those aﬁecatlons are based on pmjccted
caseioad fer th{)se programs CERE R :

S 4 In addmon this paper exarmnes the fﬁllowmg pmgrams :m ethcr state departments
. Whlch were expanded in the 1999-01: budget using TANE funds: (2} Head Start in the Department
- of ‘Public Instruction; (c): early 1dent1ﬁcatzon of pregnancy program in DHFS; (d) litéracy grants in
the Govermnor’s ofﬁce, (e) nutrition services in DHFS:; (f) immunization services in DHFS; (g)
domestic violence services in DHFS; and (h) thf: Chﬂd Abuse Neglect and Prevention Board in
DHFS. This paper does not expiore reducmg programs inother state depaﬁments where TANF
rep}aced GPR’ that ‘had. been used prior to: the 1999-01 budget since domg S0 would clthcr have a

negatlve GPR m:apact or Weuld resuit :m cuts mto the ‘oase of these Pregrarns
Federal Chxid Care Revenues e s

o 5, Aci:zon by ihe Jcmt Comrmtsee on Fmance on: Apni 24 2(301 provxded funding to
address a pro;ectcci shortfall in the direct child care: program for 2000-01. As part of this action,
$1,233,300 in CCDF matching funds and $846,800 GPR were provided in 2000-01 in lieu of using
$2,080,100 in CCDF discretionary funds as originally proposed bythe Govemor This action results
ina gam of $2; 080,100 in CCDF discrenonary funds that can be budgeted in the 2001-03 blenmum
Throngh reestimates of the amount of CCDF. funding available, .an adémanal $2,382,000 in
untapped FFY 2001 CCDF funds eaxmarked for child care quahty nnprovement was also identified, -
These new revenues total $4,462,100. Hewever, the actual net amount of revenue that could be
" added for chﬂd care subsxdxes totals only Sl 080,600 over the baenmum due to. an ad_]ustment
needed to cotrect double counting of revenue in past years and a rev:sed fcderal matchmg rate.

These funds must be obligated hy September 30 2002
W-2 Benef' ts

6. The bill would increase the amount available for subszdzzed employme:nt benefits
under the W-2 program by $1,386,500 in 2001-02 and $2,773,000 in 2002-03. The amount of
funding provided assumes that the caseload will increase from 6,679 i m J anuary, 2001 1o 7,651 per
“month ‘under ‘the next 'W-2 centracts wh;ch would take effect on January 1, 12002, The
administration’ states that ad&ﬁonai funds ‘were added to the ‘benefits allocation to address the
possibility of a caseload increase. It is possible that’ add:tzenal funds for benefits would be needed
because Wisconsin’s unemployment rate has been rising. Unemployment rates in recent months
have been as follows: 3.4% in December, 2000, 3. 8% in January, 2001, 4.3% in February, 2001,
' ancM 1% in March 2@01 '

7. '_ "_H_c}weve_r, additional funds for be_t_l_'aﬁts_z_ziay_ not beneedﬁdbecause tﬁg W-2 caséiéad
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has steadied, with a ~0.03% average monthly change for January, 2000, through January, 2001.
Accordingly, - the recommendation to provide increased funds for ' W-2 benefits -could be denied,
which could provide funds for child care subsidies totaling $1,386,500 in 2001-02 and $2,773,000
in 2002-03. . . _ Lt o _

8. An argument could be made that any savings resulting from reducing W-2 benefits
should instead be used to help create a contingency fund for'the W-2 contracts since the Governor
proposed elimination of the contingency fund and additional benefit funds may be needed if there is
an economic downturn. An alternative to place these funds in a contingency fund is included in
Paper #1042. ' - T o '

 Performance Bonuses.

9, As reestimated, the bill would provide $14,772,600 in 200102 for performance
bonuses associated with the 2000-2001 W-2 contracts. While the contracts state that these funds will
be available, the contracts also contain a clause stating that the obligations of DWD are contingent
upon legislative authorization and budget appropriations by the federal government and State
I.bgislat’ure.: The Legislative Reference Bureau indicates that this clause is unclear and could be
interpreted as either requiring the Legislature to appropriate funds for performance bonuses or as

. allowing the Legislature to-appropriate the funds designated for performance bonuses for other uses.
It could be argued that providing sufficient funds:for child care subsidies is a higher priority than
providing funds for performance bonuses and that funds for performance bonuses should be reduced
or eliminated. This could provide upto $14,772,600 for child care subsidies in 2001-02.

10" An argument could be made that these funds have already been contractually
obligated to the W-2 agencies and should not be deleted. In addition, it is possible that litigation
 would result if these funds were reallocated. It could also be-argued that all or part of the funds
* would more appropriately be placed in a contingency fund for the W=2 contracts since they were
originally part of the W-2 contracts. An alternative to place these funds in a contingency fund is
included in Paper #1042. ' e : - :

C_on#_nﬁn_i_ty Rgiﬁfi_&sfment

11, As reestimated, the bill would provide $33,583,800 in 2001-02 for community
reinvestment “activities associated with the 1997-1999 W-2 contracts. This is composed . of
$12,734,800 remaining unspent from the first six months of the contracts, as well as $20,849.000
that has not yet been budgeted for the last six months of the contracts. The bill would also provide
$8,309,500 over the biépﬂimn for community reinvestment activities associated with the 2000-2001
W-2 contracts. As w;th the performance bonuses, the contracts contain a clause stating that the
obligations of DWD are contingent upon legislative authorization and budget appropriations by the
federal government and State Legislature. It could be argued that providing sufficient funds for
child care subsidies is a higher priority than providing funds for community reinvestment and that
funds for community reinvestment should be reduced or eliminated.: This . could: provide up to
$36,353,700 in 2001-02 and $5,539,700 in 2002-03 for child care subsidies.
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_ 12. . As with pezfennance bonuses an argument could be made that these funds have

_ a},ready been ccntractually obligated to the W-2 agencies and should riot be deleted. It could also be
argued that all or part of the funds would more appropriately be placed in a contingency fund for the
W-2 contracts since they were originally part of the W-2 contracts. Alternatives to place these funds
ina conungency fund is mcludﬁd n Paper #1042

Mﬂwaukae Pr;vate Indnstry Cmmc;l

13 The Govcmor proposed reducmc fundmg for the Milwaukee Private Industry
Council (PIC) by $500,000 annually for a new allocation of $500,000 annually. As discussed in
Paper #1044, the Legislative ‘Audit Bureau found that the PIC was not meeting all of its contract
requirements and that little is known about the effectiveness of the PIC’s work. The Temaining
$500.000 annual allocation could be reduced or ehmmated which could provide up to $500,000
ammaﬁy for chﬂd care subsxd;es o

Job Access Loans

: -14:.- The Gevc:mer proposed addmg $400 {300 annuaily for 30b access loans due to
mcreased ciemand for the:program for a total allocation of $1,000,000 annually. Loans are provided
to persons with income up.to 115% of the federal poverty level and can be uséd to: (a) address an
immediate ﬁnanczal crisis; (b) obtain or continue employment; or(c) repair or purchase a vehicle for
employment. In: 1999-00; the budget for the program was' $600,000 but actual loans totaled
$1,422.,000. For 2{}00 01, the budget is $600 (}UO bu{ the adrmmstraucn is projecnng expendimres_

-~ of $1, 2‘{30000

. 15 An argument couid be made that the need for child care submdies outwe;ghs the
" _need to meat demand for Jjob: access loans and thai fundmg should be mamtamed at the current level
of $600,000. annaaliy Ifthe Legislamre does not ‘adopt the proposed increase, W-2 agencies would
still have job access loan repayments of approximately $200,000 annually that could be used to
cover additional loans. Loan repayments are used by W-2 agencies to provide loans in excess of
their contractual allocations. Therefore, maintaining current law would actually provide $800,000
annually for job access loans. In addition, W-2 agencies could use their performance bonuses or
community remvestment funds ‘to suppiement their | aliocauons for ;ob acccss loans This .option
would provzde $400,000 annually for child care subszdles '

16.  Conversely, an argument c¢ould be made that not approving the Governor’s
recommended increase would-result in a reduced service level since the adnnmstraaon estimates
expenditures of $1,200,000 for 2001-02. In addition, it could be argued that the job access loans
provide a critical service by provzdmg funds up front to 1ew~mcome persons trying 1o enter the
workforce.

| Employ:hent Skills Advancement Program

17. The Governor proposed to maintain funding for the employment skills advancement
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program :at $100,000-annually. This program provides grants'to eligible individuals to be used for
tuition, books, transportation or other direct costs of training or education in'a vocational training or
educational program. This program has had limited participation. In 1999-00, only $1,000 in grants
were awarded. For 2000-01, a total of $1,931 i grants had been awarded as of March, 2001. The
Governor proposed modlfymg the foﬂewmg eizglbzhty reqmremems for this pmgram to increase
participation:(a) iricrease the maximum hfetame grant amount from $500 to’ $1 000; (b} reduce the
recipient’s required contribution from 100% to 50% of the amount of the erant; and (c) increase the
income limit from 165% to 185% of poverty.

18.  While the (}ovemors proposal to relax the eligibility requirements may increase
pamczpaﬁon in"the program it could be argued that. the ehgxbxhty rcqmrements for the program
would remain too onerous to encourage addmonal pamapanon I the ehgibﬂlty reqmrements were
significantly relaxed to encourage pamcapanon the cost of the pregram could increase dramancaliy
~ In addition, there are a wide variety of financial aid pragrams avazlab}e frem the fedcral government
‘and ‘through the ngher Education’ Aids Boaxd which have greater access to fundmg and less
stringent eﬁilgzb:hty requirements. Therefore, it could be argued that the emplcment skﬁls
advancement program should be eliminated and the savmgs should be allocated to child care
subsidies. :

19. Coaverscly, cancems have been :aased tha:{_ t_he W'2 program has not had enough of
a commitment to hxgher educatlon to. enable pafampants o move out of Ppoverty and that the
'empioyment skills advancement pregram shculd be retained. Partzc;pauon couid increase with the
Govemors proposed statutory chanves and w1th addltzonal pubhcxty performed by the W-2

- agencies.
Chxldren Fxrst _

: "20 - The chﬁdren first program prowdes 30‘0 trammg and work expencnce to low-mcame
or un&eremployed ‘noncustodial parents to help these parents meet their child support financial
obligations. A noncustedial parent who has no current means of meeting a child support obligation
may be ordered by a court into the program Ch;ldren first participants often face. significant barriers
to mcamngfui employment, mciudmg low educational achievement; ‘poor work histories, alcohol
and/or drug abuse probiems, and criminal records. The program is. adm.tmstered through
partnershlps between county chﬂd support agencies, w2 agencies, and the county or tﬁbal gudmlai
systemn. It current}y operates in 43 counties and with the Lac dn Fiambeau tribe. DWD. reimburses
county child support or W-2 agencies at a rate $400 | per participant (up to $400 per participant under
the bill).

21, Thebill would mcrease the amount of fundmg from the TANF program dedicated to
the children first initiative from the current level of $1,140,000 per fiscal year to $2,800,000 per
year during the 2001-03 biennium. The additional dollars would be used to fund the participation of
7,000 additional noncustodial parents per year and expansion of the program into Ashland, Brown,
Columbia, Florence and LaCrosse counties. In calendar year 2000, the program served a total of
4,960 participants. The Committee could decide that child care subsidies are a higher priority than
expanding the chﬁdren first program. If the Connmtwﬂ chooses not to implement the proposed
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- expansion of the program or chooses to Jmplemant itata xcduced ievel the savmgs could be use.d to
fund child care. submdws . s _ _

_ 22_. g However, concems have been rmsed abaut the nf;ed to prov1de addmenal services to
noncustod;al Jparents 10 enab}e them to: prev;de enhanced. financial -support- to their: children.

:'Increased child support payments: could help some: famahes achxeve sc}fnsufﬁcmncy and be less
reliant on pubhc asmstance prograins, - - - Lo

State Admnnstratmn

3 23 Funds could be reallocated fmm ihe state; adnumstratmn al]_ocailon to the child care

_ 'subszdy pragram The Govemers budgct prov1dcd $18 800 in 2001-02 and $25,100 in 2002-03 in

‘TANF funds for 0. 5 ?’i’E for the public assistance coliactxons unit as discussed in Paper #1053.

_Because the pubhc assmtance collectxans unit generates program revenue 1o cover the cost of the

position, '}T‘ANF funds do not need to be used. Instead, these funds ceuld be: allocated to. chﬁd care
_subsa,dles w;th no 1mpact on the pubhc asszstance coilectzons unit. SRR :

Work-Based Ltaamng Programs

24. The Govemor praposed reducmg TANEF funding for work-based learning programs
administered by the’ Govemors Workaased Learmng Board. Thcse funds are used for state-
‘regulated’ youth apprent;ceshlp programs and other local work- based learmng programs for youth
from families with income levels up to- 20{}% of the federal peverty level. The Board pians to serve
a total of 5,300 youth from Spring, 2000, through Decembcr 31, 2{}01 80(} in youth apprentzceshxp
programs and 4,500 in work experzenca programs

_ 25.  The current contract terms run through December 31, 2001 ‘and mclude $7,399,000
in. fundmg For 2001-02, the Governor’s “budget would pmv:tde %6, 399 000 for current centrax:tual
' obhgauons Fer 2002 03 the Gavemor would prav1de $2 000,000 for new grants. .

26, " The proposed $2 000 000 allocation for work—based learnmg programs in 2902-03
‘could be further” reduced or ‘eliminated. A rcducucn in these programs could prowde up to
$2,000,000 for child care subsxdaes It could be argued that the Governor’s Work—Based L&ammg
‘Board has ‘other GPR and pmgram revenue that would allow some of ;hcse services to continue.
* The: Governor proposed contmmng $3. 1 Imihcn annualiy for local youth apprentzceshxp grants,
$300, {J{X} annua.’{ly for youth apprennceship training grants, and $2.3 million annually for school-to-
work.’

27. Conversely, it could be argued that work-based learning programs should not be
further reduced because they prowde preventive servxces to youth that will make them less reliant
on pﬁbhc assistance in ‘the future

Fatherheed Imtiative

28. - A separate paper has been prepared on the proposed fatherhood initiative, which
would be provzde_d $200,000 annually under the bill. If the Committee chooses not to implement the
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proposed program or chooses to implement it at a reduced level. the savings could be used to fund
child care subsidies. - o e . - _ _

Workforce Attachment and Advancement

_ - 29.. The bill would maintain funding of - $10,000,000 annually for the workforce
attachment and advancement program. This program provides funds to workforce development
boards and W-2 agencies for post-employment services to assist with job retention; incumbent
worker training to promote job advancement and increased earnings; services to employers to retain
workers and provide career progression paths; job readiness and placement services to unemployed
persons; and basic skills development. Services are provided to individuals with income at or below
200% of the federal poverty level. As of the end of December, 2000, there had been 1,117
participants, including 835 active cases. The highest number of participants has been in the
southeast workforce development area representing 23.1% of ‘the caseload. This area includes
Kenosha, Racine and Walworth counties. Conversely the Milwaukee region represented only 5% of
the caseload. As-of April, 2001, there were less than 100 cases in Milwaukee County. In addition, a
total of $4.9 million out of $19.7 million had been spent at the end of February, 2001.

.30.  The program began in January, 2000. Current contracts are for the period of January
I, 2000, through December 31, 2001, and.total funding available over the ~contract term is
$19,700,0GG'._ For 2001-02, the funding in the Governor’s bill would provide $9,641,000 for current
contractual obligations associated with the 1999-01 biennium and $359,000 for new grants. For
2002-03, the bill would provide an additional $10,000,000 for new grants.

31, Itcould be argued that the services being provided through the workforce attachment
and advancement program are already provided through the workforce investment act (WIA) and
should also be part of the basic services performed by the W-2 agencies. In addition, given the low
 caseload in calendar year 2000 and the slow rate of initial spending, $10.000,000 in annual funding
may not be necessary for the program. Accounting for the fact that the program took awhile to be
fully implemented, a reasonable estimate is that the program could be cut in half and still serve
interested participants. New grants could be reduced. to $5,000,000 annually, which would save
$5,000,000 in 2002-03 that could be used for child care subsidies. :

32.  Alternatively, funds for the program could be eliminated and the W-2 agencies could
implement the program using funds in their 2001-03 allocations for administration and services.
This option would save $359,000 in 2001-02 and $10,000,000 in 2002-03 that could be provided for
child care subsidies. S : R :

- 33, DWD argues against reducing or eliminating funding for this program because a
primary goal of the Department is to help low-income families attach and advance in the workforce.

Without this program, W-2 agencies may not have sufficient funds to provide these services in
addition to their other responsibilities.

Early Childhood Excellence Initiative

34.  The bill would maintain funding of $7,500,(}€)0 annually for the early childhood
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excellence initiative. This: program prov:ides grantsto deveiop early childhood:centers for children
under age five who come from families with incomes at or below 200% of the federal poverty: level.
The centers provide child care, educational services; outreach and training for parents of children
served by the center and training for chx}d care providers. A local matching contribution of 25% is
required. Those who receive training under the grant may in turn apply for a grant to establish an
E 'eaﬁy childhood pmgram A tctal of 2,300 pa:tlmpants are projected to be served i m 2000~—01 which
' represents a costof approxzmately $3, 3@8 per 9art1czpant Families who pamcxpate in the pregram
-are eligﬂ)ie to receive chzld care subszdaes to pamczpaie m the program and must pay the apphs:able
: copayment e

: 35 There are currendy 18 eaﬂy c?nidhood axceilence centers. Current grams are for the
'penod of’ }aly 1,:2000, ﬂzrough December 31, 2001. For 2001-02, the ’fundmg in the Governor’s bill
would provide $7,500,000 for current centractual obhcratxons For 2092«03 the b111 wouid prov;de
an additional: $7 500 (){30 f@r new gr:—mts _ :

. 36 Whﬂe the eariy chﬂd ﬂxcelicncc program prowdes child care services to: parnapants
the state aiso prcwdes child care subsidies-to the parents who attend the centers, which makes the
total cost of the centers, ‘much: hlgher The -average annual sub51dy cost of provzdmg child care
_ subsadles to 2,300 pa:tzczpamﬁ 15 $12.8 million in 2001-02 and $13.1 million in 2002-03. Addmg the
. child care subsz,dy cost-onto the cost of the early childhood exceﬁcnce centers increases costs from
$7:5 mﬂhen annually to: a total cost of over $20 million annually. If the $7,500, 000 annual
- allocation were: just: prowded for child care subsidies, app;rcxunateiy 1,300 paxnc:ipants could be
served per month. It canalso be argued that the early childhood excellence initiative is duplicative
of the ‘Head Start procram Convemng thls program tc chzld care subsxdles would provide
: '$7 5” {}6{} in 2002»—()3 i _

i '-Z-.;i-..'3 However -some m&y argue that it is ‘more. z.mportant to. prowdc funds to the eaﬂy_..-

--.chﬁdhood excellenoe centers thani to use the funds for subsidies because models of high quality
-early- cmldhood care: programs need to be developed throughout the state. Research has shewn that
proper. stzmulanon and nutrition in"the ‘early years ¢an have a 1ong-tcrm impact on a child’s
educationa} social and emotional deve}epment and the absence of proper stlmuianon or negaave
experxences can have demmentai effscts '

theracy Grants BWB

- 38. . The Govemor proposed reducmg TANF fundmg for literacy grants in DWD. The
1999-01 budget included $1,404,100 annually for formula-based literacy grants, workplace literacy
grants and child and family tutoring grants for families with income at or below 200% of the federal
poverty level. In 1999-00, 1,079 participants ‘were served. The current grants end on December 31,
2001. -For 2001-02; the- Governor’s budget  would ‘provide $1,375,800 for- current cona‘actual
obligations. For 2002-03, the Governor would provide $750; GOO for new grams

39. The proposed $750,000 allocation for literacy grants in 2002-03 could be further
reduced or eliminated. A reduction in this program could provide up to $750,000 for child care
subsidies. It could be argued that literacy services are already provided by the W-2 agencies through
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their administration and services allocations and that the W-2 agencies would be able to absorb the
participants being served by the literacy grants. For calendar year 2000, W-2 agencies spent $4.5
million on education services, a portion of which was spent on ‘literacy services: In its audit of the
W-2 program, the Legislative Audit Burean found that in calendar year 2000, literacy services were
provided to approximately 2,700 pamcxpants which represents approximately 7% of recipients
dtmng that nmxa perzod

_ :_40.: y It couId a}so be argued that funds for hteracy grants shoiild be retained because the
W-2 agencies would be unable: i:o pmvzde sufﬁczent focus on: hteracy wath base fundmg from the W-
2 contracts, STEENS T

Head Start.

41, The Govemor prepesed mzuntammg TANF fundmg for the Head Start supplement
program in the D@partment of. Public. Instruction at: $3 712,500 anpually. For 2000-01, the
program’ s goal is .10 serve 728 chxldren ‘Prior to' the 1999-01 biennium, the program was funded
with appmx;mateiy $4,950,000.GPR annnally As part of the 1999-01 budget, annual funding for
the program was increased by $2,475 ;000 to §7.425,000. A total of $1,237,500 in TANF funding
was used to replace GPR funds that had been previously nsed and $2 475 OG{} in TANF fundmg was
provided to expand the program.

- .- 42, An.option would be to eliminate the $2,475,000 annual increase that was provided in
.the 1999 01 budget. This would result in a $4,950,000 annual allocation for the program and would
result in a $2.475,000 savings in TANF funds annualiy that could be used for child care subsidies. It
-.could be argued that similar serwces Wouid continue to be pr:mded tothese: chﬂdren under the child
care subsidy program Gl i : :

e 43'. However, seme may argue that TANF frmcimg should not be reduced for the
program, because services would be eliminated for . approxnnateiy 485 children per month. In
contrast, $2,475,000 for child care subs;dies could only fund appromately 4(){} chﬁdren per month

44,' Undf:r the states twautlurds fundmg calcuiatxon fer school aids, 1f fundmo for a
categorical aid such as Head Start is decreased, there is an increase in general school aids equal to
one-third of the decrease in categorical aid in order to maintain two-thirds funding of partial school
revenues. if Head Start were reduced by $2,475,000 annually, then a corresponding increase in
general school aids of $835,000 GPR annually would be required, meaning that the net amount
available for child care subsidies would be $1,640,000 annually.

Early Identiﬁcation of Pregnancy

45. The Governar also proposed maintaining TANF funding for the early identification
of pregnancy program in DHFS at $100,000 annually. This allocation was added in the 1999-01
biennium for outreach activities to make low-income pregnant women aware of the importance of
early prenatal and infant health care and of the availability of medical assistance and other programs
to support prenatal and infant care.
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46.. .. Due to a delay in program 1mp1ememauon, no funds were spent for the program in
1999 00 DHFS indicates that the $100,000 for 2000-01 has been fuﬂy committed to: (a) inform
low-income women who suspect- they-may be-pregnant of - the ‘services available to ‘them; (b)
promote. early confirmation of 3 pregnancy, anci {c) facﬂztate acccss 10 pregnancy :estmv services and
__appr{}pna{g care, e . Cerle

47.  For 2001-02, the Governor's budget, as reestimated by tlus ofﬁce wouid prov1de

- .$50,000 for new grants. For 2002-03, the Govemor’s budget would provide $100,000 for new

. grants. As a result, deleting the TANF funds for this program would free’ up: $50, {}00 in 2001 -02
and $100,000 in 2@02*03 that couid be used for chﬁd care subsidies.

48.  However, DHFS is currently waxnng for approval of a waiver to use medical
assistance funds for family plannmg services for low-income women. The intent is to provide
family planning: services under MA to -women between the ages of 14 and’ 44 whose i income is
‘below 185% of poverty, :mcludmg s:mg}e women;’ ‘who are currentiy not chgxbie for these services.
" The waiver ‘program could not be used for outreach acﬂvmes ‘Therefore, DHFS officials mchcate
“that the: early 1dent1ﬂcatmn of pregnancy outreach fundmg 13 necessary to rcach add;twnal womcn
who could be served upon appmval of the wa;ver : ' : :

L;teracy - Govemor’s Office

49. . .The Governor proposed maintaining TANF funding for a literacy program in the
Govemo.r s .office. ‘A total of $25,000. would be provided to: continue: funding 30% of a literacy
- advocate in the Governor’s Office. and. $25,000 would be provzded to continue support for literacy
aids in libraries: Prior to the 1999-01 ‘biennium, the literacy-advocate was funded with GPR- orﬂy,= _
while the fundmg for literacy aids to libraries representcd increased. fundmg Ne ﬁmds were spent
o fer the program m 1999-00 and tha posmon authonty has not been used -

Coh 5'0. It could be argued that thc annual aliocanon of $25 600 added for kteracy aads to

_ hbranes in thc 1999:01 budget could be reduced without any substantial impact because the amount
is minimal and literacy services are already prowded by W-2 agencies through their administration
and services allocation. The resulting savings of $25,000 per year could be prowded for child care
subsxdies In addition, the authomy for 0.3 P'I’E couid be deleted o

IR Hewever, it cmﬂd be argued that funds should ’oe reta;med for literacy aids because
W-2 agencies donot have sufficient funds in the base W-2 contracts for literacy services.

Nutrition Services

32. The Governor proposed maintaining TANF .fundin.g for nutrition services
administered by DHFS at $1,000,000 annually. This funding is provided for nutrition education
services to persons enrolled in the women, infants and children (WIC) supplemental food program.

As part of the 1999-01 budget, $500,000 in- TANF funds was provided to expand the program and
$500,000 was used to replace GPR that had been previously budoeted for this purpose:

53. The TANF funds support nutrition educatl_on_swicﬁs for 75 permanent and 172
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traveling clinics. .In 1999-00, ‘approximately: $500,000 in TANF served - 14,338 participants. In
addition, federal WIC funds were used to provide these services to: 1 68’,126_particip:_1m_s in 1999-{}0.

54. The gramfs for the xmtritio_ﬁ _sérvices prog:féni are awarded i_m a c_aléndar year basis.
For 2001-02, the Governor’s budget, as reestimated by this office, would provide $500,000 for new

- grants. For 2002-03, the Governor’s budget would provide $1,000,000 for new: grants.

_. 55 An _optigﬁh_x;)q'uid:be_tq .deiete i};g_ _$500,000 added in.1999.—{}1 to expand the program
and instead use these funds for child care subsidies. Deleting the TANF funds for this program

- would free up $250.000 in 2001-02 and $500,000 in 2002-03 that could be used for child care

subéic_ii_gs__; ' _ o o L T : L o

" 56 However, reducing TANF funds would reduce nutritional services available o low-
income women and children, particularly those served through the 172 traveling clinics which,
according to DHFS, would be the most affected by a reduction in funding.

 'Immunization Services

_57. " The Govemor also proposed maintaining TANF funds for immunization services at
$1,000,000 annually. These funds are used for a variety of support activities, such as establishing
and maintaining an immunization record system, notifying parents of children who are behind
schedule to receive immunizations, identifying the transportation needs of clients and assisting
clients in obtaining accurate records of previous immunizations. In 1997-98, medical assistance
funding of $900,000 and matching GPR funding of $100,000 were provided.on a one-time basis to

' support immunization services for a two-year period. In 1999-01, the one-time funds were replaced
‘with TANF funding, and an additional $500,000 TANF funds was provided to expand the program
1051,000,009})81_“}?@3.?._3_ o . T O R LU S R L U
_ 58.  The grants for the immunization services program are awarded on a calendar year
basis. For 2001-02, the Governor’s budget, as reestimated by this office, would provide $500,000
for new grants. For 2002-03, the Governor’s budget would provide $1,000,000 for new grants.

59. An option would be to delete the $500,000 added in 1999-01 to expand the program

and instead use these funds for child care subsidies. Deleting the TANF funds for this program
would free up $250,000 in 2001-02 and $500,000 in 2002-03 that could be used for child care
subsidies. o ' '

60.  However, eliminating these funds could impact local health departments' abilities to
track immunizations, and to ensure that children stay on schedule and obtain the recommended
immunizations. ' ' ' :

Domestic Violence Services

61. The Governor proposed maintaining TANF funds for doni_estic violence servit’:efs_' at
$1,000,000 annually. DHFS provides funding to nonprofit and tribal domestic abuse programs in
the state. Current funding for thesga programs includes $5,070,200 GPR, $1,126,200 in federal
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. Family Violence Prevention and Services Act funding, $1,000,000 TANF and $300,000 PR from
_court assessments on perpetrators.of domestic violence.. The TANF funds were added as part of the
1999-01 budg@t o augment the exxstmg domest}c abuse serv;ces program.

o -62.- The $1 000 {}00 TANF as budgeted in 2000-01 funds 35 domestic abuse programs

across the state, including nonprofit shelters, outreach programs-and tribal programs. The TANF
grants support several services at these agencies, including: (a) services for children who witness
domestic violence; (b) legal assistance 10 victims in need of legal protection and other court action;
() spccmhzed training and assistance for domestic abuse service providers; and (d) programs aimed
at assisting victims find employment and move into safe and affordable housing. These grants are
awarded on a calendar year basis. In calendar year 2000, agencies receiving TANF funds provided
TANFuﬁmded services to 5,100 victims and children. For 2001-02, the Governor’s budget would
provide: $500,000 for axastmg contractual obligations. In addmon, the budget would provide funds
for-contract renewals totalmg $SOO 0{3{} m 2001~02 and $1,000; {)(}G in 2002«03

63.- TAN? fundzng fer demcsnc violence services could be reduced or eliminated in
order to provide funds for child care subsidies. Doing so would restore the program to its level
before 1999-01 and: would still allaw $6.5 million in funds to support domestic abuse programs.
De}etmg the TANF funds for this program ‘would free up $500,000 in 2001-02 and $1,000,000 in

' '20(}2—03 that couid be used for ch;ld care subsidies.

" 64, - Hthese TANF funds were no longer avmlabie for grants fo;r domestic abuse services,
the total funding for local domestic agenczes would be reduced by 13%. In addmon, for the average
agency that receives TANF funds, those funds represent an esﬁmated 20% of the agency's total

“revenue from DHFS. "As a result; the TANF—-ﬁmded servmes may not be avmlable to victims and
chﬂdren w;thout the TANF grant awaxd

Chﬁd Abuse ami Neglec:t l’reventmn Board

65 The. Gavemor also propc:sed maintaining TANF funds for the Child Abuse and
Neglect Prevention Board at $340,000 annually. These TANF funds were provided as part of the
1999-01 budget to augment funding for 17 existing family resource centers. Each center receives an
annual $20 000 TANF grant to mcrease dlrect servxces by mcrcasmg staff hcurs, and to do one or
fathers to supp{}rt theu children emouonally, and (c} promote parcnta} access to their children by
occastonally acting as a host site for supervised visitation. This TANF funding was allocated to the
Board to ailow the Board to maintain total annual grant awards of $100,000 to these family resource
centers, In 1998 the Board reduccd the annual awards to the 17 centers by $20,000 each to reflect a
reduction in federal funding the Board received. The TANF funds were provided to replace the lost
federal funds and reestablish the annual award amount at $100,000.

66. The family resource center grants (including the TANF "funds} are "awar'ded on a

fiscal year basis. For 2001-02, the Governor's budget would provide $340,000 to maintain the
current grant level for these centers.
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67.... . The Committee could consider reducing or eliminating the $340,000 in TANF funds
for the Beard This action would reduce the annual grants to family resource centers to $80,000 and
could provide $340,000 in both 2001-02 and 2002-03 for child care subsidies. However, the
Board’s staff indicate that family resource centers require an operating budget of $3€30 000 in order
to achzeve positive ontcomes. The grant awards from the Board provide base fimdmg for these
centers and allow the centers to laverage additional funds. . A one-fifth reducnan in the grants
awarded by the Board to thcse centers would decrease stafﬁng and the .ability to offer services to
families.

. Sll.mmal'y of A!ter.natives

68.  This paper presenis four alternatives: (a) approve the Govcrnors recommended
funding levels for the programs described in this paper; (b) increase funding for child care subsidies
using funding available in:the TANF balance; (c) increase funding for child care subsidies using
newiy recogmzed CCDF discretionary funds; and (d) reduce funding for some combination of
programs. in order o provide increased funds for child care subsidies ‘Since any" number of
combmamons of reductzcms could be made, a fiscal effect is not shown for program reductions.

ALTERNATIVES TO BILL

1, Approve the Govemors recommendation to provide funds from the TANF program
for the programs described in thxs paper and to make ehglbzhty cha.nges o the employment skills
advancemcnt pr()gram :

: 2 © Increase fundmg for child care subsidies in the direct child care’ program by
$21 228 700 FED using ftmdmg avmlabie in the '.{‘ANF balance o -

A_itef_natwe- 2 ' _ F_ED

2001-03 FUNDING {Change to Bill $21,228,700

3.. . Increase fundmg for child care subsidies in the direct chxld care program by
$1,080,600 FED in 2001-02 by utilizing untapped CCDF funds earmarked for child care quality
improvement in FFY 2001, which are recognized in Paper #1041.

Aitematzvea FED
2001-03 FUNDING (Change to B $1,080,600
4. Reduce funding for any combination of the following TANF programs, increase

funding for child care subsidies by the same amount and eliminate 0.3 FTE ;}osmon authonty in the
Governor’s Office if funding for the literacy program in the Governor’s Office is deleted.
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.Pro___ .

_ _W-z Agency Contract A!locatlons

Subsidized Employment Benefits
‘Local Agency Performance Bonuses i
" Community Remvestmean«Z Agenczes

" Milwaukee Private Industry Council

Other Benefits
Job Access Loans

Emplcyment Skﬂ}s Aévancement

: -Chﬁd Support Related to w-z

Children First:

: . -:'Admlmstrahve Sﬂppﬁi"t

: Stata admmxstranon- fraud reducf:aon

Other Support Semcm
Work-Based Learning Programs
Fatherhood

_-Grant Programs L

Workforce Attachmehi and Advancement
Early Childhood Excellence

.Lﬁeracy—DWD

Expend:ﬁm'es m {)ther ngrams 3
Head Start

Early Pregnancy Identificanon
Literacy-Governor’s Office

Nutrition Services

Immunization

Domestic Violence -

Child Abuse and Neglect Prevention Board

Total Expcndiiures

(Head Start GPR Offset

Prepared by: V__i_ét{:i_ia Ca:feé_p
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- Potential Reduction”

2001-02

$1,386,500
14772600

36,353,700
500,000

$400,000

100,000
$1.660,060
518,‘850 .

- $0

200,000

$359,000
0

$2,475,000

50,000
25,000
250,000
250.000
500,000
340.000

$59,640,600

$825,000

2002-03

$2,773,000
.0
5,539,700
500,000

$400,000
100,000

$1.660,000
$25,100

$2,000,000
200,000

$10,000.000
7,560,000
750,000

$2.475,000
100,000
25,000
500,000
500,000
1,000,000
340,000

$36,387,800

$825,000)






