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Daay Mr., Twiname:

During our veview of cimims for Tederzl shaving in the administrative
costs of public ageistance programs in California end Pennsylwanias, we
found that overpeyments for child care services have been made by these
Stares to certain recipients of public assistence, These overpayments have
resulted in incorrvect claims by these States for Fedeval reismbursemunts from
the Tepartment of Health, Fducation, and ¥Wsifave, On the other hand, we
found instances where Pormeylvania d4d not eladm reimbursement to which it
was entitled,

The purpose of this letter is to advise you of these findings and
request that the Soclal end Rehabilitstion Service determinee-through its
reglonal representatives=~the extent to vhich similar problems mipht exist
in other lecations so that, as necessary, corrvective measures can be adopted

Dur work in Californie included a reviaw of fiscal years 1969 and 197D
racords and documsunts of the Departwsnt of Public Social Services (DPSS),
ios Angeles, relating to claims for costs for child care services. In Peon=
gvivania, we reviewed selected Work Incentive (WIN) program child care cases
in Dauphin and Thilsdelnhia Counties and information at the State Department
of Public %elfare rvelated to claims for Federal reimbursement duving various
periods beginning Novembar 1968 through June 1970, The details of our finde
ings Eoliow.

INCORRECT PAVMENTS FOR CHILD CARE SERVICES

LHelifornin

Exsmination of some claims for Tederal redmbursement of child care rost
during the period February 19469 through March 1870 in los Angeles County
showed that styments for child care gervices were made to p@rti&iﬂ&ﬁ““ in th
Wil progrem even though their children were atrending County day care center
at no eost to the participant.

Ineorrect payments for child care serviees oceourrved because the County?
public ssgsistance procedures did not provide for the eligibilitvy caseworkers
te be notified vhen children of public assistance recipients were envolled i
the County's free day care centers, We were alse told by some of the casaw
workers that when they authorized the child care payments for children who
ware enrolied in these centers they were unaware that County day core servic
ware provided free.
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fos Angeles County provides free child care services te about 330
children in five doy care centars and, in the case of public assistance
raciplentes, no cach allowance for child cave ig permitted when o chiid
attends one of these centers.

From records of these 330 children we identified cases involving
54 children of WiN participants, Ye reviewsd the public asgsistance cases
covering 51 of these children and found that 21 children were attending
these enters at the seme time thotee-contrvary to County policy-ethe Comnty
was giving these participants cash allowances for dey care of their children.
Incorrect payments in these cases amounted to about $4,100 (Tedeval shave
ebout $3,3150) for the 13-month pericd Pebruary 1969 through Merch 1970,

e were also able to identify from the vecords of the 330 children
the cagzs of 120 children of working mothers {not Wil participants) who
were receiving public assistance payments which included allowsnees for
child ecare., Ue reviewad the cases covering 59 of these children and found
that for 20 children the mothaere' agsistance pevments included an allowance
for child care while these children were attending the County day care cens
ter. The child care expense poyments in these cases were about $5,100
($2,550 Federal shere) for the 20-wmonth perviod Aupust 1968 to March 1970,
igelusive,

The metter of child care sxpense payments to participants vhose chile
dren were enrolled in the fres County day care center wes brought to the
attention of County officials in May 19570, Subsecuently, thev reviewed
all asgistance cases where child care was then being provided in the cene
ters and stopped incovract payments in 23 cases. Az & result of our review
the County igsued instructions to all of ite offices rveowphnsizing that no
ciiild care payments are sliowmble for the peried vhen a child attends ong
of the County day care centers., Alsge, new procadures were issued by the
County on June 26, 1970, requiring the child care unit of DESS to send a
written notificotion to the elipgibility caseworker vhenever a child is enw
roiled in a County day care center and stating thet any child care payments
should be discontinued. We believe that the nev procedures, if properly
followed, will belp prevent recccurvence of the payment nf child care ex-
pensss to recipients whose childven ave atiending free County day care
centerg.

Papmgvivanio

We reviewed selected WIN progrem child eare expenses which Dauphin and
Fhiladelphie Counties clalmed for Federal reimburssment during verious
periods botween Nowvembar 1968 and Jume 1970, and found that incorrect claims
had been made. These claims were caussd by (1) the County Assistence Office
{uhich is responsible for eligibility determinations) not promptly informing
the State Department of Fublic Welfave {(which 1s responsibkle for payment) of
changds in & WIN participant’s stotus which affected the amrunt of his
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‘assisgtance, and (2} the apencles concerned not followlng emisting procedures.

For the limited number of cases reviewed by ug in these twe counties, the
Btate claimed Tedaral reiwmbursement for about 81,700 to which it was nob
entitled and did not claim about 8800 of costs to which it wse enktitled,

WIN expense reportins

Vhonever an action affects s WIN participantis expense allowance, the
responsible County Assistance Dffice i5 to wotify the Bureau of Finance of
the State Department of Public Welfave. The Bureau them recovrds the informge
tion on the client's “ease ledper cnvd” which is then used to preppre claims
for Federal reijwmbursement of WIN axpenses,

We selected 59 of approximstely 720 WIN program cases aveilable for e
view in Dauphin and Philadelphis Counties during various periods in fiscal
years 1969 and 1976. We found 26 ceges in which sither the County Assiste
ance Office did not adjust or discontinue program allowances in a tiwely
menner vhen & participant’s eligibllity changed or the State Buveau of Fiw
nance wes not notified by the County Assistance Office to ¢stablish a case
ladger card for a new WIN participant,

For ingtance, the Douphin County Sssistance Office terminsted a WIN
participant's public asgsistance payment vhen the participant’s eamed in-
come excesded public sssistance ellpibility standards by more than the
amount of the child care allowance., However, the Ceunty Assistance Gffice
did not notify the State Bureau of Fimance of this change and the Bureau
continued to ¢laim a Federal reiwbursement for WIN child care zllowance
for this perticipsnt for 10 monthe, resulting in a2 claim of §645 to which
it was not entitled, After we brought this case to the attention of the
County and the State officials, they recorded the participant’s corvect
status and made an adjustment for the excess amount claimed for Federal
reimbursenent . These officials advised we that they would gorrect and
wake adjustments for all other ervors disclosed by our Iamived semple.

The following case of a Philadelphia County participant iliustrates
an instance vhere YIN allowances--including an allowance for child cavew-
wore not veported and elaimed by the State for Fedeval reimbursement., The
recipient was enrolled in the WIN program from December 9, 1968, todpril 7,
1970, and was paid WIN program allowances totnling $1,445, The County As-
sistance Office did not notify the State Buresu of Finance when the particie-
pant enrolled ip the progrem; and, therefore, the Burean did not establish
a ¢ase ledger czxd. Had the State propevly reported and cleimed these paye
ments a3 WIN program allowancas, the State would have received Federal ree
imbursement of $1,168 (85 percent for 7 wonths and 75 pevcent for 5 months),
However, the State claimed these costs ag non=Will expenses and were roime
bursed only 5795, or 3373 less than the amount to which it wae entitled,

Untinmely allowanes termination

We also reviewsd 33 of these same 539 WIN program cases to determing
whether payment of allowancepe=including child careeewere stopped when the
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participsent's eligibility we ended. We found errove in 1! of these cases.
In some cases, payment to recipients continued beyond the date when eligie
bility should have been terminated because the Bursau of Fmployment Seeurity,
Department of labor and Industry, 2id not advise the County Assistance Office
in @ timely senner that the participant wes no longer in & work or o troining
program and was not cthervise smploved, In other cases, slthough tha County
Aszigtance Office was notified of such changes, the UIN program allowance
was not terminated in a timely mamm@r. Delays in terminating the amcunts of
WIN program allovance varied frem 15 to 105 days.

An example of an wntimely termination of WIN program allowences ig the
ecase of a participant from Fhiladelphia County who was enrolied im the Wil
progran frow November 6, 1969, to May 9, 1970. The participont become in-
gligible for WIN program gllowances on January 20, 1970, because after come
pleting Yorientation® {(preliminary interviewing, screening, and counseling)
the participant was placed im a “holding” status {avaniting essignment to &
work ov a training project) and im such status was not eligible for the WIN
program allowance, However, WIll program allowences continued until May 9,
1970=-about 3 1/2 months later--because the State Bureau of Employment Sew
curity did not promptly notify the County Assistance Office of the chanpe
of status of the recipdent. During the "holding” period, the participant
received WIN program ellowance payments totaling $220 to which the particie
pant was pot entitled and the State veceived Federal reimbursement of $165
for these incorrect payments, O(fficinle of the Department of Public ¥ele
fare informed us that they normelly do not try to collect ervoncous pay=
ments from the participost when the evror was the fault of the agency,

Yo were also informed by the Btate that no adjustment was made by the
State in its veporting of WIN program expenses to HEW,

CONCE DSTON AND RECOMMENDATION

The necessity to provide child cave services to pﬂrticip&ﬁtb in job
training progrems has resulted in substantial ewpenditures of State and
Faederal funds. HEW has estimated that about $§77 million of Federal funds
alone ig noeded in £iscal vear 1971 to provide adequate child core services
to the families of WIN participents., DBecause of the larpe amount of expendi-
tures for child carve services, we balisve it ig important that HEW agsure
iteslf that State claims for such expenditures ave based upeon sccurate and

pertinent data.

Accordingly, we recomsend that the Admimistrator, Socisl and Rehabliiw
tation Service=-through SRS vepional representativege—-look into the possi-
bility that insdequate procedures leading to incorrect peyments by HUW
might sxist in other States. To the extent such weaknesses ave noted,
appropriate measures should be taken to strengthen these procedures and
affect adjustment of funds in those instences where significant overpayments
are identifiable.
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s Your comments as to actions taken on the mottevs digcusgeed in thig
veport will be appraciated, Copies of the report are being sent to the
Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, HEVW, and the Repional Directeres,
Ragion III {Thiladelphia) and Region IX (San Framcisco). Uo appreciate
the coopevation extended Lo us by your staff and would be glad te dige
cuss these matters further with you or wmembers of your steff shonid you
so desive.

Sincerely yours,

Johﬂg D. Heller

John D, Heller
Sssistant Diractor

¥e, Jobn D, Twinome

Adminigtrater, Socizal and
Rehabilitation Bervice

Departwent of Health, Bducation,
and Welfare





