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Scope of Audit 

Executive Summary

New York City Human Resources Administration
and Administration for Children’s Services
A Status Report of Selected Aspects of the
Implementation of Welfare Reform in New York
City

As a result of legislation in 1996 and 1997, the public assistance programs
commonly known as welfare are no longer entitlement programs.  Now most
public assistance recipients must seek employment or engage in activities that
can lead to employment, such as formal education or job training.  If a
certain percentage of a state’s public assistance recipients do not participate
in such work-related activities, the amount of Federal funding provided to the
state may be reduced.  During 1997 and 1998, the number of recipients
reportedly placed into these activities in New York State was enough to meet
Federal requirements, and as a result, the State has yet to lose any of its
Federal funding for public assistance (which totals about $2.4 billion a year).
The financial risk is significant, however, if the implementation and
subsequent outcomes fall short of meeting the Federal requirements.  In
addition, under welfare reform, most public assistance recipients can no
longer receive Federally-funded benefits for more than 60 months during
their lifetime.

In New York State, public assistance programs are implemented by certain
State agencies and directly administered by 57 counties and New York City.
On October 22, 1998, we issued a report (97-D-19) addressing the status of
New York State's implementation of welfare reform legislation.  That report
did not include the efforts in New York City, because of ongoing litigation
initiated by City officials concerning our right to conduct performance audits
of City agencies.  Since that time, we have issued several audits regarding
various aspects of welfare reform, some of which included New York City
efforts.

As of July 1999, about 780,000 New Yorkers reportedly received public
assistance, about 553,000 of whom resided in New York City.  This audit
addressed the following questions about the implementation of welfare reform
requirements in New York City for the period August 30, 1996 through
December 31, 1999:

! Have the responsibilities under the reformed welfare system been
assigned among New York City agencies, and what steps have been
taken to fulfill these responsibilities?



Audit Observations
and Conclusions

! Have performance measures been put in place to assess the extent
that New York City agencies fulfill their responsibilities under the
reformed welfare system?

New York City officials have assigned the most significant responsibilities
under the reformed welfare system to the Human Resources Administration
(HRA) and the Administration for Children’s Services (ACS).  While there
is no formal Memorandum of Understanding between these entities, they
report that they informally coordinate on areas of mutual responsibility.  We
determined that HRA and ACS are in the process of implementing these
responsibilities, and while both agencies have made progress in their
implementation efforts, certain improvements are needed if the responsibili-
ties are to be implemented as intended.  Improvements are especially needed
if adequate day care services are to be made available to public assistance
recipients. Improvements are also needed if the long-term effectiveness of
welfare reform is to be adequately assessed and rigorously evaluated in New
York City.  

HRA is responsible for administering financial assistance programs and for
placing public assistance recipients into work and work-related activities,
such as job training, job search and education programs.  Many of these
work-related programs are provided by contractors.  Many of these contracts
are performance-based, as HRA’s payments to the contractors are supposed
to be based on the extent to which public assistance recipients successfully
complete job training classes and obtain and maintain employment.  HRA has
developed procedures for monitoring the performance of such contractors and
they initiated monitoring the contractors in February 1999.  We found,
however, that the day care needs of public assistance recipients may not
always be appropriately addressed by HRA, as officials and caseworkers at
one of the two HRA Job Centers we visited were not aware that the
recipients are exempt from work-related requirements if they are unable to
find appropriate child care.  (See pp. 7-12)

ACS administers several programs for the benefit of children, including
adoption, foster care and child abuse prevention programs, but the programs
most pertinent to welfare reform involve day care and child support
enforcement programs.  According to welfare reform legislation, public
assistance recipients need not participate in work-related activities if their day
care needs are not met.  Therefore, if the goals of welfare reform are to be
fully achieved, additional day care slots will be needed for the children of
public assistance recipients.  However, even though the need for additional
day care services has been known since 1996, ACS plans for addressing this
need have yet to be finalized.  We did find, however, ACS’s child support
enforcement activities have been more effective.  For example, according to
the New York State Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance statistics,
ACS’s child support collections increased from $284.7 million in the 1997-98
fiscal year to $326.5 million in the 1998-99 fiscal year.  (See pp. 12-15)
Performance measurements can be used to determine whether government
programs are achieving their intended results. HRA uses a number of
performance measurements that are relevant to the objectives of welfare



Comments of HRA
and ACS Officials

reform.  We believe there is a need for additional measurements relevant to
the intended outcomes of welfare reform, such as measurements indicating
the extent to which public assistance recipients become self-sufficiently
employed as a result of HRA’s training programs.  (See pp. 17-19)

HRA officials agreed with two of the five recommendations addressed to
them.  Regarding the recommendation addressed to ACS, it responded that
both HRA and ACS signed, in March 2000, a Memorandum of Understand-
ing (MOU) for a consolidated child care delivery system that will respond in
a timely manner to the need for child care services.  Also, during our audit,
officials of HRA and ACS and were slow to respond to our requests for
routine meetings and routine information which significantly delayed the
progress of our audit.  In response to our draft report, HRA indicated that,
in February 2000, it established a new audit protocol, and has now designated
liaisons in each Regional Office whose responsibilities are to facilitate the
audit process.
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Background

Introduction

In August 1996, Congress altered the nature of the public assistance programs
commonly known as welfare by enacting the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (the Federal Act).  In the Federal Act,
Congress ended the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program
(AFDC) and replaced it with a block grant providing temporary assistance to
needy families.  The block grant, known as Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF), provides temporary cash assistance to eligible individuals
while they engage in activities intended to help them achieve self-sufficiency.
While states have considerable discretion in their use of TANF block grants,
they are subject to financial penalties if they do not meet certain Federal
requirements.  For example, the Federal government may penalize a state
if too few of its families receiving TANF assistance work or participate in
work-related activities such as employment training.

The Federal Act, which is intended to increase the flexibility of the states in
operating public assistance programs, specifies broad categorical rules within
which the states have discretion to set up programs to deliver TANF funds
to needy families.  TANF differs from its predecessor programs in many
ways, including the following:

! As an entitlement, AFDC required the Federal government to repay
each state a portion of the benefits provided to each eligible family.
If the number of eligible families increased, so did Federal funding.
TANF, however, is a fixed block grant that does not change as the
caseload changes. 

! TANF gives states more discretion than AFDC over how the funds
are used.  For example, states can design their own programs, define
who will be eligible, establish what benefits and services will be
available, and develop their own strategies for achieving program
goals, including how to help public assistance recipients move into the
work force.  

! Under AFDC, there was no limit on the time that a person could
receive benefits.  Under TANF, most families cannot receive
assistance for more than a five-year cumulative lifetime period.
States may make the lifetime limit less than five years, and may also
exempt up to 20 percent of the caseload from the time limit. 

 
! TANF places much more emphasis on work than did its predecessor

programs.  For example, under TANF, states must demonstrate that
they will require families to be in work-related activities within two
years of first receiving benefits.  
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New York State’s plan outlining how it would implement the Federal Act was
effective December 2, 1996, and in August 1997, New York State passed its
own welfare reform act (the NYS Act).  The NYS Act, which replaces the
AFDC program with the Family Assistance program, closely mirrors the
Federal Act and imposes time limits and work participation requirements on
public assistance recipients.  For example, unmarried teen parents who have
a child(ren), but no child less than 12 weeks old, must participate in
educational activities aimed at obtaining a high school diploma or GED, or
an alternative education or training program, to receive TANF assistance.
In addition, counties must deny public assistance to teen parents who are not
living at home or in an approved, adult-supervised setting.  The NYS Act also
includes the Safety Net Assistance (SNA) program, which was implemented
to meet New York State’s constitutional requirement to provide for the
needy, ensuring that no New Yorker facing destitution is left without access
to food, shelter, clothing or the means to get a job.  The SNA program
primarily serves able-bodied adults and childless couples, and can also serve
families that have exhausted the five-year lifetime limit on Federal assis-
tance.  

Several New York State agencies are responsible for implementing various
aspects of welfare reform legislation, such as the Office of Temporary and
Disability Assistance (OTDA), the Office of Children and Family Services
(OCFS), and the Department of Labor.  OTDA and OCFS were created by
the NYS Act, which abolished the New York State Department of Social
Services and established OTDA and OCFS as independent agencies within a
new Department of Family Assistance.  OTDA is responsible for overseeing
financial assistance programs, such as the Family Assistance, SNA and Food
Stamp programs.  OCFS is responsible for overseeing the provision of day
care services, child welfare services, and residential and non-residential
services for victims of domestic violence.  The Department of Labor is
responsible for overseeing employment and training activities for public
assistance recipients (prior to the NYS Act, these activities were overseen
by the Department of Social Services).  Other State agencies with roles in
implementing welfare reform requirements include the State University of
New York, the State Education Department, the Office of Alcoholism and
Substance Abuse Services, the Department of Health, and the Empire State
Development Corporation. 

While New York State’s public assistance programs are overseen by State
agencies, they are directly administered by the counties (which include New
York City).  In particular, the counties are responsible for placing public
assistance recipients in work and work-related activities that will lead the
recipients to self-sufficiency.  The NYS Act may penalize counties that do
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Audit Scope,
Objectives and
Methodology

not meet certain required work participation rates and award performance
bonuses to counties that perform well in meeting certain goals. 

In New York City, welfare reform requirements are implemented primarily
by two City agencies:  the Human Resources Administration (HRA), which
is overseen by State OTDA and the State Department of Labor, and the
Administration for Children’s Services (ACS), which is overseen by State
OCFS.  HRA is responsible for administering financial assistance programs,
and for placing public assistance recipients in work and work-related
activities.  ACS is responsible for administering day care services and for
enforcing child support requirements.  Certain other welfare reform
requirements are administered by the New York City Department of
Employment and the New York City Department of Health.  In addition, the
City University of New York (CUNY) and the New York City Board of
Education help HRA and the State Education Department implement
programs that are intended to meet certain welfare reform requirements.
While there is no formal Memorandum of Understanding between these
entities, they report that they informally coordinate on areas of mutual
responsibility as necessary.

In the fiscal year ended March 31, 1999, New York State received $2.44
billion in TANF funds.  According to the Federal Act, unless a certain
percentage of a state’s TANF recipients either work or participate in work-
related activities, the state can be penalized 5 percent of its funds for the
year, and the penalty can increase to as much as 21 percent of the TANF
funds for the year.  New York State reportedly met its work participation
requirements for 1997 and 1998, and accordingly was assessed no penalties
for those years.  During the 1998-99 State fiscal year, New York State
reportedly placed about 83,000 adult TANF recipients into work or work-
related activities (during the 1998-99 City fiscal year, New York City
reportedly placed about 37,000 such recipients into work or work-related
activities).  As of July 1999, a total of about 780,000 New Yorkers reportedly
received public assistance, about 553,000 of whom resided in New York
City. 

We audited selected aspects of the implementation of welfare reform
requirements in New York City for the period August 30, 1996 through
December 31, 1999.  The specific objectives of our performance audit were
to determine whether the responsibilities under the reformed welfare system
have been assigned among New York City agencies, and what steps have
been taken to fulfill these responsibilities.  We also determined whether
processes and procedures have been put in place to measure the performance
of New York City agencies in fulfilling their responsibilities under the
reformed welfare system.  To accomplish our objectives, we interviewed
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officials of HRA, ACS, OTDA, the New York City Department of
Employment, and the New York City Department of Health.  We also
reviewed policies, procedures and regulations promulgated by New York City
to implement welfare reform requirements.  Among other things, we
reviewed training rosters to ascertain that HRA staff attended the required
training on the new procedures to be followed as a result of welfare reform.
In addition, we visited two New York City employment centers (Greenwood
and Jamaica having a combined caseload of about 18,000 cases) to assess the
extent to which staff were following welfare reform regulations.

On October 22, 1998, we issued a report (97-D-19) addressing the status of
New York State's implementation of welfare reform legislation.  That report
did not include the implementation efforts in New York City, because of
ongoing litigation initiated by New York City officials concerning our right to
conduct performance audits of New York City agencies.  Our right to
conduct such audits was affirmed by the courts, and as a result, the
implementation efforts in New York City are addressed by this audit.  This
audit is part of a series of audits undertaken by the Office of the State
Comptroller to assess the implementation of welfare reform legislation in
New York State.  The topics addressed by these audits include, among
others, Child Day Care Planning Under Welfare Reform (Report 97-S-50,
issued October 19, 1998); Monitoring Services Provided to Pregnant and
Parenting Teens (Report 98-S-76, issued February 15, 2000); Alcohol and
Substance Abuse Screening, Assessment and Treatment of Public Assistance
Recipients (Report 99-S-37, issued May 16, 2000); Information Systems for
Reporting Work Participation Data (Report 99-S-9, issued August 11, 2000);
and Assessing Education and Training Needs of TANF Recipients (Report 99-
J-1, issued August 11, 2000).  Other aspects of the State’s welfare reform
effort will be addressed in future audits.

As is our practice, we notify agency officials at the outset of each audit that
we will be requesting a representation letter in which agency management
provides assurances, to the best of their knowledge, concerning the rele-
vance, accuracy and competence of the evidence provided to the auditors
during the course of the audit.  The representation letter is intended to
confirm oral representations made to the auditors and to reduce the likelihood
of misunderstandings.  In the representation letter, agency officials assert
that, to the best of their knowledge, all relevant financial and programmatic
records and related data have been provided to the auditors.  Agency officials
further affirm that either the agency has complied with all laws, rules, and
regulations applicable to its operations that would have a significant effect on
the operating practices being audited, or that any exceptions have been
disclosed to the auditors.
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However, officials at the New York City Mayor's Office of Operations have
informed us that, as a matter of policy, Mayoral agency officials will not
provide representation letters in connection with our audits.  As a result, we
lack assurance from HRA and ACS officials that all relevant information was
provided to us during this audit.  We consider this refusal to provide a
representation letter to be a scope limitation on our audit.  Therefore, readers
of this report should consider the potential effect of this scope limitation on
the findings and conclusions presented in this report.

In addition, during our audit, officials of HRA and ACS were slow to respond
to our requests for routine meetings and routine information.  For example,
at the opening conference for the audit, which was held on July 8, 1999, we
asked to meet with HRA and ACS officials during the week ended August 6,
1999.  However, HRA officials would not meet with us until September 8,
1999, and ACS officials would not meet with us until September 17, 1999.
In addition, we requested certain information about public assistance cases
and work-related activities from HRA officials on November 1, 1999, but did
not receive all the information until December 21, 1999.  As a result of these
and other such instances, the progress of our audit was significantly delayed.
In response to our draft report, HRA indicated that, in February 2000, it
established a new audit protocol, and has now designated liaisons in each
Regional Office whose responsibilities are to facilitate the audit process.

We did our audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards.  Such standards require that we plan and perform our audit to
adequately assess the operations of HRA and ACS that are included in our
audit scope.  Further, these standards require that we understand HRA’s and
ACS’s internal control structure and their  compliance with those laws, rules
and regulations that are relevant to the operations included in our audit scope.
An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting transactions
recorded in the accounting and operating records and applying such other
auditing procedures as we consider necessary in the circumstances.  An audit
also includes assessing the estimates, judgments, and decisions made by
management.  We believe our audit provides a reasonable basis for our
findings, conclusions and recommendations.

We use a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be audited.  This
approach focuses our audit efforts on those operations identified through our
preliminary survey as having the greatest probability for needing improve-
ment.  Consequently, by design, finite audit resources are used to identify
where and how improvements can be made.  Thus, we devote little effort to
reviewing operations that may be relatively efficient or effective.  As a
result, our audit reports are prepared on an “exception basis.”  This report,
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Response of HRA
and ACS Officials

therefore, highlights areas needing improvement and does not address
activities that may be functioning properly.

A draft copy of this report was provided to HRA and ACS officials for their
review and comment.  Their comments have been considered in preparing
this final report and are included as Appendix B.

HRA officials agreed with two of the five recommendations addressed to
them.  Regarding the recommendation addressed to ACS, it responded that
both HRA and ACS signed, in March 2000, a Memorandum of Understand-
ing for a consolidated child care delivery system that will respond in a timely
manner to the need for child care services.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, we request the Commis-
sioner of the New York City Human Resources Administration and the
Commissioner of the New York City Administration for Children’s Services
to report to the State Comptroller, advising what steps were taken to
implement the recommendations contained in this report, and where
recommendations were not implemented, the reasons therefor.  
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HRA
Implementation
Efforts

Assignment and Implementation of Responsibilities
in New York City Agencies 

We found that New York City officials have assigned most of the responsibil-
ities under the reformed welfare system to HRA and ACS.  We determined
that HRA and ACS are in the process of implementing these responsibilities,
and while both agencies have made progress in their implementation efforts,
certain improvements are needed if the responsibilities are to be implemented
as intended.  In particular, even though additional day care services will be
needed for public assistance recipients who participate in work-related
activities, ACS has yet to finalize a plan for ensuring that such services are
made available to the recipients.  We also found that day care needs may not
always be appropriately addressed by HRA, as officials and case workers at
one of the two Job Centers we visited were not aware that public assistance
recipients are exempt from work-related requirements if they are unable to
find appropriate child care.  In addition, while HRA has developed
procedures for monitoring contractors that provide employment-related
services, we found no indication that the contractors are monitored in
accordance with those procedures. 

HRA operates programs designed to help individuals and families achieve
their highest level of self-sufficiency.  Under welfare reform, HRA is
responsible for administering financial assistance programs and for placing
recipients in work and work-related activities.  In particular, HRA provides
income support for public assistance recipients, and administers employment
programs and employment-related services such as job training, job search
and education programs.  HRA also administers programs relating to medical
assistance, food stamps, domestic violence, and substance abuse treatment.

According to the Federal Act, in each state, a certain percentage of the
families receiving benefits funded by the TANF block grant must either work
or participate in work-related activities such as job training.  The required
work participation rates are shown in the following table:
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Required Statewide Work Participation Rates
(Unadjusted for Declines in Welfare Caseload)

Federal Fiscal Year All Families * Two-Parent Families

1997 25% 75%

1998 30% 75%

1999 35% 90%

2000 40% 90%

2001 45% 90%

2002 50% 90%

* The combined all-families rate may be adjusted in each
state for declines in that state’s public assistance
caseload since 1996.  

If a state does not meet a required work participation rate, it may be subject
to a monetary penalty.  Generally, this penalty ranges between 1 and 5
percent of the state’s annual TANF block grant.  The Federal Act specifies
the types of activities that may be counted as work or work-related activities,
the numbers of hours per week a recipient must participate in these activities
to be included in the participation rate, and exemptions from work require-
ments.  For example, for a single parent, the minimum number of hours to
be spent in work or work-related activities rises from 20 hours per week in
1997 to 30 hours per week by the year 2000.  For two-parent families,
parents must participate in work or work-related activities for a total of at
least 35 hours per week. 

A number of specific employment and job training programs are operated by
HRA, under the overall supervision of the New York State Department of
Labor.  The purpose of these programs is to help the participants gain
employment and self-sufficiency.  For example, in the Work Experience
Program (WEP), HRA places public assistance recipients into work
experience assignments at government and not-for-profit agencies.  The
recipients are not paid for participating in WEP; rather, the purpose of the
program is to provide a supportive environment in which the participants can
gain work experience and apply the skills they need to find and keep a job.
Any participant who does not comply with WEP rules can lose TANF and
Food Stamp benefits.

HRA also provides other employment services, including job training,
education, and short-term job search programs.  These services may be
provided directly by HRA or by contractors overseen by HRA.  HRA may
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also place public assistance recipients in work-related programs that are
operated by contractors overseen by State or Federal agencies. 

Many of the work-related contracts overseen by HRA are performance-
based, as the amounts paid to the contractors are based on the contractors’
success in meeting contract goals.  For example, in the INVEST program,
job training is provided by CUNY.  According to the terms of the contract,
CUNY is to be paid one-third of the tuition when a student is enrolled,
another third upon completion of the program, and the final third when the
participant stops receiving public assistance.  As of October 1999, at least 19
other HRA work-related contracts were also performance-based.  In these
19 contracts, public assistance recipients are to be placed in jobs by the
contractors, and the amounts paid to the contractors are at least partially
based on the extent to which the recipients are placed and remain in jobs. 

Recently, questions have been raised regarding the process used by New
York City to procure certain welfare to work program-related contracts.  On
April 13, 2000, a State Supreme Court judge blocked the City from awarding
$104 million in such contracts ruling that there was “compelling evidence that
the contracting process had been corrupted.”  The City is appealing this
decision.
 
During the audit, we asked HRA to provide us with certain information
regarding its work-related contracts.  To date, HRA has not provided us with
a complete inventory of these contracts and their terms.  We also asked HRA
officials how they monitor work-related contracts to obtain assurance that
program goals are accomplished.  HRA officials, provided documentation
that in February 1999, they initiated on-site monitoring of these contracts.  In
their on-site visits, HRA staff are to inspect the contractors’ facilities,
validate their reported performance, assess their compliance with
recordkeeping requirements, monitor their progress in meeting contract goals,
assess the quality of the services provided, determine whether staff are
sufficiently accessible to clients, identify any issues requiring technical
assistance or corrective action, and acquire a basis for evaluating the
performance of the contractors.  Each contractor is to be visited at least six
times during each contract year; these visits, which are to be both announced
and unannounced, are to be scheduled on the basis of such factors as the
dates of training sessions and client orientation sessions.  Follow-up visits
may also be conducted to assess a contractor’s application of HRA’s
technical assistance or implementation of HRA’s corrective action.  The
overall purpose of the visits is to ensure that adequate training and job
placement services are provided to program participants.
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Medicaid Program

Work-related services also may be provided directly by HRA at any of 28
HRA Job Centers/Income Support Offices and 20 HRA Food Stamp Offices
distributed throughout New York City.  We determined whether procedures
and policy directives have been issued by HRA to instruct staff in the work
and work-related requirements of welfare reform, and found that a number
of such procedures and policy directives have been issued.  For example,
Policy Directive 99-28, which was issued August 16, 1999, informs HRA
staff how public assistance recipients should be referred to work-related
programs when the recipients recertify their eligibility for public assistance.

As a result of these new procedures and policy directives, a number of new
forms have to be completed by public assistance recipients.  We visited two
HRA Job Centers (the Greenwood Center and the Jamaica Center) to
determine whether these new forms were available at the Centers.  We
found that one of these newly required forms was not available at the
Greenwood Center, and the Center Director told us that she was not familiar
with the form.  This form, which is required by Policy Directive 99-28,
explains that recipients may be excused from normally required work
activities if they are unable to find child care that is appropriate, accessible
and affordable.  In response to our findings, HRA officials told us that the
form was being revised by OCFS and HRA, and on January 6, 2000, the
officials issued a new policy directive informing HRA staff that the revised
form was available and should be distributed to public assistance applicants
and recipients.  

Moreover, on December 7, 1999, we interviewed a number of officials and
case workers at the Greenwood Center, and none of them were aware that
public assistance recipients may be excused from normally required work
activities if they are unable to find appropriate child care.  HRA’s response
indicated that perhaps we were misdirected to staff not directly involved with
employment-related activities.  However, one of the officials we interviewed
was the Center Director.  Therefore, we continue to believe that there is a
need for increased familiarity with policy directives.  If officials at HRA Job
Centers are not made aware of this new requirement, benefits could wrongly
be denied to public assistance recipients who decline to participate in work-
related activities because of unmet child care needs, or alternatively, some
recipients could forgo adequate child care to satisfy the work requirement.
HRA advised us that it provided staff with training on these procedures on
December 8, 1999.  The Policy Directive was then revised in January 2000
and additional training took place from February through May 2000.

In the Medicaid program, people with low incomes are eligible to receive
certain medical services.  Before welfare reform, persons receiving AFDC
cash assistance were categorically eligible for Medicaid.  However, as a
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Victims of Domestic
Violence 

result of the Federal Act, public assistance recipients are no longer
categorically eligible for Medicaid, though the overwhelming majority of
TANF and SNA recipients will continue to be eligible for Medicaid under
regulations developed by New York State.  In addition, an individual can be
ineligible for public assistance, but eligible for Medicaid.

In New York City, eligible public assistance recipients can receive all their
benefits (cash assistance, food stamps and Medicaid) at an HRA Job Center
or Income Support Center. However, if the recipients are ineligible for cash
assistance, they should be informed that they may be eligible for Medicaid
and should be referred to a Medicaid worker for a separate Medicaid
determination.  Proof of identity is required to be eligible for Medicaid
coverage, and each year a recipient must be re-certified as eligible.
Recipients need not participate in work-related activities to be eligible for
Medicaid, and eligibility is not subject to any time limits.  A family is
eligible for Transitional Medicaid when Medicaid eligibility is lost due to
increased earnings or new employment of a caretaker relative, as long as the
family has a dependent child living at home and received Medicaid during
three of the six months prior to losing Medicaid eligibility.

On January 25, 1999, a Federal District Court Judge ordered New York City
to guarantee prompt access to Medicaid applications.  In response to the
court order, the City agreed to retrain hundreds of welfare workers, revise
applications, and post signs clearly outlining peoples’ right to government
benefits.  Our report, An Update on the Evaluation of Welfare Reform In New
York State, issued June 1999, indicated serious shortcomings in HRA’s
Medicaid eligibility determinations for public assistance recipients. 

As part of this audit, we visited the Greenwood and Jamaica centers during
November 1999 and December 1999, respectively, to determine whether the
Medicaid policies and procedures were followed and the forms relating to
Medicaid were available for use.  We found that HRA staff at the
Greenwood Center did not give recipients two notices that inform Medicaid
recipients of their responsibilities (Form 2175 Notification to Clients about
Alcoholism/ Substance Abuse Requirements for Medicaid, and Form
2094X Important Information about Medicaid Cards).  As a result, the
recipients served by that Center might not be aware of programs that are
available to help them.  HRA officials told us they will contact the
Greenwood Center and correct the problem.  HRA staff at the Jamaica
Center distributed both notices to recipients. 

As a result of welfare reform legislation, public assistance applicants may
elect to be screened for indications of domestic violence.  All public
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assistance applicants are given a screening form, which they can complete
if they choose to do so.  Applicants who are victims of domestic violence
may temporarily be exempted from work and work-related requirements.
At HRA, the Domestic Violence Liaison Unit is responsible for screening
applicants for domestic violence, and for administering aid to individuals who
are determined to be victims of domestic violence.  The Unit offers the
victims shelter, counseling, safety planning, information and referrals,
advocacy and community education services.  

Individuals may apply for public assistance at any of 28 HRA Job
Centers/Income Support Offices located throughout New York City.  Since
screening for domestic violence is conducted during the application process,
domestic violence liaisons are assigned to 9 of the 28 Centers.  If an
applicant at one of the 19 Centers without a liaison elects to be screened for
domestic violence, the applicant is referred to one of the nine Centers with
a liaison. 
 
HRA records show that since the liaisons were assigned to the Centers, there
has been an increase in the number of reported domestic violence cases in
New York City.  HRA officials told us they believe this increase is due to the
presence of the liaisons at the Centers, and not to any increase in domestic
violence in the community.  HRA officials would prefer to have liaisons at
all 28 Centers, because even though applicants who wish to receive domestic
violence services are referred to Centers with liaisons, if they apply at a
Center without a liaison, it is possible that some of these applicants do not
follow through and go to another Center to be screened.  According to HRA
officials, liaisons have not been assigned to all 28 Centers because of delays
in recruiting and hiring liaisons.  In response to our draft report, HRA
indicated that it is continuing its efforts to locate additional liaisons.

The mission of ACS is to ensure the safety and well-being of New York
City’s children.  To fulfill this mission, ACS administers day care programs,
adoption programs, foster care programs, child abuse prevention programs,
child support enforcement programs, and the Head Start pre-school
educational program.  Under welfare reform, ACS administers, directly or
through contracts, child support enforcement and day care services.  Child
support enforcement services are administered by ACS’s Office of Child
Support Enforcement (OCSE), while day care services are administered by
ACS’s Agency for Child Development (ACD).

We found that ACS has increased the effectiveness of its child support
enforcement activities, but needs to take additional steps to ensure that the
day care needs of recipients are addressed.
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Welfare reform legislation has made it easier for state and local child
support enforcement agencies to gather information establishing paternity,
obtain child support orders, and collect child support payments.  The
legislation also facilitates the adjustment of child support payments through
cost of living adjustments, and ensures reciprocity with other states in
interstate child support proceedings. 

OCSE provides child support services for public assistance recipients, former
public assistance recipients, and individuals who have never received public
assistance.  Welfare reform has not changed OCSE’s approach to enforcing
child support requirements, but has given it more tools to use in fulfilling its
goals and objectives.  For example, since a newly created hire registry
program includes a national cooperation requirement, OCSE can now match
its files of individuals owing child support payments with a national file of
newly hired individuals, and thereby identify individuals outside New York
State who owe child support payments to public assistance recipients in New
York City.  In addition, as a result of the revised client cooperation/sanction
process and new distribution rules for child support payments, better child
support related information will be available from public assistance
recipients, and the child support payment process will be totally automated
through the State’s Child Support Management System. 

As a result of welfare reform, OCSE’s child support enforcement activities
have been more effective both in terms of identifying those who owe child
support monies and in collecting them.  For example, according to OTDA
statistics, OCSE’s child support collections increased from $284.7 million in
the 1997-98 fiscal year to $326.5 million in the 1998-99 fiscal year, an
increase of 14.7 percent.  During this same period, child support collections
in the rest of New York State increased by 11.5 percent from $535.4 million
to $596.9 million.  According to ACS records, the child support enforcement
caseload (those owing child support payments) increased from 154,996 in
1996 to 188,648 in 1999.  As a result of this increase, OCSE has requested
additional staff.  

ACS’s ACD is responsible for providing subsidized day care services for
eligible children.  ACD determines eligibility based on financial and social
reasons.  Clients are given vouchers if they choose a child care center that
is not contracted by ACD. The child care centers are run by not-for-profit
organizations, and are licensed by the New York City Department of Health.
 ACD makes quality assurance field visits to monitor the services provided.

During this audit, we learned that the New York City Department of
Investigation is conducting a criminal investigation of ACS practices related
to the issuance and use of day care vouchers.  The investigation involves
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allegations that day care vouchers may have been issued to persons
regardless of their income, family size and need.
 
According to welfare reform legislation, public assistance recipients need not
participate in work-related activities if their day care needs are not met.
Therefore, if the goals of welfare reform are to be fully achieved, additional
day care slots are needed for the children of public assistance recipients.
We asked ACD officials if they have performed an analysis of the number
of day care slots that are likely to be needed by public assistance recipients
in New York City, and if they had compared the number of slots needed to
the number available to identify any shortfalls that need to be addressed.
ACD officials told us that they have developed a plan to address these day
care needs, but the plan has not yet received final approval by ACS’
commissioner.  Since this plan was not yet public information, ACS officials
would not provide us with the plan.  Therefore, we were unable to assess the
adequacy of ACD’s efforts to address day care needs.  (On August 9, 2000,
we received a copy of the plan.)

It has been known since 1996, when welfare reform legislation was first
passed, that additional day care services would be needed if the work
participation requirements in the legislation were to be met.  In addition, the
need to plan for these services was explicitly addressed in two prior reports
issued by the State Comptroller (Report 4-98: Child Care Services in New
York City, issued in December 1997; and Report 97-S-50: Child Day Care
Planning Under Welfare Reform, issued in October 1998).  We therefore urge
ACS officials to expedite the finalization and implementation of their plan
without further delay. 
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Recommendations

To HRA:

1. Instruct Job Center staff to inform all public assistance recipients
that they may be excused from required work-related activities if
they are unable to find child care that is appropriate, accessible and
affordable.

(HRA agreed, indicating that the child care policy is explained in a
notice, “Important Information About Child Care,” which has been
distributed to Job Centers along with appropriate training.)

2. Verify that Centers provide all recipients with the required
information about the Medicaid program.

(HRA disagreed, stating that Family Independence Administration
sites, such as Greenwood, utilized a different set of forms that
served the same purpose as those we requested.  One of these
forms (M-75a) was issued in January 2000, which was after our site
visit.  We believe that HRA should still periodically verify that the
information is distributed.)

3. Assign a domestic violence liaison to each office where public
assistance applications are processed.

(HRA agreed, advising that it is actively seeking to fill liaison
positions at those job centers without them.)

To ACS:

4. Implement the plan for addressing the day care needs of public
assistance recipients in New York City.

(ACS and HRA have finalized the Plan for Subsidized Child Care
in New York City, which has been agreed to in a Memorandum of
Understanding signed in March 2000 by the commissioner of each
agency.  This was subsequent to completion of our field work.)
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Welfare Reform Performance Standards and
Measurements

Performance standards are used to determine whether activities are
performed in accordance with expectations.  We asked HRA officials if they
have developed performance standards for the various activities that are
performed in the administration of their public assistance programs.  They
told us that standards have been developed by State OTDA.  For example,
it is expected that applications for public assistance will be processed within
30 to 45 days, depending on the program, and any urgent needs will be met
immediately (that same day).  Others include the number of cases in work
or work-related activities; the number of cases not engaged in work or work-
related activities, and the number of job placements.

If performance standards are to be useful, the performance of staff must be
monitored against the standards.  We found that the performance of some
HRA staff is monitored against these standards.  For example, in the
Domestic Violence Liaison Unit, managers monitor the extent to which
liaisons meet the goal of deciding within 48 hours of application whether a
public assistance applicant should be exempted from work-related activities.
However, the performance of other HRA staff is not monitored against
established performance standards.  For example, HRA officials at the
Greenwood Job Center told us they do not monitor employee performance
against the standards.

Performance measurements are used to determine whether government
programs are achieving their intended results.  New York City publishes an
annual Mayor’s Management Report (MMR) which contains information
about the activities of New York City agencies.

We reviewed the MMR for the year ended June 30, 1999 to determine
whether it contained any performance measurements relating to the
implementation of welfare reform requirements.  We found that the MMR
contained several such performance measurements, such as the number of
public assistance recipients engaged in work and work-related activities, the
number of recipients not engaged in such activities, and the number of public
assistance recipients placed in jobs. 

While the performance measurements included in the MMR are appropriate
and can be used by City managers in assessing the effectiveness of the City’s
efforts to implement welfare reform requirements, the assessment process
would be enhanced if additional performance measurements were included
in the MMR.  In particular, there is a need for additional measurements
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related to the intended outcomes of welfare reform.  One such intended
outcome is that public assistance recipients who receive job training or
additional education will become self-sufficient and stop receiving public
assistance.  However, the MMR does not include a measurement indicating
the number of recipients who became self-sufficient as a result of their
participation in work or work-related programs.  While the MMR states that
48,830 recipients (including SNA recipients) found employment, the MMR
does not indicate the length of time that these former recipients were
employed, whether their jobs were full or part-time, their average hourly
salary or how many returned to the public assistance rolls, or are no longer
identified in the system.  Similarly, while the MMR contains statistics
indicating the number of recipients who participated in job training programs
and in alcoholism and substance abuse programs, the MMR does not indicate
how many of the participants successfully completed these programs.

In September 1998, HRA issued the results of a survey they performed of
former public assistance recipients to determine the extent to which they had
achieved self-sufficiency as a result of welfare reform.  We reviewed the
results of this survey, which were reported by HRA as follows:

! 54 percent of the respondents reported that they no longer received
public assistance because they had obtained jobs,

! 25 percent of the respondents reported that they no longer received
public assistance because they failed to meet certain program
requirements,

! 9 percent of the respondents reported that they no longer received
public assistance because they started receiving child support
payments, support from their families, or another type of government
support, and 

! 12 percent of the respondents reported that they no longer received
public assistance for miscellaneous or unknown reasons. 

We agree that the type of information provided by this survey can be useful.
However, as was noted in a report issued by the State Comptroller’s Office
of Fiscal Research and Policy Analysis (An Update on the Evaluation of
Welfare Reform in New York State, issued in June 1999), the results of that
survey are not reliable, mainly because the small number of respondents
(126) were not representative of the universe of New York City’s welfare
population.  For example, the survey excluded households without telephones.
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Recommendations

To HRA:

5. Monitor the performance of staff against established performance
standards.  

(HRA maintains that tasks and standards have been established
through collective bargaining agreements.  However, we found that
these standards such as “work expeditiously,” were too general and
predated welfare reform.  We believe there is a need for more
specific, meaningful and quantifiable standards that reflect the
requirements of welfare reform.  HRA added that, this year, it
began to measure administrative performance related to, for
example, case processing.)

6. Develop and report performance measurements related to the
intended outcomes of welfare reform, such as the extent to which
public assistance recipients are placed in long-term employment
that ends their need for public assistance.

(HRA disagreed, citing several performance indicators which
measure placement in work or work-related activities.  However,
we believe that there is a need for indicators which measure
attributes such as the length of time clients retain jobs, the status of
the jobs (full-time or part-time), the salary, and the number of
recipients who return to public assistance.  These are the types of
measures, in addition to those already identified by HRA, that will
help to evaluate the short- and long-term outcomes of the various
welfare reform initiatives.)

We also note that the information provided by the survey would be more
useful if it were updated periodically and if additional details were obtained
about the individuals who became employed.  In particular, HRA needs to
determine the extent to which individuals become self-sufficiently employed
as a result of HRA’s work-related programs, as well as the extent to which
the employment is maintained. 



Appendix A

Major Contributors to This Report

William Challice
Richard  Sturm
Barry Mordowitz
Myron Goldmeer
Orin Ninvalle
Jennifer Murrell
Dana Newhouse



Appendix B



B-2



B-3



B-4



B-5



B-6



B-7



B-8



B-9


