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To reduce benefit errors, systems have been established to hold state 
and federal organizations financially liable (sanctions) for excessive 
errors in the day-to-clay administration of the Food Stamp, Aid to 
Famrlies with Dependent Children (AFDC), and the Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI) Programs. GAO found that: 

--Error rate limits above which sanctions can be imposed have 
varied by year, by program, and fPaRt state to state for the same 
program. These variations will continue but not to the extent 
that previously existed. For fiscal year 1985 and thereafter, the 
tar t rates for the AFDC, SSI, and Food Stamp Programs will be 
3, %Pand 5 percent, respectively. 

--The Food Stamp system results rn proportionately srireller sanc- 
tionsbecauseof (1)its higher target error rate and(2)itsspecific 
procedures for calculating sanction amounts based on a percent- 
aga of federally reimbursed administrative costs instead of the 
amount of benefits issued as in the AFDC and SSI Programs. 

--States had not reimbursed the federal government for any sanc- 
tion” amounts. A major reason was that the Departments of 
Agricufture and Health and Human Services had waived states’ 
liability basad on their promises to take corrective action. In 
contrast, the fadrral government has pard or acknowledged 
owing about $161 millron for excessive overpayments of feder- 
atfy admini8terad, state-financed SSI benefits. 
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The Honorable Jesse A. Helms 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 

Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Your January 30, 1984, letter asked that we analyze the Food 
Stamp Program's existing error-rate sanction system and compare it 
with systems used in other federal programs, specifically the Sup- 
plemental Security Income (SSI) Program and the Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children (AFDC) Program. These systems are used to 
hold states, or the federal government as is the case with the SSI 
Program, financially liable for excessive errors in determining 
applicants' eligibility and monthly benefit levels. States are 
liable for excessive losses of federally financed Food Stamp and 
AFDC benefits, and the federal government is similarly responsible 
for excessive losses if it administers a state's mandatory and 
optional supplements to federal SSI benefits. 

YOU also requested that we analyze the error rates in the 
Food Stamp Program for each state and nationally to identify the 
dollar amounts and percentage of benefits issued in error and that 
we provide similar data for the AFDC and SSI Programs. In addi- 
tion, you asked that we provide information on the financial 
liabilities (sanctions) that have been assessed and paid for 
excessive error rates and that we compare that data to the federal 
dollars contributed to each program. 
office, 

As discussed with your 
the Department of Agriculture (USDA) had only completed 

its analysis of states' error rates for the first half of fiscal 
year 1983, the first year for which the revised Food Stamp error- 
rate sanction system is to apply. Therefore, there is insuffi- 
cient information for determining, as you requested, how error 
rates have changed since adoption of the new system which is to 
apply on an annual basis. 

We examined error-rate trends for each of the three prograas 
and determined the extent to which sanctions had been assessed and 
paid for erroneously issued benefits. We also compared the error- 
rate sanction systems used in these programs and calculated tne 
amounts of financial sanctions that would result under varying 
error levels in issuing benefits under each sanction system. 
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This data shows the degree to which the existing systems would 
cover excessive losses from benefit overpayments.' 

Our analyses were based on data collected from USDA's Food 
and Nutrition Service which administers the Food Stamp Program, 
and the Department of Health and Human Services' (HHS') Social 
Security Administration which administers both the AFDC and SSI 
Programs. Our analyses of error rates are primarily based on data 
for the most recent periods for which we could obtain information 
for each program. In order to meet the requested issuance date, 
we did not verify the accuracy of agency-provided data. A more 
detailed discussion of our scope and methodology is presented in 
Appendix IV. 

The Food Stamp sanction system for fiscal year 1985 and 
thereafter will normally result in a much lower sanction amount 
for a given error rate than the AFDC or SSI systems. This is pri- 
marily attributable to that system's higher target error rate for 
imposing sanctions and its procedures for calculating liability 
based on state administrative costs. States have not yet reim- 
bursed the federal government for any AFDC or Food Stamp sanction 
amounts. A major reason is that USDA and HHS have made extensive 
use of their authority to waive state liability. In contrast, HHS 
has paid states substantial sums for excessive overpayments of 
state-financed SSI benefits. 

ERROR-RATE SANCTION SYSTEMS USED FOR THE 
FOOD STAMP, AFDC, AND SSI PROGRAMS 

The Food Stamp Program administered by USDA provides food 
coupons to eligible households to enable them to purchase food and 
obtain a more nutritious diet. HHS administers the AFDC and SSI 
Programs which provide cash assistance to eligible families with 
dependent children, and to needy aged, blind, and disabled 
persons, respectively. 

Over the past several years, errors in determining appli- 
cants' eligibility and in calculating monthly benefits for these 
three needs-based programs have been a major concern of the Con- 
gress, the public, and federal and state program administrators. 
However, substantial amounts of overpayments and underpayments 
continue to occur. To provide an incentive for improving the 
integrity of these three programs, error-rate sanction systems 
have been established to hold the operating states or federal 
agencies financially accountable for ensuring that participants 

'For purposes of this report, overpayments refer to payments to 
ineligible persons and overpayments to eligible persons. Under- 
payments refer to too few benefits received by those determlned 
to be eligible for program participation. 

2 
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are eligible and that they receive accurate monthly benefits. The 
extent of erroneous issuances is determined by federal and state 
reviews of the accuracy of eligibility determinations and monthly 
benefits for a statistically valid sample of each program's 
caseload. 

None of the error-rate systems now in effect provide for full 
reimbursement of the benefit amounts erroneously issued. Instead, 
they establish error-rate thresholds for erroneous payments and 
impose financial sanctions for errors that exceed such thresholds. 

Although each program has an error-rate sanction system, the 
systems contain substantial differences regarding (1) who is lia- 
ble and for what, (2) the applicable error-rate thresholds, 
(3) how sanction liabilities are calculated, and (4) waiver proce- 
dures to reduce or eliminate sanction liabilities. 

Who is liable and for what 

States operate the Food Stamp Program in which all benefits 
are federally funded and the AFDC Program in which benefits are 
jointly financed by states and the federal government. For these 
programs, states are liable for excessive errors involving only 
federal funds. 

The SSI Program is different. HHS administers and operates a 
federally financed program in all states. However, states are re- 
quired to supplement some individuals' benefits and may provide an 
additional supplement for all those eligible for the federal bene- 
fit. The federal government is responsible for excessive over- 
payments of state funds if states elect to have HHS administer 
both their mandatory and optional supplements concurrently with 
the federal benefit payments. Seventeen states have such agree- 
ments with HHS. 

Applicable error-rate thresholds 

Error-rate thresholds for any given year have differed among 
the programs as well as among states within the programs. In the 
Food Stamp and AFDC Programs, states have or have had individual 
target error rates and are required to reduce their error rates to 
acceptable levels within specified time frames. The SSI Program 
has had a single administratively established error-rate threshold 
that has applied to the 17 states involved since April 1979. 

Two Food Stamp sanction systems which have applied to 
different periods in the program have resulted in varying target 
error rates. Each used states' actual error rates for a previous 
&month period (base-period rate) for calculating individual state 
targets for future periods. The Food Stamp sanction system for 
fiscal years 1981 and 1982 required states with base-period rates 
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higher than the national average to reduce erroneous payments 
(overissuances and underissuances combined) to an individually 
calculated target. In no case did a state have to achieve reduc- 
tions below the national average (about 12 percent at that time) 
to avoid a sanction. 

The Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1982 required states to 
accelerate their error reduction efforts. It established over- 
payment target rate goals of 9 and 7 percent for fiscal years 1983 
and 1984, respectively. However, states could satisfy error re- 
duction requirements without necessarily meeting the established 
goals. For example, states with overpayment rates above 9 percent 
for the October 1980 to March 1981 base period could satisfy the 
requirements for fiscal year 1983 by reducing their error rate by 
at least one-third of the difference between the base-period rate 
and the 1985 target of 5 percent. For fiscal year 1984 the reduc- 
tion must be at least two-thirds, and for fiscal year 1985 and 
later the rate must be 5 percent or less. 

Target error rates for the AFDC and SSI Programs are lower 
than for Food Stamps. States were required to achieve a 4-percent 
target for the AFDC Program for fiscal year 1983. States could 
satisfy error-rate requirements for fiscal years 1981 through 1983 
by reducing the base-period rate (Apr. to Sept. 1978) in three 
equal annual increments to reach the 4-percent target for fiscal 
year 1983. In 1982, AFDC legislation was passed to reduce the 
target to 3 percent for fiscal year 1984 and thereafter. The SSI 
Program has had a 4-percent target rate since fiscal year 1980. 

How sanction liabilities are calculated 

The AFDC, Food Stamp, and SSI Programs use different proce- 
dures for calculating the actual dollar amounts of sanctions. The 
most common procedure, used in the AFDC and SSI Programs and for 
fiscal years 1981 and 1982 in the Food Stamp Program, involves 
multiplying the amount of program benefits financed by the sanc- 
tioning agency or state by the extent the actual error rate 
exceeds the target rate. 

Food Stamp procedures for fiscal year 1983 and beyond do not 
use the amount of program benefits issued to calculate sanction 
amounts but instead base the sanction on the amount of a state's 
federally reimbursed administrative costs for that period. Legis- 
lation establishing this approach requires that the federal 
reimbursement of administrative costs (normally about 50 percent 
of a state's costs) be reduced by 5 percent for each 1 percent or 
fraction thereof by which the state's overpayment rate exceeds its 
target rate. If the state's error rate exceeds the target by more 
than 3 percent, it would lose 10 percent of its federal admini- 
strative funding for each percent or fraction thereof exceeding 
the 3-percent difference. 

4 
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APPENDIX I 

ERROR-RATE SANCTION SYSTEMS USED FOR 

THE FOOD STAMP. AFDC. AND SSI PROGRAMS 

APPENDIX I 

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY, ADMINISTRATION, 
AND FINANCING 

The Food Stamp, Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC), and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Programs provide 
food assistance benefits or cash to applicants who meet each 
respective program's requirements. The Food Stamp Program pro- 
vides food coupons to eligible households to enable them to pur- 
chase food and obtain a more nutritious diet. The AFDC and SSI 
Programs provide cash assistance to certain categories of families 
and individuals to help meet their basic needs. AFDC benefits are 
limited to eligible families with dependent children under age 19, 
and SSI benefits are limited to needy aged, blind, or disabled 
persons. 

The Food Stamp and AFDC Programs are administered nationally 
by the Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS), respectively. However, states 
are responsible for local administration and the day-to-day opera- 
tions of these programs and, in many states, the same state agency 
operates both programs. HHS administers and operates the SSI 
Program. However, states that are required to supplement the 
federal SSI benefits for some individuals' or that voluntarily 
supplement the amount of federal SSI benefit payments for all 
eligible persons may choose to handle the related day-to-day 
operations involved with processing applications for assistance 
and issuing monthly benefits related to the state's funding. 
Alternatively, these states can choose to have HHS administer the 
state funds. 

The federal government finances all or most of the benefits 
in these three programs. For fiscal year 1983, it financed all of 
the $11.2 billion in Food Stamp benefits, $7.8 billion of the 
total ($9.6 billion) SSI benefits, and $7.3 billion of the total 
($13.6 billion) AFDC benefits. 

IStates are required to supplement SSI benefits for a small 
number of persons who were previously enrolled in federal-state 
cash aid programs prior to the beginning of the SSI Program in 
January 1974. These state supplements are to insure that these 
participants receive assistance payments that maintain their 
former level of income. HHS estimates that as of December 1983, 
about 10,000 of the approximately 3.9 million SSI Program recipi- 
ents were eligible for mandatory state supplementary payments. 

1 
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Income, household size, and liquid assets, such as bank 
accounts, are some of the principal factors for determining appli- 
cant eligibility and the amount of monthly benefits. The Food 
Stamp and SSI Programs have national criteria for determining eli- 
gibility and benefits. Although most AFDC criteria for eligi- 
bility also are uniform nationwide, some factors and the amount of 
benefits vary from state to state because of the flexibility 
states have under the federal legislation. 

These three programs all provide for financial liability 
(sanctions) if the percent of total benefits erroneously issued 
because of mistakes in determining eligibility and benefits 
exceeds specified limits. In the case of the Food Stamp and AFDC 
Programs, states are financially responsible for erroneous 
issuances of federal funds. Conversely, HHS is liable for exces- 
sive errors in administering state-financed supplements to federal 
SSI benefit levels. 

The AFDC and Food Stamp Programs also provide for federal 
incentive payments to states that have error rates below specified 
levels. In the Food Stamp Program, states can receive an increase 
in the percentage of federal reimbursement for administrative 
costs (an increase from 50 to 60 percent) if their combined over- 
payment and underpayment rates do not exceed a legislative limit 
of 5 percent. Other limitations on the extent of individuals 
being improperly denied benefits or being improperly removed from 
the rolls also must be met. 

For the AFDC Program, states can receive a share of the fed- 
eral benefits "saved" as a result of decreasing their inaccurate 
determinations of eligibility and benefit amounts below a 4-per- 
cent limit. States are to receive 10 percent of the reductions in 
federal AFDC outlays for error rates of 3.5 to less than 4 percent 
and an additional 10 percent for each further 0.5-percent reduc- 
tion. The maximum is 50 percent for a rate below 2 percent. The 
Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 discontinued 
these incentive payments for 6-month periods beginning after April 
1983. 

As of early April 1984, USDA had made incentive payments of 
about $10.5 million to 17 states for low Food Stamp error rates 
for fiscal year 1981 and the first half of fiscal year 1982. HHS 
paid about $142,000 to four states for low AFDC error rates in 
fiscal year 1981. 

ERROR MEASUREMENT SYSTEMS 

The Food Stamp, AFDC and SSI Programs have quality control/ 
assurance systems to identify the types of errors being made and 
to quantify the losses attributable to each type. Error-rate 
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results, compiled and reported for 6-month periods2 beginning 
each April and October , provide data on three distinct categories 
of payment errors: payments to ineligible persons, overpayments 
to eligible persons, and underpayments to eligible persons.3 
(For purposes of this report, we will refer to payments to ineli- 
gible persons and overpayments to eligible persons as "over- 
payments.") These systems serve two purposes. They provide 
management with information for devising corrective actions to 
reduce erroneously issued benefits and serve as the basis for 
establishing state or federal financial liability for excessive 
erroneous payments. 

The procedures for conducting quality control/assurance re- 
views are generally similar for all three programs. The states 
carry out the quality control reviews for the Food Stamp and AFDC 
Programs, and HHS does the quality assurance work for the SSI 
Program. Each program's regulations require that a statistically 
valid sample of the program's participant caseload be reviewed 
thoroughly to verify the accuracy of the participants' eligibility 
and the amount of benefits provided them. Because each state's 
quality review sample is designed to be statistically valid, the 
review results are used to project the percentages of all sample 
cases containing errors and dollar benefits erroneously issued to 
the state's total caseload. 

HHS conducts quality assurance reviews on two types of 
samples for the SSI Program. The first type is a statistical 
sample in each of its 10 regions of cases for participants who 
received only a federal benefit. The second type sample of cases 
is reviewed in states that include participants who have received 
a federally administered state supplement. HHS uses the results 
of the two samples to compute a regional error rate as well as to 
determine the program's national error rate. HHS uses the results 
of the second sample to determine its error rates in administering 
state-financed supplements. 

The results of states' Food Stamp and AFDC quality control 
reviews are validated by USDA and HHS reviewers. They select a 
subsample of cases from each state's quality control sample and 
re-review it to determine if the state properly completed its 
review of the required sample cases and accurately reported the 
results. The federal agencies review the results of their valida- 
tion work with each state and adjust the state’s reported error 
rates upward or downward, as appropriate, to reflect any identi- 
fied problems with the state's reported results. In the SSI 

2Beginning in fiscal year 1984, states are authorized to complete 
food stamp quality control reviews annually instead of at 6-month 
intervals. 

3HHS did not determine underpayment rates for individual states 
in the SSI Program. 

3 
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Program, states that have elected to supplement federal SSI bene- 
fit payments and that have agreed to have HHS administer the state 
supplement concurrent with the federal benefit can choose to vali- 
date the federally determined error rates. Few states have 
elected to do this. 

FINANCIAL LIABILITY FOR EXCESS AMOUNTS 
OF INCORRECTLY ISSUED BENEFITS 

The underlying reason for imposing financial liability for 
inaccurate determinations of applicant income, assets, deductions, 
and other eligibility factors that result in incorrect issuances 
is to improve overall program administration and reduce program 
losses. In general, an error-rate sanction system involves decid- 
ing what threshold of erroneous payments can be tolerated, and 
then holding the organization that carries out the day-to-day 
operations of determining eligibility and monthly benefits finan- 
cially responsible for any errors which exceed the established 
threshold. 

Error-rate sanction systems have existed for the AFDC and 
SSI Programs since fiscal years 1973 and 1974, respectively. Re- 
cently, the Congress has taken action to increase accountability 
for errors in determining eligibility and the amount of monthly 
benefits for the Food Stamp and AFDC Programs. In 1979, the Con- 
gress took action that led to a restructuring of the AFDC error- 
rate sanction system, and in 1980, it established a sanction 
system for the Food Stamp Program. In 1982, the Congress revised 
the Food Stamp sanction system and lowered the target error-rate 
threshold for the AFDC Program. 

The sanction systems for the three programs have some common 
elements. Each system relies heavily on statistically valid 
quality control/assurance reviews to measure the percent of incor- 
rectly issued benefits and has an error-rate limit or target above 
which financial liability is assessed and below which there is a 
margin of error not subject to liability. 

Generally, calculating the amount of error-rate liability 
involves subtracting the error-rate threshold from the actual pro- 
gram error rate developed through quality control/assurance 
reviews for a given period and using the difference to calculate 
liability based on the total cost of benefit issuances or program 
administration. The SSI Program has a unique additional provision 
under which the calculated liability is reduced by a percentage of 
the amount of overpayments recovered. 

The sanction systems for the three programs differ as to 
(1) who is liable and for what, (2) what the applicable error-rate 
thresholds are, (3) how error-rate liabilities are calculated, and 
(4) how waiver procedures are used to reduce or dispense with 
error-rate liabilities. 
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Other major differences are that error rates under the Food 
Stamp system for fiscal years 1981 and 1982 include both under- 
payments and overpayments instead of only overpayments and that 
the SSI system allows a portion of overpayment collections to be 
used to reduce sanction amounts. Appendix I contains additional 
descriptive material on the sanction systems. 

EFFECTS OF THE SANCTION SYSTEMS 

Our analyses of the error-rate sanction systems used for the 
three programs showed that if the AFDC and SSI sanction systems 
were applied to the Food Stamp Program, they would result in much 
larger sanction amounts. This is attributable to the combined 
effect of the Food Stamp system's higher error-rate threshold and 
the different dollar base to which any excessive error-rate 
amounts are applied. 

We based this on our calculations of sanction amounts for a 
hypothetical state having operating results consistent with fiscal 
year 1983 Food Stamp operations. We assumed that the state issued 
$200 million in benefits, received $11 million in federally reim- 
bursed administrative costs, and collected 3 percent of its over- 
payments. Using target error rates for fiscal year 1985, we found 
that for all error rates between 4 and 10 percent, the AFDC sanc- 
tion system would have provided the largest sanction--equal to the 
amount of excessive overpayments made. The SSI system also would 
have resulted in sanction amounts substantially larger than the 
revised Food Stamp syst.em but still less than the AFDC amounts. 
As applied to these assumed operating conditions in our example, 
an overpayment error rate of 6 percent would generate sanction 
amounts of $6 million, $3.88 million, and $550,000 for the AFDC, 
SSI, and Food Stamp systems, respectively. The principal reason 
for these differences is that the Food Stamp error-rate threshold 
for fiscal year 1985 and beyond is set at 5 percent, compared with 
4 percent for SSI and 3 percent for AFDC. (See app. II, pp. 9 and 
10.) 

Another analysis using the same operational data showed 
that the revised Food Stamp system also would result in smaller 
sanction amounts if there were no differences in the systems' 
error-rate thresholds. The AFDC, initial Food Stamp, and SSI 
systems (except for deductions for SSI collections) would result 
in a direct dollar-for-dollar relationship between excessive erro- 
neous payments and sanction amounts. This relationship exists 
because these systems' procedures for calculating sanction amounts 
provide for multiplying the difference between an excess error 
rate and the target rate times the total benefits issued. In con- 
trast, the revised Food Stamp system in most instances will result 
rn sanctions of only about one-fourth to one-half of the excessive 
overpayments, depending on the margin by which the error-rate 
threshold was missed. The reason for this comparatively lower 
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sanction amount is that the percentage applied to the federally 
reimbursed administrative cost to calculate the sanction does not 
result in sanction amounts approximating the excess erroneous 
payments. The only exception would be if the error-rate threshold 
were missed by about .25 percent or less--in which case the 
systems would provide generally similar sanction amounts. For 
example, missing the target error rate by 1 percent would result 
in sanction amounts of $2 million, $1.94 million, and $550,000 
under the AFDC, SSI, and Food Stamp systems, respectively. If a 
target rate was missed by a wider margin such as 6 percent, the 
respective sanction amounts WQuld be $12 million, $11.64 million, 
and $4.95 million. (See app. II, pp. 11 to 13.) 

ERROR-RATE TRENDS 

In recent periods, overpayment error rates have decreased for 
all three programs. Underpayment rates have also decreased but 
only slightly. For the five most recent B-month periods for which 
USDA and HHS had complete data, Food Stamp overpayment rates 
showed the largest decline-- from 10.4 to 8.2 percent. AFDC over- 
payments dropped from 8.3 to 7.3 percent. SSI Program overpay- 
ments decreased from 5.3 percent to 4.1 percent for the entire 
program and from 6.1 percent to 6 percent for the 17 states in 
which HHS administers both a mandatory and optional state-financed 
supplement.2 For the 6-month period October 1981 to March 1982, 
the most recent period for which complete and comparable data was 
available for all three programs, the Food Stamp overpayment rate 
(9.8 percent) was the highest and the SSI rate (6.9 percent for 
the 17 states and 4.8 percent overall) was the lowest. The most 
significant change with respect to dollar losses was that USDA 
data shows Food Stamp Overpayments declining an estimated $69 
million over the 2-l/2 year period ending March 1983. Appendix II 
contains more details on error-rate trends. 

SANCTIONS ISSUED--SANCTIONS PAID 

The total amount of sanctions issued for fiscal year 19813 
and thus far for fiscal year 1982 has been about $147 million for 
the three programs. This includes about $38 million against 22 
states for excessive Food Stamp errors made in fiscal years 1981 
and the first half of 1982; $74 million against 28 states for 

2The 6 percent error rate for the 17 states is our estimate based 
on HHS' reported error rates. 

3Fiscal year 1981 was the first year for which USDA issued sanc- 
tion notices for excessive erroneous issuances of Food Stamp 
benefits. It also was the first period for which HHS sent sanc- 
tion notices for excessive AFDC overpayments under its current 
sanction system. 

6 
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excessive overpayments of federal AFDC benefits during fiscal year 
1981; and $35 million against the federal government for excessive 
overpayments of state-financed SSI benefits for fiscal year 1981 
and the first half of 1982. 

During the periods covered by the above sanctions, about 
$25.6 billion--$22.7 billion in federally financed Food Stamp and 
AFDC benefits and $2.9 billion in state SSI supplements--were 
issued. The erroneously issued benefits subject to the sanction 
systems in effect for the above periods were about $2 billion, 
$529 million, and $185 million for the three programs, respec- 
tively. The $147 million in sanctions was equivalent to rela- 
tively small amounts of those erroneous issuances--2 percent for 
Food Stamps, 13.9 percent for AFDC, and 19 percent for SSI. 

As of early April 1984, states have not paid the federal 
government any of the food Stamp or AFDC sanction amounts assessed 
against them. For the SSI Program, HHS has paid the states $150.5 
million and acknowledged owing an additional $10.4 million for 
excessive overpayments. 

USDA and HHS regulations allow waiving sanctions for the 
Food Stamp and AFDC Programs, respectively, but there are no such 
provisions in the SSI Program. The departments have made exten- 
sive use of this waiver authority to eliminate state liability. 
The primary basis has been states' submissions of corrective 
action plans, but some were based on states' reductions of their 
error rates in following periods. If the departments do not waive 
a Food Stamp or AFDC sanction, states can appeal all or a portion 
of it through an administrative hearing procedure in each depart- 
ment. If the resulting ruling favors the federal government, 
states have further appeal rights to the courts. However, a rul- 
ing for the state at any level would be binding and would result 
in eliminating or reducing the sanction in accordance with the 
terms of the ruling. See appendix III for more details 
on sanctions and waivers. 

As you requested, we did not obtain agency comments on this 
report; however, responsible program officials from HHS and USDA 
have reviewed the information relating to their respective pro- 
grams. We have made any appropriate changes. 

As arranged, unless you publicly announce its contents 
earlier, we plan no further distribution of this report until 2 
days after Its issue date. At that time, we will send copies to 
the Chairmen, Senate Committee on Finance; House Committee on 
Agriculture; and the House Committee on Ways and Means. We also 
will send copies to the Secretary of Agriculture; the Secretary of 
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Health and Human Services; and the DirecQx, Office of Management 
and Budget. We will make copies available to others on request. 

Sincerely yoursrP, , 



APPENDIX I 

Who is liable and for what 

APPENDIX I 

The error-rate sanction systems assess liability for exces- 
sive erroneous payments against the organization directly respon- 
sible for determining eligibility and the,amount of monthly 
benefits. For the Food Stamp and AFDC Programs, the responsible 
organization is the state; for the SSI Program, it is HHS. 

Food Stamp benefits are federally funded, and sanctions are 
to be assessed for excessive erroneous payments (total over- 
payments and underpayments) made by the states in fiscal years 
1981 and 1982, but only for excessive overpayments in fiscal year 
1983 and subsequent years. For AFDC benefits, which include both 
a federal and state share, sanctions apply only to the federally 
financed part of any excessive overpayments. 

As mentioned above, the SSI Program is primarily federally 
financed, but 49 states must supplement some individuals' federal 
benefit level and 43 states and the District of Columbia provide 
an optional state supplement. Federal liability is limited to the 
17 states for which HHS has agreements to administer both the 
mandatory and optional state supplement along with the federal 
benefit. HHS pays for any excessive overpayments applicable only 
to those states' supplements. HHS officials had developed a draft 
notice of proposed rulemaking to eliminate the SSI sanction sys- 
tem. The notice was being reviewed internally in early April 
1984. 

Differences in error-rate thresholds 

Food Stamp, AFDC, and SSI Program error-rate sanction systems 
provide for different error-rate thresholds below which financial 
penalties are not to be assessed. These thresholds differ for a 
particular year not only among the programs but also, in the case 
of the Food Stamp and AFDC Programs, within the programs. 

The Food Stamp system for fiscal years 1981 and 1982 estab- 
lished target error rates for these years based on the higher of 
the program's national average error rate or the individual 
state's actual error rate for the applicable 6-month base period 
in fiscal years 1980 and 1981, respectively.4 States with an 
error rate at or below the national average error rate for the 
base period-- October 1979 to March 1980 for fiscal year 1981 and 
October 1980 to March 1981 for fiscal year 1982--did not need to 
further reduce their error rates. In fact, their error rate could 
increase up to the national average without the state being sub- 
ject to any sanction. States with a base-period error rate above 

4The national average and states' error rates included both 
overpayments and underpayments. 

5 



APPENDIX I 
t 

APPENDIX I 

the national average had to reduce their error rate for each 
6-month period of the current fiscal year as follows. 

The target error rate that a state must meet to avoid a sanc- 
tion for excessive erroneous benefit payments is calculated by 
reducing the state's base-period rate by 10 percent of the differ- 
ence between the base-period rate and the national goal of 5 per- 
cent.5 The state target would be the higher of either the 
calculated rate or the national average error rate for the base 
period. We determined that this system provided for a slower pace 
of error reduction than other systems being used. For example, if 
the national average error rate had decreased at the same pace as 
that prescribed for states with error rates above the national 
average rate, it would have taken about 12 years to reduce a 
12-percent error rate (the national average in fiscal year 1981) 
to 7 percent. 

The Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1982 significantly changed 
Food Stamp procedures for applying sanctions starting in fiscal 
year 1983. The legislation established overpayment target goals 
of 9 percent for fiscal year 1983, 7 percent for fiscal year 1984, 
and 5 percent for fiscal year 1985, but did not require that all 
states meet the targets for 1983 and 1984. Any state with an 
overpayment error rate exceeding 9 percent during the legisla- 

a tively established 6-month base period--October 1980 to March 
1981 --could avoid a sanction by meeting an individual target 
rate. The target for fiscal year 1983 would reflect a reduction 
in its actual error rate equivalent to at least one-third of the 
difference between its base-period rate and the 5-percent target 
for fiscal year 1985. For fiscal year 1984, the reduction must be 
at least two-thirds of this difference, and for fiscal year 1985 
the state's error rate cannot exceed 5 percent. To illustrate, a 
state with a 14 percent error rate in the base period would have 
to reduce its rate to at least 11, 8, and 5 percent, respectively, 
for fiscal years 1983, 1984, and 1985 in order to avoid any 
sanctions. 

The AFDC system for determining states' target error rates is 
similar to the revised Food Stamp system. In AFDC, each state 
must achieve an overpayment rate of 4 percent or less by fiscal 
year 1983. April 1978 to September 1978 was established as the 
base period. To avoid sanctions, states were required to reduce 
their overpayment rates by at least one-third of the difference 
between the base-period rate and 4 percent for fiscal year 1981; 
at least two-thirds of that difference for fiscal year 1982; and 
to the base level of 4 percent in fiscal year 1983. As a result, 

5USDA determined that the rate of error reduction should be 
10 percent. The formula for determining the error-rate goal for 
a state with an error rate above the national average is 
N-(N-5)(.1) where "N" is a state's base-period error rate. If 
" N" is 15, the calculated error-rate goal for the following 
fiscal year would be 14 percent. 
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a state with an AFDC overpayment rate of 10 percent for the 
6-month base period would have had to reduce its error rate for 
fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983 to at least 8, 6, and 4 percent, 
respectively, to avoid a sanction. The Tax Equity and Fiscal 
Responsibility Act of 1982 reduced the AFDC target rate to 3 per- 
cent for fiscal year 1984 and thereafter. 

The SSI sanction system, in effect since fiscal year 1974, 
had varying overpayment error-rate targets for each state in its 
earlier years. Since fiscal year 1980, it has had a target error 
rate of 4 percent for determining whether HHS is liable for over- 
payments of state supplements. 

Use of error rates in calculating 
the dollar amount of sanctions 

The AFDC, Food Stamp, and SSI Programs use varying procedures 
for calculating the actual dollar amounts of sanctions. Under the 
initial approach in the Food Stamp Program applicable to fiscal 
years 1981 and 1982, if a state's error rate (including the total 
of underissuances and overissuances) exceeds its target rate, the 
state would be subject to a sanction equivalent to the amount of 
the excess overpayments and underpayments. This amount would be 
calculated by multiplying the amount of program benefits issued 
during the applicable B-month period by the extent to which the 
state's actual error rate exceeds its target rate. 

Under the revised approach for fiscal year 1983 and beyond, 
sanctions for overpayments are to be based on the amount of a 
state's federally reimbursed administrative costs for that fiscal 
year. Legislation establishing this approach requires that the 
federal reimbursement of administrative costs (normally about 50 
percent of a state's costs) be reduced by 5 percent for each 1 
percent or fraction thereof by which the state's overpayment rate 
exceeds its target rate. If the state's error rate exceeds the 
target by more than 3 percent, it would lose 10 percent of its 
federal administrative funding for each percent or fraction 
thereof exceeding the 3-percent difference. To illustrate, over- 
payment rates above the target rate by 1, 2, and 3 percent would 
result in sanctions of 5, 10, and 15 percent, respectively; over- 
payment rates above the target by 4, 5, and 6 percent would result 
in sanctions of 25, 35, and 45 percent, respectively. Under this 
system, a state that had been required to reduce its error rate 
from 14 to 11 percent during fiscal year 1983 but which only 
achieved a 13-percent error rate would lose 10 percent of its 
federal reimbursement for administrative costs. Had its error 
rate increased to 15 percent for fiscal year 1983, it would lose 
25 percent of its administrative reimbursement. (The sanction 
amount cannot exceed the amount of overpayments represented by an 
actual error rate which misses the target rate.) 
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Thus, the amount of a sanction under the Food Stamp system 
for fiscal year 1983 and beyond hinges in large part on how much a 
state spends to administer the program. A state that spends more 
to operate the program would be sanctioned more than another state 
that is in the same error-rate situation but that spends less to 
operate the program. In contrast, a direct dollar-for-dollar 
relationship exists between excess overpayments and sanction 
amounts in the AFDC and SSI Programs. Under these programs, sanc- 
tion amounts are determined by multiplying the extent to which 
overpayment rates exceed state or federal targets by the value of 
the pertinent benefit amounts issued. For the AFDC Program, the 
extent to which states miss their target is multiplied by the 
amount of federal dollars spent on participant benefits. Simi- 
larly, SSI Program sanctions are based primarily on the excess 
error rate times the total amount by which the state supplemented 
participants' federal benefits. 

Except for waivers of sanction liability discussed in appen- 
dix III, the only other major item that can affect sanction 
amounts is the collection of overpayments as used in the SSI 
Program. 

Each of the three programs' normal operations provides for 
some sharing of the amounts of overpayments recovered. For ex- 
ample, states can keep one-fourth of any collections of Food Stamp 
overpayments caused by nonfraud client errors. For the AFDC and 
SSI Programs, states receive the same percentage of the collec- 
tions that they contribute toward the total benefits. 

AFDC and Food Stamp procedures do not consider collections 
when calculating the amount of a sanction. However, the SSI pro- 
cedures provide for reducing the sanction by a dollar-for-dollar 
amount of collections attributable to the excessive overpayments. 
The first step is to determine what percent the excess over- 
payments are of all overpayments. The second is to reduce the 
sanction liability by that percent of the total collections. To 
illustrate, if HHS had a S-percent overpayment error rate (the 
target being 4 percent), excess overpayments (t percent) would 
represent 20 percent of the total overpayments of 5 percent. 
Accordingly, 20 percent of the total collections could be used to 
reduce the sanction amount assessed against HHS. 
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EFFECTS AND TRENDS 

EFFECTS OF THE SANCTION SYSTEMS VARY 

The error-rate sanction systems for Food Stamps, AFDC, and 
SSI hold the organizations that operate the programs on a day- 
to-day basis responsible for a portion of total erroneous pay- 
ments. This is because error-rate targets make some allowance 
for errors in determining eligibility and monthly benefits. 

To round out the requested analyses of the existing Food 
Stamp error-rate sanction systems and to compare them with 
systems used in the AFDC and SSI Programs, we calculated the 
amount of sanctions that each system would generate. We made two 
calculations using the Food Stamp Program as an operational 
base. First, we applied the systems for the three programs as 
they currently exist. Second, to factor out the effect of the 
current systems having different error-rate targets, we assumed 
identical target error rates and calculated sanction amounts on 
that basis. 

Disregarding the possible effect of sanction waivers, (see 
aPP* III) the Food Stamp sanction system applicable to fiscal 
year 1983 and subsequent years would produce smaller sanction 
liabilities under both assumptions than either the AFDC or SSI 
systems for most levels of benefit overpayments. The main rea- 
sons for this difference is the Food Stamp Program's higher error 
threshold and the different base to which an error rate exceeding 
the threshold would apply. 

Effect of different error-rate thresholds 

The AFDC and SSI sanction systems provide proportionately 
larger sanction amounts than the Food Stamp system because they 
have lower error-rate thresholds, as summarized below and dis- 
cussed in greater detail in appendix I. 

Applicable error-rate thresholds 
FY FY FY Subsequent 
1983 1984 1985 P - - years 

Program 
-----------(percent)------------ 

Food Stamp 9 7 5 5 
AFDC 4 3 3 3 
SSI 4 4 4 4 

All target error rates in the table, except for the Food 
Stamp rates of 9 percent for fiscal year 1983 and 7 percent for 
fiscal year 1984, must not be exceeded in order to avoid a sanc- 
tion. As discussed in appendix I, states with Food Stamp over- 
payment error rates higher than 9 percent for the October 1980 to 
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March 1981 base period would have higher target error-rate goals 
and would not need to meet the g-percent or the 7-percent goal. 
However, states would be required to meet a S-percent goal for 
fiscal year 1985 and for subsequent periods to avoid a sanction. 

Using the error-rate thresholds for fiscal year 1985--which 
also will apply to all subsequent years under current program 
requirements-- the table below illustrates what the sanctions 
would be under the three sanction systems for a hypothetical 
state having the following annual Food Stamp Program results.1 

--Benefit issuances of $200 million. 

--Federally reimbursed administrative costs of $11 million. 

--Collections equal to 3 percent of overpayments. 

We used these results because Food Stamp benefits issued in 
fiscal year 1983 averaged $206 million per state; federal reim- 
bursements of state administrative cost amounted to 5.4 percent 
of all program benefits issued that year; and some of the states 
with better collection activity recovered the equivalent of 3 
percent or more of their overpayments for fiscal year 1982. 

Excess overpayments" Sanction amount 
Error Food Food 
rate Stamp - - AFDC SSI Stamp- - AFDC SSI 

(percent) ------------------(thousands)----------------------- 

3 $ 0 $ 0 $ 
ii 

$ 0 $ 0 $ 0 
4 0 2,000 0 2,000 0 
5 0 4,000 2,000 0 4,000 1,940 
6 2,000 6,000 4,000 550 6,000 3,880 
7 4,000 8,000 6,000 1,100 8,000 5,820 
8 6,000 10,000 8,000 1,650 10,000 7,760 
9 8,000 12,000 10,000 2,750 12,000 9,700 

10 10,000 14,000 12,000 3,850 14,000 11,640 

aAmount by which overpayments exceed error-rate thresholds of 5 
percent for Food Stamps, 3 percent for AFDC, and 4 percent for 
SSI. 

As shown in the above table, the AFDC Program sanction 
amounts would equal the excess overpayments; the SSI amounts 
would equal the excess overpayments less the applicable amounts 
of overpayments collected; and the Food Stamp sanction would be 
far below the excess overpayments. 

1We did not attempt to calculate what the sanction amount would 
be under the Food Stamp system applicable to fiscal years 1981 
and 1982 because there was no reliable way to estimate what the 
target error rate would be for fiscal year 1985 under that 
system. 
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Effect of different bases for 
calculatinq sanction amounts 

We also determined what the sanction amounts would be if 
there were no differences in the target error rates for these 
three systems. To do this, we assumed that the target error 
rates were missed by an equal amount under each system and calcu- 
lated the sanction amount using each systems' respective proce- 
dures. In making this analysis, we used the same operating 
results for a hypothetical state as in the preceding illustration 
except that, instead of varying the error rate, we varied the 
amount by which a state's actual error rate would exceed the 
target error rate (from .05 percent to 10 percent). 

We found that the revised Food Stamp system will still 
generally result in smaller sanctions than the other systems. As 
the following table shows, the only exception would be that the 
sanction amounts would be about the same in situations where the 
difference between actual and target error rates is very small. 
As the difference increases toward 1 percent, the AFDC and SSI 
systems result in higher sanctions than the revised Food Stamp 
system. 
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Difference 

between 

actual and 

target 

error rates 

Dollar amount of sanction 
Overlssued ColLectIons 
benefits In (3 percent of Food Stamp Program AFDD SSI - - 

excess of excess over- FY 1981 FY 1983 
target rate issuances) and 1982 and I ater 

(percent) 

.05 5 100 I 3 s 100 s 1ooa I 100 s 97 

.lO 200 6 200 2ooa 200 194 

3 500 15 500 5008 500 485 

.50 1,000 30 l,o@J 550 1,000 970 

1.00 2,000 60 2,000 550 2,000 1,940 

2.00 4,000 120 4,ODfJ 1,100 4,000 3,880 

3.00 6,000 180 6,000 1,650 6,000 5,820 

4.00 8,000 240 8,000 2,750 8,000 7,760 

5.00 10,000 300 10,000 3,850 10,000 9,700 

6.00 12,000 360 12,000 4,950 12,000 11,640 

7.00 14,000 420 14,000 6,050 14,000 13,580 

8.00 16,000 480 16,000 7,150 16,000 15,520 

9.00 18,000 540 18,000 8,250 18,000 17,460 

10.00 20,000 600 20,OOcl 9,350 20,000 19,400 

Differences in Liability 

Under the Food Stamp, AFCC, 

and SSI Programs’ Sanction Systems 
(Disregarding the Effects of Different Error-Rate Thresholds) 

aThe calculated sanction amount would be $550,000; however, Food Stamp legislation 

limits the sanction amount to the lower of either the excess overissued benefits or 

the calculated sanction amount. 
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As this comparison shows, except for a deduction under the 
SSI system for overpayments collected, 2 the AFDC, SSI, and ini- 
tial Food Stamp sanction systems result in about the same level 
of financial sanctions for equal differences between actual and 
target error rates. However, the revised Food Stamp system 
results in similar sanction amounts only for differences of up to 
about .25 percent between the actual and target error rates. As 
that difference increases, the other systems result in in- 
creasingly larger sanction amounts than the revised Food Stamp 
system. 

ERROR RATES AND TRENDS 

According to USDA and HHS data, overpayment error rates in 
the Food Stamp, AFDC, and SSI Programs for recent quality control 
periods have generally decreased. underpayment error rates in 
the programs have remained relatively stable. Of the three 
programs and for comparable periods, Food Stamp overpayment error 
rates have been the highest and SSI rates the lowest. The most 
significant change in dollar amounts is the approximate $69 mil- 
lion reduction in estimated Food Stamp overpayments. The tables 
and discussions in the following sections provide additional 
information on error rates and trends in the three programs. 

Food Stamp Program 

Error-rate data and amounts of inaccurately issued benefits 
for the five 6-month quality review periods starting October 1980 
are shown below. 

Quality control 
review Period 

Overissuances 
Rate Amount 

Underissuances 
Rate Amount 

(percent) (000) (percent) (000) 

10/80-03/81 10.4 $534,831 2.6 $134,022 
04/81-09/81 9.5 517,227 2.4 133,496 
10/81-03/82 9.8 509,901 2.4 123,160 
04/82-09/82 9.2 473,906 2.5 128,779 
10,'82-03/83 8.2 465,924 (a) (a) 

aNot available as of early April 1984. 

2Appendix I explains the procedure for reducing SSI Program 
sanctions by a percentage of the total collectons for the same 
period. 
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Data for periods before October 1980 are incomplete and not 
comparable with results for more recent periods. Beginning in 
fiscal year 1981, USDA validated states' reported error rates and 
made adjustments based on its review results. Also, states were 
not required to complete quality control reviews during fiscal 
year 1979 in order to expedite states' implementation of the many 
legislative changes made in the program in 1977. 

The preceding table shows that the overpayment rate has drop- 
ped 2.2 percent over the 2-l/2-year period, and the underpayment 
rate dropped 0.1 percent over 2 years. The amounts of overissued 
benefits have decreased about $69 million and the amounts of 
underissued benefits have decreased about $5 million. For the 6 
months ended March 1982, the most recent period for which we could 
obtain the data, overissuances by state ranged from a low of 1.5 
percent to a high of 21.2 percent. Underissuances ranged from 0.8 
percent to 7.3 percent. Additional details on Food Stamp error 
rates and the associated dollar errors nationally and by state are 
in appendix V (see pp. 31 to 35). 

AFDC Program 

During the first four 6-month periods (Jan. 1978 to Sept. 
1979, with a 3-month overlap) since HHS started validating and 
adjusting state-reported AFDC error-rate data, overpayment errors 
dropped 1 percent (from 10.5 to 9.5 percent) and underpayment 
errors increased 0.2 percent (from 0.7 to 0.9 percent). In the 
next five periods shown in the following table, the overpayment 
rate dropped another 1 percent and the underpayment rate dropped 
0.3 percent. Overpayments of federal dollars for the five periods 
have fluctuated with no apparent trend.3 The dollar amounts of 
underpayments had decreased. 

Quality control 
review period 

Overpayment 
Rate Amount 

Underpayment 
Rate Amount 

(percent) (000) (percent) (000) 

10/79-03/80 8.3 $248,547 0.9 $27,119 
04/80-09/80 7.3 232,637 0.7 22,316 
10/80-03/81 8.3 284,069 0.7 22,945 
04/81-09/81 7.0 244,661 0.6 22,143 
10/81-03/82 7.3 252,722 0.6 21,268 

As noted in the preceding narratives and tables, AFDC data 
was available to us for earlier periods than for the Food Stamp 
Program but was not available for periods as recent as we were 
able to obtain for the Food Stamp Program. As a result, compari- 
sons between the error rates shown in the tables for the two 

3AFDC Program benefits increased during these periods. The net 
effect of the lower error rates and higher benefits resulted in 
fairly constant levels of total overpayments. 
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programs can be made only for three B-month periods (Oct. 1980 to 
Mar. 1981, Apr. 1981 to Sept. 1981, and Oct. 1981 to Mar. 1982). 
AFDC error rates for these periods have been consistently lower 
than Food Stamp error rates. On a state-by-state basis, AFDC 
error rates for the most recent period available ranged from 
1.1 percent to 17.6 percent for overpayments and from less than 
.05 percent to 1.9 percent for underpayments. Additional informa- 
tion on AFDC error rates and the associated dollar errors nation- 
ally and by state is in appendix V (see pp. 36 to 40). 

SSI Program 

HHS-reported overpayment rates pertaining to total SSI Pro- 
gram benefits-- including state-financed supplements where 
applicable-- are the lowest of the three programs and have dropped 
6.8 percent in the last 10 years to a low of 4.1 percent. For the 
most recent five 6-month periods for which data was available, the 
error-rate drop was not as sharp as it was during the earlier part 
of the lo-year period. There was no clear trend in the amounts of 
dollars overpaid or underpaid. 

Quality 
assurance 

review 
period 

Overpayments Underpaymentsa 
17 stateso Total program Total program 

Rate Amount Rate Amount Rate Amount 

(%I (000) (%I (000) (8) (000) 

10/80-03/81 6.1c $58,666 5.3 $219,254 1.4 $58,063 
04/81-09/81 6.4c 59,632 4.9 204,527 1.4 56,334 
10/81-03/82 6.gc 66,721 4.8 201,627 1.4 60,130 
04/82-09/82 4.8 44,485 4.1 176,989 1.2 50,666 
10/82-03/83 6.0 54,156 4.1 183,191 1.1 47,029 

aHHS does not determine underpayment error rates for the 17 
states. 

bStates for which HHS administers mandatory and optional supple- 
ments to the federal SSI benefit payments. 

cThese are the only error rates for which states have done any 
validation work. The remainder are unvalidated HHS-reported 
error rates. 

As shown in the table, average overpayment rates for the 17 
states that have elected to have HHS administer their mandatory 
and optional supplements to the federal SSI benefits--and there- 
fore have a role in the SSI sanction system--have been somewhat 
higher than for the program overall, at least for the five periods 
for which we calculated such rates. For the most recent period 
for which HHS has state-by-state error-rate data for the 17 
states, overpayment error rates ranged from 3 percent to 7.7 per- 
cent. Details on SSI error rates and the amounts of overpayments 
of state dollars are shown in appendix V (see pp. 41 to 43). 
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SANCTIONS ISSUED--SANCTIONS PAID 

States have been sanctioned for excessive AFDC Program over- 
payments as early as 1975. USDA and HHS issued a total of 54 
sanctions against states for erroneous issuances in the Food Stamp 
and AFDC Programs during fiscal year 1981 and 12’ to date for 
fiscal year 1982. As of early April 1984, the federal government 
had not received any payments of the sanction amounts assessed 
against states for excessive issuance errors. The contributing 
factors have been a court decision and USDA's and HHS' use of 
waiver procedures to eliminate sanctions. However, USDA has 
recently attempted to collect from six states. In contrast, there 
are no provisions for waiving sanctions against the federal 
government in the SSI Program, and since 1974, HHS has reimbursed 
or acknowledged owing states about $161 million for excessive 
federal overpayments of state supplemental benefits. 

The total amount of sanctions issued for fiscal year 19811 
and (as of early April 1984) for fiscal year 1982 has been about 
$147 million for the three programs. This includes about $38 mil- 
lion for excessive Food Stamp errors made in fiscal years 1981 and 
the first half of 1982, $74 million for excessive overpayments of 
federal AFDC Program benefits during fiscal year 1981, and $35 
million for excessive overpayments of state-financed SSI Program 
benefits for fiscal years 1981 and the first half of 1982. 

Not all erroneous payments of program benefits are considered 
in applying the programs' sanction systems. As explained in 
appendix I, the sanction systems vary as to whether they consider 
both overpayments and underpayments, only overpayments, only the 
federally financed part of benefits, or only the state-financed 
part. 

During the periods noted above, about $22.7 billion in 
federally financed Food Stamp and AFDC benefits and $2.9 billion 
in state SSI supplements were issued. About $2.7 billion 
(10.4 percent of the total $25.6 billion in outlays) were errone- 
ous payments (AFDC and SSI overpayments and Food Stamp over- 
payments and underpayments) that were subject to the workings of 
the programs' sanction systems. The sanction amounts ($147 mil- 
lion for excessive erroneous payments) represent about 5.5 percent 
of these erroneous payments. 

As noted previously and discussed in greater detail in 
subsequent sections of this appendix, USDA and HHS have authority 

'Fiscal year 1981 was the first year for which USDA issued 
sanction notices for excessive erroneous issuances of Food Stamp 
benefits. It also was the first period for which HHS sent sanc- 
tion notices for excessive AFDC overpayments under its current 
sanction system. As of early April 1984, HHS had not issued any 
sanctions for fiscal year 1982. 
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to waive sanctions for the Food Stamp and AFDC Programs, respec- 
tively. Also, the states involved can appeal all or a portion of 
the sanctions through an administrative hearing procedure in each 
department. If the resulting ruling favors the federal govern- 
ment, states have further appeal rights to the courts. However, a 
ruling for the state at any level would be binding and would 
result in eliminating or reducing the sanction in accordance with 
the terms of the ruling. 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

USDA has issued a total of 38 sanctions amounting to about 
$38 million to 22 states for excessive erroneous payments. The 
total erroneous issuances for the three 6-month periods to which 
these sanctions applied were about $2 billion--$1.6 billion in 
overpayments and $390 million in underpayments. The dollar amount 
of the sanctions ($38 million) represents about 2 percent of the 
total erroneous payments ($2 billion) made during these periods. 

As of early April 1984, states have not paid the federal 
government any of these sanction amounts. USDA issued across- 
the-board waivers to the 14 states that exceeded their error-rate 
targets for the 6 months ended March 1981 (the first period for 
which sanctions were issued) on the condition that each sanctioned 
state prepare a special corrective action plan designed to reduce 
inaccurate benefit payments. A table showing more details on 
these 14 sanctions is on page 19. 

USDA issued an additional 24 sanctions for the two 6-month 
periods ended September 1981 and March 1982, but only 7 of these 
sanctions have been fully resolved. For the 6 months ended 
September 1981, USDA waived the sanctions for 6 of the 12 states 
involved and held administrative hearings within the Department on 
requests for waivers of the sanctions by the remaining 6 states. 
As of early April 1984, decisions had been made on three cases. 
Two of the three USDA claims were upheld. 

Regarding the 12 sanctions issued for the 6-month period 
ended March 1982, the sanctioned states requested waivers, and 
USDA officials have considered the waiver justifications presented 
by the states but have not said whether they intend to pursue or 
waive sanctions against these states. Additional details on the 
sanctions for these states are presented in the tables on pages 20 
and 21. 

USDA's procedures for determining whether to reduce or elimi- 
nate sanctions issued against states for excessive Food Stamp 
error rates for periods up through fiscal year 1982 are more 
complex than those to be used for later periods. Any state sub- 
ject to a sanction for erroneous issuances in fiscal year 1981 or 
1982 could obtain a waiver of the monetary penalty if certain 
conditions existed over which the state was considered to have no 
control and which adversely affected the state's error rate. 
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Among the "good cause" reasons cited in Food Stamp regulations as 
being sufficient for reducing or eliminating sanctions were 
(1) natural disasters or civil disorders, (2) strikes, (3) sharp 
increases in caseload, (4) program changes, and (5) misapplication 
of federal policy if a responsible USDA official provided or 
approved the practice. 

In the absence of any special circumstances which could have 
been considered as adversely affecting state performance, the 
regulations also allow USDA to waive sanctions under certain other 
conditions. One of these was a federal determination that the 
state had put forth a "good faith effort" such as in devoting 
considerable effort to carrying out an approved corrective action 
plan or taking other substantial initiatives to reduce errors. 
While such judgments regarding the adequacy of a state's remedial 
efforts were somewhat discretionary and the state efforts did not 
guarantee a waiver, USDA regulations provided for an automatic 
waiver if a state's efforts resulted in a lower error rate for the 
comparable 6-month period in the following fiscal year.2 

The Food Stamp Act Amendments of 1982 sharply reduced the 
kinds of factors that USDA is to consider when a state appeals an 
error-rate sanction. For fiscal year 1983 and beyond, USDA is to 
consider only extraordinary events over which the state had little 
or no control, such as strikes or natural disasters, when deciding 
whether to waive or reduce a sanction. In the absence of such 
factors, any state that does not reach its target error rate is to 
be sanctioned regardless of the amount of effort made by the state 
to reduce its error rate. 

2USDA regulations spell out in detail the procedures for deter- 
mining the error rate that must be achieved under varying circum- 
stances in order to have a prior-period sanction waived. 
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FOOD STAW PROGRAM 

States (14) 

Alaska 21.2 12.6 

Ar i zona 16.9 12.7 

Co I orado 13.1 12.6 

Connecticut 16.0 12.6 

Florida 13.3 12.6 

Kansas 14.3 12.9 

Mary I and 16.7 16.0 

Massachusetts 13.1 12.6 

Man tana 15.7 12.6 

New Hampshire 17.4 12.6 

New Mexico 15.3 15.1 

North Carolina 15.3 12.6 

Puerto Rico 13.1 12.6 

Tennessee 13.7 12.6 

Payment Target 

error error 

ratea rate - - 

---(percent)---- 

Total dollars and 

weighted average 

percentages 15.2 

Sanctioned States 

(Oct. 1980 to Mar. 1981) 

Benef its Erroneous Over- 

issued issuances issuances Sanctions 

---------------(thousands)------------------- 

s 15,984 S 3,588 s 3,417 S 1,207 

60,847 11,421 9,182 2,437 

42,720 6,117 4,998 230 

34,359 5,772 4,858 1,172 

250,124 37,494 31,166 1,647 

24,642 3,593 2,858 343 

82,173 13,715 11,291 581 

92,406 14,831 11,431 470 

10,821 1,880 1,666 329 

13,312 2,135 1,769 633 

44,899 6,879 5,756 108 

133,272 21,057 13,141 3,538 

428,393 59,675 50,807 2,308 

165,313 23,855 19,524 1,887 

51,399,265 $212,012 $171,864 $16,890 
I=II=zI=PI ==xsIPIs =ztt*31=== ==rl=II 

Sanction as 

a percent of 

erroneous 

issuances 

33.6 35.3 

21.3 26.5 

3.8 4.6 
20.3 24.1 

4.4 5.3 

9.5 12.0 

4.2 5.1 

3.2 4.1 
17.5 19.8 

29.7 35.8 

1.6 1.9 
16.8 26.9 

3.9 4.5 

7.9 9.7 

8.0 9.8 

Sanction as 

a percent 

of over- 

issuances 

Note: All sanctions were waived by USDA. 

aLower of the states’ reported error rate or USDA’s adjusted 

state error rate. 

, 
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SanctIonad States 

(Apr. to sapt. 1981) 

Paymant Target 

erfor error 

States (12) rate4 rate - - 

Al aska 27.2 12.6 S 14,673 $ 4,107 f 3,656 I 2,14Bb 52.3 58.7 
Ar I zona 13.1 12.7 63,840 8,555 6,014 236b 2.8 3.9 

Co I orado 14.4 12.6 44,873 7,543 6,228 821’ 10.9 13.2 

Connecticut 16.2 12.6 36,773 5,972 5,038 1,339d 22.4 26.6 

Florida 14.1 12.6 251,784 38,548 33,286 3,802d 9.9 11.4 

Guam 13.0 12.6 9,345 1,235 1,050 40’ 3.3 3.8 
Mary land 16.7 16.0 88,481 14,812 12,980 619e 4.2 4.8 
Montana 14.3 12.6 11,925 1,710 1,382 208” 12.1 15.0 

New Hampshire 14.7 12.6 13,644 2,004 1,678 285d 14.2 17.0 

North Carolina 14.4 12.6 138,986 22,516 17,832 2, 502e 11.1 14.0 

Tennessee 12.7 12.6 174,169 22,973 18,080 209’ 0.9 1.1 
Wyoming 13.8 12.6 3,813 558 512 47’ 8.5 9.2 

Total dollars and 

weighted average 

percentages 

--(parcentl--- 

15.3 

Benefits Erronaous over- 

issued issuances issuances Sanctions 

Sanction as 

a percent of 

erroneous 

issuances 

aLower of the states’ reported error rate or USDA’s adjusted state error rate. 

bSanction upheld by administrative hearing. 

CSanction dismissed by administrative hearing. 

dSanctions are awaiting decision of administrative hearing judge. 

*Sanctions were waived by USDA. 

Sanct I on as 

a percent 

of over- 

Issuances 

11.3 

_- _ -- - --- --- -- _-- -- --- - --- - - 



FOOD STAU’ PMCRAu 

Sanct I oned States 

(Oct. 1981 to Mar. 1982) 

States (12) 

Payment Target 

error error Benefits Erroneous Over- 

rate rate Issued issuances Issuances Sanctions --- 

---(percent)--- ----------------(thousands)----------------- 

Alaska 23.4 20.7 s 13,914 S 3,252 S 2,951 L 370 11.4 12.5 
Colorado 17.3 13.4 40,526 7,003 5,909 1,577 22.5 26.7 
Ccmnecticut 16.5 15.5 32,593 5,362 4,413 300 5.6 6.8 
Dist. of Columbia 18.7 17.7 22,534 4,219 2,551 225 5.3 8.8 
Massachusetts 15.9 14.9 98,451 15,644 13,439 985 6.3 7.3 
Nebraska 14.4 13.1 15,301 2,196 1,581 199 9.1 12.6 
New Hampshire 17.7 14.9 12,578 2,220 1,962 341 15.4 17.4 

New Mexico 15.8 14.3 40,722 6,442 5,330 623 9.7 11.7 
Oregon 15.5 13.1 71,067 10,983 8,516 1,706 15.5 20.0 

Pennsylvanla 13.7 13.1 249,141 34,132 29,573 1,619 4.7 5.5 
Texas 13.1a 13.1’ 276,812 36,207 29,923 83 0.2 0.3 
Wisconsin 14.8 13.4 52.406 7,746 5.571 728 9.4 13. I 

Total dollars and 

woi ghted avuage 
percentages 14.6 1111,719 

1-1=*.11 

+ayment error rate and target error rate are equal due to rounding. 

Sanction as Sanction as 

a percent of a percent 

erroneous of over- 

Issuances t ssuances 

6.5 7.8 



APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

AFDC PROGRAM 

Sanctions for excessive AFDC Program overpayments were first 
issued in 1975. Several states challenged those sanctions in 
court and were relieved from paying any financial penalty. The 
then Department of Health, Education, and Welfare waived the 
liability for the remaining states it had sanctioned. 

Subsequently, the sanction procedures were reappraised and a 
modified system was established in 1979. HHS sanctioned 24 states 
for excessive overpayments for the second half of fiscal year 1979 
and for fiscal year 1980. HHS subsequently waived all of those 
sanctions. The condition for releasing states from their finan- 
cial liability was that they develop a sound corrective action 
plan that would demonstrate adequate evidence of state commitment 
to reducing overpayment errors. 

The total dollar amount of the sanctions for the three 
6-month periods and the number of states involved is presented 
below. 

Review Period 
Sanction Number 

amount of states 
(thousands) 

Apr. to Sept. 1979 $17,051 11 

Oct. 1979 to Mar. 1980 5,369 6 

Apr. to Sept. 1980 2,117 7 

As shown on the following page, HHS sanctioned 28 states 
about $74 million for excessive overpayments made in fiscal year 
1981. As of April 1984, HHS was examining waiver requests 
received from the 28 states to determine whether to pursue or 
waive the sanctions. Overpayments of federally financed AFDC 
benefits were about $529 million in fiscal year 198'l and the sanc- 
tions represented 13.9 percent of the overpayments. HHS officials 
told us that they expect to issue sanctions for fiscal year 1982 
error rates sometime in late spring 1984. 

HHS also has authority to waive sanctions against states for 
excessive benefit overpayments. As in the Food Stamp Program, HHS 
can approve requested waivers based on extenuating circumstances 
such as sharp increases in caseload, but it also has a more dis- 
cretionary basis for granting waivers. Although there is no 
"look-ahead" provision to justify waiving a sanction if the target 
error rate for a subsequent period is achieved, HHS has authority 
to evaluate sanctioned states' efforts to carry out reasonable and 
timely corrective actions to achieve target error rates. The 
results of such evaluations can help HHS determine whether a state 
had put forth a good faith effort that would warrant a full or 
partial waiver of the sanction. 
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States (28) 

Alabama 7.7 
Ar I zona 8.3 

Caltfornla 6.8 
Co I orado 8.2 

Connecticut 7.5 
Florida 7.9 

Hawa I I 10.1 
I daha 9.1 

Indiana 4.1 
Kansas 8.1 

Maine 7.9 
Mary I and 11.6 

Ml nnesota 4.4 

Nebraska 5.5 

New Jersey 8.0 
New Mexico 12.4 

New York 8.0 
OhlO 8.9 

Ok I ahoma 6.6 
Puerto RI co 8.9 

South Carolina 7.8 
South Dakota 4.7 

Tennessee 8.9 
Texas 7.5 

Utah 4.9 
Vermont 5.2 

Washlngton 9.3 
Wyoming 13.7 

Payment 
error 

Target 
error 

ratea rate 

----(percent)---- ---------(thousands)---------- 

Total dol lars 
and weighted 

average 

percentages 7.5 

7.6 s 55,242 J 4,268 J 47 1.1 
6.7 17,625 1,458 202 13.9 

4.0 1,270,297 85,745 35,067 40.9 

4.2 47,312 3,901 1,898 48.7 

7.1 102,865 7,723 424 5.5 

5.1 182,348 9,657 3,467 35.9 

7.5 46,620 4,708 1,212 25.7 

4.3 14,482 1,313 091 52.6 

4.0 83,296 3,501 113 3.2 

4.1 47,234 3,836 1,903 49.6 

7.5 40,422 3,187 168 5.3 

10.4 113,147 13,072 1,325 10.1 

4.0 134,791 6,047 571 9.4 

4.4 27,003 1,477 280 19.0 

7.5 270,516 21,699 1,280 5.9 

4.5 31,612 3,918 2,493 63.6 

7.2 755,115 60,421 6,270 10.4 

7.7 333,932 29,607 3,930 13.3 

4.0 58,279 3,841 1,508 39.3 

6.6 72,755 6,488 1,714 26.4 

6.1 56,182 4,403 1,004 22.8 

4.5 12,025 561 17 3.0 

6.0 59,055 5,287 1,754 33.2 

5.9 87,443 6,573 1,112 16.9 

4.0 34,020 1,657 297 17.9 

4.3 26,752 1,379 225 16.3 

5.8 118,625 11,071 4,162 37.6 

4.0 4,235 583 413 70.8 

Sanctioned States 

(fiscal year 1981) 

Federa I 

benef I ts 

Overpay- 

ments of 

federa I 

psld benefits Sanctions 

aRepresents weighted average for two 6-month periods. 

Sanctloh as 

a percent 

of over- 

payments 

23.9 

Note: Sanctions were pending HHS@s review of states’ request for waivers. 
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SSI PROGRAM 

HHS has either paid or a&nowledged its liability to 33 
states for about $161 million for excessive overpayments of 
state-financed SSI benefits since 1974. It has reimbursed states 
for $150.5 million. Another $10.4 million in acknowledged 
liability is pending final agreements with individual states. 

The following tables show additional details relating to HHS 
liability for fiscal year 1981 and the first half of fiscal year 
1982, the three most recent periods for which complete data is 
available. These tables show that HHS was responsible for exces- 
sive overpayments totaling $35 million --an amount equivalent to 
about 19 percent of the $185 million in overpayments of state 
supplements for the 18-month period. Over the three 6-month 
periods, the sanction amounts have ranged from less than 7 percent 
to 33 percent of the overpayments of individual state supple- 
ments. (Additional SSI sanctions aqainst HHS for the last half of 
fiscal year 1982 
finalized.) 

and the first half-of 1983 had not been 

States (16) rate ments supplements Sanctions 

Cal lfornla 

De I aware 

Dist. of Columbia 

Hawall 

Iowa 

Maine 
Massachusetts 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Jersey 

New York 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

Vermont 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

SSI PRDGRAM 

Amounts Assessed Against HHS for Excessive 

Overpayments of State-Financed SSI Benefits 

(Oct. 1980 to Mar. 1981) 

Payment 

error 

State 

supple- 

Over- 

payments 

of state 

(percent) -----------(thousands)----------- 

6.2 $653,963 140,546 S 7,938 19.6 

8.5 249 21 3 12.7 

8.7 2,085 182 48 26.4 

6.4 2,235 142 24 16.6 

4.9 485 24 (a) 4.2 
4.8 2,377 113 4 3.1 

7.9 62,034 4,907 1,349 27.5 

4.7 352 16 (a) 1.8 

6.3 1,353 84 7 7.7 

7.8 14,065 1,095 194 17.7 

5.7 113,376 6,474 406 6.3 

4.8 30,017 1,432 66 4.6 

6.9 3,305 227 55 24.3 

7.5 2,470 186 46 24.6 

5.5 9,139 503 28 5.6 
5.6 33,239 1,845 178 9.7 

Total dollars and 

weighted average 

percentages 6.2 

aAmount less than $1,000. 

$930,744 
===z==:: 

$57,797 
01==5r= 

$10,346 
=I==== 

Sanction as 

a percent of 

overpayments 

17.9 
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States (10) 

California 6.4 $627,478 $40,159 $ 7,956 19.8 
Massachusetts 9.5 57,135 5,422 1,777 32.8 
Nevada 8.7 1,348 117 23 20.0 
New Jersey 9.2 13,988 1,285 182 14.1 
New York 5.6 120,667 6,769 79 1.2 
Pennsylvania 5.7 29,664 1,712 152 8.9 
Rhode Island 5.2 3,453 181 14 7.9 
Vermont 7.5 2,526 190 45 23.5 
Washington 9.0 8,724 783 180 23.0 
Wisconsin 6.2 28,338 1,760 156 8.9 

SSI PROGRAM 

Amounts Assessed Against Ells for Excessive Federal 
Overpayments of State-financed SSI Benefits 

Payment 
error 
rate 

(percent) 

Total dollars and 
weighted average 
percentages 6.5 

(Apr. to Sept. 1981) 

Overpay- 
State ments of Sanction as 

supple- state sup- a percent of 
ments plements Sanctions overpayments 

-----------(thousands)-------------- 

$893,321 $58,378 $10,564 18.1 



States (8) 

SSI PROGRAM 

Amounts Assessed Against HHS for Excessive Federal 
Overpayments of State-financed SSI Benefits 

Payment 
error 
rate 

(percent) 

Overpay- 
State ments of Sanction as 

supple- state sup- a percent of 
ments plements Sanctions overpayments 

-------------(thousands)------------ 

California 7.5 $642,437 $48,183 $12,901 26.8 
Massachusetts 7.7 64,452 4,937 929 18.8 
New Jersey 6.9 23,332 1,598 281 17.5 
New York 5.6 116,098 6,443 178 2.8 
Pennsylvania 5.4 29,460 1,591 76 4.8 
Rhode Island 6.9 3,624 249 40 16.0 
Washington 5.8 8,401 488 3 0.6 
Wisconsin 5.8 30,442 1,766 131 7.4 

Total dollars and 
weighted average 
percentages 7.1 $918,246 $65,255 $14,539 

- - 
22.3 

(Oct. 1981 to Mar. 1982) 



APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IV 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Our overall objective in this review was to gather and 
analyze data on the procedures and results of the error-rate sanc- 
tion systems used in the Food Stamp, AFDC, and SSI Programs. 
Accordingly, our work and reporting objectives focused on: 

--Identifying differences in the procedures used in the three 
programs to hold states or, as in the case of the SSI 
Program, the federal government, financially responsible 
for erroneous issuances of benefits exceeding a predeter- 
mined error-rate threshold. 

--Providing information on the percentages and amounts of 
inaccurately issued benefits for the three programs and 
identifying any trends. 

--Showing the results of the sanctioning systems, particu- 
larly the relationship of sanction amounts to the amounts 
of erroneous benefit payments and comparing the amounts of 
sanctions assessed and paid. 

During our field work from February to April 1984, we 
obtained our information for the AFDC and SSI Programs from sev- 
eral offices within HHS Social Security Administration. Informa- 
tion for the AFDC Program was obtained from the Office of Family 
Assistance in Washington, D. C. Information for the SSI Program 
was gathered from several sources, including the offices of Sup- 
plemental Security Income, Assistance Program Quality, Assessment, 
and Regulations located in Baltimore, Maryland. We collected data 
for the Food Stamp Program from the USDA's Food and Nutrition 
Service headquarters in Alexandria, Virginia. 

We obtained summary and detailed information on program 
error rates and the amounts of benefits issued for each program 
nationally and by state from the respective federal offices 
responsible for overall program administration. We obtained 
information from these offices on SSI and Food Stamp Program col- 
lections, states' Food Stamp Program administrative costs, the 
number and amounts of sanctions issued, and the status of those 
sanctions. We discussed any limitations on using the data 
obtained with USDA and HHS officials, but we did not verify the 
accuracy of any agency-furnished data. 

We reviewed federal legislation, regulations, and policies 
governing the error-rate sanction processes for the three pro- 
grams. We compared the systems being used and identified major 
similarities and differences. 

To provide information on the results of the sanctioning 
systems, we illustrated the differences in calculating financial 
liability under the two Food Stamp Program error-rate sanction 
systems-- one applicable to fiscal years 1981 and 1982 and the 
other applicable to fiscal year 1983 and beyond--and the systems 
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used in the AFDC and SSI Programs. To do this, we determined the 
sanction amount that would result under each system if it were 
used for the Food Stamp Program in a hypothetical state with given 
levels of total issuances, administrative costs, and collections. 
We calculated sanction amounts under two assumptions. First, to 
show the impact that the different error-rate thresholds estab- 
lished for the respective programs could have on the sanction 
amount, we determined the amount of the sanction that would result 
under each system for actual error rates ranging from 3 percent to 
10 percent. Second, to identify the effect of using different 
bases to calculate sanction amounts, we assumed that the hypo- 
thetical state missed its error-rate target by the same margin 
under each system. These analyses allowed us to make generaliza- 
tions about which sanction system would result in higher or lower 
sanction amounts. We also were able to compare the computed sanc- 
tion amounts with the amounts of benefit overpayments they related 
to. 

Using the available quality control review results for each 
of the three components of erroneous payments--issuances to ineli- 
gible households and overissuances and underissuances to eligible 
households-- for each state and the nation, we identified national 
trends in the percent of benefits and the amounts of federal 
dollars issued in error for the Food Stamp and AFDC Programs. 

We also analyzed the SSI Program's quality assurance results 
for the entire program and for the 17 states to which the SSI 
sanction system applies. We used the data for the 17 states to 
calculate the program's weighted average overpayment error rate 
applicable to federally administered state supplemental payments 
and to identify any trends. Because HHS does not determine under- 
payment error-rate data for these 17 states' supplements to 
federal benefits, we were unable to analyze these types of 
erroneous payments. 

We used HHS and USDA issuance and error-rate data to calcu- 
late the amounts of federally funded AFDC and Food Stamp benefits 
overissued and underissued nationally and for each state for 
fiscal year 1981 and the first half of fiscal year 1982. Using 
HHS data, we made similar calculations for SSI Program over- 
payments of state-financed supplements for the same 18-month 
period. These were the most recent periods for which complete 
state-by-state error rate data was available. 

We also obtained information on the sanctions that had been 
assessed. We compared the assessments to erroneously issued pro- 
gram benefits and determined the extent to which the dollar sanc- 
tions have covered payment errors. Finally, we determined how 
much of the assessed sanctions had been pald and identified the 
circumstances under which sanctions were reduced or eliminated. 

In order that the report be issued by the earliest date 
possible, the Chairman requested that we not obtain written agency 
comments. However, we did review the matters in this report with 
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the SSI Program's Director, Division of Sampling and Data Manage- 
ment, and others responsible for payment policy and statistics. 
We obtained oral comments from the Director, Office of State 
Operations, and others in the Office of Family Assistance relating 
to information on the AFDC Program. In addition, we received 
feedback from the Food and Nutrition Service's Deputy Director, 
Program Accountability Division, about our presentation of infor- 
mation for the Food Stamp Program. 

With the above noted exception that we did not obtain formal 
written agency comments, we made our review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. 
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APPENDIXV 

TABLES OF SUMMARY DATA 

APPENDIYV 

The following tables provide data on error rates and the 
amount of dollars involved by state, and nationally, for the AFDC, 
Food Stamp, and SSI Programs. 
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Table 1 

State 

U.S. lMa1 

Alzlbma 
?ilaska 
Ariwna 
kAansas 
California 
COlOrado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Col. 
Florida 
Gsorg1a 
Guan 
Hawail 
Idaho 
IlliImis 
Induina 
Icma 
Kansas 
Uentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Ml~~lssl~l 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hmphire 
New Jersey 
New MeXlco 
New York 
North Carolina 
I4orth Dakota 
CkliO 
Oklahana 

Pennsylvania 
Puerto Yxx~ 
mK& Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
lklnessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Venmnt 
Virgin Islands 
Virgmia 
Washmgton 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
wYm1ng 

itleighted average. 

Percent and hmunt of Benefits 
ISSlKdin&L-X 

(cm. 1980 through r!ar. 1982) 

Percent of total benefits &nount of benefits 
issued in error issued in error 

Oft-Mar Apr-sept Dct-Mar 
-iset 

ck?t+ar Dct-Mar Aor-sevt 
1981 1982 ._-. 1981 -19at- 1982 

-(thousands) 

t3.w tt.8a t2.2a $669,776 

10.1 8.0 7.5 15,531 
22.5 28.0 23.4 3,588 
18.8 13.4 15.5 11,421 
11.2 12.1 12.6 7,571 
11.7 9.1 12.1 33,345 
14.3 16.8 17.3 
16.8 16.2b 

6,117 
16.5 5,772 

11.7 8.7 8.5 1,580 
19.1 16.9 18.7 4,415 
15.0 15.3 12.9 31,494 
12.6 12.5 8.8 18,789 

6.5 13.2 7.2 553 
9.4 9.2 9.1 3,096 

10.8 12.4 8.9 1,870 
11.5 11.5 9.8 27,660 
10.0 8.0 9.3 9,911 
12.3 9.3 11.4 4,227 
14.6 12.8 11.8 3,593 
10.9 8.8 9.0 13,700 
12.2 13.5 12.5 16,254 
12.7 a.& 9.7 4,370 
16.7 16.7 

11&J 
12.3 13,715 

16.1 15.9 14,831 
12.5 11.9 11.4 22,661 

8.9 10.1 11.8 3,478 
12.4 11.6 12.8 14,125 
10.9 10.4 9.1 9,523 
17.4 14.3 8.9 1,880 
13.2 12.9 14.4 1,970 

5.1 3.7 532 
16.0 14.7b 

3.0 
17.7 2,135 

11.9 11.2 10.9 15,992 
15.3 15.7 15.8 6,879 
19.2 15.7 16.8 80,357 
15.8 16.2 13.4 21,057 
6.9 7.3 9.1 388 

10.1 8.9 10.5 23,912 
12.2 11.9 11.5 5,033 

8.6 13.1 15.5 5,335 
13.6 10.6 13.7 31,165 
13.9 9.8 10.3 59.675 
14.2 11.2" 12.0 3,002 
10.5 12.2 12.9 10,806 
12.3 7.8 12.5 1,260 
14.4 13.2 13.3 23,855 
10.9 11.9 13.1 32,395 
11.5 11.5 10.1 1,555 
11.3 10.6b 12.1 1,069 
19.7 13.2 16.5 1,999 
10.1 9.0 9.8 9,637 
10.6 9.6 12.1 6,264 
9.9 13.1 11.3 5,201 

14.3 13.2 14.0 6,653 
12.6 14.6 9.1 434 

$652,268 $635,335 

11,833 10,564 
4,107 3,252 
8,555 9,462 
8,598 8,411 

28,999 34,950 
7,543 7,003 
5,972 5,361 
1,194 1,150 
4,069 4,218 

38,548 29,470 
19,471 12,540 

1,234 597 
3,350 3,026 
2,154 1,711 

30,419 27,320 
0,365 9,685 
3,774 4,630 
3,518 3,141 

12,348 11,951 
18,587 15,143 

3,091 3,220 
14,812 10,283 
11,573 15,644 
25,361 25,331 

4,416 4,760 
14,043 14,345 

9,876 8,399 
1,710 1,017 
2,098 2,196 

375 288 
2,004 2,220 

16,289 15,399 
7,006 6,442 

71,573 69,689 
22,516 17,631 

473 567 
23,800 27,548 

4,919 4,241 
8,916 10,983 

27,646 34,132 
44,306 45,732 

2,181 2,295 
13,063 12,945 

830 1,390 
22,973 21,446 
36,128 36,207 

1,750 1,491 
1,050 1,140 
1,406 1,671 
9,508 9,638 
7,207 9,022 
9,097 6,383 
6,989 7,746 

557 309 

bState's reported error rate not adjusted by the Service. 
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Table 2 

State 1981 i981 - 1982 1981 -1981- 1982 

-- ( thousarxls) ---- 

U.S. mtal 10.4a 9.9 9.8a $534,831 $517,227 $509,901 

Alabana 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
CDlOrado 
Osnnect1cut 
Delaware 
Dlst. of Cal. 
Florrda 
c32orgla 
man 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
1111no1s 
Indiana 
IOWa 
KanSaS 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
MalIE 
Marylana 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mmnesota 
Mississippi 
Mrssouri 
bbntana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
mw tiampshxe 
New Jersey 
New MeXlco 
Newyork 
mrth Carolina 
Ebrth Dakota 
all0 
Oklahcma 
megm 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rx0 
Ride Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
'I13xas 
Utah 
Vemwnt 
Vqrn Islands 
Virgima 
Washrngton 
West Virg lnia 
Wisconsin 
Wyanlng 

8.5 
21.4 
15.1 

8.8 
8.7 

11.7 
14.1 

7.8 
13.8 
12.5 

9.2 
4.6 
7.0 
8.8 
9.1 
9.0 

10.7 
11.6 
9.1 

10.3 
9.8 

13.7 
12.4 

69:; 
9.8 
8.8 

15.4 
11.0 

3.7 
13.3 
10.0 
12.8 
15.0 
9.9 
4.4 
8.3 

79:: 
10.5 
11.9 
11.8 

8.4 
10.5 
11.8 

2: 
9.4 

15.0 
8.4 
9.0 
7.7 

11.1 
11.5 

6.3 
24.9 

9.4 
9.5 
5.7 

13.9 
13.P 

7.1 
12.5 
13.2 
10.4 
11.2 

6.9 
10.3 

8.0 
7.2 
7.9 

10.7 
6.6 

10.6 
6.Sb 

14.7 
10.3b 

9.2 
8.5 

10.4 
8.3 

11.6 
11.0 

3.1 
12.3' 

8.8 
13.9 
12.4 
12.8 

5.8 
1.2 
8.8 

10.9 
8.1 
7.8 
9.2b 
9.7 
6.2 

10.8 
9.6 

3 
6.5 
6.8 
7.1 

10.2 
9.5 

13.4 

5.4 
21.2 
12.6 

9.5 
9.3 

14.6 
13.5 

6.0 
11.3 
10.8 

6.6 
5.0 
6.7 

3:: 
6.6 
9.2 

10.2 
7.1 
9.9 
7.8 

10.7 
13.7 

9.1 
10.2 

8.9 
6.8 
7.3 

10.3 
1.5 

15.6 
8.5 

13.1 
14.1 
9.6 
7.2 
8.7 
7.5 

12.0 
11.9 
8.4 
8.1 

11.5 
11.1 
11.0 
10.8 

7.2 
9.6 
8.4 
7.0 

10.3 
8.9 

10.6 
8.4 

12,271 9,315 7,645 
3,417 3,656 2,951 
9,182 6,014 7,730 
5,928 6,770 6,340 

24,766 18,144 26,916 
4,998 6,228 5,909 
4,858 5,038 4,413 
1,056 967 810 
3,182 2,992 2,551 

31,165 33,286 24,541 
13,763 16,281 9,462 

390 1,050 413 
2,311 2,518 2,226 
1,514 1,785 1,419 

21,840 21,235 21,345 
8,992 7,537 7,120 
3,675 3,220 3,735 
2,858 2,933 2,713 

11,507 9,247 9,399 
13,728 14,518 11,989 

3,369 2,273 2,586 
11,291 12,980 8,899 
11,431 10,147 13,439 
17,005 19,709 20,193 

2,633 3,729 4,123 
11,180 12,519 9,959 
7,727 1,872 6,276 
1,666 1,382 833 
1,646 1,794 1,581 

385 316 139 
1,769 1,678 1,962 

13,513 12,793 11,965 
5,756 6,185 5,330 

62,905 56,431 58,462 
13,141 17,832 12,578 

246 376 445 
19,620 19,270 22,777 

4,038 3,630 2,774 
4,445 7,413 8,516 

24,110 22,565 29,573 
50,807 34,931 37,510 

2,484 1,791 1,663 
0,644 10,333 11,606 
1,017 662 1,238 

19,523 18,880 17,675 
26,576 29,121 29,923 

1,144 1,112 1,058 
891 894 907 

1,517 694 852 
7,964 7,115 6,848 
5,319 5,431 7,720 
4,046 7,100 5,004 
5,166 5,023 5,571 

396 512 283 

Percent and hxnt of Benefits Overissued 
(Oct. 1980 throqh Mar. 1982) 

Percent of benefits 
overissued 

Ott-Mar Apr-Sevt Ott-Mar 

%elghted average. 

Anount of benefits 
overissued 

Ott-Mar mr-sevt act-Mar 

bState*s reported error rate not adlusted by the ~ervmz. 
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Table 3 

State 

U.S. lwal 5.2a 4.5a 5.2a S263,253 $264,043 $267,843 

Al- 
Alaska 
Arizona 
?ukansas 
Califorma 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Col. 
Florida 
Georgia 
alam 
Hawaii 

::i 
6.3 
5.5 
4.5 
6.0 
6.4 
4.9 
I.8 
6.4 
4.6 
2.6 
2.5 
3.4 
4.6 
4.1 
5.2 
5.0 
4.1 
6.1 
4.5 

65:: 

33:: 

46'63 
614 
6.6 
2.1 
I.2 
4.6 
6.9 

::i 
4.3 
4.8 

:*7 
4:1 
6.3 
6.9 
4.8 
5.7 
5.6 
4.0 
5.0 
3.8 
6.7 
4.6 
4.8 
3.6 
4.9 
2.0 

4.0 
4.7 
5.0 
6.6 
3.4 
6.6 
s.6b 
4.0 
6.6 
I.1 
6.1 
3.2 
1.7 
4.0 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.5 

;:;b 

45';b 
3:s 
4.5 
6.6 
4.6 
5.1 
2.5 

::% 
5.1 
5.8 
5.6 
7.5 
2.0 
4.5 
5.0 
5.2 
3.3 
4.9 
5.e 
4.9 
4.2 
6.1 
5.1 
3.8 
3.lb 
3.8 
2.7 
5.7 
3.9 
3.9 
8.0 

29' 
6.4 
5.3 
4.4 

::: 
3.7 
4.7 
7.2 
3.8 

:-ii 
318 
4.8 
3.6 
3.5 
3.7 
4.1 

46:: 

55:: 
4.7 
5.5 
5.0 
4.7 
5.7 
3.5 
1.2 
6.4 
3.7 
6.4 

2: 
1.7 
4.1 
3.4 
5.4 
5.0 
4.8 
4.2 
I.3 
6.6 
6.2 

26:: 
4.5 
4.3 
4.1 
6.0 
5.0 
4.0 
3.3 

5,809 5.894 4,922 
1,084 694 959 
3,815 3,205 3,929 
3,678 4,672 3,514 

12,812 10,664 12,762 
2,550 2,971 1,961 
2,213 2,070 2,275 

660 546 498 
1,798 1,574 1,066 

15,908 17,902 16,478 
6,926 9,525 5,440 

220 298 120 
824 618 927 
588 701 731 

11,040 9,397 13,229 
4,118 3,784 3,769 
1,798 1,500 1,420 
1,235 1,055 986 
5,194 4,877 5,504 
8,107 8,469 7,256 
1,567 1,126 1,457 
4,774 4,451 4,604 
5,849 4,012 4,912 
6,128 7,529 10,430 
1,191 1,976 2,225 
7,142 7,959 5,628 
4,021 4,389 4,292 

687 677 644 
979 407 537 
216 77 115 
964 855 804 

6,251 7,354 5,208 
3,080 2,588 2,586 

30,259 25,373 26,113 
6,717 10,424 8,315 

242 132 104 
11,272 11,860 10,799 

1,579 2,044 1,256 
2,540 3,580 3,839 
9,308 8,494 12,557 

26,989 21,860 21,333 
1,467 1,066 794 
4,909 5,289 7,298 

584 453 739 
9,307 10,677 10,054 

11,729 15,440 18,602 
676 581 377 
355 309 419 
679 402 434 

4,343 2,867 4,038 
2,860 4,298 4,507 
1,870 2,711 2,797 
2,272 2,061 2,107 

70 306 113 

Idaho 
Illinois 
Miana 
Icwa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Plains 
Marylana 
Hassachusetts 
Michigan 
Mlmesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
mrkana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New A-hire 
New Jersev 
New Mexiob 
NEW York 
Mrth Carolina 
mrth Dakota 
CM0 
wahana 

ZZ$vania 
Puerto Rico 
F&de Island 
south Carolina 
southDakota 
Tetmeasee 
TeXaS 
Utah 
verlmnt 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wiscmsin 
Yromiw 

2keighted average. 

Percent and Ammtof i3enefitaDveriasued 
!tb Eligible ?kmset~lds 

J&t. 1980 through bar. 1982) 

percent of benefits r!nuunt of benefits 
overissued to eligible overissued to eligible 

tOUsehold8 tmuseholds 
Cct*r Avr-Sevt Octdar Oct*r Avr-sew Ckt-Mar 

1981 i981 - 1982 1981 -1981- 1982 

-(tbJead3) 

bstate’s reported error rate not adjusted by the Service. 
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Table 4 

U.S. 'Ibtal 5.3a 4.6a 4.7a $271,578 $253,184 $242,058 

AlabalE 
Alaska 
Arizala 
Arkansas 
California 

4.5 
14.6 

8.8 
3.3 
4.2 
5.7 
7.7 

62:; 
6.1 
4.6 
2.0 
4.5 
5.4 
4.5 
4.9 
5.4 
6.6 
5.0 
4.2 
5.2 
I.9 
6.0 
6.0 
3.7 
3.6 
4.2 
9.1 
4.5 
1.6 
6.1 

65:: 
7.8 
4.8 
0.1 
3.5 
6.0 
3.1 
6.4 
5.6 
4.8 
3.6 
4.8 
6.2 
5.0 
3.5 
5.1 
8.3 
3.8 
4.2 
4.1 
6.2 
9.5 

2'0:: 
4.4 
3.0 
2.4 
I.3 
8.1b 
3.1 
5.9 
6.1 
4.3 
8.0 
5.2 

46:: 
3.6 
4.2 
6.8 
3.1 

34%' 

;-;b 

517 
4.0 
3.8 
3.7 
5.9 
8.5 

62% 
3.8 
8.1 
6.8 
5.3 
3.8 
2.8 
3.8 
5.6 
5.4 
2.9 
3.7b 
4.7 
2.0 
4.7 
4.5 

:::b 
2.7 
4.0 
1.5 
6.3 
5.6 
5.4 

1::I: 
6.2 
4.2 
4.9 
9.7 
6.6 
2.3 
6.6 
3.5 
2.8 
3.5 
3.9 

2'19" 
3.2 
5.7 
6.5 
2.9 

33:: 

85:; 
4.4 
4.1 
3.9 
2.2 
1.7 
6.8 
0.3 
9.2 
4.8 
6.7 
7.8 
3.2 

:*z 
4:1 
6.6 
6.8 
3.6 
4.6 
4.3 
4.5 
4.7 
4.1 
4.6 
5.2 
4.1 
2.9 
4.3 
3.9 
6.6 
5.0 

6,461 
2,334 
5,367 
2,250 

11,954 
2,448 
2,646 

396 
1,385 

15,258 
6,836 

170 
1,487 

926 
10,800 

4,874 
1,877 
1,624 
6,312 
5,622 
1,802 
6,516 
5,581 

10,878 
1,442 
4,031 
3,706 

979 
667 
169 
805 

7,262 
2,676 

32,645 
6,424 

4 
8,348 
2,459 
1,905 

14,801 
23,819 

1,017 
3,736 

493 
10,216 
14,847 

468 
536 
839 

3,621 
2,458 
2,175 
2,894 

326 

3,421 
2,962 
2,809 
2,098 
7,481 
3,258 
2,968 

421 
1,418 

15,384 
6,756 

I51 
1,900 
1,084 

11,838 
3,753 
1,720 
1,879 
4,370 

x::: 
8:530 
6,136 

12,179 
1,753 
4,560 
3,483 

XL5 
1,381 

239 
823 

5,439 
3,591 

31,057 
7,408 

245 
7,409 
1,586 
3,AV 

14,070 
13,071 

725 
5,043 

209 
8,203 

13,681 
531 
585 
292 

4,248 
1,133 
4,389 
2,962 

206 

2,722 
1,992 
3,801 
2,826 

14,154 
3,947 
2,138 

312 
1,485 
8,068 
4,023 

294 
1,300 

687 
8,116 
3,351 
2,315 
1,727 
3,895 
4,732 
1,129 
4,295 
8,467 
9,763 
1,898 
4,330 
1,985 

189 
1,044 

24 
1,158 
6,757 
2,745 

32,350 
4,263 

341 
11,978 

1,518 
4 678 

17,016 
16,177 

869 
4,308 

499 
7,621 

11,322 
681 
488 
418 

2,810 
3,212 
2,206 
3,464 

170 

CblOiAO 
-icut 
Delaware 
Diet. of Cal. 
Florida 
zia 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
IoWa 
Kansas 
Kentudcy 
InuisiEina 
Maim 
-land 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mlnmsota 
Mississipi 
Missouri 
mIltaM 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Harpshire 
New Jersey 
Naw Mexico 
NewYork 
NorthCarolina 
bkrthtalcota 

ohi0 
atlahana 
c-vn 
Pennsvlvania 
Puerti Rio3 
Rhode ISland 
south Carolina 
south mkota 
Telmeesee 
TeXaS 
Utah 
Venmnt 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wing 

rkeighted average. 

mrmnt ad Anuunt of Iknafita Isswd 
m Imligiblc Hcuseholda 

fcict. 1980 tlnmua Mar. 1962) 

Percent of bsmfita 
issued to imligible 

howeholds- 
Octi4ar Apr4ept Oct-msr 

1981 1981 1982 

Alrcunt of benefits 
issued to ineligible 

haiseholds 

%F ~~ %r 

hate's reported error rate not adpsted by the Service. 
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halseholds - 
Ott-Mar Apr-Sept &t-Mar 

State 1981 i981 - 1982 

U.S. Total 2.6a 2.4a 2.4a $134,022 $133,496 $123,160 

Alabam 
Alaska 
ArizoM 
Arkansas 
California 
CblOrado 
-icut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Col. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Qmnl 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Miana 
IoWa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Ltxisiana 
Maim 
Marylana 
Maseachlu3etts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
rmrltana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
NewIianphire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
Nsw York 
North Carolina 
Mrth D0kota 
CM0 

Oklclahana 
megon 
Pennsylvania 
PuertoRim 
Phode Island 
South Carolina 
SouthDakota 
Tennessee 
*XaS 
Utah 
venmnt 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisamsin 
Wing 

2.3 

::: 
2.4 

::6" 
2.7 
3.9 
5.2 
2.5 
3.4 

:-: 
210 
2.4 
1.0 
1.6 
3.0 
1.8 

::z 
3.0 
3.6 
3.1 
2.2 
2.6 
2.0 
1.9 
2.2 
1.4 
2.8 
1.8 
2.4 
4.1 
6.0 
2.5 
1.8 
2.4 
1.4 

z-1 
2:3 
2.1 
1.8 
2.6 
2.0 
3.0 
1.9 
3.3 
1.8 
1.6 
2.2 
3.2 
1.1 

1.7 
2.7 
4.0 
2.6 
3.4 

;.;b 

1:6 
4.4 
2.1 
2.1 
2.0 
2.3 
2.0 
3.4 
0.8 

::: 
2.2 
3.0 

:*: 

b 

l:sb 
2.6 
1.5 
1.3 
2.1 
2.7 
1.9 

;';b 
214 
1.8 
3.2 
3.4 
1.5 
1.7 
3.1 
2.2 
1.9 
2.1 
2.0" 
2.6 
1.6 
2.4 
2.3 
4.2 
1.6b 
4.3 
2.3 
2.4 
2.9 
3.7 
1.2 

2.1 
2.0 
2.8 
3.1 
2.8 

22:: 
2.5 
7.3 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
2.4 
1.5 
2.2 
2.5 
2.2 
1.6 
1.9 
2.6 
1.9 
1.7 
2.1 
2.3 
1.6 
3.9 
2.3 
1.6 
4.0 
1.6 
2.1 
2.4 
2.7 
2.7 
3.8 
2.0 
1.8 
4.0 
3.2 
1.5 
1.9 
3.3 
1.3 
1.4 
2.4 
2.3 
3.0 
2.5 
1.0 
2.8 
1.7 
2.5 
4.2 
0.8 

3,260 2,518 2,920 
158 401 275 

2,190 2,522 1,720 
1,644 1,828 2,071 
8,465 10,664 7,976 
1,094 1,256 1,094 

914 934 942 
524 224 339 

1,200 1,060 1,650 
6,328 5,237 4,923 
5,026 3,206 3,092 

163 183 184 
785 832 800 
344 350 293 

5,821 9,131 5,975 
985 839 2,565 
542 550 899 
727 582 428 

2,273 3,101 2,552 
2,525 4,069 3,155 
1,001 818 634 
2,424 1,832 1,384 
3,327 1,426 2,107 
5,656 5,610 5,115 

845 673 629 
2,946 1,512 4,375 
1,787 2,004 2,123 

203 318 185 
324 304 615 
148 59 149 
366 326 258 

2,439 3,467 3,392 
1,095 790 1,108 

17,201 14,551 11,144 
7,916 4,684 5,052 

141 96 122 
4,292 4,504 4,770 

995 1,289 1,467 
890 1,510 2,275 

7,010 5,029 3,613 
8,868 9,330 8,222 

493 390 632 
2,161 2,730 1,339 

183 175 151 
4,331 4,093 3,786 
5,820 7,007 6,284 

410 633 435 
178 156 233 
331 462 96 

1,663 2,382 2,790 
928 1,841 1,243 

1,156 1,997 1,379 
1,487 1,966 2,175 

39 45 25 

%eightsd average. 

. 

Table 5 

Percent and Ankxmt of Bemflts Underissued 
'Ib Eligible Households 

(Oct. 1980 through Mar. 1982) 

Percent of benefits Pm4mtof benefits 
underissued to eliaible underissued to eliaible 

APPEXDIX v 

(thousands)- 

bState's reported error rate not adjusted by the Service. 

35 



APPENDIX v APPENDIX v 

Table 6 

State 

U.S. zbtal 9.P 7.6a 7.9a $307,014 $266,804 $273,990 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
cOlorado 
mfmect1cdt 
De&Ware 
Dist. of Cal. 
Florida 

Ez" 
Idaho 
111im1s 
Indiana 

izzas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maim 
Marylana 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mirmesota 
Mlssisslppl 
Missouri 
Fbntana 

'Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hamphire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
b&w York 
Mrth Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Cklahana 
mesOn 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto mcr, 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South LMcota 
7.knmssee 
Paxas 
Utah 
Venmnt 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Yramlng 

8.7 
14.3 

9.1 
7.7 
9.2 

10.4 
8.5 

13.0 
15.4 

8.2 
8.3 

11.5 
13.1 

9.0 
5.5 
4.7 
8.2 
6.1 
6.0 
8.8 

12.1 
11.3 

7.7 
4.2 
8.5 
7.3 
7.8 
5.1 
2.5 
6.2 
8.8 

13.1 
10.7 

7.0 
3.9 
8.6 
4.9 
7.3 

10.0 
10.8 

6.8 
8.6 
7.9 

10.7 

67:: 
4.5 
(b) 
4.5 

10.1 
7.6 

11.1 
19.4 

7.4 
22.6 

0.5 
7.6 
5.6 
7.0 
7.5 

11.1 
12.7 

9.1 
6.3 

10.8 
5.7 
8.4 
3.9 
4.5 
9.3 
4.8 
8.2 
7.4 

11.6 

i:: 
5.5 

87:: 
3.4 
7.0 
2.0 
8.7 
8.2 

12.7 
8.5 
5.4 

i:: 
8.8 
7.1 
a.7 
99 
6.0 

;:i 
8.1 
8.2 
4.1 
6.7 
(b) 
3.7 
9.6 
7.9 
8.2 
8.7 

5.6 
13.4 
12.2 

9.4 
7.9 
5.5 
5.7 

10.6 
18.1 

7.0 
5.1 
9.1 
5.8 
7.9 
3.9 
4.1 
6.2 
3.7 

2; 
9.3 
6.2 
9.5 
3.3 
5.4 
7.0 
1.8 
6.3 
1.7 
6.4 
9.6 

12.1 
8.7 
4.4 
1.4 
8.3 
4.9 
7.6 
9.5 

11.0 
6.2 

10.0 
4.3 
5.8 
8.8 
5.5 
6.3 
(b) 
3.4 
7.7 
8.6 
9.3 
3.8 

2,486 1,976 1,451 
1,173 2,058 1,092 

791 765 1,071 
1,444 1,399 1,161 

56,925 36,442 54,029 
2,433 1,658 1,240 
4,261 3,924 3,007 
1,049 891 774 
3,452 2,786 3,883 
4,977 5,531 4,086 
4,235 3,423 2,777 
2,652 2,543 2,035 

997 388 384 
17,047 16,984 15,812 

2,261 1,658 1,500 
2,038 1,833 1,399 
1,908 2,234 1,307 
3,072 2,385 1,533 
2,664 3,716 2,891 
1,773 1,495 1,223 
6,824 6,587 4,936 

15,267 9,826 8,055 
21,405 21,939 26,295 

2,735 3,851 2,118 
2,043 1,743 1,202 
4,305 4,793 3,721 

457 206 108 
669 967 8n 

76 64 50 
529 726 471 

11,495 11,425 12,569 
2,015 2,060 1,813 

39,507 32,996 36,730 
3,723 2,851 2,184 

196 202 62 
14,003 16,271 14,032 

1,448 2,537 1,140 
2,260 2,200 2,051 

21,002 18,392 20,276 
3,908 3,638 2,670 
1,605 1,188 1,411 
2,391 2,544 2,731 

479 130 244 
3,159 2,394 1,456 
3,324 3,556 3,415 
1,111 682 879 

599 900 845 
(b) (b) (b) 

2,232 1,820 1,594 
6,701 5,041 4,512 
1,510 1,685 1,644 

11,978 9,321 11,164 
420 180 80 

Percent of Total Benefits and muunt 
of Federal Funds Issued in Error 

(Oct. 1980 throuqh Mar. 1982) 

Percent of total benefits 
issued in error 

Ott-Mar Apr--pt Cct-Mar 
1981 1981 1982 

Amount of federal funds 
issued in error 

oct-uar Q-*pt Ott-Mar 
1981 1981 1982 

--(thousands) 

%?eighted average. 

bata not available. 
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Table 7 

U.S. lbtal s.3a 7.0a 7.3a $284,069 $244,661 $252,722 

Alabluna 
Alaska 
Arizaur 
Arkansas 
California 
COlorado 
ctnlneeimt 
DelaWi3t-s 
Mst. of Cd. 
Florida 

izz: 

Illinois 
nlaians 
IoWa 

Kentuc+y 
IUliSiSM 
Mains 
-land 
l4asLchusetts 
Michigan 
Mimeaota 
Mississippi 
Ml-i 

LiEGEE 
Nevida 
Wew limp&ire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
worth Carolina 
Nxthllakota 
ahi0 
cklahoma 
axaon 
PeGsylvania 
Puerto Rim 
F&lode Island 
South Carolina 
South Cnbta 
Twmemee 
Rxas 
Utah 

8.3 
13.8 

2: 
8.6 

10.1 
8.0 

12.8 
15.1 

7.5 
7.3 

10.1 
12.7 

8.6 
5.2 
4.4 

5:: 
5.8 
8.6 

11.8 
11.1 

6.9 
3.8 
7.3 
6.5 
6.9 
4.1 
2.5 
5.5 
8.4 

12.4 
9.1 
6.2 
3.3 
8.4 
4.9 
6.7 
9.8 

10.0 
6.8 
7.4 
7.2 

10.2 
7.1 
6.0 
3.8 
(b) 
3.7 
9.8 
1.1 
9.4 

18.9 

7.1 
22.1 

7.8 
7.0 
5.0 
6.5 
7.1 

10.3 
12.0 

8.4 
5.8 

10.1 
5.1 
7.9 
3.2 
4.1 
8.7 
4.4 
1.6 
7.2 

11.3 
7.4 
7.7 
5.1 
6.5 
7.7 

El 
2.0 
7.7 
1.7 

12.4 
6.9 
4.7 
2.9 
9.3 
8.3 
6.8 

::i 

2: 
2.1 
7.7 
7.9 

2:: 
(b) 
3.5 
8.1 
7.6 
7.1 
8.4 

5.5 
12.9 
11.6 

8.8 
7.4 
5.2 
5.3 

10.6 
17.6 

6.3 
4.8 
8.7 
4.7 
7.7 
3.5 
4.1 
5.6 
3.4 
6.4 
5.3 
9.1 

E 
3:1 
5.0 
6.1 
1.1 
5.9 
1.5 
5.8 
9.4 

11.9 
6.8 
3.7 
1.3 
7.9 
4.7 
7.3 
9.4 
9.1 
6.2 
9.4 
3.8 

i:: 
5.4 
5.7 
(b) 
3.3 
7.4 
8.1 
8.0 
3.8 

2,372 
1,132 

7% 
1,237 

53,208 
2,362 
4,010 
1,033 
3,385 
4,552 
3,726 
2,330 

966 
16,290 

2,138 
1,908 
1,745 
2,770 
2,575 
1,733 
6,655 

14,997 
19,183 

2,476 
1,756 
3,832 

404 
538 

76 
469 

10,970 
1,907 

33,608 
3,297 

166 
13,677 

1,448 
2,074 

20,582 
3,619 
1,605 
2,057 

437 
3,011 
3,147 
1,041 

506 
(b) 

1,835 
6,503 
1,410 

10,146 
409 

1,896 
2,012 

702 
1,289 

32,537 
1,539 
3,713 

827 
2,632 
5,104 
3,150 
2,378 

347 
15,976 

1,363 
1,670 
2,090 
2,188 
3,445 
1,454 
6,417 
9,694 

20,851 
3,571 
1,573 
4,446 

188 
939 

6:: 
10,729 

2,011 
26,813 

2,418 
139 

15,930 
2,393 
2,108 

17,547 
2,869 
1,129 
2,346 

124 
2,276 
3,426 

616 
873 
(b) 

1,721 
4,568 
1,621 
8,072 

174 

1,425 
1,051 
1,018 
1,087 

50,593 
1,172 
2,796 

774 
3,776 
3,678 
2,613 
1,946 

312 
15,410 

1,344 
1,399 
1,181 
1,408 
2,762 
1,098 
4,830 
7,138 

24,909 
1,989 
1,113 
3,243 

67 
821 

44 
427 

12,306 
1,783 

28,714 
1,838 

58 
13,359 

1,093 
1,971 

20,063 
2,354 
1,411 
2,567 

215 
1,406 
3,415 

863 
764 
(b) 

1,547 
4,336 
1,548 
9,607 

80 

CnernKlnt 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
ving 

Peroent of Total Bsnsfits wd maunt of 
Fed~rdFud~ih!~i~ 

(Oct. 1980 through Mar. t982) 

Percent of total benefits 
over&sued 

Ott-Mar AlJPseot octdar 
1981 is81 - 1982 

mount of federal funds 
overissued 

(3Jt-nK Apr-sept “c$y 
1981 1981 

-(thntsMdS) 

*ighted average. 

bata not available. 
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Table 8 

State 

Percent of Total Benefits and Anmnt of 
Fe&ml Funds Cwerisswd to Eligible F&lies 

(Oct. 1980 through Mar. 1982) 

Percent of total benefits 
overissued to eligible 

families 
Oct+!ar ppr-sept &t-Mar 

1981 1981 1982 

U.S. Total 3.6a 3.0a 3.0a $121,191 $104,969 $103,595 

Alaban 
Alaska 
Arizona 

3.7 
6.6 
2.9 
2.9 
3.8 
5.1 
2.8 
4.0 
5.8 
1.6 
2.3 

33'68 
317 
2.6 
2.0 
3.0 
2.1 
2.5 
4.8 
5.4 
4.3 
3.9 
1.4 
2.6 
3.1 
2.8 
2.3 

-6 

2; 
3.8 
4.3 
2.1 
2.3 
2.5 
1.8 
2.5 
4.3 

:*; 
314 
4.4 
2.8 
2.4 
2.6 
1.0 
(b) 

:*z 
1:9 
4.3 
4.9 

2.9 
6.4 
3.7 
2.9 

2: 
2:o 
3.2 
6.4 
2.8 
2.0 
3.2 
2.8 
3.8 

2: 
411 
1.8 
3.1 
2.8 
3.7 

432 

2: 
314 

::; 
.l 

3.5 
5.1 
5.0 
3.5 
2.0 
1.8 
2.2 
4.2 
2.4 

24" 

:2 
1:3 
3.3 
2.5 
2.4 
2.3 
(b) 
1.7 
2.4 
1.8 
3.9 
2.3 

1.8 
2.9 
2.0 
2.2 
3.6 
2.7 
2.0 
2.8 
3.9 
3.4 
1.7 
1.7 
2.0 
2.8 
1.5 

-6 
1.2 

.7 
2.5 
1.4 
3.5 
2.5 
3.7 

.9 
1.5 
2.8 

.9 
2.0 
1.5 
2.2 
3.1 
3.2 
3.7 
1.5 

.7 
2.8 
1.9 
2.9 
3.9 

::: 

2.6 
2.0 
1.8 
2.0 
1.3 
2.2 
(b) 
1.3 
1.6 
1.6 
3.0 
1.0 

1,064 776 
546 586 
251 328 
537 530 

23,294 12,776 
1,209 964 
1,400 1,055 

319 254 
1,308 1,416 

993 1,709 
1,170 1,104 

866 758 
275 191 

7,093 7,712 
1,084 544 

880 908 
685 976 

1,042 890 
1,109 1,686 

971 570 
3,041 2,073 
5,823 3,895 

10,940 10,763 
890 1,444 
629 632 

1,810 1,982 
167 105 
303 497 

17 4 
332 296 

5,513 7,057 
577 816 

15,761 13,383 
1,134 1,063 

117 88 
4,020 3,764 

537 1,226 
774 730 

9,030 6,258 
1,339 1,612 

527 495 
951 1,299 
266 76 
829 985 

1,048 1,082 
444 398 
131 317 
(b) (b) 
719 848 

2,351 1,249 
369 373 

4,599 4,377 
107 49 

468 
241 
175 
269 

24,767 
613 

1,070 
202 
842 

1,960 
935 
378 
134 

5,548 
581 
217 
246 
310 

1,077 
291 

:,071 
3,214 

10,278 
600 
328 

1,473 

2:; 
46 

164 
4,067 

474 
15,580 

746 
31 

4,737 
448 
768 

8,237 
900 
472 
713 
113 
445 
779 
282 
303 
(8) 
599 
968 
298 

4,071 
20 

AdWlSaS 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Col. 
Florida 
Georgra 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
blame 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada . 
New Haapshire 
New Jersey 
NewMex1co 
New York 
Nxth Carolrna 
NxthDakota 
Ohio 
Oklahana 
owlon 
Fennsylvania 
Puerto Rim 
l?bde Island 
South Carolma 
South Dakota 
Tt?IUUZ.See 
TeXZlS 
Utah 
Vermont 
Vmqin Islands 
Vi&ma 
Washington 
West Vxgmla 
Wiscms~n 
Wm1ng 

ikelghted average. 

%ata not avallable. 

Amount of federal funds 
overlsswd to eligible 

families 

--(thousands) 
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Table 9 

AFDCPWXRM 

State 

U.S. lmal 4.7" 4.* 4.3a $162,122 $140,720 $148,166 

Alaburm 
Alaska 
AlZlzoM 
Arkansas 
California 
CBlOrado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Cal. 
Florida 

4.6 
7.2 
5.8 
3.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.2 
8.6 
9.1 
5.9 
5.2 

;:a 

216 
2.3 
4.6 
3.4 
3.2 
3.9 
6.5 
6.8 
3.0 
2.4 
4.7 
2.8 
4.1 
1.3 
1.3 
1.6 
4.3 
d.6 
4.7 
4.1 
1.0 
5.9 
3.6 
4.2 
5.5 
6.3 
4.5 
4.4 
3.1 
1.4 
5.0 
3.4 
2.8 
(c) 
2.7 
6.3 
5.4 
5.1 

14.1 

4.1 
15.7 

4.3 
4.1 
3.0 
2.5 
5.0 
7.3 
5.5 
5.5 
3.9 
6.8 

::: 
1.9 
1.9 
4.6 
2.6 
3.9 
4.3 
7.7 
4.3 
3.8 
3.0 
3.8 
4.6 
1.6 
3.2 
1.9 
4.2 
3.1 
7.3 
3.6 
2.7 
1.1 
7.2 
4.1 
4.4 
5.4 
3.4 
3.7 
3.8 

.8 
4.4 
5.4 
1.3 
4.1 
(c) 
1.8 

Z:i 
2.0 
6.0 

3.7 1,325 
9.9 590 
8.7 504 
6.7 700 
3.7 29,676 
2.5 1,145 
3.3 2,617 
8.0 694 

13.8 2,179 
3.2 3,555 

1,103 
1,426 

383 
760 

19,244 
596 

2,648 
583 

1,201 
3,349 
2,108 
1,613 

154 
8,239 

819 
761 

1,110 
t ,297 
1,755 

878 
4,344 
5,665 

10,287 
2,122 

916 
2,633 

100 
443 

60 
349 

4,307 
1,192 

13,861 
1,414 

54 
12,373 

1,172 
1,355 

11,306 
1,257 

720 
1,066 

47 
1,288 
2,340 

216 
552 
(c) 
879 

3,371 
1,249 
2,277 

126 

957 
812 
765 
819 

25,720 
562 

1,731 
580 

2,963 
1,846 
1,677 
1,622 

9,866: 
761 

1,183 
890 

1,099 
1,657 

756 
2,958 
3,766 

14,636 
1,365 

790 
1,729 

5:: 
(b) 
263 

8,143 
1,305 

13,057 
1,091 

30 
8,635 

643 
1,225 

11,726 
1,455 

928 
1,866 

102 
1,196 
2,626 

651 
464 
(cl 
951 

3,362 
1,252 
4,980 

63 

Idatm 
Illinois 
Illdii3lla 
mua 

mntudry 
LOUISISM 
Flame 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnssota 
MlSSiSSlppi 
Misscurl 
Montana 
IWraska 
NW& 
New Hapehire 
New Jersey 
wew Mexim 
Wew York 
mrth Carolina 
WorthDskota 
Oh10 
caclahalm 

Fmmsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
I6de Island 
south camlina 
south Dakota 

&ah 
Venumt 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisoxsin 

weighted average. 

bStata had zero payment error rate for issuance of benefits to 
ins1 igible households. 

Percent of Emsfits and Amnmt of 
Fe&ml Pvds Issued to Inliqible Families 

Oct. through Har. 19621 

Feroent of total benefits want of f&ml funds 
issued to ineligible issuad ti insligible 

fmilias fmilies * 
Ott-Mar Am-SeM Oct-Har 

1981 1982 Y;zF T %F issr - 

-(tibmmds) 

3.1 2,673 
7.3 1,466 

::9" 
680 

8,667 
2.0 1,056 
3.4 1,014 
4.2 1,065 
2.6 1,728 
3.9 1.406 
3.6 -78t 
5.6 3.649 
2.9 9;207 
5.3 8,235 
2.1 1,581 
3.5 1,122 
3.3 1,662 

.3 238 
4.1 173 
(b) 39 
3.6 137 
6.2 5,677 
8.7 1,321 

2: 
17,425 

2,164 
.7 

5.1 9.6:: 
2.7 942 
4.6 1.299 
5.5 11,579 
6.0 2,276 
4.1 1,060 
6.8 1,214 
1.8 190 
4.7 2,176 
6.8 2,185 
4.1 591 
3.4 371 
(c) (c) 
2.0 1.364 

4;173 
1,067 

4.2 5,494 
3.0 304 

cData rmt available. 
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Table 10 

State 

U.S. ‘Fatal .P .6a .6a $22,945 $22,143 $21,268 

Alabawl 
Alaska 
Arlmna 

.4 

.5 

.4 
1.1 

.6 
.3 
.5 
.2 
.3 

1:;: 
1.4 

.4 

: : 
.3 
.7 
-6 
.2 
.2 

1: 
.8 
.4 

1.2 
.8 

1:: 
(b) 

:: 

1:: 

:: 

(6; 

:"z 

4 
1.2 

.7 

.5 

.4 

.4 

4: 
.8 
.3 
.5 

1.7 
.5 

.3 

.5 

.7 

:8 

14" 
.8 
.7 

:75 
.7 
6 

:-5 
.7 
.4 
.6 
.4 
.6 
.2 
.3 

:: 
.4 

:Z 
.3 

4 
1.0 

.5 

.3 
1.6 

.7 
1.3 

.2 

.5 

:: 
2.1 

.3 
7 

.i 

.4 

.3 

.4 

(6 
.2 
.9 
.3 

1.1 
.3 

.l 

.5 

.6 

.6 
.5 
.3 

4 
.5 
.7 
.3 
.4 

1.1 
.2 

4 
.6 
.3 
.3 
.6 
.2 
.7 

:: 
.4 
.9 
.7 

1: 

:: 
.2 

1.9 
.7 
.l 

:"2 
.3 
.l 

2;: 
.6 
.5 

d 
.l 

4 
.l 
.3 
.5 

114 
41 

2:: 
3,717 

71 
251 

16 
67 

425 
509 
322 

31 
757 
123 
130 
163 
302 

89 
40 

169 
270 

2,222 
259 
287 
473 

53 
131 
(b) 

60 
525 
108 

5,899 
426 

30 
326 
(b) 
186 
420 
289 
(c) 
334 

42 
148 
177 

70 

t:: 
397 
198 
100 

1,832 
11 

80 
46 
63 

110 
3,905 

119 
211 

64 
154 
427 
273 
165 

41 
1,008 

295 
163 
144 
197 
271 

41 
170 
132 

1,088 
280 
170 
347 

:: 
(b) 

83 
696 

49 
6,183 

373 
63 

341 
144 

92 
845 
769 

59 
198 

6 
118 
130 

66 

4: 
99 

473 
64 

1,249 
6 

26 
41 
53 

3,4:: 
68 

211 
(b) 
107 
408 
164 

89 
12 

402 
156 
(c) 
126 
125 
129 
125 
106 
917 

1,386 
129 

89 
478 

41 
56 

6 
44 

263 
30 

8,016 
346 

67: 
47 

2:: 
316 
(b) 
164 

29 

(Z 
16 

ii 
47 

176 
96 

1,557 
(cl 

Arkansas 
California 
C0lorado 
-iat 
Delaware 
Dist. of Col. 
Florida 

izzi’ 
Idaho 
Illimis 
Indiana 
Iowa 

Kentucky 
LXliSiMa 

Maine 
Marylana 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnasota 
MlSSiSSigpi 
MiS3X3Uri 

EiEZa 
Nevada 

New Hapehire 
New Jersey 
New #Xicc 
New York 
North Carolina 
MrthDakota 
ChiO 
UClaharur 

Pemsylvania 
merto mm 
%a% Island 
South Carolina 
SaJthDakota 
!kTiMSSee 

Texas 
Dtah 
Venmnt 
Virgin Islands 
Mrginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
YranlW 

weighted average. 

Percent of Benefits and Amunt of 
Federal Funds underissusd to Eligible Fan~lies 

(Oct. 1980 through Mar. 1982) 

Percent of total benefits 
underissued to eligible 

families 
Ott-Mar IkX-SUJt Ott-Mar 

1981 i ia-- 1982-- 

?vaxnt of federal funds 
underissued to eligible 

families 
Of;? Apr-Sspt Cct-Mar 

1981 1982 

bstate had zero payment error rate for underxsuances to eligible households. 

Terror rate less than .05 percent. 

dData not available. 
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Table 11 

SSI PFuxR?M 

Percent and Amwnt of Federally Administered 
StateSupplaaentary yments0verpai.d 

(Oct. 1980 thro$ Mar, 1982) 

States (17) 

Californiaa 
Delaware 
Dist. of Cal. 
Hawaii 
Iowa 
Maine 
Massachusettsa 
Michigan 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Total dollars 
and weighted 

Percent of state 
upplementswerpaid 

oct& 
"pf;;? 

oct-mr 
1981 1982 

-e--m (percent)------ 

6.2 6.4 7.5 
8.5 7.4 4.9 
8.7 3.9 4.0 
6.4 (b) 4.2 
4.9 0.1 3.0 
4.8 5.0 4.0 
7.9 9.5 7.7 
2.6 3.2 3.2 
4.7 0.2 3.4 
6.3 8.7 4.0 
7.8 9.2 6.9 
5.7 5.6 5.6 
4.8 5.8 
6.9 5.2 65:: 
7.5 7.5 3.3 
5.5 9.0 5.8 
5.6 6.2 5.8 

6.1 6.4 6.9 

average percentages 

aStates adjusted error rates. 

Amount of state 
supplements overpaid 

oct+4ar Apr-Sept O&-Mar 
1981 1981 1982 

(thousands)-- 

$40,546 
21 

181 
142 

24 
113 

4,907 
869 

16 
84 

1,096 
6,474 
1,432 

227 
186 
503 

1,845 

$40,159 
17 

t:', 
5 

115 
5,422 
1,037 

(cl 
117 

1,286 
6,769 
1,712 

181 
190 
783 

1,760 

$48,183 
12 
82 
95 
16 

107 
4,937 
1,002 

13 
54 

1,598 
6,443 
1,591 

249 
85 

488 
1,766 

$58,666 $59,632 $66,721 

&ate had zero payment error rate for overissuance of benefits. 

CPlmount less than $1,000. 
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States (15) 

Delaware 2.2 3.3 2.0 
Dist. of Col. 5.3 3.5 3.7 
Hawaii 4.0 (4 1.5 
Iowa 2.6 0.9 1.1 
Maine 2.3 2.7 1.5 
Michigan 2.1 2.5 2.6 
Montana 4.0 0.2 3.4 
Nevada 4.6 4.8 1.2 
New Jersey 4.1 5.1 3.6 
NewYork 3.7 3.0 4.1 
Pennsylvania 3.9 5.3 4.6 
Me Island (cl 5.0 3.8 
Venmnt 3.8 5.7 2.4 
Washington 3.8* 5.8 4.7 
Wisconsin 4.1 4.8 4.5 

Table 12 

SSI FWGRAM 

Percent and Amount of Federally Administered 
State Supplementary Payments Paid to 

Ineligible Persons 
(Oct. 1980 thrmah Mar. 19821 

Percent of state supplements 
paid to ineligible persons 

Oct+ar m-s"P" @t-Mar 
1981 1982 

(percent)---- 

Total dollars 3.6 
and weighted 
average percentages 

3.6 3.9 $8,829 $9,083 $9,909 

&munt of state supplements 
Paid to ineligible persons 

y&y= m--'pt Cc;r 

--- (thousands)--- 

$ 6 
110 
89 
12 
54 

716 

2: 
577 

4,195 
1,177 

(cl 
93 

351 
1,373 

$ 8 

t:: 
5 

62 
825 
(b) 
65 

706 
3,608 
1,557 

173 
143 
503 

1,355 

$ 5 
77 
34 

6 
39 

804 
13 
16 

835 
4,760 
1,367 

139 
61 

392 
1,361 

Note: Information not available for California and Massachusetts because error 
rate data was not broken down for payments to ineligible households and 
werpayments to eligible households for states that validated the federal 
quality assurance results. 

aState had zero paymnt error rate for issuance of benefits to ineligible 
households. 

bunt less than $1,000. 

CError rate not available. 
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States (15) 

Delaware 6.2 4.1 2.9 $ 15 
Dist. of Cal. 3.4 0.4 0.3 72 
Hawaii 2.4 (a) 2.7 53 
Iowa 2.4 (4 1.9 11 
Maine 2.5 2.3 2.6 59 
Michigan 0.5 0.7 0.6 153 
Montana 0.7 (4 (4 2 
Nevada 1.7 3.9 2.8 23 
New Jersey 3.7 4.1 3.3 519 
New York 2.0 2.6 1.5 2,279 
Pennsylvania 0.9 0.5 0.8 255 
F&ode Island (b) 0.2 3.1 (b) 
Venmnt 3.8 1.8 1.0 93 
Washington 1.7 3.2 1.1 152 
Wisconsin 1.4 1.4 1.3 472 

Table 13 

' SsIEmGRAM 

Percent and Amount of Federally Administered 
StateSupplmentaxyPayments 

rpaid to Eligible Persons 
(z. 1980 through Mar. 1982) 

Percent of state supplements 
overpaid to eliqible persons 
Oct+lar @?;?FPt &t-Mar 

1981 1982 

---- (parent) ----- 

Total dollars 1.7 
and weighted 
average percentages 

2.0 1.5 

Amount of state supplements 
overpaid to eligible persons 
Oct+ar Apr-Sept y;r 

1981 1981 

-(thousands)-- 

$ 9 
(a; 
(a) 
53 

212 
(a) 
52 

579 
3,162 

154 
8 

47 
280 
405 

$ 7 
5 

61 
to 
68 

198 
(4 
37 

763 
1,683 

224 
111 
24 
96 

405 

$4,158 $4,969 $3,692 

Note: Information not available for California and Massachusetts because error 
rate data was not broken down for payments to ineligible households and 
overpayments to eligible households for states that validated the federal 
quality assurance results. 

aState had zero payment error rate for werissuances of benefits to eligible 
households. 

hError Rate not available. 

C4mount less than $1,000. 

(023242) 
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