
STATE OF CAUFORNIA-MEALTH ANO WELFARE AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOClAL SERVICES 
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 9581~ 
(916) 322-5330 

November 3, 1980 

ALL-COUNTY INFORMATIOll NOTICE I-120-80 

TO: ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS 

SUBJECT: AFDC-QC ERROR RATES AND FISCAL SANCTIONS 

REFERENCE: 

This letter f.s to provide you an update on AFDC ciuality control error rate 
·f "i n<ltnge; and on Je_.ve lopments in the area of QC fiscal sane t ions at the 
federal level, in the State Legislature and in the. Department., 

Attachz.:cl are ':.he final i\pril-Septe:nber 1979 county error rates foY the tf,irty­
f tve largest cou:itie.s. As you can see, error rates for several of the coc::ties 
are above the 4.0 percent performance standard. Also) the federal i:overnrr:ent 
recently announced that California's ftnal statc ... wide error rate for the 11.pril­
September 1979 period 'is 7.H percent, up from 7 .. 2 percent for October-f·1arch 
lr)7H-79. J,.fhen Soci.al Security enumeration errors are excluded, these fi-:1al 
fc<leral figures are somewhat better, 5 .. 6 percent for Apri l-Septe1nbe.r and 6 .. 0 
p~rce:nt for October-March.. These enumeration errors result from a pol dif-
ference with the federal governrnent; they are not included in the individual 
county error rates.. With the error rates for several counties above tlte 4.0 
percent performance standard and the state-wide erroY rate well above previously 
established levels of 4.,0 percent and below, I am deeply concerned a°:.)out current 
AFDC error rate performance. 

Uriclec current federal regulations, l1pril-September 1979 is a fiscal Sflnctron 
~-,eri0d,. Eleven states are subject to sanction based on their AFDC ~rror rates 
Eor that period. Since California: s i\.pril-September error rate is below the 
base period national averege (9~4 percent), we are not among the staLes: to 
he sanctioned .. H0\'10,verl beginning October 1980 when the federal 11;,fi_chel 
Amcndrnent" regulations go into effect, our final federal error rate.- for the 
annual assessment period of October 1980-Sept~•.rnber 1981 must he 4 .. 0 ;ic:rcent 
c-r below to avoid sanction .. 
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At the state level, the Legislature has continued to express its expectations 
with respect to the level of AFDC error rates and QC sanctions.. Through the 
Budget Act of 1980 it has: 

1. Set the performance standard for fiscal sanctions at 4.0 percent for 
October-March 1980-81 and 3. 75 percent for April-September 1981; 

2. Required that, beginning with the April-September 1979 period, I report 
those counties with error rates above the perforn1ance standard and, if 
no sanctions are appliedi the reason for not applying them; and 

3.. Required that, by November 15, 1980, I submit a plan for applying fiscal 
sanctions against counties~ 

As you may recall 1 when the October-March 1978-79 error rates came out, I 
called a special meeting of county welfare directors to express my concern 
about the substantial increase in error rates over the previous period. I 
also informed you at that time that I would not be imposing fiscal sanctions 
for the two SB 154 periods of October-March 1978-79 and April-September 1979. 
I made this decision to allow counties to get used to revised QC procedures 
and to identify their performance in relation to the established performance 
standard. I will be providing the Legislature a copy of the attached error 
rates and vrill again be informing them of my decision not to sanction counties 
for the April-September 1979 period [or the above. reasons. 

My staff is working closely with a special CWDA committee to develop a reason­
able QC corrective action and fiscal sanction plan v1hich best meets this 
Department's needs, county concerns and legislative expectations. The final 
outcome of this effort will be revised Division 15 regulations. In conjunction 
with this effort we have mutually agreed to establish a joint state-county 
Corrective Action Advisory Committee. This committee will provide a forum for 
county input and joint discussion and resolution of 9tate-wide error rate 
problems .. 

Once again, I want to share my concern about the deterioration in error rate 
performance since the passage of Proposition 13. It is imperative that we 
all make every possible effort to reduce the AFDC error rate hack to levels 
previously achieved .. 

I will keep you informed of developments in this critical area. 

Sincerely, 

\ : :J\_;,,\_,rw (-nl,­
MARION J. WOODS 
Director 

Attachment 

cc: CWDA 



:.·tatc of C,J Ii forn i a 
Deportment of Social Services 

AFDC PROGRAM 

Qua] i ty Control Payment Error Rates 
April-September 1979 

Thirty-five Largest Counties 

·uc Progran, Management Dranch 
September 1980 

County Percent Overpayments 
and lnel iqibles 

Alameda .. 8. 31, 
Butte • . . 1.0 
Contra Costa 8.4* 
Fresno 3 .01' 

Humboldt l.9 

Imperial 3.7* 
Kern 0.6 
Kings • . 5.3 
Los Angeles 2. 2,·,1, 
Madera 2.8 

Marin . 4.9 
Mendocino 1. 5 
Merced 3.4 
Monterey 5.6* 
Orange 5.5* 

Placer 3.0 
Riverside 2.7* 

. Sacramento 3. 6•< 
San Be ma rd i no 3-7* 
San Diego • ·• 5.2* 

San Francisco 9.6* 
San Joaquin. 1.0 
San Luis Obispo 2.5 
San Mateo . . 5. 1 
Santa Barbara 4.2 

Santa Clara 6. 3* 
Santa Cruz 1.6 
Shasta 3.4 
Solano 4.7* 
Sonoma 6.8* 

Stanislaus 2.9* 
Tulare 6.0* 
Ventura 3. l* 
Yolo 6.6 
Yuba 2.4 

*Reflects results of state subsample monitoring and application of a 
regression formula. Numbers without* are reconciled county figures. 
Regression could not be applied in all instances due to small sub­
sample sizes and the fact that no errors were found in the subsamples 
in some counties. 

**State findings. 




