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This ‘13 one.of a series of investigative guides on Social
Secur ity programs. '
4

The nbiaot of this publication is to provide the investigator

witn a general understanding of the K?d\tg\fffilies With

- Dependent Children (AFDC) program under Title IV-A of th Social

\ .
SgourityrAct, whom it covers, how it is administered, hbw

individuals attempt to defraud the program, and what experience
has shown with respect to the investigation of, these fraudulent
. ]

activitiesﬁ’ The publication ts also intended to be a reference
- ]

tool that will provide the investigator with insight into héw
staff of the.Office of the ‘Inspector General interact‘with the’

State and local officials who administer the AFDCiprogram.'

‘Any comments «or gquestions concérning. the guide, ar requests for

edditional copies, should be .directed to:

Po}icy Coordﬁnation and Instructions Staff

Headquarters Operations Division OI, 0IG

= P.0. BoxX 17303 - \

~

Balpimore, Maryland 21203
FTS 934-3230

301-594-3232 . - S
G[l !

~.
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I. BACKGROUND

¢

pregram. - ‘

AFDC benefit amount are bas!cally a State prerogatiNe,

Inception, Scope of Program L
' r \ i

\

A

" Title IV~A of the Social Security Act (enacted Mugust 1n

‘V

J935) established the Federal/State program which 'is know;piﬂ

the aid to ‘Families- With Dependent Children (AFDC) ‘progra
Presently, alY 50 States, the District of Columbia, Guam,

Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands participate in the’

e

Number of.RecipEents, Costs ; A \ .
. | - f ¢ ,
The numB’r‘of individuals:receivingJAFDC‘benefits for any
given month over the past several years has remained around
the f11 million fiéure. The cost of the.program which is
funded with both Federal ahd State mopies has increased e

through-the years;'however, when one compares it with the
[

-1ncrease in, costs in other inoome and health maintenance

programs, the increase in AFDO costs has not been strikinq

This is at least partly due to \the fact - th5t increaSes im the

-

- N 4 ° "‘ « - . ‘ . .
unlike, ., for Bxample, those Federallyﬁadministered income
' ' ' ' . : v . A

B {
maintenance programs whidh are indexed to the cost of living:

R U » . “ . ' .

\ . . . . . A
0

, 1., SBEST COPY AVAILABLE * - |

and are increased accordingly. . | .
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"Administration of the Program

v

¢ . : . '
About $13 billion in AFDC bepefits were paid in 1983, The

. \ .
‘Federal shar€ was about $7 billion.. An additional $900

‘million in Federal monies was used to cover® Federal, !&ate,

and local administrative énd training costs : \

¢ ! -

. . Y
. v /

The States are responsible for the day-to-day administration

N

of "the AFDC program. Howwver, the Office of Family-~
Assistance (OFA) within the Socidl Security Adminietration

(SSA) is responsible for seeing to it that the States
' R s ~ " {. .
admipister the AFDC program in accord with the provisions of"

w

v ’ . ’ .
the law (42 U.S.C. 601-675), OFA also issmes,reguladtions in.

furtherance qf thesé laws. Theselregulétions may be found in

“-

45 CFR, Part 201 et. seq. ¥ T .

L}

LN

In.addition to ‘these activities, OFA is responsible for
[\

_‘the overall well being and orderly administration ‘of, the

program. In this regard OFA assists the States by
4 ’ i
conducting studies, - prov1d1ng guidance and training, and
4

keeping the States informed about develépments in the AFDC

»

area in general e.g.y 1nformingﬁftates how other §tabes are

-

dealing with certain requirements of. the programc

A - ¢ .."‘ ‘ \ 3 N .
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%; . The AFDC law requires uniformity with reaRect to certain

- aspects-of the program; e.g., ?$
in the A?DC program must proyide in its State plan-that aid
. : - - ( |
under the program will be available in all political
\ - ,ﬁ-: o ’ ;A\ ! d’fﬁ\
w , subdivisions-of the .State. Similarly, e State plan must
. \ ’ : v N ., 7

. proyidg for a single State agency to admihister or supervise
-

State wishing to participate

the admihfstrdtionfof the program. Howe’er, once the State '“':,

,ﬁeets thezbasio criteria, the law, as well as the regulations

promulgated under that law, permits the. State substantiall
. atitude in how the program will be administéred-in the
State.
) 7

D. State and Local Law Enforcement”_\J

-

! . . .
SR There is nothing in Title IV-A of the Social Security Act

requiring the States to have a specific invesgigative
funit/compdnent charged with enforcing the provisiens of the
AFDC 13w. However, sebtion.402(a)(5) of the Act (42 U.s.c.
60?(a)(5)) does require that State plans "provide such |
methods of administration...as are found by the Secretary to
be necessary for the proper and efficLent operation of the
* plan...." By regulation (HS CFR 235 110), this statutery

L ‘ requirement has been exp?pded upon 8o as to require that a

v o State. blan under title IV-A provide.

~ .
-~ R ~
. .
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"(a) That e State agency w

, ) a L. AR . . 9
v ' - (1) Methods, and criferia for identifying situationy in

1ish and maintaih: '

HE

LR ¥
5

which a,qufstion'of\fraud in the program may existf v
- . . . % .. - . . ~ .

, - and : -
[} ! &

(2) Procedures develgpég 1n cooperation w1th the State's

'legal authorities fop referring to law enforcement

<% o officials situations in which there is valid reason’

to suspect that fraud has been practiced -
. . 1 - . A b. R [ y

The'definition of fgaud for purposes of thisvsection will K
"(:t ! e determinef in accordance with State law. ) o
(b) For methods of investigatfbn of situations [in] which
| there is a questionoof fraud that do not 1nfr1nge on
the slegal rights of persons 1nvolved and ane _ '

consistent with the principles recognized®as ,.
p 4

. X _
R : _ \ - affording due process of law." -
: J : ,

»
»

This regulation, while requiring the States to deveélop

procedures to detect, investigate and refer fraud cases to

State {egal authorities, nonetheless gives the States a great
i’deal of latitude relative to\how they will conduct their .
,act1v1t1es to oombat fraud w1thin the AEDC program

Consequently, net only is there a w1¢e variance among the- - . /
v ot

States as to,how they are set up to Qetect, investigate and s

~prosecute fraud cases, but &here are aisoevariances-withig

- 1 . o
L . i R4 K * a P u

s .8 BESTOOPY AVAILABLE
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~! States, edbépially where the State agency merely sépervises . . .. .

. the administration of the program as opbosed to admihisterihgf *

'Y e

it .: BT . B .
;p this Qegard, in some‘jurisdictions.the welfane case worker

: - , . - -
L is also resﬁonsible for investigating the fraud aspects; in-»
. : ' . ' ¢ o, N
others,'the woypker refers the case to an investigator; aﬁg in .

still others, the case worker refers it to the iooal-poliée

- LY N

ot district attorney who will mhen inv%st;gate the case. In

sum, there is no standard pracqgce among the Sta%es vista-vis

b s

) : the investigation of AFDGﬂgases. - ' o ' _
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. <11, 'ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS. S ;

3 _ - : . .
. ’ . " ~‘ '- .rh
Genefal K. - ' S - ' ’ - . o
A . | l
Just as the AFDC law. requ1res the’ States to meet Qertain ,' v

‘resourcesn(efofdding'the home and an automobile with an

standards relative to how the program must be. set up in the
\

State organizationally,.it also.imposes certain minimal

{

--standards reiative to who might be eligible for benefits .

Pl

under .the program; eﬁg.,:oombined value of a family's

-equity'valde-of,$1,500 or Iower-at State optionj must he

;s 0~

_Since the eligibility standards (within these brbad criteria)

f

. $1,000 or lowen if State so determines. In determining the

amount of -a family's combined resburces, the law provides ~ ’

that the amount” is to be reducedgby any obligatiorns or debts <
with.respect to such resources.

A '

. .
“

vary from State to State, the OI 1nvestigator should contaot

ry ¢

the. State or local agenoy administering the pr6gram whenever

a qbestion of eligibility for AFDEC is at {ssue: The basic

"1dea the OL.investigator should keEb\ig\mind is that the

\ ) g

program is a needs-type program and, as such, allewable | ..

L' . -

ingome ayd resources are minimal. - ' e
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é& ‘ B. ,Wh;/:l Covered by the AFDC Prquam

[
- The purpos$ of th¢ AFDC program Ls po encourage the care. of
dependent childreh in their own homes orfin the homes of

relatives. Under section uoe of the Social Seourity Act a .

* \o
Vs

dependent child is defined as: .

v
. R .
. N . ®
~ 'S g B
. ~
r ‘. t

g - "a needy child (1) who has  been_deprived of parental

support or care by peason of e death, conEinUed absence

~

from the home, of physicaI:Oﬁ' ental incapacify of a
parefit, and who is living with his father, mZther, _ -
grandfétherﬁ granqmother,'Qrothaf;.ﬁister, stepfaphe[, '
stepmother, stebbrothegw ;tepsisfer, uncle, aunt, first /o

cousin, nephew, or niece in a place.of residence
) ’

maintained by one or more of such relatives as his or
their-own home, and (2) who is (A) under the age of
T, o

. _ ﬁ eighteen, or iB) aé the option of the Skate, under the

-3

age’ of nineteen and a full-time student in-a secondary
school (or in thé_équivaient level of vocational or

technical trgining), if, befor;Khe atﬁains.age nineteen;, o
. 4 &

r

. ' he may reasonably be expected to compleﬁe the program of

such secondary.qchooi‘(orlsuoh training)k..."

?
L
{ - _ v

A child who is not living in the Kome of a parent or of one

+  of the relatives identified above' doesenot quality for AFDC.
In sugh situations the State foster care program is the ° e
. 5 . _

'S

i#lsource 6f support for‘the'needy child
R ., BESTCOPY A\H\\U\BLh

* » ‘“\ LI : - . . e - . e
PRI, N U PP P A T T S SO SO PP OO IS VRUO A TV UV T R UV PR S )




-@\75*««?«" IS e "r*%::_-rn-‘-‘-r-w'-.w"~:,v;f°:’.?:s,.x§.‘¥"’_:_'m?~w *.ﬂ"-"fr-"ﬂ:‘*.'*.'!*-"V'-'" MR i M "r""{*"‘!-"'{«gg"rh? U e T e G TLURE a0 T TR
] B
. a ,
i ; X o
1
The States may at their option extend AFDC coverage to a
pregnant woman but only if it has been medically verified
- that theschild 1s expected to be‘born in ﬁhe month of payment
. or within the thrée_follpwing months. Similarly, the States
may also extend AFDC.boverage £0 qhildren deprived of support
. . 4 : -_ :

* because of the unemployment of a parent who is the prinocipal .

wage earner. As of September 1983, 24 States werg’ paying
° e : 4 - . . . ' )
AFDC on this basis. .~ : . ; .
"k ‘ ‘
7
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) ﬂanterfaces, and that w;th

e - III. TYPES OF AFDC VIOLATIONS

: A

—

. . R
. . -
* i . - S L]
' . - St
’ RS
.

v ( : S one

P b "v
<~
s

' Since the AFDC program and t he Supplemental'Seourity Income (SSI) .
'
program under Title XVI of the Social Security Act (42 v.S8,C. . .-

< -

]38%—1385) are both needsetype programs, many\of the viola%ioqsx\

associated with these.programs are stmilar,,eug., excess

resources, unrepofted income, ‘'unreported work activity, false

Al
¥

identity, ete. ey _ ) I .

ol

-~

‘While it is true in the AFDC program that.some fraudulent

A

statements, representat ahq failures to report/concealmentgj

are imp0531b1e to detect .oughusystematic means, e.g., computer

t Informants many violations would gd

undetécted, the States are becoming increasingly and successfully }
engaged in computer datching'efﬂorts'to detect certain types of '
~violations. The following is a brief dlscussion of soqe of, the -

. more common types of violations and how the Stqtes attempt to

’
1dent1fy them.

A. Unreported or Under-reported Income

L

‘ . . . - \.
As-in‘thﬁ.SSI program,. income may be either earned, e.g:,

wages;\unl ned, e.g.; VA/SSA benefits, 1nteﬁest, dividends;
or .suppoR¥ in kind, &.g., free rent. Since the assistance
grant i's based dpon-the idoome of the family unit, the .

/

unreportedﬂdnobme ¢f any member of the unit .or support

13 BEST%PY }\Vm..nu..u .

-,
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- . furnished by non- members may result in an overpayment or ’

-~

- tctal ineligibility. . . | | \

4 ae ' ) ’ ‘\’

1. . Earned Income ‘ - S . N ' C
R L0 oy ” "“f'

. Since October 1979, -State welfare agencies have beén .
required (by law) to .use wage infcrmation contained~in
State Employment Security Agency files or social security
files fcn_purpcées of determining AF DC eligibility and'
payment.amcuhts; ncst States are complying with this law
’ ' - by matching their AFDC rclla against thé State wage — \W
records rather than- the earnings infcrmé&ion maintained
by SSA as the latter is not as current. Many States also ~ ;
.poutinely matcn their anC rolls againat the Unempacgyent'

Compensation benefit rolls and thefWOrkens' Compensation:

_‘kclls‘in\crder to identify-income from thefe sources and

1

- possible unreported work activity.
. .

*"2. -Unearned Income .

‘, s

Unearned income, as noted earlier, takes manflforms. One <
form is in the nature of Social Security benefits. Most"
&\\ftatgs conduct a match between their AFDC rolls and SSA's \
-+ payment rolls in order to detect the receipt of social
security.benefits.' "It should be noted that while the

b : . .
syatem can and does identify potential violations in this v

T o BESTCOPY NALMBLE
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* mamner , tne information 18 no good unlese'it filters down
to someone who is réspo@sible for yerifying the ) N

. information with the;oase:file-and the reocipient. . Often, .
that'nerson 15 the eliaibility worker . The OIG has
detected si‘tuations where ‘the-Statel do nog effectively S |
‘follow up on theae matohes, often. bechuse- the matdhes are
listed on a long computer printout and eligibility
workers either do not have time to identify cases for
which they are responsible or can't decipher the
information provided. Tolaolve theselproblems, several
States have implemented procedures to ensure that matches
are investigated; and theé O}fice of“Pnogran Inspectiaons, |
0IG, is working cn-instruction%\nnich will facilitate the . »
interpretation of the coded information which is provided

on the'computer lists of matches. - | ¢

B. Unreported/Concealed Resources

- .
The concealment oﬁ assets which qgceed allowable limits is a

common type of v1olation. Excess assets mig take many
forms-ﬁreal property and bank acocounts are two examnles. The .
‘Vmisrepresentation of assets'is often made at the tine of
' | application;\however, sometimes the asset comea into, . )
’ ex1stence after the individual becomes eligible e.g.,

through inheritance.

BEST COPY Avanias, . . -

-

L P T T




- CRIULS WA N
L A

O A R T | b R A T L L A P I A B R . . T N T "i;‘;' %
4 : . ) \{'p' PR » . . . e . ' o . ' TR
¢ 9 9 . g
\L.. ¥ L]
+ ¢ ‘
- \ 7 A
A . . f
~ N M
.
¢ \
sy .
A -
A4 q. . .
M Y [ L}
. . . .
- ‘ . - . ° 14
v . t - N
_ » ., . « ‘
v

, . | . .
Excess assets. are difficult to ‘identify anq_usually gome to

light ‘through tips from outside sources. -However, the State

of Massachpsétté,'ip late 19%?’ conducted a computer mat ch o
v ‘ . . . / . .
ydesigned to detect hidden e%Xce¥s bank account balances of , .

s

public assistance reéipients. The project was successful and
several States have shown interest in copducting similar N
> - - ~ . .

. types of matches.

» * ' e

" C. Misrgﬁfesentatgpn of-Famf11'Unit,

\
- ¢ 5 "
~ -

) . : '
The amount, of the AFDC bepefit is haded upon the size .of the-

"family unit Frd th%,partidular needs of that uniﬁl When the

. : _ S
size of the.unit changes as where a child marries or goes to
live with another; the event must be reported. While the

i o
departure of a child or the return of -an absent parent are

1Y

‘probably the most common events affecfing the size of the
uhiﬁ.ahd eligibility, it is not uncbmmon‘fof individuals to
file for AFDC@benefits‘on behal f of fictitious chfi¢ren.

Thq$¢>éasesvgenerally invplve situations where a birth or
. L _ o _ [ \
baptismal certificate has been altered or forged. Both\\‘

Project Missing Kids and Project Birthdate (see Chapter VII)

sbught to identify cases where benefits were being paid to

fictitious children. ! . e

H

[}
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, vl : .
DGElicate/Multiple Aid )

Unlike the SSI prOgram where it is not possible for an
individual to "be- receiving multi}le SSI benefits under the ~-

same name and social security number (SSN), this sometimes'-

“occurs in the AFDC program. It may ocour, wheh\an individual

~ . v . S
involves a .comparison of the applicant's SSN §€ainst‘the case -

files- fOr AFDC benefits in more thaw one county within .the
same State or when an individual files for benefits\yn more

than one State. Many Statds are identifying tHese situatians -

before multiple benefits'are paid, by pre-screening. Tnis
N . ; .

-record and SSN numbers of ocurrent AFDC recipients. While

14
this is being done 'more often on an intra-State basis, i. e.

among the various counties within a State, it\ls also being

conducted on an inter- Stdte basis. ¢ ’ . .o

L
-
v

Y
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of the ‘Department. It is also the responsibility of the

>

T

"IV. ROLE OF ,THE OIG WITH RESPECT TO THE AFDC PROGRAM

3

The Inspector General has the duty and responsibility to.

supervise; coordinate, and provide polioy directioen for auditing

and investigative activities relating to pro¥rams “and Operations
. @ N .

N\

Q .
Inspector General to oconduct, supervise, or oo&rdinate "

' relationships between the Debartment and other State and loocal

agencies with respect to the prevention and "detection of fraud
and abuse in programs administered or financed by the Department,
includiné the identification and prosecution of participants in &

such fraud and abuse. ’

¢, 2

Since the hFDijnogram is an HHS program, the Inspector Gener al
> . ,

does have a responsibility toward it nowever,lsince it is a
State-administered program and the law does provide the States
with a degree-of latitode“in formblating policies and proéedures
to implement the program, the OIG has generally limiteq its role .

A
to that of providing*technioal assistance to.State and local

i

investigative organizations°and logal welfare agenoies.“ This
tecnnical'assistance has included: i

- / ’ ‘ s - ".N . *
., + The development of fraud’ prevention ‘computer screens.

\]
-

. Pilot projects to identify hignl'--pro"bability,fraud-targ'ets.7

- 14 = o BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Investigative and prosecutive support systems, e.g., the

AFDC States Benef‘it P’?«oject (see Chapqr v11) | ‘ W

- .
.,' 4 Sy

-
. - . (-
S Lo . »
N .

.

The 0I& has also coopér:ted with State and.Jocal-lFDC_agoncies in
theLtesting ahd refiniﬁ: of their Fraud prevention and detaction‘” ;f
systems.‘ This.role haggallowad the=OIG, and morg partioularly\ -
‘ the OIG-Office"ofLInVes%iga%ions (01), to develop brbjéﬁts and - \

\
identify large numbers of potential fraud casés without straining

0l's investigative resources or infringing on the jurisdiction of

_State and local authorities

~ - <
¢

Chapter VII contaips a listing of some of the 0IG activities o
%

involOing the AFDC program. - . S SN

*.x“ 7

J . : N . . . i . ) , . . B
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V: OI INGESTIGATOR INVOLVEMENT IN AFDC CASES -

- -’

-
~ R .

. ’ . \
O . 01 investigatof invblvement 1n AFDC program matters generally )

-

involves the following . sipuationgw\
»~

)
.
. .
,,ﬁ ] ~ . []
.
N\ -
. -

A. AFDC. Violapion Only : S 0

The AFDC pﬁogram is a needs-type-program, SO benefits
received from other cAsh benefitoprograms bear on the AFSC
benefit amount. As a resuit, AFDC investigators often need
information contained in SSA records for purposes. of
verifying-an SSN JF for: purposes of determining whether (and
‘ L in*what amount ) SSA is paying a benefit to .an AFD recipient
. The AFDC States Benefit Project (see Chabter VII and” Appendix
"A) is designed to hendle these'types of requests. _Should'it;
' be determined that benefits are being paid, a certified

extract of benefit payments and/or photocopies of the checks ., -

_can also be provided under the AFDC States Benefit Project.
. 8 P ’ ' *

The thrust of the AFDC investigation in these situations is
bsuafly'to establish tnat the individuel was receiving
payments under a pregram administered by ‘SSA and failed to

report the payments to the State or local AFDC agency, ' : ;

i3 !

© BESY COPY AVAILABLE
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B. Joint Violations -
s - ’
. ! ) « .
& S Joint vioIations cases involve s{tuations where a possible . .
a N . ’J .

t violation of the AF DC and an SSA- administeéedlbrogram exists
The modt oommon Situation of this type is where the AFDC
‘recipient has used an SSN not assigned to him/her, or one " ;}
Xy that was obfained on the(ﬁasis of false information] This
Situation rarely:fgsults in -the OI investigator seekiné\
Fede}al proseoution of//he SSN violation, as it Ts. more
oost effective from an investigative reSOUroZS standpoint to
let the State htandle the matter In.a situation of this typey
the OT investigator generally limits hié/her,inyolvenznt to | (

+ )
that ofs helping the AFDC investigator establish that the SSN’

used was not assigned. to the\individUEl or that it .was

v . obtained fraudul%ﬁ?ly& \

A

)

The exception to thi's general rule is wheré€ the facts show ,
. _ N

that §SN's are being'nsed fraudulently.as a.part of a major

scheme to defraud the AFDC brogram, e.g., where State AFDC
— emﬁiqyees are'eetablishing frhudulent AFfC claims.  In these °

situations, the Ql‘ﬁnVGQtiéator should consider the

possibility of pursuing’

criminal prosecution in the Federal
\ courts under 42 U.s¥c, 408 or o&pér.felony statutes. OI has
obtained successful prosecutions in these types of cases.

One of the;anUments the Ol,investigator may wish to make to - e

a U.S. attorney in seeking Federal prosecution is that the

_'_. .B-E BEST COPY AVAILABLt
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mishse of the, SSN's did result in a monesary loss td the

Federal government since the AFDC program 1s funded with

‘.
* ' % ' * ®

P

v v ’ *
In addition to these types of -SSN- related joint

inyestigations, the OI investigator may beoome involved in

-

"joint violation,oases that inyolve a_loss bf funds from both

. : )
programs. The following are a few examples of these types of S
. ' \ A

cases: '

An 01 investigation of,ailegations that a reéipient\of\
‘Disability'Insurance (DI) or Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) payments under'thS;Social Security Act is working
discloses that the subject is also receiving AFDC benefits

-

for herself and her children (or just for her childreni,,

and that earnings hbve‘nbt'beeﬁ reported to SSA or AFDC

authorities.” . -

. A woman is receiving: SSI regefips for herself and AFDC
ben;fits for'her:children. An AF DC invéstigator discovers
that the- recipient's husband is not only 1iving in the | | Ij
h0useh01d ‘but is also working. Since the income of the ‘
husband is deemable to the SSI recipient under the SSI
program, and his income is also material to AFDC benefits
being received on gehalf of the ohildren, the possibility

of a joint violation exists.

L 50T BESTCOPYAVALABLE
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Same situation as above except that one of the childrb ~:
(instead,pf the- wife)“is the SS{/recipient The 1ncome of . RS
the father is material to eligibglity/benefit amounts in ' !
both programs. A .t S ?" | ; ’

. ) - \ " ‘ | ~

SEatefX?;local authorities. "A perfect case in point is where

01 Invblvemqgt in Major AFDC Schemes.

~

As previously indicated, the i@*’btigation of AFDC violations
is generally.}eft to the ﬁhate and locsl investigators who
have primS:: Jurisdiction over these cases. 'Ol involvement
i1s generally limited to assisting the AFDC investigator in '

his/her .efforts tq establish the AFDC violatiomw. In those
) ' . 7 v .

. , .
instances where there is a joint -violation, the OI

investigdtor may or may not get }nvolved in a Joing
investigation with the obJect-ingmind sf securihg Federél
prosecution of the violations connected with the

\

SSA-administered program,

-
rd

Situations do-arise, howevér,'where the OI investigator
bedomes involved in* AFDC investigations which are primarily,

if -not solely, AFDC in qatbre. For example:

County Employee Violations

It is not uncommon fbn sn Ol investigator to become involved

in AFDC employee fraud situations detected~initially by the

!
I
/
/

’
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" the resources to conduct-the iny tigation, requested the

‘-into h?w the)gcheme wa

. cases aiways involve the social-security~numbef (SSN) , )

g

certain %?DC County employees were suapected of establishing

~

fmudulent,q&%wc claims. me“smte agency, not feeling it had

N
assistance of the EBIawhjiich in- turn’ requested Ol assistance.

Apart from the crimina} investigatibn, 0I.'is also looking

)

aecomptished from a systems

perspective. " Once uestiong are ‘answered as to what

program/system vulherabilities exist "and how they can be

corrected, considengtion will be given to conducting é study

» i
. pE

‘ .
P 3
£

to det:{mine to what extent the same problems may exist in
other FDC offices.

r

‘,"Welfare‘Queens"

~ . s
r

The OI investigator also often gets involwed in those

"Welfare Queen" cases which periodicaliy surface. These

-

4

issuance process and/or the SSN cards themselves, and

frequently aiso'involve the SS$I program, These types of\

cases are. usuaf&y worked Jointly with the State AFDC agency
\

¥
and other State and Federal law enfOrcemenﬂfofficials who are

intgrested in determlning whether the 1ndiv1dual also

defrauded their program, e. g., Food Stamps, Medrcald
Unemployment, Workers' Compensation, State and Federal taxe

etc. - Coo

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



01 Coordination with Federal, StateJ and Local Lagg
I

Enforcement Officials _ - _ ) . .

¥ '

R

As noged earlier, the_OI~investigator, while investigating an

-S3A matter, willrsometimes encounter possible violations of

the AFDC program.' When this'ocours, the investigator should
advise the officiais-responsible for investigating the AFDC
violation of his/her findings and to the extent indicated
and practical, coordinate the investigation of the respective
violations Often these situations will al 1nvoive .
violationshof.other prograhs, e.g., Food Stamp, HUD, LIEAP,
Medioaid; etc;,.and contact should also be made with

officials of these programs.

Experience has shown Tthat the prosecutive potential of an
AFDC tcase is’enhanoed when the broad implications, i.e.y loss

to other programs, is also substantiated.. This is true

> .
regardless of whether the prosecution is being sought in a S e

i
State or Federal court. Evidenoe offthis is found in the

!
followir.-xcerpt of a letter from a county prosecutor to an

OI unit, concerning a Joint inVestigation where the

-

individuals Qere 1ndicted for AFDC fraud and oonSpiraoy to | . .

‘obtain money by false pretenses'from SSA.

~ "I wish to thank you for youn‘cooperation regarding this
matter. The information you provided pertaining to the
fraud pe}petrated-by'the defendants upon the Social
Security'A&ministration strengthened the case....the

o213 - %5 " " BESTCOPY AVAILADLE
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"This was an excellent example of ‘how two.governmental

NP : . ‘» *fw
sentqnfdng Jjudge was aware of the~faot that the
defendants had fraudulently obtained. $72,405.16 from the

*..County.. and an adgitional $28, Tu6. 38 from the Sooial

Seounit§ Administratfion. I'm ‘sure that the total amount.. L0
' w I

of fraud involved, énd tre faot that the defendants

simurtanéously defrauded “two governmental agenciles, 1ed 3:

to the imposLbion of a custddial sentenge .Thenefore,
th; 1nformation whioh you.providéd greatly oontributed R ﬁ
the the final.cutoome of this matter., B . . v o 3

~ ' . ) "

agencies could work together effectivély in the ' ' '

. . A
investigation and prosecution of a oriminal case."

R 3
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‘ VI. CRIMINAL "STATUTES .

A.” State and Local Prosecgtion

! . . '

. o "Cbngress has not neqdﬂPe the States to enact e‘uniform
_statute for AFDC fraudin r has Congress r ired the ,States
i-té enactegtate statutes (oftthetn»own dengn)~specifigally i- ',%
addresslng AFD§ fraud. The r;ault 1s§that>where some ‘States
. have enacted etatutes .specifically addressing AFﬁC-fraud
other; prosecute under general welfare fraud statutes,‘and o
'L still others prosecute under general statutes which cover
o E;aud larceny, false pretenses,. ete. This variance among
'the States relative to the statutes under which prOSecution
ﬁ N\181bnought in AFDC cages does not appear tS’be a problem from

»

the pEﬂepeotive of getting such cases prosecated. e

" A}

B. Federal Prosecution

- .
~ .. - .
'} . K - ~ . . N K
. A . -~
PS o ) -
ks Y. - -
. . ° , , 4

. [ . ’ - : . - . ( |
o While the statutes that establish many Social Security.Aét
: e ¢ | : B
o _programs contain criminal penalty provisions applying . S
.4;_f;*__f—»r;spee%ffeai}7*tﬁ—vi6iatfﬁns—qf_the;prPgram37~tne—nFBG"sbqb&%§%“ . i

_does not. Consequently, when prosecution of an AFDC fraud is
"

sought in a Federal court Fedenal criminal statutes not

specifically.designed for AFDC fraud.must_be relied upon.

. . »
. v : ? . /
.. . . .
. ‘ .

8
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-As noted earlier, the. SSN vioﬂation provisions under NQ
o - B.S.C. 408(f). and (g) are applicable in many AF DC fraud'

prosecutions, however, prosecution is generally sought under

the following provisions of - Title 18 of-the U.S. Code:

‘\\ | 1. 18°U.S.C. 1001 - Statements or entries generally ;

/ . " Qhis statute which applies to false statements has been

8% ‘ : -
. successfully relied upon to obtain bonvictidls in AFDC
cases where fraudulent statements were made in

applications for AFDC benefits The language of the

Vs statute is as fdllows.
t

"WhoeVer, in any matter within the jurisdiction of y

any department or agency of the. United States ‘

S .
knewingly and willfully falsifies,_conceals or covers

- v . v : .
up by any tric y ‘Schem&, or device a*material fact or.
, . . . e
~ A
' makes any false, fictitious or fraudulent statements
\ or'representations, or makes or uses any' false

writing or document knowing the same to céntain any

false, fictitious or fraudulentrstatement or entry,

shall be fined not more than $10, 000 or imprisoned

not more than five years, or both." - ] S T

- v 1 . . . - ) i ) .-
* R ] . :

- S N
The two major, defense arguments against the applicability

of the statute -are: . o o
| BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Because the program was operated by the State and

because there was no reference to any Federal

involvement on any of the ferms which were prepared

(application or redetermination forms) or on the

a . B

benefit checks which were received, any fraud which may
~ have been perpetrated was not "within the’JUrisdictiQn'

“of any department or agency of ‘the Umited States.™

~

In order to obtain a convictipn under 18IU;S.C. 1001,
\ | the government must prove that‘the person\COmmitting

the fraud did so with knowledge that the fraudulent

4

-

statement would affect Federal funds.
~ . . A .
14 - + .

Ay

The Courts have rejected these arguments by finding_thétt

€ wWhere a defendant, in an AFDC application, falsifies
eligibility infdrmation, the defendant ‘directly affeets ’
the right of the State®to participate in a Federal |
progfam anq to.obtain its share of Federal reimburse-

ment monies "~ Therefore, such oonduot comes within the

statute prohlbiting the making of false statements

within the. jurisdlotion of a department or agency of f

‘the United States. (18 U.S.C.A. Section 1001.)

L
-
- . /-

A

' } ,‘.:‘,' .
.- A defendant's knowledge of Federa{\involvement is not
| an element of the crime of making false statements
within the jurisdiction of a department or agency of
R | the United States. ” . . o , __‘ T
| | e BESTCOPY Mmoo
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(Ses fnited States v. Lewis, 587 F.2d 854 (6th Cir. 1978)
‘and United States v. Stanford, 589 F.2d 285 (7Tth Cir.
- 1978).) ‘ | ’
18 U.S.C. 641 - Public money, property or records .
‘ N
Proseéutiogéof an AFDC fraud may also bqlsoughf under 18
‘ ~ 0.S.C. 641 og the theory that the Feder%i government °° C ,ﬁ;
maintains a property interest 1nKthe AFDQ funds. The “ ?
‘language of this statute is as follows: Ve
. . : o \!4'b
‘ - "Whoever embezzles, steals, purloins, or knowingly
i | converts to his. use or the use’ of another, or withoﬁt
authority, sells, oconveys or disposeSQOf any revord,
voucher , money, or‘thing of value .of the United !
'Statgs or]éf any department or agency thereof, or any . {
lﬁi pfopert§ made‘or bein& made undgﬁ contract }or the o .
United States or any'departmeﬁi of agency thereof} or |
\ . | . .
Whoever receives, conceals, or retains the same with
A intent to convgrt ;E tq'gis use or gain, Rnowing_i£
to,havenbeg; embezzled, stofen, purloined or -
é&nverted-- - | . ‘ \
' \ | | |
. Shall be fined not.more than $10,000 or. imprisoned
- ‘

not more tﬁan ten years, or bbth; bﬁp if the value of o
o o BEST COPY AVAILABLE -
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.such property does not exoeed the sum of $100, he

~ \ . . ’ ]

shall be fined™not mqre than $1,000 or imprisoned- not

“

~ | , more than one year, or both."

¢ -
¥

v ~ One of the common defense arguments against the

W applicability of this statute is that ‘the funds which

| have been converted or stoien do not fall within tha
statutory phrase "money, or thing of value of the’ United
States." "The defense will often try to buttress’ this
ergument by pointing out that the AFDC cheok was not even

) a Treasury cneok. Thie argument dan be defeated by .
showing tne interrelationship between‘the Federal and
State government in the AFDC program and the interest of
the Federal government in seeing ‘to it that Federal funds. ;/.g
.are disbdrSed properly. f o N r

o

‘34 Section 1341 - Frauds and swindles

3

. ‘. | B ) A 1 Ay
3 ¢ Another Federal statute which has been successfully

»

¢ relied upon to obtain conviotions in AFDC cases is the

Mail fraud statute. The 1anguege of that statute is as - %
follows: ) ! ' v N

N ‘ ‘ |
"Whoever, having devised or intending to devise any .

. - soheme or artifice to defraud or for obtaining money, ', |i}
*{{\ ‘i ~or property by means of false or fraudulent ° | ng'
. . N ‘ .
o S pretenses, representations, .or promises, or to sell, '

‘ . . ! .
. R .
) N ’ . ’ . ' h ’ I
. . ) o . A\l
1 - . 4 o
i
\
- s
. o \
3 ‘
ar




dispose of, loan, exchange, alter, give away,f - ‘%
disttibute, sppbly, or furnish or nrocure for
unlawful use any counterfeit or spurious doin,
,qbligation; seourity, or other ertiole, or anything
repré?ﬁnted te_be or intimated or held out to be such
-eountenfeif'or Spunious article, for the”purpose of
exeauting such eoheme ot artifice or attempting sefto:
do;\places in any post office or authohized
depesitory for mail matter, any matter or'thing:
) whatever to be sent or delivered”by the Post Office
v | ' _ Department, or tekes'or receives therefram, any such
matter or thing, or knowingly oanses to be delivered
by mail accdbding to the dIrection thereon, or at the
place at whioh it is directed to be delivered by the
person to whom it is addressed,ﬂany sueh matter or “.:

thing, shall be fined not more than $1 000 or

imbrisoned not more than five years, or both."

A common defense argument against the use of this statute |
is that the defendants did not themselves use the mails, '
i‘e., the false representations of eliglbility for AFDC

benefits were made durrng personal interviegp ‘Court

ﬂdeoisions have held that equsttion element of mail fraud
requires. only the oommission of an act with knowledge

that use of mail .will follow in the ordinary oourse of

58 - business, or when the use can reasonably be foreseen, )}

‘even though not aotually intended.

o o AN aesr copv AVAILABLE
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- . ) N ] J - .
b - (See United States v. Stanford, 589 F.2d 285 (7th.Cir.’ L
‘ 1978) .) ‘o B
. ' R ) 4 LK
. 4. Section 371 - Congpiracy to commity offense or to defraud i

v . ¢

United States .

At . A

When there is evidcnce that more than one individuél is

-

involved in a scheme ‘that could constitute a_vicibtion of

N4

one of the substantive affenses described above, the - R

+government will often charge the individuals under a . ‘ . (?

conspiracy statute. The Ianguage of the one most

9Qmmcn1y used is as follows' . " __'.(\>

~

L™
'

- "If two or more persons'pcnspire either to commit any
) _

~offense against ‘the pnited States, or to defraud the

United States, or any agency’thenedf in any manner or
for any purposegvand one or“mcrc of suoh‘persons do

N any act ‘tojeffect the object of the conspiracy, each
- shall be fined not’more than $10,?00 ‘or imprisoned

“not more than Tive years, or both,
. , ' o

. ‘ |
' ' , "If however, the offense, the 97

the object of the conspiracy, 1s\a misdemeanor only,

the punishment ﬁor such conspira y shall not exceed

;\ ’ t

\ S -
: . . the maximum punishment providéd for such - /&j
: * . ' | ' . . L ‘- l‘ .I T

- misdemeanor . .
! . " ) . B . . ‘ L
" ,WA..L;&_- i i n." IR S G " o ‘
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LVII. 0IG PROJECTS AND STUDIES °

4

| The following describes some of the AFDC-projqus and studiee

- that the OIG has either conducted or: has otherwise been ‘directly
involved with. The list is not all inclusive and is intended

| selely‘to give a general.idea of the range of 0IG interests. It
should also be noted that while the 0IG Office of Investigatiohs
has been involved in many of these projects because of its
invest;gative responsibility, some of the projects have been
devised and progranmed by the 0IG Office of Audit. Similarly,

-+

. the QiG Office of grogram InsﬁectionS'has also significantly

pérticipated in this area.

-

A. Project Match
. . : /
This ptojeot involved the computer matth of Federal employee
rolls with AFDC tenefit eells. It repreeehted the OiG's
initial broad effort to detect end.combat AFDC fraﬁd and -
established a precedent for large scale Federal/State |
matching. A gfeaﬁ deal was learndéd about:the Federal
requirements which_must'be met before'a'match can be

undertaken and about the oriteria that should be selected and

1ncluded in the design of a program being created to identify

~N

-

possible fraud cases.'

B o +
"
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.Project Missing Kids-

| of New Hampshire opted to conduct a similar match involving

Connecticut Alien éenefit Prqjeot

_ i \ ,
This project, whigh was oondug&gd with other Faderal law
enforcement aéenoies, was intended pnimarily to'identify'l ’ .
aliens who had falsified ;inf‘ormation in order to obtain | |
student loans. As part df-the investigation, OI reviewed e
list of SSN's used to obtain these student loans When OI “L<\ é

identified an improper or invalid SSN, a check was made‘zz

) ~ ¢ |
determine if other Federal or_State benefits were being paid !
under the SSN:. In 36 percent of the convictrﬁns}obtainedﬂto

_ y * » - .
date, the indictment also charged the individual with an AFDC

violation. ) | .

This project, which'was first corfducted in Connectiout, . SN

matched AFDC.records against school attendance recgrds, vital
' _ R
statistics records and Medicaid records. The ob.jeck of the

match was to’detect fictitious children on the AFDC rolls.
R .

Several convictions have been obtained and additlonal cases

are pending. Based upon the success of this match the State

‘

its AFDC rolls. State investiijtors are reviewing'hundnedsl

of cases resulting from that~match.“ : '; ) - .

a
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D. Project.Sonoma

4
This was an-experimeﬁtal project done by 0IG investigative
¢ ' staff with th%'Sonoma County, California.Wqﬁfhre Department .

and State Fraud Prevention Bureau, It concentrated on the

-AF DC progfam with Fhe 6bJectiVe of identifying suspect cases ':ﬁ
where children in the family receivfhé aid were under 5 gears

old. Based on previous odﬂes, a basic profile was creaty&wr

that simulates a case 11ke1y to have fraud associated with-

’ . it. The parameters used in the’ profile were computerized. .

[

- The output was a list of AFDC cases for further

1

investigation. These cases were subsequently.investigated by

(8]

Califoqnia authorities.

AR

E. AFDC States Benefit Prof®t (Project Sacramento) .
5 . ~ - | W \ .

-

”

Once called "Project Sacramento," tﬁe AFDC States Benefit
Project was. initiated by OI 1n SacYamento, Califbrnia, in

\ w.1980 to respond to State and county’ prosecution needs to

quickly obtain-copiez of Treasury cHths ang extracts of SSA

payment records for Lise in AFDC prpseod&}ons. Because of the

+

success of the project, OI beoéme the national focallpoint

for requests for 3Uch'déta in welfare’ fraud cases.

[ ]
D

o B‘EST‘ COPY AVAILABLE
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- Project operations have sinée.beén,#%ﬁocated to Bailtimore and

-

renamed the "AFDC ‘States Benefit Projeot“" Appendix A is an

extract from the AFDC States Benefit Project user's manual
It describes the purpose of the project ‘and how one may

[ -

request service from the project. The forms which are
referred to in the text of the user's manual can be supplied

by the OIG regional project agents, as shown in Appendix A.
. : W

Inventory of State Computer Matching Technplogy

' %

Phe 0IG has published an inventory of-State matching v
acttvities involving the AFDC program. The inventory

identifies, .as of October 1982, computer matching mrogramjr

conducted by(?tates with State labor agencles, the Social
Security Admlnistration and othen public and private s 'é
In addition, the inventory shows .the use, on 57 EO
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agencies.

State-by-State basis, of:

. Front-end matching to verify eligibility. 7 o o

-
."Interjurisdictional matches between States.

0 N
L4

. Intrajurisdiétional matches within States.

*
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. N ]
To (facilitate information sharing, each match description

also identifies a contact person for additional information.
‘This inventory has been broadly distributed withinvOIG and
the State AFDC agencies; additional ocopies may be obtained

threugh the 0IG Office of Program Inspeotibns.

Standardized Formats for Computer Matching

-

The OIG is working’wiih seven States and the District of

Cdlumbia to ,pilot test the 1mp1emen£ation of standardized

computer matching formats. The use of standardized formats

.

is expected to: ' o
e

. Reduce the degree of intrusion into personal records.

N

. Lead to significant savings in the elimination of costs
associated with developing computer software for matching

purposes.

. Reduce the'gmouﬁt-of timerit takg; to conduét a matching -

~ o
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a

operation.
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.&Reddte the numbeﬁ%of cases in which follow-up investigation

is neoessary, by refining matching criteria;‘

~
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Project Birthdate

This project, which involves a program 0IG offered to States,
has been conducted in several States with good.results.

“ Under the projeoé, the computer scans the AFDC rolls and
looks fo;'families having two or more recipignts with
identical birth dates. The folf%wing ar.e Loﬁe of the typé§

of situations that are detected under this.project.

Mother and fathef.(bbtb receiving.AFDC payments as head.of

different fgm?lies) claiming the same dependent ch}ldren.‘
]

Mothef and gﬂdndmbther (Both receiving AFDQ payments as

head of différent families) claiming the same dependent

children.

Ficticious bftth’oertifioates for:non-existent-dependentp

" ohildren.‘

r




'violations of other laws or statutes, must be denied. Thil} . °

- A. -State Verification of the.Apéuracy QEKSopial Security
- Numbers. Tge AFDC Stated Benefit. Project wyll- provide

AFDC STATES BENEFIT PROJECT APPENDIX A
_ | USER'S MANUAL 3 AL
I. PURPOSE: The AFDC States Benef'it Project was established by
Richard P. Kusserow, Inspector General of the Department of
Health and Human Services, to assist State and local agencies in

. the detection and prosecution of fraud against Federal/State

income maintenance and benefit programs. It provides a simple.
and expeditigus way for State and local investigators and
prosecutors to obtain information about benefits paid under
Titles II and XVI of the Soacial Security Act. Title II benefits
include Retirement, Survivors, Disability, and Black Lung
benefits; Title XVI is the Supplemental Security lncome program,

IT. WHO MAY USE THIS SERVICE: State and local agencies involved
in the investigation and prosecution of fraud against Federal’,
State and local income maintenance, medical assistance, and °
welfare programs may use the services of the AFDC States Benefit
Project to obtain the information described below from the
regords of the Social Security Administration and the Treasury
Department. Agencies that used this service before January 1,
1983 are assumed  to be authorized users, and may continue to tuse
the service. .

Agencies that have not previously used these services should
submit a written request to the Regioné’ Project Agent for their:
region (see Paragraph VII and Attgchment 1 for addresses, and
regional jurisdictions of the Regional Project Agents),
indicating the program(s) for which the agency is responsible and
the legal authority under which the agency operates. -

III. AUTHORIZED USES OF INFORMATION: Information obtained from
Social Security Admlnistration and Treasury Department records
through the AFDC States Benefit Project may be used only in
connection with the investigation and prosecution of fraud .
against Federal, State and local income.maintenance, medical
assistance, and welfare programs. Requests for this information
for other purposes, such as investigations or prosecutions of . .

service is not available to law enforcement agencies not engaged
in the investigation or prosecution of violations of benefit
programs-. - . . ‘

IV. TYPES OF ;INFORMATION AVAILABLE: State and local agencies
may obtain information concerning the accuracy of social security
numbers provided by applicants for benefits; eligibility for and
payment of benefits under Title II and XVI of the Social Security:
Act, and the issuance of Title II and XVI benefit chetks by the
Treasury Department. L :

4

ormation from SSA'S records to. verify whHether the social
security number (SSN) provided by-an applicant for State or local
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- income maintenance or medical assistance benefits is the number y
1ssued to that individual.. The Project will notify the ,

" ‘requesting agency that the case and number provided do or do not T
match with SSA's enumeration records. The Project cannot provide

‘ *a name to match a number or a number to match a name. The B
requester must provide botﬁ%the name and the SSN which are to be e
verified. - ' > ” : e

B. Benefit Payment Extracts. Where the apﬁiicant for or
recipient of State and local benefits is also receiving Title II o~

v - or Title XVI bengfits from the 'Social:.Security Administration, -

the Project can provide certified extracts of the benefits paid-/
to that individual and members of his/hér family who are
receiving benefits. ese extracts will show the date that the
beneficiary became éntdtled to benefits, the months for which
berefits were paid, and the amount of benefits paid.: ' '

- C.  Photocopies of Benefit Checks. If there is a need to. .
# . . prove that 5 state or Iocal welfare applicant or recipfent also
actually received and negotiated benefit check(s), ‘the Project

can request and provide certified photocopies of Title II and XVI

. benefit checks issued by the.Treasury Department. Check copy -
T requests are limited to 3 checks per.calendar yaar and a maximum.
) of 18 chegks per cgse. Coplies of checks should paﬁ be requested
for any period beyond the statute of limitations on prosecutions
(normally 5 years.) ) '

. =
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V. HOW _TO REQUEST SERVICE:' The form to use to request service,
from the Project is-atbached (Attachment 2). This form should bé*
reproduced locally, signed by the requesting offd4cial, a‘d‘mailed
directly to: ' _ L _

o ) ’ ' - ' ¢ oo
AFDC States Benefit Project Manager : i
0I, 0IG, HHS v : L
P.0O, Box 21024 = - o T . N _

Baltimore, MD,-21228 . N AT

> < -

A separate request- form should be used. for each case or each a
request. Project .services may be requested sequentially (e.g., -
first request SSN verification; upon receiving verification, .
request a certified bénefits extract; and upon receiving the /

. - extract, request check photocopies), or all needed Services may

. b¢ requested at the same .time on the same form. -

] N 8

v VI. CASE COMPLETION REPORT: "Each requesting agency will be " o
required to submit a report to the AFDC States Benef®t. Project :
upon- completion of their action on the case, summarizing the
results achieved on the case. This report should be submitted on

- Project Form 85 attached (Attachment 3). This information .is
necessary tq allow the Office of the Inspector General to -

' evaluate the results and improve the benefits of this service. .
Receipt of a completed form 8-S will also permit the Project to
discontiue efforts on.a case where violations aspects are closed
while requests to the Project ard pending, . ' :

. - L . .
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'VII. ROLE OF THE REGIONAL PROJECT AGENT: A Regional Project
Agent (RPAY has been deslgnated—for each of the 10 geographic
regions of the Department of Heslth and Human Serviees%bto serve

++-as the primary point of contact between the Project ang the State
and lpcal agencies in that region. The addresses, telqgphone :
numbers, and geographic jurisdictions of the RPA's are listed on
- - Attachment 1, While requests for service will be mailed directly
' to the Baltimore address, -and reSponses will be mailed directly
“back to the requester, all other contacts with the Project should
. " be made through the RPA. The RPA will: X
: . .
A. Approve requests to use the Project's services by
.agencies that have not previously used it. . . 3

B. Provide advice and guidance-to State and local agencies
concerning the services available, what type of information to
request to successfully pursue a case, how to request that
information, and how to interpret the information received from
the Project!, including how to read computer printouts that may be
provided.

C. Anewer inquiries from requesting agencies congerning the ;
status of requests that have been submitted. .

VIII. STATUS REPORTS ON PENDING REQUESTS: ~ A1l inquiries o
concerning the status of requests for information submitted to
the Project should be made to the Regional Project Agent. The
Project will not :routinely acknowledge receipt of a request;
requesting agencies may send their requests by certified mail, . . .
return receipt requested, if a guarantee is needed that the
request has been received Requesting agencies should allow
Sufficient time to proces® and respond to the request before
asking for the status of the request. Requesters should allow at
least 4 weeks for verifications of SSN's, 6 weeks for certified
benefit extracts, and 8 weeks for photocopies of chetks.

. IX. EXPEDITED SERVICE: The Project may be able-to expedite 3SSN:
verifications and certified benefit extragts. in those situations
¢+ where the Y¥ase is scheduled for trial in the immediate future.
. If expedited service is required, the RPA should be notified so
ff[ . that he/she may alert the Project Manager that the request is B
' " coming and provide the "subject's S3N, name, and the time period L
P for which a certified extract is needed The request form should
specify the scheduled trial date, and should be sent by exXpress L
mail to the Project Manager ‘at the address give above - '

There is no procedure at. this time for obtaining eXPedited
certified check photocopies. A

‘X. EXPERT WLTNESSES: The Project will*attempt to provide expert

witnesses when testimony is required to introduce documents as
evidehce. A written request for. an expert witness should be

. Amailed\to the Projec"\ganager well in advance of the scheduled
trial'date. The requeft should specify the document for which

~ testimony is required, - | BEST COPY AVA[LABLE
L 42
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kS Department of HealtH and Human Services i
' Office of Inspeotor General
' " OI, AFIC States Benefit Project
LY -+ PO, Box %102" . . . T
' . Baltimore, Maryland 21228 . MR
‘ ) e s . v
' | ‘ . , :
. There i3 an AFDC Regional Project Agent (RPA) in each Federal Region. They
! can provide information and assist in obtaining information from the
Project . -
) o .
Federal Region - Regional Project Agent Telephone s
Region Connecticut,wyaine, Massa- FO Box 8767, 4" (617) 223-1477
-1 chusetts New Hampshire, JFK Station ° _ FTS 8-223-1477 .
Rhode' Island, Vermont Boston, MA 02111 _
Region New York, New Jersey, _PO'Boi 3209 (212) 264-7173 . .
11 Puerto Rico Church Street Station - FTS 8-26U4-7173 A
. , . New York, NY 10008 OR  264-8270 4
Region Delaware, District of .PO" Box 8269 (215) 596-1393 |
11T Columbia, Maryland, Philadelphia, PA 19101. FIS 8-596-1391 \ -
~ Pennsylvania, Virginia, ' e . -
West Virginia T 7 e ¢
‘Region Alabama, Florida, Georgia, PO 'Box 1761 - (HOH) F21-2556
- 1V Kentucky, Mississippi, Atlanta, GA 30301 ~-242-2556 oy -
" North Carolina, South e ' p
Carolina¢ Tennessee ;
. ) e ' ;‘.‘
Region Illinois, Michigan, Ohid, Room 1160 (312) 353-8203 T
. V' Wisconsin, Indiana, 175 W. Jacksbn Blyd. FTS 8-353-8203
. Minnesota Chicago, IL 60604 ' S
Region Arkansas, Louisiana, New  1200\Main ToWer:Bldg. =~ (214) 767-3423
2 ‘Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas Room ' 1635 - FIS 8-729-3u423:
. ., Dallas, ¥X 75202 ’»
, Region Ilowa, Kansas, Mi§souri, PO 2Qu88 . (816) 374—3811 _ ‘
V11 Nebraska Kangas City, MO 64196 FTS 8-758-3811 _ 7
Y | } 3 .
] Region Colorado, Montana;, North Box 2692 ; (303) 844-5357 :
VIII  Dakota, South Dakota, Denver, €0 80201 FIS 8-564-5357 S
‘Upah, Wyoming ' : ‘ ' ' ' ' ,‘~ 5
| Region Arizona, California, - PO Box 42516 | (415)‘556-6937 -"_{;
IX Hawdii, Nevada, Guam San Francisco, CA 94101 FTS 8-556-6937 . & o
N. Mariana Islands, £ ‘ . . o
Region - Alaska, Idaho, Qregoh, . 2901 Third Avenue (206) 399-0478 B N
X .  Washington Mail Stop 211 FTS 8-399-0478 .
. Seattle, WA 98121 a
Lt _ 39 ._43 : R
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