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Report To The Congress
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States Use Several Strategies
To Cope With Funding Reductions
Under Social Services Block Grant

In 1981 three categorical grant programs
were consolidated 1into the social services
block grant, which gave states greater
authority for program management Al-
though federal support decreased as states
began implementing the block grant, 11 of
the 13 states GAO wvisited increased therr
total social services expenditures between
1981 and 1983, primarily through increased
state and other nonfederal funding as well
as transfers from other federal block grant
programs The growthinexpenditures, how-
ever, rarely kept pace with the increase In
inflation during thts period

For the most part, states continued to fund
the same programs as they had under the
prior categornical programs, but changes
were made to program priornties, services
offered, and clhient eligibihity to better reflect
states’ views and adjust to hmitations on
avallable funds The same state agencies
that had managed the prior social services
programs assumed block grant responsi-
bitities and reported making administrative
improvements Qverall, state officials were
pleased with the block grant, while many
interest groups preferred the prior approach
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON D C 20548

B-214248

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

Various committees of the Congress requested that the
General Accounting Office review the i1implementation of the block
grants created by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981.
The enclosed report provides comprehensive information concern-
1ng the progress states are making in implementing the social
services block grant. It is one of several reports we will
1ssue on block grant implementation.

Copies of this report are being sent to the appropriate
House and Senate committees; the Secretary of Health and Human
Services; the Director, Office of Management and Budget; and
the Governors and legislatures of the states we visited.
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Comptroller General
of the United States






COMPTROLIIER GENERAL'S STATES USE SEVERAL STRATEGIES
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS TO COPE WITH FUNDING REDUCTIONS
UNDER SOCIAL SERVICLES BLOCK GRANT

DLGEST
The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
substantially changed the administration of
various federal domestic assistance programs by
consolidating numerous federal categorical pro-
grams into block grants and shifting primary
administrative responsibility to states. This
report focuses on the social services block
grant (SSBG) and 1s one of a series GAO will
issue to give the Congress a status report on
block grant implementation.

GAO did 1ts work in 13 states: California,
Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, Mississippi, New York, Pennsyl-
vania, Texas, Vermont, and Washington. These
states receive about 48 percent of the national
SSBG appropriations and account for an equival-
ent portion of the nation's population. While
these states represent a diverse cross-—-section,
GAO's work cannot be projected to the entire
country.

BLOCK GRANT REMOVES PROGRAM RESTRICTIONS
BUT REDUCES FEDERAL FUNDING

Social services programs are designed to protect
individuals from abuse and neglect, help them
hecome self-sufficient, and reduce the need for
institutional care. The federal government has
funded such programs since 1956 when the Con-
gress authorized a dollar-for-dollar match of
state social services spending. Between 1962
and 1972, the federal matching amount was in-
creased and several program changes were made to
encourage increased state spending. By 1972, a
limit was placed on federal social services
spending because of rapidly rising costs. The
federal socilal services program was restructured
1n 1975, when title XX was added to the Social
Security Act and when federal administration of
social services programs was centralized. (See
pp. 1 and 2.)
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The 1981 block grant legislation consolidated
the title XX programs into SSBG and gave states
greater program authoraity. Also, SSBG elimi-
nated several requirements, i1ncluding earmarking
$200 million annually for day care. The imple-
mentation of SSBG was also accompanied by re-
duced federal funding. 1In fiscal year 1981, the
national title XX appropriation was $2.991 bil-
lion, compared to $2.4 billion under SSBG for
fiscal year 1982--a 20-percent decrease. Fund-
ing for 1983 was $2.45 billion from SSBG plus an
additional $225 million appropriated through the
emergency 3Jjobs bill legislation for a total of
$2.675 billion. Between 1981 and 1983, the 13
states GAO visited experienced decreases in SSBG
funding ranging from 8.3 percent in Florida to
20 percent in New York. The amount of reduction
varied by state as a result of updated popula-
tion data used to determline each state's alloca-
tion. (See pp. 2, 4, and 10.)

STATES ASSUME A LARGER
SHARE OF FUNDING

SSBG represents one of several funding sources
for state social services programs, and deci-
si1ons on how to use SSBG funds are integrated
into most states' overall social services plan-
ning and budgeting processes. Consequently,
changes in federal, state, and other funding
were 1mportant concerns in establishing program
priorities.

Although SSBG funding in 1982 and 1983 was below
1981 levels, total expenditures for social ser-
vices increased during this period in 11 of 13
states GAO visited, ranging from 1 percent in
Michigan and Pennsylvania to 24 percent in New
York. The increase in total expenditures was
primarily due to increased state and other non-
federal funding, as well as transfers from other
federal block grant programs. Between 1981 and
1983, state revenues and funds from other
sources, such as fees and local matching contri-
butions, increased in 12 of the 13 states, rang-
ing from 1 percent in Florida to 57 percent in
Kentucky. As SSBG allocations declined, the
proportion of total expenditures shouldered by
state and other funds rose from 49 percent in
1981 to 54 percent in 1983. (See pp. 9 to 15.)
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Additionally, in 1982 and 1983 the 13 states
transferred a total of $112 million into SSBG
from the low-income home energy assistance block
grant. In 1983, all the states obtained supple-
mental jobs bill funds, and several states used
more federal Medicaid funds to provide social
services. (See pp. 16 to 20.)

However, considering a national inflation factor
for state and local purchases of goods and ser-—-
vices of 13.5 percent from 1981 to 1983, total
expenditures declined in 11 of the 13 states,
ranging from less than 1 percent i1n Mississippi
to 19 percent in Washington. (See p. 13.)

STATES MODIFY CERTAIN SERVICES
AND CLIENT ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

For the most part, service areas funded in 1981
continued to receive support in 1983 as states
attempted to maintain program continuity. How-
ever, the reduced SSBG allocations caused states
to reorder the priorities of individual service
areas, reduce or eliminate services, and alter
client eligibility criteria.

Although state priorities varied, certain trends
di1d emerge. As shown on the next page, states
gave higher priority to adult and child protec-
tive services, adoption and foster care, home-
based services, and family planning. Although
complete data were not always available, 1in most
states these expenditures were maintained or
increased as a percentage of total expenditures.
Conversely, more states decreased the share of
expenditures for day care and the other services
category, which includes various services, such
as family counseling and juvenile services.
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INGREASE NUMBER OF STATES THAT CHANGED THE PERCENT OF TOTAL

NO CHANGE SOCIAL SERVICE EXPENDITURES BY SERVICE AREA
DECREASE (1981 -- 1983)
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States also changed specific services and client
eligibility criteria. Seven reported client
eligibility changes for day care, such as lower-
1ng the income limits to qualify for assistance.
Four states added or deleted specific services,
such as housing and health services counseling,
in their other services category. Other changes
varied considerably by service area and included
modifying services, altering targeting policies,
and changing staffing levels.

The 48 1ndividual service providers GAO visited
to obtain some examples of local operations ex-
perienced a wide variety of changes. These
providers were diverse in their organization,
funding sources, services offered, and size of
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operations. The types of changes they reported
included staff reductions, increased workloads
per caseworker, and increased fees. (See pp. 29
to 48.)

STATES CARRY OUT PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES

The administrative involvement states had with
the prior programs minimized the need for major
organizational changes under SSBG. The few
organizational changes made were designed to in-
crease local program discretion or to respond to
funding cuts. States were carrying out their
expanded management role by establishing program
requlrements, monitoring grantees, providing
technical assistance, collecting data, and

arranging for audits of funds. These efforts
were often i1ntegrated with state efforts for
other state or federal programs. (See pp. 49 to
59.)

According to state officials, after block grant
implementation 10 of the 13 states changed or
standardized their administrative requirements,
10 reduced the time and effort involved in re-
porting to the federal government, 7 reduced the
time and effort involved in preparing applica-
tions, and 4 improved planning and budgeting.
While there were numerous indications of admin-
1strative simplification, specific cost savings
could not be quantified, and officials offered
varying perceptions of changes in administrataive
costs under the block grant. (See pp. 59 to
65.)

LITTLE CHANGE IN INVOLVEMENT
OF STATE ELECTED OFFICIALS AND
CITIZEN INPUT PROCESSES

Because most governors and legislatures were in-
volved in program decisions under the prior pro-
gram, little additional involvement occurred
under SSBG. Similarly, the prior program man-
dated that states provide opportunities for
citizen input, and states generally continued to
use processes already 1n place. All 13 states
prepared their required report on the intended
use of SSBG funds, and 12 states reported hold-
ing public hearings even though they are not



required. Also, 1l states used one or more
advisory committees. State officials reported
that these information sources were important in
the decisionmaking process. (See pp. 66 to 74.)

Interest group satisfaction with state efforts
to obtain input varied. For example, about 62
percent were satisfied with their access to
state officials, while 57 percent were dissa-
tisfied with the availability of information
prior to hearings. However, interest groups
that participated in such activities as testify-
ing at hearings were more satisfied than those
not as actively involved. Also, more interest
groups were dissatisfied than satisfied with the
states' responses to their specific program con-
cerns. 8Sixty percent believed that changes
states made adversely affected the organizations
or individuals they represented. Only 21 per-
cent viewed state changes favorably:; the others
percelved no impact. (See pp. 74 to 77.)

OVERALL PERCEPTIONS DIFFER

Overall, state executive and legislative offi-
cirals viewed the block grant as more flexible
and less burdensome than prior programs, and
found it to be a more desirable way of funding
social services programs. Conversely, most in-
terest groups viewed it to be less desirable.
However, both interest groups and state offi-
cials expressed concern about the federal fund-
ing reductions that accompanied the block grant,
which from their perspective tended to somewhat
diminish its advantages. It was often difficult
for individuals to separate block grants--the
funding mechanism--from block grants--the
budget-cutting mechanism. (See pp. 77 and 78.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

Department of Health and Human Services offi-
clals commented that this report accurately sum-
marized implementation of SSBG. They also made
several oral suggestions of a technical nature,
and where appropriate, these were incorporated
into this report.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Public Law
97-35) substantially changed the administration of various fed-
eral domestic assistance programs by consolidating numerous fed-
eral categorical programs into block grants and shifting primary
administrative responsibility to the states. Of the nine block
grants enacted, four relate to health services, one to social
services, one to low-income energy assistance, one to education,
one to community development, and one to community services.

The 1981 act gives states greater discretion, within cer-
tain legislated limitations, to determine programmatic needs,
set priorities, allocate funds, and establish oversight mechan-
1sms. Since the act was passed, the Congress, as well as the
public and private sectors, has been dgreatly interested in how
the states have exercised their additional discretion and what
changes the block grant approach has held for services provided
to the people. In August 1982 we provided the Congress an
1nitial assessment of the 1981 legislation in our report en-
titled Farly Observations on Block Grant Implementation (GAO/
GGD-82-79, Aug. 24, 1982).

Subsequently, we embarked on an effort designed to provide
the Congress with a series of comprehensive, updated reports on
states' implementation of these programs.l This report ad-
dresses the implementation of the social services block grant
(ssSBG).

HISTORY OF FEDERAL SOCIAL
SERVICES PROGRAMS

The federal government has helped fund state social serv-
ices programs since the mid-1950's. The 1956 amendments to the

lother reports issued include (1) States Are Making Good Pro-
gress 1n Implementing the Small Cities Community Development
Block Grant Program, September 8, 1983 (GAO/RCED-83-186); (2)
Maternal and Child Health Block Grant: Program Changes Emerg-
1ing Under State Administration, May 7, 1984 (GAO/HRD-84-35),
{(3) States Use Added Flexibility Offered by the Preventive
llealth and Health Services Block Grant, May 8, 1984 (GAO/HRD-
84-41), (4) States Have Made Few Changes in Implementing the
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Block Grant, June 6,
1984 (GAO/HRD-84-52), and (5) States Fund an Expanded Range of
Activities Under Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Block
Grant, June 27, 1984 (GAO/HRD-84-64).




Social Security Act authorized the federal government to fund 50

percent of state social services spending. It was hoped that
through the provision of social services, the unemployed could
achieve economic independence. In 1962, the federal share was

increased to 75 percent, eligibility was broadened, and state
social service departments were allowed to purchase services
from other state agencies. These modifications had more success
than the 1956 amendments in encouraging increased spending for
social services.

When the 1962 amendments came up for renewal in 1967, case-
loads had increased further. As a result, amendments were en-
acted requiring states to provide services to train and motivate
the unemployed and strengthen the family unit. In addition,
states were required to provide day care and homemaker services.
States were also given the authority to purchase services from
private providers.

Federal expenditures for social services continued to grow,
however, and in 1972 the Congress limited federal spending for
social services to $2.5 billion annually. Also, in 1975, the
Congress amended the Social Security Act by adding a new provi-
sion, title XX, which replaced the prior federal social services
programs and set forth five broad national goals:

--To help people become or remain economically self-
supporting.

-~To help people become or remain self-sufficient.

--To protect children and adults who cannot protect them-
seives from abuse, neglect, and exploitation and to
help families stay together.

--To prevent and reduce inappropriat
r_ | T oy

much as pOSSlULe by aKl"lq nome an community services
available.
--To arrange for approprlate placement and serv vices 1in an
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To achieve these goals, three categorical programs were estab-
lished within title XX--day care, social services, and
training.
THE SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT
Effective October 1, 1981, gection 2352 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 amended title XX of the Social



Security Act to establish SSBG. Although 1t consolidated the
three title XX categorical grant programs, SSBG maintained title
XX's five goals and provided states with funds for socilral serv-
ices that are directed toward achieving these goals. Such serv-
1ces include, but are not limited to, home-based services, child
day care services, adoption and foster care services, protective
services for children and adults, family planning, employment,
education and training, and information and referral services.

The prior title XX program had been administered by the
states and, in many respects, functioned as a block grant.
Therefore, few initial adjustments were needed to accommodate
the transition to SSBG. The major changes introduced by SSBG
were the elimination of requirements pertaining to:

--Earmarking of $200 million for day-care services.

--Using 50 percent of a state's title XX allocation for
services to welfare recipients.

--Limiting services to families with incomes below 115
percent of the state's median income.

~--State's sharing cost of social services.

Under SSBG, state regquirements are few and, in addition to re-
quiring that services be directed at one of the five goals, con-
s1st mainly of filing a report on the intended use of the funds,
preparing a report at least every 2 years on how funds have been
spent, and auditing the expenditures every 2 years.

The implementation of SSBG was accompanied by federal fund-
ing reductions. The 1982 block grant funds distributed in
states were about 19 percent below the 1981 levels for the cate-
goricals consolidated into the block grant. Funding to states
rose over 1l percent in fiscal year 1983, but the 1983 levels
were still below the 1981 levels. The following table shows the
appropriations and distributions to all states for the 1980-84

period.



Total Title XX/SSBG Funding

Year—-to-year

Appropriated changes 1n funds
I"iscal and allocated Distributed distributed
year to states in states Dollars Percent

(millions)

1980 $2,795 $2,795

19812 2,975 2,975 180 6.4
1982 2,400 2,400 (575) (19.3)
19830 2,675 2,675 275 11.5
1984 2,675 2,675 0 0

Anoes not include the $16.1 million appropriated for the
territories of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and the
Northern Marianas.

DIncludes $225 million appropriated through the Emergency Jobs
Appropriation Act of 1983.

Several of the block grants received supplemental funding
1in 1983 through the Emergency Jobs Appropriations Act of 1983
(Public Law 98-8), commonly referred to as the jobs bill. This
legislation provided an additional $225 million to be used by
the states for social services. Of this total, $106.5 million
(47 percent) was allocated to the 13 states.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Our primary objective i1n work on all block grants is to
provide the Congress with comprehensive reports on the states'
progress in implementing them. To do that, as shown in the map
on the following page, we did our work in 13 states: Califor-
nia, Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Migsissippi, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas, Vermont, and Wash-
ington. These states were selected to attain geographic balance
and to include states with (1) differing fiscal conditions and
varying ranges of per capita incomes, (2) varying degrees of
involvement by state executive and legislative branches in over-
seeing and appropriating federal funds, and (3) a variety of
service providers offering social services. At least one state
was selected in every standard federal region and, in total, the
13 states accounted for approximately 48 percent of SSBG funds
in 1983 and an equivalent portion of the nation's population.
However, our sample of 13 states was a judgmental selection and
not intended for projection purposes.
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Our review focused on how states are implementing SSBG and
what changes, particularly those related to the block grant,
have occurred since the consolidation of the prior categorical
programs. Information was obtained at three management levels:
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) headquarters, the
state, and service providers.

At the federal level, we obtained SSBG fund allocations
for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983 and certain program
information from HHS headquarters in Washington, D.C. Also, we
discussed with headquarters officials HHS policies for
implementing and monitoring the program.

At the state and local levels, we used a wide variety of
data collection instruments and approaches to obtain information
from two overall sources: (1) individuals or organizations
responsible for or having an interest in a single block grant
and (2) individuals or organizations responsible for or having
an 1nterest in multiple block grants. These instruments were
desi1gned with the objective of gathering consistent information
across states and across block grants where reasonable and
practical.

The first set of information sources included state program
officials responsible for administering SSBG and individual
service providers. To obtain information from these sources, we
used a state program officials questionnaire, financial informa-
tion schedules, a state audit guide, a service provider data
collection guide, and an administrative cost guide.

Almost identical versions of the program officials ques-
ti1onnaire and administrative cost guide were used for all block
grants. The other three instruments had to be tailored to each
block grant because of differences in the types of programs and
services provided under each block grant and the manner in which
financial information had to be collected. Data were collected
for eight major service areas--groupings of generic services
most commonly found throughout the states, plus a catchall area
which we refer to as other services and which includes all serv-
1ces that states did not include in the eight major service
areas. Our analysis of financial trends focused on changes in
total social services expenditures from federal, state, and
other sources, not exclusively on block grant funds. We in-
cluded in total social services expenditures all moneys spent by
states for the types of services that have historically been
funded by title XX. As a result, we did not make determinations
regarding whether states complied with specific requirements of
the law regarding the use of SSBG funds.



The service provider data collection guide was used not to
ohtain comprehensive data from the service provider level but
rather to identify examples of the implications, for service
providers, of state policies and practices in block grant im-
plementation. We visited 48 service providers which were judg-
mentally selected by taking into consideration types and sizes
of service providers, urban and rural locations within the

states, and types of social services provided. 1In our selec-
ti1on, we attempted to include, where appropriate, at least three
service providers from each state. In two states we expanded

our selection to include additional service providers and units
of local government that both provided services and passed block
grant funds received from the state through to other service
providers.

The second set of information sources included representa-
tives from the governor's office, various officials from the
state legislature, and public interest groups. To obtain in-
formation from these sources, we used questionnaires which gen-
erally asked about the respondent's specific experience with the
block grants and obtained perceptions concerning the block grant
concept.

The questionnalre sent to public interest groups solicited
thelr views concerning how the state in which the group is lo-
cated had 1mplemented and administered the block grant. We
1dentified interest groups by contacting about 200 national
level organizations, a private organization with extensive
knowlerdge about block grants, officials i1n the states we vis-
ited, and by reviewing mailing lists provided by HHS. Although
not a representative sample of all concerned public interest
groups, we malled out 1,662 questionnaires and received 786
responses, of which 316 indicated having at least some knowledge
of their state's implementation of SSBG. These 316 respondents
became the basis for our analysis of public i1nterest groups for
SSBG; however, not all 316 responded to each question.

A detailed discussion of the content, source of informa-
ti1on, and method of administration for each data collection in-
strument 1s 1ncluded i1n appendix I. Our work was done in accor-
dance with generally accepted government auditing standards.

All questionnaires were pretested and subjected to external
review prior to their use. The extent of pretest and review
varied, but in each case one or more knowledgeable state offi-
c1als or other organizations provided their comments concerning
the questionnaire or completed the questionnaire and discussed
thelir obhservations with us. Also, the service provider data
collection guide was discussed extensively with various public



and private service providers. The design of the financial in-
formation schedules was developed in consultation with the Urban
Institute and HHS.

Our fieldwork on SSBG was done primarily between January
and August 1983. At the conclusion of our work, individual
state summaries were prepared containing the data developed
using the financial information schedules and the state audit
guide. We briefed state officials on the information contained
in the summary and gave them an opportunity to comment on its
accuracy and completeness. Particular attention was given to
the financial information, and state officials were asked to
review the data to ensure that the data accurately represented
trends in the use of categorical and block grant funds over the
1981-83 period. Our summaries were modified, where appropriate,
based on the comments provided by state officials. The final
summaries, together with information received directly from
questionnaire respondents, were used to prepare this report.

The information presented in this report was developed for
the purpose of assessing the status of SSBG implementation and
not i1intended to evaluate states' effectiveness 1n devising or
managing programs. Additionally, we obtained information on
state plans for auditing program expenditures. Because states
were just beginning their audits at the time of our fieldwork,
it was too early to evaluate the adequacy of the audits. There-
fore, we concentrated on determining the status of state efforts
to arrange for audits of block grant funds.

The following chapters focus on the funding patterns that
have emerged under SSBG and how they differed from the prior
programs, the changes that have been made at the state and serv-
ice provider levels to the type of SSBG services offered and how
they are delivered, state organization and management changes
that have been made, as well as the extent to which citizens,
state elected officials, and interest groups have been involved
1n processes which led to decisions on how block grant funds
would be used.



CHAPTER 2

OVERALL TRENDS IN HOW SOCIAL SERVICES

BLOCK GRANT FUNDS ARE USED

A major objective of block grants was to provide states
more authority to determine their needs and establish funding
priorities. States historically have played a major role in
administering social services programs, but the block grant ex-
panded opportunities to alter the funding patterns established
under the prior programs. Such opportunities, however, were
tempered by the reduced federal funding levels associated with
the block grant.

Despite smaller federal title XX allocations, total social
services expenditures increased between 1 and 24 percent from
1981 to 1983 in 11 of the 13 states. The increases were attri-
butable to increased state contributions, transfers from the
low-income home energy assistance (LIHEA) block grant, and the
shi1fting of certain social services costs to other federally
supported programs. After adjusting for inflation, only one
state experienced an increase in total social services expendi-
tures. IHowever, the emergency 7jobs bill legislation, enacted in
late 1983, provided additional federal funding for social serv-
ices.

While funding has been a central concern, states have used
their expanded flexibility to reassess program priorities and
have 1ntegrated planning for block grant funds into their over-
all social services planning and budgeting process. Total ex-
penditures increased in 8 of the 9 service areas for which we
obtained data, but the increases varied widely by service area
and by state.

STATES INTEGRATED SSBG PLANNING
INTO BROADEIR STATE PROCESSES

Planning for SSBG is 1ntegrated into most states' overall
social services planning and budgeting process, and 9 of the 13
states 1ndicated that they generally follow priorities for
state-funded programs in allocating block grant funds. The ex-
tent of the i1nteqgration varies, however. 1In some states the
processes are closely i1ntertwined. For example, in Pennsyl-
vania, no planning is done specifically for block grant funds
because state officials view such funds as just another funding
source to be allocated in the state's overall budgetary process.
As a result, the SSBG i1ntended use report is prepared from the
state's approved budget. In Michigan, the Department of Social
Services defines service and budget priorities. Once this
occurs, the state determines how it will allocate block grant
funds. 1In Massachusetts, the SSBG pre-—-expenditure report for



1983 was submitted to HHS prior to the appropriation of the
state's budget by the legislature. The appropriation differed
from the budget reflected in the pre-expenditure report, and the
SSBG plan had to be revised and resubmitted. Vermont uses a
comprehensive biennial plan as its application for the six IS
block grants and five categorical programs. This plan is sub-
mitted to the legislature during the state's appropriation
process as an integral factor in state budgetary decisions.

In contrast, SSBG planning is more of a separate process in
the four other states. For example, Mississippi officials noted
that there is no overall state plan for social services and that
plans for SSBG, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC),
and Child Welfare Services programs are developed separately.
Soci1al services officials anticipated combining these plans 1in
1985 to permit more efficient use of funds.

SSBG funds finance a significant portion of most states'
social services programs. In 1983, the ratio of SSBG funds to
total social services expenditures was about 30 percent 1in the
13 states. The percentages varied widely, however, ranging from
17 percent in Michigan to 75 percent in Mississippi. While the
hulk of the remaining program support comes from state revenues,
states may supplement these moneys with funds from other federal
programs, such as Medicaid and AFDC, and transfers from other
block grant programs. Certain states also require local en-
tities to provide cash matching funds or charge fees.

STATES REACT TO TITLE XX
FUNDING CUTS IN SIMILAR WAYS

Between 1981 and 1982, all 13 states experienced reductions
1n their federal social services allocations, ranging from 10.2
percent 1in Florida to 21.6 percent in New York. According to an
HHS official, the amount of reduction varied by state as a re-
sult of updated population data between 1981 and 1982. The of~
ficial explained that in 1983, all surveyed states received a
2.1-percent 1ncrease in SSBG funds because 1983 allocations were
based on the same population figures as the 1982 allocations.
Despite the 1983 increases, all 13 states experienced decreases
1n federal block grant funding over the 3~year period ranging
from 8.3 percent in Florida to 20 percent in New York. Appendix
Il shows state allotments of federal title XX and SSBG funds
between 1981 and 1983.

Although states received less federal funds, most increased
the total amount of their social services expenditures during
the 1981-83 period. This was accomplished by increasing the use
of other funding sources, such as state revenues and transfers
from other block grants. Unlike certain other block grants
which had carry-over federal funds from prior categorical awards
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to mitigate block grant funding reductions, states had histor-
ically spent their entire title XX categorical allotment in the

year received.

As shown in table 2.1, between 1981 and 1983, 11 states
increased total expenditures for their social services programs,
while two states reduced such expenditures. On an annual bhasis,
more states increased total social services expenditures during
1983 than during 1982. 1In 1982, seven states increased expendi-
tures for their social services programs, while s1x states ex-
perienced reductions. However, in 1983, total expenditures
increased in 10 states, while declining in only 3.

States used a variety of strategies to increase total
soclal services expenditures during a period of reduced federal
allocations. These strategies concentrated on securing more
funds. Specifically, they consisted of increasing state and
other funding sources, using funds transferred from LIHEA block
grant, transferring the costs of specific social services to
other federal and state programs, and using jobs bill funds.
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Table 2.1

Changes 1n States' Total Social Service
Expendituresa Since Implementing SSBG

1981-83
Change
Expenditures (1981-83)
State 1981 1982 1983 Dollars Percent
-{millions)-

California $ 731.5 $ 755.5 S 762.5 $ 31.1 4
Colorado 81.8 78.9 84.3 2.5 3
Florida 153.9P 160.6b 158, 5b 4,6P 3b
Iowa 65.9 63.4 61.4 (4.5) (7)
Kentucky 66.6 71.2 74.8 8.2 12
Magsachusetts 139.2 133.0 151.8 12.5 9
Michigan 580.6 557.3 585.0 4.4 1
Mississippi 32.0 36.3 36.2 4,2 13
New York 803.7 848.4 992.7 189.1 24
PennsylvaniaC® 475.9 461.6 483.0 7.2 1
Texas 296.1 297.8 330.5 34,3 12
Vermont 15.7 15.8 17.8 2.2 14
Washington 98.7 86.8 90.9 (7.9) (8)

Total $3,541.6 $3,566.79 $3,829.4 $287.8 8

A"Total social services expenditures" refers to the combination
of expenditures from title XX and other federal programs, as
well as state funds and other funds, such as fees and local
matching funds.

Prlorida expenditure data have been adjusted to make them com-
parable for all 3 years. The portion of title XX expenditures
devoted to mental health has been deducted for 1981 and 1982,
since comparable data were not available for 1983. Also, the
1982 and 1983 amounts were raised to include the approximate
expenditure amount for social services provided through other
federal programs, 1ncluding home-based services, services to
the developmentally disabled, and specialized family services.

COther federal funding data for social services in Pennsylvania
were not avallable.

dpi fference between sum of expenditures and total due to round-
ing error.
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As shown 1n table 2.2, when total expenditures are adjusted
for inflation, a different picture emerges. After considering
an 1nflation factor of 13.5 percent for state and local pur-
chases of goods and services over the 1981-83 period, only 1 of
the 13 states experienced increased total expenditures.

Table 2.2

Changes in States' Total Social
Services Expenditures® When Adjusted for Inflation

1981-83
Expenditures Change
Actual 1983 Dollars Percent
State 1981 1983 adjustedb adjusted adjusted

{millions)

California $ 731.5 $ 762.5 S$ 671.8 S (59.7) (8)
Colorado 81.8 84.3 74.3 (7.5) (9)
Florida 153.9 158.5 139.6 (14.3) (9)
Towa 65.9 6l.4 54.1 (11.8) (18)
Kentucky 66.6 74.8 65.9 (0.7) (1)
Massachusetts 139.2 151.8 133.7 (5.5) (4)
Michigan 580.6 585.0 515.4 (65.2) (11)
Mississippi 32.0 36.2 31.9 (0.1) 0c
New York 803.7 992.7 874.6 70.9 9
Pennsylvania 475.9 483.0 425.6 (50.3) (11)
Texas 296.1 330.5 291.2 (4.9) (2)
Vermont 15.7 17.8 15.7 0 0
Washington 98.7 90.9 80.1 (18.6) (19)

Total $3,541.6 $3,829.4 $3,373.9d $(l67.7)d (5)

aA"Total social services expenditures" refers to the combination
of expenditures from title XX and other federal programs, as
well as state funds and other funds, such as fees and local
matching funds.

PThe 1983 figures are adjusted using the gross national product
deflator for state and local purchases of goods and services.
Using this index, prices increased by 13.5 percent between
1981 and 1983 (a 7-percent increase between 1981 and 1982 and
6.5 percent between 1982 and 1983). The 13.5-percent figure
was computed on the basis of actual data for 1981, 1982, and
the first three quarters of 1983. Fourth quarter data for
1983 were a projection provided by Wharton Econometrics.

CChange was less than 1 percent.
dny fference between sum of expenditures and total due to round-

ing error.
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State and other funding have
increased between 1981 and 1983

As shown in table 2.3, between 1981 and 1983, 12 of the 13
states showed an increase in state and other funding, while 1
state reported a decrease. However, the trend in state contri-
butions differed from year to year. In 1982, 9 states increased
and 4 states decreased state and other funding, whereas in 1983,
12 states increased while 1 state decreased such funding.

Table 2.3

Changes in States' Expenditures
of State and Other< Funds

1981-83
Change
(1981-83)
Expenditures Dol~- Per-
State 1981 1982 1983 lars centb
{millions)

California $ 416.0 $ 479.1 $ 486.6 $ 70.5 17
Colorado 39.4 38.9 43.8 4.4 11
Floraida 53.4 66.4 53.9 .5 1
Iowa 27.1 22.5 28.8 1.7 6
Kentucky 18.7 27.2 29.5 10.7 57
Massachusetts 56.1 68.1 86.0 29.9 53
Michigan 327.1 320.7 342.0 14.9 5
Mississippi 7.0 8.1 9.0 2.0 29
New York 316.0 416.0 465.2 149.2 47
Pennsylvania 329.5 331.0 355.4 25.9 8
Texas 95.6 114.9 120.3 24,7 26
Vermont 6.7 8.6 10.0 3.3 50
Washington 40.1 37.2 38.9 (1.2) (3)
Total $1,732.7 $1,938.6 $2,069.4 $336.7 19

@"0Other funds" refers to the total of contributions by local
governments, user fees, and donations.

bpercents have been rounded to the nearest percent.

State and other funding also increased as a percentage of
total expenditures after block grant implementation. In 1981,
state and other sources in the 13 states accounted for about 49
percent of the social services expenditures. This proportion
had increased to approximately 54 percent by 1983. At the same
time, the share of federal dollars decreased from 38 percent in
1981 to 30 percent in 1983, as shown in chart 2.1.
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States used increases in state and other funding to help
offset cuts in federal funding in several ways. For example,
New York offset a $47 million (20-percent) reduction in its fed-
eral social services funds between 1981 and 1983 by increasing
state funding by $45 million and other funding by $104.2 mil-
lion--a 47-percent increase. By easing restrictions, New York
allowed local districts to increase user fees, which helped to
compensate for federal funding cuts. Massachusetts increased
state and other funding by $29.9 million between 1981 and 1983
to compensate for federal funding reductions. This increase
more than offset the $15 million reduction experienced over the
3-year period and boosted total social services expenditures by
over 9 percent. Also, Pennsylvania helped offset a $29 million
reduction in its federal allotment between 1981 and 1983 with a
$25.9 million infusion of state funds. Funding has been concen-
trated on child day care and protective services for children--
both of which are legislatively mandated.

CHART 2 1
PERCENT OF TOTAL SOCIAL SERVICES
FUNDING BY SOURCE
<1981 -- 1983)>
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Some states use interblock transfers
to offset federal funding cuts

The block grant legislation gives states the authority,
within limits, to transfer funds among block grants. Several
gtates used this flexibility to transfer funds from the LIHEA
block grant into SSBG to help offset federal funding reductions
for social services programs. In 1982, eight states used this
strategy to transfer a total of $52.6 million, ranging from $2.2
million in Kentucky to $22.2 million in New York. In 1983,
e1ght states also transferred a total of $59.5 million into SSBG
from LIHEA, ranging from $2.6 million in Washington to $25 mil-
lion in New York.

Only one state transferred SSBG funds to another block
grant. Florida transferred $1.9 million in 1982 and $7.8 mil-
lion in 1983 to the alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health block
grant to simplify the administration and funding of its ment&l
health program. This occurred when Florida stopped claiming
reimbursement for mental health services from the title XX
program and in 1983 transferred all mental health services to
the alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health block grant.

States are transferring social services
costs to other federal and state programs

In addition to SSBG, other federal and state programs pro-
vide social services to needy people and, during the 1981-83
period, several states transferred social services costs to
guch programs as Medicaid, AFDC, Child Welfare Services, Title
111 of the Older Americans Act, Title X of the Family Planning
Services and Population Research Act, or to the Refugee Act of
1980. Several states also transferred responsibility for
program funding and operation from their social services depart-
ments to other state departments.

Our work did not specifically focus on these intertitle
transfers, but we did identify whether states were using them as
a strategy to cope with reduced federal social services funds.
Intertitle transfer data are difficult to obtain because many
states do not separately track the costs of social services
transferred to other federal programs. Consequently, we were
only able to obtain data for some intertitle transfers. How-
ever, we issued a report on intertitle transfers! which showed
that most states used them, or anticipated using them, to in-
crease federal funds available for social services programs.

Ilntertitle Transfers - A Way for States to Increase Federal
Funding for Social Services (HRD-81-116, July 10, 1981).
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States transfer service costs to other federal programs
when, for example, such programs provide funds on an entitlement

! 3 :
or open—ended bagis. Thirteen of the 50 states which we con-

tacted during the prior review reported intertitle transfers in
1979 totaling $20.8 million. Transfers of family planning costs
and child day care costs were most frequent. Medicaid and AFDC
were the most frequently used alternative funding sources. 1In
addition, 31 states reported plans to transfer social services
costs totaling $73.6 million, most of which was expected to be
transferred during the 1980-82 period. The following sections
provide examples of the types of transfers used by the states
since block grant implementation.

Transfers of home-based services
coatas to Medicaid increase

Medicaid authorizes federal grants to help states provide
medical services to needy individuals and families. States must
provide certain types of medical services, including skilled
nursing and home health services for persons over agde 21. Med-
icaid funding is open-ended, with the federal government contri-
buting 50 to 77 percent of program costs depending on a state's
per capita income. Between 1981 and 1983, 4 of the 13 states
transferred some of their home-based services costs to Medicaad.
In addition, two other states, Michigan and New York, have in-
creased their use of Medicaid funds for home-based services.

For example, Colorado first used Medicaid funds in 1982 to
provide homemaker services. Because of federal funding reduc-
tions, the state's Department of Social Services modified its
social services program so that clients eligible for services
from other federally funded programs would be served by such
programs. SSBG, state, and other funding for home-based serv-
ices was reduced from $5.6 million in 1981 to $3.5 million in
1983--a 36-percent decrease. To partially offset this reduc-
tion, the state used $900,000 of Medicaid funds in 1982 and
$753,000 in 1983 to help finance home-based services.

Also, New York's Medicaid program has become a more im-
portant funding source since SSBG implementation. For example,
the use of federal Medicaid dollars to fund home-based services
increased by about $88 million between 1981 and 1983--an in-
crease of about 55 percent. In addition, Texas transferred an
increasing amount of its costs for home-based services to Med-
icaid during the 1981-83 period. Medicaid funding of home-based
services increased by $11.8 million (84.8 percent) between 1981
and 1983, and Medicaid provided an increasing percentage of the
total expenditures for such services, accounting for 17 percent
in 1981, 25 percent in 1982, and 27 percent in 1983.
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Transfers of child day care
costs to AFDC decrease

AFDC requires that the federal government share with states
the cost of providing cash assistance to needy dependent chil-
dren and their families. Under the program, states are reim-
bursed for 50 to 77 percent of the state's AFDC payments, de-
pending on a state's per capita income. The total amount of
funds a state may receive has no ceiling.

Between 1981 and 1983, 4 of the 13 states were charging
some of their child day care costs to AFDC. Over this period,
three of the four states reported decreasing the AFDC funds used
for this purpose. Also, during this period Michigan established
a policy of charging all eligible day care clients and associ-
ated costs to AFDC. This transfer was part of Michigan's effort
to offset the federal funding reductions that accompanied SSBG,
as well as limitations on state revenue. Essentially, Michigan
shifted the cost of day care services for AFDC-eligible clients
from title XX to the AFDC program.

Services transferred from social services
departments to other state departments

Several states have also transferred the responsibility for
program funding and operation from their social services depart-
ment to other state departments. For example, beginning in
state fiscal year 1982, California's Department of Social Serv-
1ces transferred responsibility for family planning to the De-
partment of Health Services and responsibility for its Child Day
Care Case Management program to the Department of Education. At
the same time, each of these programs lost its state mandate.
These actions were designed to reduce costs, recognize that
these services were already provided under other state programs,
and facilitate continuing protective services for recipients
with the greatest need.

In New York, prior to 1983, social services for the men-
tally disabled were provided by the state's Department of Social
Services. In 1983, however, the Department curtailed providing
services for the mentally disabled, and responsibility for
ass1sting these individuals was shifted to the state's Depart-
ment of Mental llygiene.

Also, lIowa shifted responsibility for some home-based serv-
1ces from 1ts Department of Human Services to the State Health
Department. Specifically, homemaker and chore assistance pro-
grams were transferred to consolidate them with other state-
funded services.
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Jobs bill funds used to
support existing services

The Fmmergency Jobs Appropriations Act of 1983, commonly
known as the 7jobs bill, provided states with an additional
$225 million for social services, of which about $105 million
(47 percent) was allocated to the 13 states. The legislation
does not require that these funds be used for any particular
service area. Illowever, the congressional conference report
recommended that states and local communities give high prioraity
to day care services when allocating these funds.

Generally, these funds have been or are planned to be used
by the states to support existing programs, and the states are
using these funds in different ways. Some states are allocating
jobs bill funds along general lines, whereas other states have
targeted support to particular services or projects.

Child day care services are receiving substantial jobs bill
funds as 8 of the 13 states allocated some portion of their jobs
b1ll funds to these services. In seven states, at least 20 per-
cent of the jobs bill funds reportedly went for day care with
Kentucky devoting the highest percentage (66 percent) of funds.
Several of these states increased funding for day care to expand
employment opportunities for low-income individuals.

Also, employment-related services received jobs bill fund-
ing in several states. For example, Florida and Kentucky are
funding employment-related programs for juvenile offenders;
Colorado and Florida are funding youth employment-related pro-
grams; and Colorado and Kentucky plan to fund general
employment-related projects. Washington State is using $520,000
to purchase job placement services from private vendors for
clients in their vocational rehabilitation, developmental dis-
abilities, and mental health programs.

The following examples show how some other states allocated
jobs bill funds:

--Massachusetts has placed jobs bill funds into its general
fund to help defray total social services expenses for FY
1984. The state finance director said that although the
funds are not allocated to specific services, they will
help cover state expenditures for day care.

2House of Representatives Conference Report Number 98-44, March
21, 1982, page 27.
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--Michigan has allocated its jobs bill funds to support
several areas, including adult and family community serv-
ices, field staff for county clerical services, adult and
family services, and children and youth services. These
funds, as well as $550,000 transferred from the LIHEA
program, will help the state forego some program and serv-
ice cutbacks.

--California is allocating funding to day care, in-home sup-
portive services, other county social services, and access
assistance.

--New York provided 98 percent of its $13.1 million jobs bill
allocation to local districts and is using the remaining
2 percent within the Department of Social Services for
training programs.

--Texas is8 using its additional funds to expand existing
services in the same proportion as they are now funded and
to support a few additional field positions.

--Pennsylvania is allocating $5.4 million of its jobs bill
funds to day care and the remainder to adult social serv-
ices, aging programs, a rape crisis/domestic violence pro-
gram, and to the Governor's Human Resources Committee of
the Cabinet. Regardless of the specific services provided,
the funds will be used to assist dislocated workers.

EXPENDITURE TRENDS REFLECT
STATES' SOCIAL SERVICES PRIORITIES

With few exceptions, service areas funded in 1981 continued
to receive support across the 13 states in 1983. Generally,
states placed a premium on maintaining continuity with the pat-
terns established under the prior program. However, modifica-
tions were made in the level of support for individual service
areas to reflect states' priorities and the availability of
funds.

As shown in table 2.4, changes in expenditures between 1981
and 1983 by service area varied considerably. For the 13
states, total expenditures increased in eight of the nine serv-
ice areas. These ranged from a l-percent increase in child day
care to a 40-percent increase in employment, education, and
training. The largest dollar increase over the 1981-83 period
was about $201 million and occurred in the largest program
area—--home-based services. The second and third largest dollar
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increases were $23.7 million and $23.2 million for child pro-
tective services and adoption and foster care, respectively.

Table 2.4

Changes in Total Expenditures by Service Area?

1981 1983
expendi- expendi- Change
Service area tures tures Dollars PercentD

{millions)

Home-based services $855.2 $1,056.1 $200.9 23
Day care~-child 582.4 590.5 8.1 1
Adoption and foster

care 323.5 346.7 23.2 7
Protective

services—--child 143.2 166.9 23.7 17
FFamily planning 88.1 102.2 14.1 16
Protective servicesg--

adult 59.3 72.3 13.0 22
Employment, education,

and training 40.3 56.5 16.2 40
Information and

referral 18.0 19.1 1.1 6
Other services 901.7 871.8 (29.9) (3)

AState expenditure data for service areas which underwent any
recategorization of services or any reallocation of costs
between 1981 and 1983 were not included in this table.

bChanges in percentage have been rounded to the nearest
percent.

The only service area to experience a reduction in total
expenditures between 1981 and 1983 was other services, which in~-
clude a wide range of activities as discussed in chapter 3. Ex-
penditures decreased for other services by approximately
$30 million (3 percent). FExpenditure changes by service area
for each state are shown in appendixes III through XI.

As expenditures for individual service areas changed, their
proportion of total social services expenditures in some cases
also changed. As shown in table 2.5, two of the nine service
areas experienced decreases in their share of total social serv-
1ces expenditures. Other services dropped from 30 percent of
total expenditures in 1981 to 27 percent in 1983. Child day
care's share was also reduced from 19 percent in 1981 to 18 per-
cent in 1983,
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On the other hand, two service areas increased thelr share
of total social services expenditures. Home-based services
accounted for 28 percent of the total in 1981 and increased to
32 percent in 1983. Employment, education, and training serv-
1ces increased from 1 percent of the total in 1981 to 2 percent
in 1983. As shown in table 2.5, the remaining five service
areas maintained the same percentage of total social services
expenditures over the 1981-83 period. However, the expenditure
patterns by service area did vary by state. Chapter 3 discusses
trends among the states by service area.
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Table 2.5

Change 1n Percent of Total Social Services
Expenditures for the 13 States by Service Area?
(Dollars in millions)

1981 expenditures 1982 expenditures 1983 expenditures

Service area Dollar Percent®P Dollar Percent® Dollar  Percent®
Home-based

services $ 855.2 28 S 925.7 30 $1,056.1 32
Day care-—child 582.4 19 578.3 19 590.5 18
Adoption & foster

care 323.5 11 323.8 11 346.7 11
Protective

services~—child 143.2 5 155.5 5 166.9 5
Family planning 88.1 3 91.8 3 102.2 3
Protective

services—adult 59.3 2 65.4 2 72.3 2
Employment,

education, and

training 40.3 1 48.5 2 56.5 2
Information &

referral 18.0 1 19.6 1 19.1 1
Other services 901.7 _30 868.2 28 871.8 27

Total $3,011.8 100 $3,076.7 101¢ $3,282.2 101€

agtate expenditure data for service areas which underwent any recategorization of
services or any reallocation of costs between 1981 and 1983 were not included in
this table.

bChamges in percentage have been rounded to the nearest percent.

CThis total does not equal 100 percent due to rounding.



Although individual states varied in their decisions,
certain trends in priorities did emerge across the service
areas. As shown in chart 2.2, states tended to give a higher
priority to service areas concerning adult and child protective
services, adoption and foster care, home-based services, and
family planning. In most states, expenditures for these areas
were maintained or increased as a percent of total social
services expenditures. In contrast, more states decreased the
proportion of expenditures slated for child day care activities
and the other services category.

CHART 2.2
INCREASE NUMBER OF STATES THAT CHANGED THE PERCENT OF TOTAL
N0 CHANGE SOCIAL SERVICE EXPENDITURES BY SERVICE AREA
DECREASE (1881 - 1883)
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Notes: 1. An increase or decrease is defined as a change equal
to or greater than 1 percent. A change of less than
1 percent is tallied as no change.

2. Two service areas--employment, education, and train-
1ng; and information and referral--are not shown on
the chart because fewer than half the states had
complete information.
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FUNDING CHANGES AND PROGRAM
CONTINUITY WERE THE DOMINANT FACTORS
IN SETTING PROGRAM PRIORITIES

As shown in chart 2.3, state program officials considered
several factors in establishing priorities for programs sup-
ported with block grant funds.

CHART 2.9
STATE PROGRAM OFFICIALS‘ OPINIONS ABOUT THE
%’mm SPECIFIC FACTORS THAT WERE OF GREAT IMPORTANCE
IN SETTING SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT FUNDING
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Coinciding with the reductions in federal funding accompanying
the transition to block grants, program officials in all 13
states said that changes in federal funding were of great impor-
tance in establishing program priorities. However, because of
states' reliance on multiple funding sources, changes in state
funding and the ability to use other federal funds also were
rated of great i1mportance in 11 and 7 states, respectively.

Another important factor was the desire to maintain conti-
nulty with the prior programs which prompted states to continue
funding the prior program areas. Officials in 10 states cited
this factor to be of great importance. 1In California, for ex-
ample, the legislature directed the state to fund former
grantees of the previous program in proportion to the amounts
received in 1981. Similarly, in Washington, the Department of
Social and lHealth Services adopted a policy of not significantly
reducing funding for any vendor.
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CONCLUSIONS

The majority of states have integrated planning for the use
of SSBG funds with overall state priorities. The reduction in
federal funds which accompanied block grant implementation has
been a significant factor in state decisions concerning the
priorities and objectives of their social services programs. As
a result, states reassessed their social services programs and
adopted strategies to deal with the reduced level of funding.

In essence, states acted to obtain more funds through a
variety of alternative sources and/or reduce funding for some
services. As federal funds decreased, most states relied more
heavily on state revenues and funds from other federal programs.
As a result, 11 of the 13 states were able to increase their
total social services expenditures between 1981 and 1983. With
an inflation factor taken into consideration, however, only one
state showed expenditure increases over the period.

More states reduced their share of overall funding dedi-
cated to child day care and other services, while increasing or
maintaining their share of overall funding for most of the re-
maining service areas. However, the increases varied widely by
service area and by state. The following chapter discusses the
changes in funding by service area and explores the programmatic
implications of state funding decisions, describes states' ra-
tionales for changes in the types of services provided under the
block grant and types of clients served, and includes observa-
tions of local organizations responsible for delivering services
to the public.

26



CHAPTER 3

STATES MODIFY SELECTED SERVICE

COMPONENTS AND CLIENT ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

The majority of the 13 states were providing the same
soc1al services to the same types of clients under the block
grant as they had under the prior title XX program. Few serv-
1ces were added or deleted in any state. However, many states
recordered their social services priorities and altered their
programs by emphasizing different service components or changing
client eligibility craiteria.

CHANGES 1IN HOME-BASED SERVICES
VARY WIDELY AMONG THE STATES

All 13 states offered home-based services, which included
trained homemaker services, home maintenance and personal care
services, home management services, and home health aid serv-
1ces. Funding for home-based services fluctuated among the
states between 1981 and 1983. As shown in appendix III, of the
11 states which had complete expenditure data for this service
arca, 5 had increased the percentage of total social services
funding dedicated to home-based services, 2 decreased this
percentage, and 4 showed no change.l

The two largest increases were in Kentucky and New York.
Kentucky's home-based services expenditures rose from 5 percent
of total expenditures in 1981 to 7 percent in 1982 and to 9 per-
cent in 1983. This was primarily attributable to the transfer
of $2.1 million in 1982 and $2.6 million in 1983 of LIHEA block
grant funds to the in-home care for the elderly program. New
York's expenditures for home-based services rose from 43 percent
in 1981 to 48 percent in 1982 and to 53 percent in 1983, due to
the increased use of Medicaid funds.

Four states make changes
1n services provided

Since block grant implementation, four states modified the
services offered in their home-based programs. For example,
Colorado's homemaker service lost 150 homemaker positions and
was virtually eliminated in many counties in 1982. These
changes were reflected in an ll-percent decrease in the state's
cxpenditures for home-based services between 1981 and 1982.

Irhroughout this chapter, an increase or decrease is defined as
a change of 1 percent or more. A change of less than 1 percent
was considered as "no change."
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Colorado program officials said that the reduced emphasis was
designed to minimize the impact of reduced federal funds. These
officials helieved that the majority of clients could receive
similar services under Medicaid.

I'lorida also reduced its home-based services. Certain ac-
tivities, such as information and referral, and counseling were
cut hack due to reduced federal and state funds. According to
state officirals, the i1mpact on clients was minimal because these
services could also he obtained from other federal and state
programs.

On the other hand, home-based services were expanded in
Pennsylvania and Kentucky. Pennsylvania increased emphasis in
this area as a means of preventing the institutionalization of
people. According to one official, it costs $38 a day to pro-
vide services to an individual in an i1nstitution versus only $12
a day to provide services at home. Kentucky reported expanding
1ts in-home care for the elderly program after running success-
ful pi1lot programs from 1978 to 1982. 1In 1982 the program
served about 1,450 clients and was expected to serve about 4,000
in 1983.

Changes occurring in client
targeting and/or eligibility criteria

Three states reported changing their targeting criteraia.
As a result of funding cutbacks, Florida officials targeted
funds to disabled adults between the ages of 18 and 59, where
previously, the state focused on all elderly and disabled in-
dividuals. State officials believe that other programs will
provide services for individuals age 60 and older. Within 1its
chore services program, Washington is targeting individuals
needing in-home services to avoid placement in institutions.
Previously, targeting was focused on clients at risk of not liv-
ing in a safe and clean environment. Also, in 1983, Massachu-
setts placed more emphasis on providing in-home services to
individuals with health problems.

Two states—--Colorado and Washington--changed client eligi-
bility criteria. When Colorado curtailed its homemaker services
program, clients had to be certified as medically needy to be
eligible for Medicaid. A Colorado program official said that
some clients did not gualify as medically needy, but he did not
know how many people were affected.

Some 1llustrations, however, of how Colorado's changes 1n
eligibility criteria affected clients were provided during our
visit to the Denver Department of Social Services. The county
department serves as an agent of the state and had a 25~percent

29



reduction in overall funding between 1981 and 1982. Among other
reductions, the department lost 60 homemakers. One official
stated that about 500 elderly individuals were affected by this
reduction and estimated that 90 percent of these clients were
referred to Medicaid and 10 percent were no longer eligible for
services. A follow-up study performed by the county department
showed that about 90 percent of the clients referred to Medicaid
were accepted.

Washington's eligibility criteria also changed. In 1981,
prior to block grant implementation, client eligibility criteraia
for the chore services program were tightened by lowering the
income ceiling and reducing the number of service hours avail-
able at each income level; however, between 1983 and 1985,
Washington is relaxing some of these criteria. For example, a
single person or couple earning between 40 and 100 percent of
the state median income, who had previously been ineligible for
services, can now receive gome services.

We visited two providers of home-based services in Washing-
ton which reported that numerous changes had taken place in
theilir organizations between 1981 and 1983. One provider was a
private nonprofit organization that served an average of 364
clients per year between 1981 and 1983 in two rural counties.
Roughly 22 percent of this provider's funding goes toward chore
services. The second provider was created by a four-county
council of governments to serve the elderly. It is an agency
which contracts with local agencies to actually provide serv-
ices. Local agencies under contract with this provider served
an average of 6,429 clients per year between 1981 and 1983.

Both providers referred to changes in the state's client
eligibility criteria. They stated that the 1981 changes re-
quired them to terminate eligibility for clients who needed nine
or less hours of chore services per month. Other actions in-
cluded lowering the income level for eligibility and, in 1982,
initiating a sliding scale which authorized different numbers of
hours of service to clients depending on income level. Clients
were given the option of paying for services which they needed,
but were not covered under the sliding scale.

Both providers served fewer clients in 1982 than in 1981.
The first had a 32-percent decrease in clients served, and the
gsecond provider had an ll-percent decrease. Officials believed
that certain clients had experienced depression, frustration,
and/or anger as a result of having services terminated or sig-
nificantly reduced. These providers believed that many former
clients had been placed in nursing homes as an alternative to
home-based care. However, one official noted that some of those
client experiences could have occurred regardless of the program
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served 1ncreased in 1983, putting them close to, or slightly
O + 1

Day care services for children are provided in all 13

states and frequently include meals and snacks, health examina-
tions and ongoing health care, educational and recreational ac-
tivities, and social development activities. BRefore the block
grant, day care had been the only service area which had either
a speci1fic fund allocation or federal standards. lnder the
prior title XX program, states received a separate allocation,
which they were required to use for day care. The block grant

eliminated the day care funding allocation.

As shown in appendix IV, the percentage of total social
services expenditures dedicated to child day care decreased be-
tween 1981 and 1983 in 6 of the 11 states which supplied com-
plete expenditure data for this service area. Of the remaining
states, two 1ncreased their share of total expenditures, and
three showed no change.

The largest decrease was in Colorado, where the state's
chi1ld day care expenditures decreased from about 22 percent in
1981 to about 15 percent in 1983. The Director of Colorado's
I'amily Services Division said that to minimize the impact of
tess federal funding, reductions were made to programs where
recipirents would probably be eligible for services from other
federally funded programs. Day care was reduced due to the
availability of similar services through AFDC.

I'lorida had the largest increase in the percentage of total
expenditures used for child day care over the 3-year period.
Day care's share increased from 16 percent in 1981 to 18 percent
1in 1983. State officials attributed this change to a 1982 in-
crease 1n the reimbursable amount for day care providers.

Client eligibility changes
occurred in many states

Between 1981 and 1983, 7 of the 13 states changed their
~lient eligibility criteria for child day care services. For
example, in Towa, fewer families qualified for day care because
client eligihility criteria were, 1n effect, tightened. In 1981,
families earning less than 45 percent of the federal median
1ncome had bhbeen eligible for services. In 1982 and 1983 only
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those earning less than 41.2 percent and 37.9 percent, respec-
tively, were eligible for such services.?2 This was reflected

in Iowa's 42.5-percent decrease in expenditures which were
reduced by $698,000 between 1981 and 1983. Although no client
statistics were available, officials believed that fewer clients
received SSBG-funded day care services; however, they did not
believe the client reduction has been as severe as the
expenditure reduction indicates.

The one day care service provider we visited in Iowa
_____ P V. L I T Lomnoe Lim A {smmmemnmommanrad abiaran i oo oem s
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July 1982 to keep up with rising costs and anticipated funding
cuts. With four day care centers and 110 satellite homes, this
nonprofit organization provides day care services to primarily
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and a 45-percent increase in the number of clients served over
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provide services to certain families was a growing problem. The
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eligible for day care services because income eligibility cri-
teria had not increased i1n 3 years.

In New York, the maximum income eligibility level for a
family of four rose from $19,660 in 1981 to $25,942 in 1983.
The 1981 figqure represents 100 percent of the sgstate's median
income, whereas the 1983 figure represents 115 percent. In
1982, New York also began to charge a fee for a family's second

child in day care.

Some of these changes were noted by a provider we visited
in New York. This service provider is a nonprofit organization
operating a number of community programs including day care.

The provider serves a low-income section of the lower eastside
of Manhattan under a contract with the city's Human Resources
Administration. Provider officials said that fees had more

than doubled since block grant implementation. According to the
program director, approximately 10 percent of the parents cannot
pay the increased fee and must either quit working or find other
day care services.

According to Vermont officials, substantial funding reduc-
tions prompted them to decrease day care service levels and
tighten client eligibility. 1In 1982, Vermont lowered income

ZThe maximum income for a family of four to qualify for publicly
supported day care remained at $769/month over the 3-year
period. The tightening of these criteria occurred because the
figure was not adjusted for inflation as the state's median
income rose.
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ceilings3 and increased its fee scale? at day care facilities.
Also, certain types of day care were eliminated for AFDC working
parents, mentally retarded children, and developmentally dis-
abled children. State officials believed that fewer children
recei1ved day care services in 1982. However, in the following
year, the state increased the availability of day care services
by lowering fees and raising income ceilings. As a result, pro-
gram officials believe more day care clients were being served.

Colorado officials deemphasized its day care program start-
1ing 1n 1982, citing the cutback in federal funding as the rea-
son. Fmployed AFDC recipients were no longer eligible for
direct day care services from the SSBG program, but remained
eligible for supplemental day care payments. Also, college stu-
dents were limited to receiving day care services only during
their third and fourth school years. Reflecting these changes,
Colorado's day care expenditures dropped by 21.2 percent between
1981 and 1982 and by an additional 8.8 percent between 1982 and
1983. According to officials, the eligibility changes attempted
to minimize the impact of the SSBG funding cuts by reducing
services in areas where alternative services were available.

All of the affected day care recipients could be eligible for
similar services through the AFDC program, but officials did not
know how many were obtaining such services.

In Michigan, shifting day care costs from SSBG to AFDC
affected client eligibility for day care services. Day care be-
came a primary candidate because the state could receive a 50-
percent federal match under AFDC. State officials said that
this shift, although taking place after block grant implementa-
ti1on, was caused primarily by reduced federal funding.

3For example, for a family of three (one adult and two children)
the maximum income level to qualify for day care services
changed from $12,612 in 1981, to $12,312 in 1982, and to
$12,924 in 1983.

4The term “fee scale," as used here, refers to the percentage of
day care costs subsidized by the state versus those which must
be paid for by the client. For example, assume a family of
three, one adult and two children, with a $9,000 annual income.
The client was responsible for 25 percent of the cost of day
care for the first child in 1981, 27 percent in 1982, and

22 percent 1n 1983. For the second child the percentage
changed from 12 percent in 1981, to 13 percent in 1982, and to
11 percent in 1983.
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According to a study performed by Michigan's Department of
Social Services, this shift forced many clients to find day care
alternatives, With day care being handled as an expense of em-
ployment, employed AFDC recipients became responsible for
arranging and purchasing care for their children with retroac-
tive payment from the Department. But, the amount the Depart-
ment allowed for care was less than the amount day care centers
charged the client. Because the clients had to make up the
difference, many sought noncenter care because it was less
expensive, The study concluded that day care center usage had

declined, and centers were reduced to a relatively minor role as

providers of day care services for employed AFDC cllents. For
example, the number of AFDC families using center care dropped
from 21.2 percent of the total in April 1981 to 5 percent in
April 1982,

Our discussions with one of two Michigan day care providers
reinforced these observations. Both centers provided only day
care services, 1ncluding educational, recreational, and social
skills training. One facility is located in an 1inner-city urban
neighborhood, and the second serves a suburban area. One center
experienced an ll-percent increase 1n overall funding between
1981 and 1983, primarily due to an increase in other federal
funds. The other provider, however, experienced a 40-percent
decrease during the same period. The latter provider reported a
decrease 1n AFDC clients from 25 in 1981 to 3 in 1983. The pro-
viders noted the following alternatives for AFDC working par-
ents: to use day care homes; gquit their jobs and stay home to
carc for the child; leave the child with older sibling, rela-
tives, or friend; or leave the child home alone. One director
gives a discount to AFDC clients and accepts volunteer work as
payment. This same provider said that fees for private paying
customers were raised to compensate for less fortunate clients.

The final two states which experienced a change in day care
clients served were Washington and Massachusetts. Day care
eligibility 1n Washington was terminated 1in January 1982 for
certain non-AFDC clients looking for a job and for certain
residents of Indian reservations receiving employment training.
In contrast, Massachusetts 1ncreased its day care capacity in
1983 to accommodate the children of AFDC mothers participating
1n the Department of Public Welfare's work/training program and
those children needing protective services during the day.

STATES GIVE HIGH PRIORITY TO
ADOPTION AND FOSTER CARE "SERVICES

Adoption and foster care services are offered by all 13
states and frequently include recruitment and study of adoptive
homes, preparation of children for adoption, supervision of
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preadoptive as well as postadoptive placement, and court-related
activities, The types of services offered by the states between
1981 and 1983 remained essentially unchanged, although a few
states ~hanged program emphasis or the types of clients served.
Additi1onally, expenditures for adoption and foster care services
were maintained or increased in most states. As shown 1n
appendix V, between 1981 and 1983, five of the nine states which
supplied complete data increased the percentage of total social
services expenditures dedicated to adoption and foster care,
while one state decreased the percentage, and three states
showed no change.

Client c¢riteria
changed 1n two states

Client eligibility criteria within the adoption and foster
care area changed in only 2 of 13 states between 1981 and 1983.
To help reduce program expenditures, Washington, in 1982, dis-
cont inued adoptive placement of healthy caucasians 5 years of
age and under; limited home studies to families wanting to adopt
hard-to=-place children; and reduced legal services support
related to adoption. Kentucky broadened the eligibility cri-
teria for 1ts mandated services, 1including its adoption and
foster care services. Need for the service is now the basis for
el1gibility, and income 1s no longer considered a criterion 1in
determining client ellglbillty.5

Kentucky also changed the emphasis placed on certain as-
pects of 1ts adoption and foster care service area. The Depart-
ment of Social Services staff spent more time trying to locate
adoptive homes for hard-to-place children in 1982 and 1983 than
they had done previously. According to program officials, state
studies had documented the need for the services, and experience
indicated that the right homes could be located. Kentucky's
axpenditures for adoption and foster care rose 46 percent be-
tween 1981 and 1983.

While no changes were made 1n the state's client eligibil-
1ty standards, Iowa officials reported that a great number of
delinquent youth and youth with special needs, such as a mental
disability, are now being referred for foster care placement.
More placements in group homes and residential treatment cen-
ters, as opposed to private family homes, are being recommended
by soci1al workers because more professional supervision is
avallable. lHowever, according to state officials these settings
are expensive. Towa's expenditures for adoption and foster care
rose from 36.3 percent of total social services expenditures in
1981 to 40.5 percent in 1983,

5This change also applied to child protective services, adult
protective services, and certain "other services."”
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We visited one substate provider of foster care services in
lowa. This provider primarily serves a four-county area, but
can potentially receive clients from anywhere in the state.
Normally, 50 percent of the organization's total funding had
gone to support its foster care group home services, but this
percentage has risen because of increased referrals of delin-
quent cases. The facility's executive director said that the
type and quality of services had not changed between 1981 and
1983, but he, like state officials, noted a change in the type
of clients served. He said court referrals had increased and
these youths required more attention and counseling. Also,
social workers are now trying to find less expensive programs
for youths who otherwise might be put into correctional institu-
tions. In the opinion of the executive director, this change 1is
a result of reduced federal funds and the state's concern with
saving money.

CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
UNDERGO VIRTUALLY NO CHANGES

All 13 states offer child protective services, which fre-
quently 1nclude parent and child counseling, protective day
care, and emergency shelter care. This service area was
assigned a relatively high priority under the block grant. Ex-
penditures for child protective services were maintained or
increased in all states which provided complete data, and the
types of services provided and criteria for eligibility remained
essentially unchanged.

As shown in appendix VI, four of the eight states which
supplied complete data for this service area increased the per-
centage of their total social services expenditures used for
child protective services between 1981 and 1983, and three other
states showed no change. Only one state reported a decreased
percentage.

The largest increase occurred in Kentucky, where expendi-
tures rosge steadily over the 1981-83 period. 1In 1981, child
protective services accounted for 8 percent of total social
services expenditures, compared to about 14 percent 1in 1982, and
about 19 percent in 1983. State officials said that reductions
in SSBG funding resulted in shifting priorities and providing
more funds for state-mandated programs, such as child protective
services.

Colorado also increased its share of total expenditures
devoted to child protective services over the 3-year period,
rising from 32 percent in 1981, to 35 percent in 1982, and to
37 percent in 1983. One program official stated that child
protective services was the state's top priority and, as such,
had received increased funding emphasis.
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None of the 13 states made any additions or deletions to
the types of child protective services provided. However, New
York did remove its l-year restriction on providing protective
day care services to allow more time to achieve successful in-
tervention 1n troubled family situations. None of the 13 states
reported anticipating any changes in services provided or in
client eligibility criteria in 1984,

FEW STATES CHANGE THEIR
FAMILY PLANNING SERVICE AREA

FFamily planning services are provided, to some extent, by
all 13 states, except Kentucky, which discontinued providing
such services in 1982. Social services staff in Kentucky now
refer ¢lients to county/local health departments. Ten of the
remaining 12 states identify family planning services as a
separale service area. In two other states these services are
intermingled with other social services areas.

The individual family planning services commonly provided
are 1nformation on available services, referral to services,
education and counseling, and medical care. Few changes
occurred within the family planning service area.

I'ew expenditure changes took place. For most states, the
percentage of total social services expenditures devoted to
family planning hes remained unchanged. As shown in appendix
V11, of the 11 states which provided complete expenditure data
for this service area, 10 showed no change in the percentage of
their total social services expenditures used for family plan-
ning over the 3-year period. The exception was Texas, where
cxpenditures decreased by slightly more than 1 percent of total
expenditures. The lack of major funding changes may be due, in
part, to the relatively small size of this service area in many
states. Of the 11 states, 5 dedicated an average of 1 percent
or less of their total expenditures to family planning services
over the 3-year period, and no state dedicated more than 7 per-
cent.

Between 1981 and 1983, only Kentucky added or deleted any
ma jor service, as discussed above, and only Pennsylvania changed
its client eligibility criteria. Beginning in 1984, Pennsyl-
vania's Office of Public Welfare raised the income eligibility
level from $9,900 to $10,200 per year for a family of four to
quali1fy for free services.

In addition to Kentucky, California eliminated all SSBG
funding of family planning services 1n 1982. These services
were provided by the Department of Health, and an interagency
agreement had existed which provided title XX dollars to help
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support these services. This agreement was not renewed, yet the
Department of Health continued to provide family planning serv-
1ces.

CHANGES IN ADULT PROTECTIVE
SERVICES VARY AMONG STATES

Protective services for adults were provided by all 13
states and generally consisted of counseling, protective day
care, and emerqgency shelter care. This service area generally
recelved a high priority under the block grant. Expenditures
for adult protective services were maintained or increased in
most states, and few states reported changes in services pro-
vided or clients served.

Between 1981 and 1983, all but 1 of the 10 states which
supplied complete expenditure data increased or maintained their
expenditures for adult protective services. Also, the portion
of the state's total expenditures devoted to these services
remained unchanged in 9 of these 10 states (see app. VIII). 1In
the remaining state, Kentucky, the percentage of total expendi-
tures dedicated to adult protective services increased from
4 percent 1in 1981, to 6 percent in 1982, and to 7 percent 1in
1983. As with child protective services, Kentucky state offi-
cials attribute the 1ncreased funding to the high priority given
to state-mandated programs.

Several states make changes
in services provided

No state reported additions or deletions in the types of
adult protective service offered; however, a number of states
1ndicated that other types of changes were made. One state re-
moved all specifications regarding the types of adult protective
services which must be provided by the counties, and three
states changed their emphasis on certain service components. 1In
addition, two states reported changes in program staffing.

California continued to mandate adult protective services
but removed state requirements regarding the types of services
that must be provided. This change gave counties maximum flexi-
bility in meeting local needs and helped them cope with reduced
federal funding. According to state officials, this action re-
sulted in increased emphasis on crisis intervention rather than
preventive services, and on short-term contacts rather than
intensive longer term casework. This change is also reflected
1in California's workload statistics, which showed a decrease in
the adult protective service caseload from a guarterly average
of 14,167 1n 1980 and 1981 to a quarterly average of 10,761 be-
tween January and December 1982.
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An increased emphasis on certain service components was
reported by Massachusetts and Pennsylvania. Massachusetts of-
ficials reported that adult protective services for women, such
as counseling services and emergency-type shelter, had received
increased emphasis. Pennsylvania reported increased emphasis on
domestic violence and rape crisis services.

Although total funding for adult protective services in
Kentucky increased, the state scaled back its adult day care
program in 1982 because of reduced SSBG funding. State offi-
cials noted problems in initiating the program and maintaining
it at maximum client capacity. A few adult day care services
are now financed through state general revenues.

Florida and Kentucky reported changes in staffing. Florida
officials reduced their staff from 581 in 1981 to 570 in 1982 by
eliminating one position in each of the state's 11 districts.
Kentucky officials said they made a determined effort to dedi-
cate more staff time in 1982 and 1983 to protective services.

Three states change client
eligibility criteria

Ten states reported no changes in the eligibility criteria
applied to clients that they served. In addition to Kentucky,
two other states reported changes. California officials re-
ported that many counties had adopted more strict client eligi-
bility policies, often restricting services to those individuals
in life-threatening situations. Similarly, Iowa changed its
eligibility criteria for adult protective services to restrict
services to those individuals facing life- or health-threatening
situations. Although there were no comparable statistics for
the 1981-83 period, the program director stated that despite
this tightening of eligibility standards, more adult protective
services were being provided. The director believed that this
resulted from the state's passage of an adult abuse law which
encouraged the reporting of adults suspected of needing protec-
tive care.

FEW CHANGES MADE TO EMPLOYMENT,
EDUCATION, AND TRAINING SERVICES

The employment, education, and training (EET) services most
frequently offered were employment counseling, training in basic
skills and work orientation, and job placement. In eight
states, EET was identified as a specific service or program
area; while in three other states, EET services were inter-
mingled with other social services. Additionally, Kentucky's
social services department stopped providing EET services in
1982, and in Colorado, EET programs are supported by federal
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work incentive funds and administered outside of the social
services department.

Few states made changes within their EET service areas be-
tween 1981 and 1983. While some funding changes were reported,
only two states experienced a change in services offered. Also,
none of the 13 states reported changes in client eligibility
criteria or reported anticipating such changes in 1984.

The changes in expenditures for EET services were difficult

..... 1 - i

to 1dentify, as the majority of the 13 states were unable to
provide complete expenditure data for this service area. As
......... PR P ST

shown in appendix IX, of the six states which supplied complete
data, four states showed no change in the share of their total
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tment beginning in October 198l1. However, an optional EET
gram continues to bhe available to counties electing to pro-
vide any of the 13 optional programs. State funding for op-
tional services is included in annual allocations to the coun-
ties, but block grant funds must first be used to fund specified
services. To the extent that funds remain, they may then be

used to fund the optional EET programs.

Statistics indicate that fewer California counties are
choosing to provide the optional EET services. Of the 58 coun-
ties, 15 provided EET services in 1981, whereas only 9 did in
1984. State officials also told us that the state's total
expenditures for its 13 authorized optional services decreased
from about $30 million in 1981 to less than $10 million in 1983
because there were insufficient funds. Consequently, the
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aggregate caseload for optional services dropped from a state
fiscal year 1980/81 quarterly average of 30,298 to a quarterly
average of 3,299 in calendar year 1982,

FEW CHANGES ARE REPORTED

All 13 states provided information and referral services.
Services commonly provided include information on services and
assessments of service needs (but not diagnosis or evaluation)
and referral and follow-up services. Eight of the 13 states
provide information and referral services as an integral part of
other service areas and did not distinguish 1t as a separate
service area. The other five states did consider information
and referral to be a distinct service area and usually main-
tained separate expenditure data.

Four of the five states with complete expenditure data
showed no change 1n the percentage of total social services ex-
penditures dedicated to i1nformation and referral between 1981
and 1983, as shown in appendix X. The remaining state, Missis-
sipp1l, decreased the percentage of expenditures dedicated to
information and referral by slightly more than 1 percent. The
absence of major funding changes may be due, in part, to the
relatively small dollar size of this service area. Information
and referral services accounted for more than 1 percent of a
state's social services expenditures 1in only two of the five
states, and 1n no state was 1t more than 3 percent.

None of the 13 states added or deleted any service compon-
ents. Also, no significant changes in client eligibility were
reported, and no state reported anticipating any such changes 1n
1984, California, however, did report a change which was
similar to a change made 1n its adult protective services.

While continuing to mandate information and referral services,
certain state requirements regarding the types of information
and services that the counties had to provide were removed.

This change was made to give counties maximum flexibility to
meet local needs with reduced funding. The incidence counts®

of information and referral services 1n California declined from
a state fiscal year 1980/81 quarterly average of 274,956 to a
quarterly average of 196,326 1in calendar year 1982,

6An "incidence count” represents the number of times a service
was provided to any person whether providing information about
services or making a referral to community resources.
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SEVERAL CHANGES IN THE
OTHER SERVICES CATEGORY

Fach of the 13 states provided services other than those
classified 1n the eight previously discussed service areas.
These other services included a wide variety of activities, such
as mental health and mental retardation services, juvenile
services, family service counseling, licensing, transportation,
adult community placement, and intensive inpatient services.

Because states opted to provide different services, there
was much varilation among states in the percentage of total
sonc1al services expenditures devoted to the other services
category. For example, average state expenditures for the other
services category between 1981 and 1983 ranged from less than 1
percent of total social services expenditures in Colorado to
over 50 percent in Kentucky and Michigan. In seven states, the
other category accounted for over 25 percent of total social
services expenditures.

As shown in appendix XI, of the 11 states which supplied
complete expenditure data for the other services category, 5
states decreased the percentage of total social services ex-—
penditures dedicated to this category between 1981 and 1983. Of
the s1x remaining states, three 1ncreased their percentage, and
three made no change.

Kentucky was the only state where the percentage of ex-
penditures dedicated to the other category decreased by 5 per-
cent or more. The share 0of expenditures dedicated to the other
category decreased from 67 percent in 1981, to 56 percent in
1982, to 46 percent in 1983. This was largely due to the
state's decisions to reduce or eliminate the funding of several
nonmandated services within this category and to reduce block
grant funding of mental health/mental retardation services. In
1981 and 1982, the state provided between $10 and $12 million of
ti1tle XX/SSBG funds for Department of Health Services contracts
wlth comprehensive care centers. The 1982 General Assembly
moved to limit the use of SSBG funds to $5.5 million, but the
di1fference was made up in state funds.

On the other hand, Iowa was the only state to increase the
percentage of total expenditures dedicated to the other services
category by 5 percent or more. Its share 1ncreased from 28 per-
cent 1n 1981, to 29 percent in 1982, and to 36 percent in 1983.
This i1ncrease occurred because in 1983 the state allowed more
reimbursement for certain county-provided services, such as men-
tally handicapped training.
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Several states make changes
1n their services provided

Four states added or deleted one or more programs from

815 on certain programs. According to program officials,
Misgissippi dropped its small program for school social work in
1982 because it did not address state needs, and school dis-
tricts were not interested in continuing the program. State
officials did not believe clients were affected by this change.
Miss1issippi also consolidated numerous services into two broader
programs--Center Based Activities and Comprehensive Care for
Children. According to Mississippi officials, this was done to
eliminate duplication and underutilization of services, and the
population served has not been adversely affected.

Kentucky dropped its housing and home improvement services
in 1982 and 1ts health-related services counseling in 1983. The
first service was dropped primarily because of funding reduc-
ti1ons, but also hecause state officials believed that such serv-
1ces should be provided by local housing authorities. Health-
related services counseling was eliminated because of funding
cuts and because state officials believed that local health de-
partments could provide the services better than social services
staff. In addition, after 1981, Kentucky increased emphasis on
the day treatment and group homes components of its mandated
juvenile services program. At the same time, Kentucky cut back
its family services counseling and deemphasized its unmarried
parent maternity home care and mental health and retardation
services.

All three local organizations we visited in Kentucky were
providers of services which were part of the other category.
Changes reported by those providers confirmed statements made by
state officials that increased emphasis was being placed on
juvenile services and that decreased emphasis was being placed
on maternity home care and mental health and retardation
services.

The first provider was a nonprofit organization which pro-
vides, among other things, day treatment services to juvenile-—
status and public offenders in a semirural county. Total fund-
ing for this provider was virtually the same in 1981 and 1983,
However, funding for its juvenile day treatment program in-
creased by 64 percent over the 3-year period. Funding for the
juvenile day treatment program, however, still represented less
than 5 percent of the organization's total funds.
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The i1ncreased funding enabled the provider to hire one
group work counselor and to purchase textbooks, educational ma-
terials, and two trailers in order to expand facilities. The
number of children in the day treatment program increased from
36 in 1981 to 60 in 1983. Program officials maintained that
none of the program changes could be attributed to block grant
implementation.

The second provider was a nonprofit organization which
provides mental health, mental retardation, and alcohol and drug
abuse services through outpatient clinics, sheltered workshops,
and other treatment centers in a rural area of the state. This
provider ecxperienced a 36-percent reduction in federal funding
between 1981 and 1983, but received additional state funds to
of fset the loss. The executive director emphasized that even
though total funding remained constant, purchasing power dimin-
ished because the state did not compensate the agency for infla-
ti1on and i1ncreased program costs. Because of its diminished
purchasing power, the center, as of July 1982, stopped providing
free mental health and alcohol and drug abuse services to title

XX clients. A fee schedule based on a sliding income scale also
has heen instituted for these services, and advance payment of
all fees is now required. The executive director estimated that

between 500 and 600 clients stopped receiving services hecause
they opted not to pay the fee.

The provider's staff and services were also affected.
Staff decreased from 140 in 1981 to 103 in 1983, while caseloads
per staff member increased from 30-40 to 45-60. Reportedly,
several emergency and outreach services were curtailed. The ex-
ecutive director said that mental retardation services will be
terminated if SSBG funds are cut further.

The third provider was a nonprofit organization which pro-
vides maternity home care services to unmarried, teenage
parents, or expectant parents and provides group home care serv-
ices for clients throughout the state. This provider exper-—
lenced a 50-percent reduction in title XX funding from $159,386
1in 1981, to $119,514 1in 1982, to $80,000 in 1983. Overall, the
1npact of these reductions on services has heen minimal because
the provider has obtained additional private funding and has
tuplemented additional cost reduction actions. Maternity home
services are still provided to all statewide referrals.

This provider did, however, close a facility where 1its
mother/1nfant program had been offered. As a result, the number
of ¢lients helped at any given time was reduced from nine to
three. The executive director emphasized that many clients are
now turned away, and that there are no other organizations
providing similar services. The executive director attributed
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funding and to the higher priority the state placed on state-
mandated programs. State officials had told us that, because of
federal funding reductions, the decision had been made to reduce
or eliminate nonmandated services. Maternity home services are
not mandated in Kentucky.

The Massachusetts Commission for the Blind added several
services 1n 1983, including advocacy for outside resources to
serve the blind population, camping, adjustment to blindness
training, and 1nterpreter service for the non-English-speaking
or deaf clients. The Commission's Project Director believed
thegse services were needed but was not sure 1f they would be

continued in 1984 bhecause a substantial budget cut is antici-
pated.

In Pennsylvania two minor services have been dropped.
State officials reported that their camping services and part-
time day social services for delinquents were discontinued.

In Vermont, state officials changed the emphasis placed on
certain programs. Counseling, referral, and intervention serv-
ices for adults received 1ncreased emphasis in 1983, while the
legal services and residential treatment for alcohol abuse pro-
grams were deemphasized in 1982 and 1983, respectively.

The service provider of legal services which we visited in

Vermont had experienced numerous changes. This provider is a
nonprofit organization with eight offices statewide providing
leqal asslistance to low-income residents. Since 1981, the

number of clients served had decreased by about 25 percent, and
while no service was eliminated, the quality of services has
suffered according to officials because less time was available
for each client. Outreach services were reduced, and emergency-
oriented cases were prioritized. Nine lawyers and two paralegal
positions were eliminated, and clerical positions were put on a
part—-time basis. These changes were attributed to a 22-percent
reduction 1n federal funding from the Legal Services Corporation
between 1981 and 1983 rather than block grant implementation.

Client eligibility changed in two states

In addition to Kentucky 1nstituting a fee schedule for
mental health, and alcohol and drug abuse services, one other
state reported changing client eligibility criteria. 1In 1983,
the Massachusetts Commission for the Blind limited the clients
eligible for transportation services to those in the western
part of the state, where transportation was not readily avail-
able.
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CONCLUSIONS

Since block grant implementation, states have made few
additions or deletions to their major service areas. Three
states deleted one or more specific components from their social
services programs. All of these deletions occurred within the
family planning, EET, and other services categories. As a part
of the response to across-the-board reductions in SSBG funding,
however, most states did make some modifications to their pro-
grams. Changes in expenditures, emphasis, and staffing were
reported. Additionally, many states altered the criteria for
determining client eligibility, with the most frequent changes
serving to tighten the eligibility standards for day care serv-
1ces.

States' client eligibility changes and service modifica-
tions were apparent during our visits to a limited number of
service providers. While these providers are not representative
of all organizations offering social services, they did illus-
trate changes in local operations during the 1981-83 period.

The situations of these providers varied greatly, but the types
of changes reported included staffing reductions, increased
cascloads, and increases 1n client fees.
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A key feature of the block grant was the flexibility it
gave states to provide social services more efficiently and ef-
fectively. Because the states already controlled most funds
awarded under the prior programs, opportunities for organiza-
tional change were limited. However, a few states made changes
to provide greater program flexibility at the local level or in
response to funding cuts. In addition, a few states made
changes to the structure of the service provider network,

Under SSBG, states have an expanded management role, and
management activities--such as technical assistance, monitoring,
and data collection--were underway and often integrated into
ongoing state efforts. The block grant's reduced federal re-
quirements, together with the management flexibility provided to
the states, produced numerous indications of administrative
simplification. However, specific administrative cost savings
could not be quantified.

ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGES LIMITED

Partly because the prior title XX program was administered
much like a block grant, states did not make major organiza-
tional changes to accommodate block grant administration. Gen-
erally, states assigned responsibility for SSBG to those en-
tities which administered the prior title XX program. 1In 11 of
the 13 states, this responsibility rests solely with the state's
social services department, whereas two states have given title
XX responsibilities to other agencies in addition to their
social services department. In Massachusetts, about 2 percent
of the funding is provided to the Massachusetts Commission for
the Blind. Pennsylvania allocates about 11 percent of SSBG
funding to its Department of Aging for social services programs
for the elderly.

Generally, all 13 states continued to provide social ser-

ices at the local level through delivery structures in place
rior to block grant 1mplementatlon. In all states, central
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and also provided some services. In addition, all states pur-
chased some social services through contracts with service pro-

e e Ao
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For example, in Kentucky, most services are provided by
state employees assigned to residential facilities, day treat-
ment programs, and group homes within the state. Contracts are
usually awarded when state employees cannot provide the full
range of social services and staff expansion is not cost effec-
tive. However, five services~--day treatment, emergency shelter
care for children, home care for the elderly, maternity home
care, and mental health/mental retardation services--are pro-
vided exclusively by contract.

In contrast, Colorado's county departments of social ser-
vices are agents for the state's Department of Social Services.

determine client eligibility, and deliver services either di-
rectly or through contracts.

Some organizational changes in four states

While no major organizational adjustments were required to
assume SSBG responsibilities, four states made some organiza-
tional changes to provide greater program discretion at local
levels or in response to funding cuts. 1In three of these
states, additional authority was specifically delegated to local
levels. For example, prior to the block grant, Pennsylvania's
Department of Public Welfare contracted with private providers
for adult services. However, in response to requests from
county officials for greater flexibility and responsibility, in
1982 the department initiated the Adult Services Block Grant
which, in effect, created "miniblock" grants to county govern-
ments. Under this program, funds are allocated to the counties,
which in turn select populations to be served, services to be
offered, and methods for providing services. The state, how-
ever, does specify that the county spend its allocation to pro-
vide at least 1 of the 13 services included in the adult serv-
ices program. In addition, at least 75 percent of the county's
grant must be spent on low-income adults with no mental dis-
ability. State officials consider the "miniblock" successful.

In the fourth state, as well as in one which had made
organizational changes to give greater discretion to local en-
tities, changes were made in anticipation of funding reductions.
For example, effective July 1982, the Iowa state legislature
reduced the number of social services district offices from 16
to 8 bhecause of federal funding cuts. Similarly, Washington
reported that the reduction in federal and state support led the
state's Department of Social and Health Services to reduce staff
in certain program offices and to eliminate two offices
entirely.
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Service provider changes are limited

IFew changes have been made in state policies regarding the
use of service providers. Twelve of the 13 states reported no
changes 1n service provider eligibility requirements, while 11
of the 13 states reported no changes 1n the emphasis placed on
using di1fferent types of providers. No states anticipated
changes 1n service providers during 1984.

Miss1ss1ppl was the only state that reported a change in
eli1gibi1lity policies. 1In 1983, state agencies outside of Mis-
s1s8s1ppl's Department of Public Welfare were authorized to
deliver title XX services. The State Block Grant Task Force
recommended this change since these agencies were already oper-
at1ng programs which complemented title XX services. Service
providers were not affected since the new contracting agencies
continued to subcontract with the same service providers.

Two states reported changing the emphasis placed on using
certain types of service providers. Kentucky increased its
emphasis on state-provided services as opposed to private serv-
1ce providers, and Texas reported increasing emphasis on non-
state service providers due to the increased priority placed on
home-based services. Such services are provided through pur-
chase of service contracts since Texas lacked the personnel to
provide them directly.

STATES ARE CARRYING OUT
GRANT MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES

Under SSBG, states were given increased authority for
policy and decisionmaking for such grant management activities
as establishing program requlrements, monitoring, providing
technical assistance, collecting data, and auditing. To a large
axtent, these management activities were already being carried
out by the state, but the block grant increased the states’
authority in carrying out these management activities. Gen-
arally, all states were carrying out most of these responsibili-
ti1es although different approaches and emphases were noted.

Requirements i1mposed on service providers

The block grant 1ncreased the states' flexibility to manage
program activities in accordance with state priorities and pro-
cedures. States no longer had to comply with numerous fed-
vurally imposed requirements. lowever, the Congress did continue
from the prior title XX program certain restrictions pertaining
to the use of SSBG funds. Funding is prohibited for (1) child
day care services that do not meet applicable state and local
standards, (2) some cash payments, (3) purchasing or improving
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land, (4) acquiring, constructing, or improving (except minor
remodeling) a building or other facility, (5) the payment of
wades as a social service in most circumstances, (6) providing
most types of medical care, (7) providing some social services
to individuals in certain institutions, and (8) providing educa-

tion services which are generally available to the public.

To promote compliance with one or more of these restric-
tions, all 13 states publish them 1n state policy guidance or
manuals and generally include them in grant contracts or agree-
ments.  In addition, 11 states publish these restrictions in
state laws and regulations. Officials in two states said that
they had taken additional steps to promote compliance. Colora-
do's Department of Social Servicea sent letters to all day care
service providers, informing them of SSBG statutory provisions.
Washington's Department of Social and Health Services issued a
policy memorandum in October 1982 which required divisions and
bureaus to ensure that grants management staffs and all service
providers required to submit budget and cost reports were aware
of restrictions.

Besides federal restrictions, all 13 states placed their
own requirements on service providers. Most states required
certain service providers to match funds received from the
state, conduct audits and needs assessments, and report on pro-
gram activities.

Since block grant implementation, four states have changed
state-1mposed requirements. For example, Florida has eased both
1ts eligibility determination process and its matching require-
ments. Under the block grant, matches, consisting of goods and
services as well as cash (or a combination of the two), are
acceptable, and providers are no longer required to forward
matching funds to the state. One Florida child day care service
provider we visited said that the increased flexibility of
matching regquirements and the eased administrative burden have
led to a better relationship with the state. Similarly,
Kentucky, for the first time, allows an in-kind match rather
than cash match for providers of home care for the elderly.

Monitoring activities integrated
with ongoing state efforts

To help ensure service provider compliance with federal
restrictions, as well as compliance with state requirements,
service providers were being monitored in all 13 states. 1In
four states, this monitoring was performed solely by the states'
social services program offices., Seven states also used other
state offices, and two states 1ndicated that nonstate entities
were 1nvolved as well. Officials from most states said that
SSHBG services were monitored in conjunction with other state
and/or federally funded activities.
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Although eight states indicated that SSBG had no effect on
the level of program monitoring, officials from four states in-
dicated at least some decrease. For example, California offi-
cials said that monitoring had generally decreased "across-the-
hoard" at least in part because SSBG removed monitoring require-
ments. Officials added, however, that the monitoring of child
protective services had increased because of the enactment of
the Federal Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980.
This legislation necessitated that states comply with numerous
foster care requirements if they wished to be eligihle for fed-
eral funds under this act.

In monitoring SSBG service providers, most state officials
said that at least moderate emphasis was placed on ensuring com-
pliance with the major federal program restrictions, as shown in
chart 4.1.
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providers.

CHART 4.1
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As shown in chart 4.2, states relied most heavily on re-

viewing data and reports and on site visits to monitor service
Program officials in 12 of the 13 states reported
that site visits and reports were used at least moderately for
monitoring service providers.

Also, seven states said they
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Most states provide
technical assistance

Officials in 11 of the 13 states reported providing tech-
nical assistance to local recipients of SSBG funds. Only Ver-
mont and Michigan did not provide such assistance. State offi-
cials said that nonprofit entities and city and county agencies
were often recipients of technical assistance. States provided
asgsistance on a full range of subject areas. According to state
officials, methods used to the greatest extent included letters,
phone calls, written guidance, and site visits.

In 2 of the 13 states, we asked service providers that were
local government organizations whether they had received tech-
nical assistance from the state. Three service providers con-
tacted had received technical assistance in a variety of areas,
and two desired additional assistance. A Florida service pro-
vider wanted additional technical assistance related to program
eligibility. Officials from a New York service provider said
they would like assistance related to training. According to
officials, this provider had a particularly high staff turnover
because staff view employment with the provider as a stepping
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stone to higher paying state jobs. Accordingly, provider
officials would like to have the state share in the training of
new workers.

Data collection efforts remain
about the same but could increase

State officials reported that the collection of social
services data has provided useful information for a variety of
administrative activities, including preparing budget projec-
tions and justifications, preparing various expenditure reports,
making service provider funding allocations, and performing
oversight functions. All 13 states currently collect data on
programs supported with SSBG funds; however, the types of data
collected vary by state.

The most frequently collected data were client demo-
graphics, specifically age, residence, sex, and minority status.
Data collected least frequently included client religion, infor-
mation on recidivism, and measures of service quality and pro-
gram effectiveness. Also, our analysis showed that the types of
data collected did not vary much among the major service areas.

State officials, for the most part, reported little change
in the amount of data currently collected as compared to the
amount collected under the previous programs. While the reduced
federal reporting requirements suggest that data collection ef-
forts could decrease under the block grant, chart 4.3 shows that
state management requirements and budget requirements are the
two most important factors influencing state data collection
efforts.

56



m 6REAT CHART 4.3

PROGRAM OFFICIALS‘ OPINIONS ABOUT THE INFLUENCE
[:] MODERATE SELECTED FACTORS HAD ON THE DATA COLLECTION
[:] SOME /NONE EFFORT FOR THE SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

BLOCK BRANT REQUIREMENTS o

3
T 1T I T T TTTTITTIITI8

OTHER FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 4

3
LT TTITTITTIT07?

STATE MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS +

STATE LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS

mej
; 19
STATE BUDGET REQUIREMENTS -
CROSS~STATE COMPARABILITY
I T T I TLITIS
3
ADMINISTRATIVE COST CEILINGS
) D I D S A R M 4
| T T T T 1
2 2 4 6 8 10 12

NUMBER OF STATES

While most states said that the amount of data currently
collected did not vary from the amount collected under the prior
categorical programs, Pennsylvania reported a substantial de-
crease in data collection, while Massachusetts, Kentucky, and
Vermont reported increases. A Vermont service provider ex-
plained that as a result of the state's action, it now has to
submit a detailed monthly report on each client. This has in-
creased administrative costs and decreased money available for
services. A service provider in Massachusetts also noted that
the state is requiring more information in monthly reports on
the type and quantity of services provided, client demographics,
and fees.
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Nine of the 13 states reported spending about the same
amount of funds for collecting and analyzing data under SSBG as
they did under the prior categorical program. Pennsylvania,
which reported a substantial decrease 1n the amount of data col-
lected, also reported, along with three other states, a decrease
in the amount of funds spent for data collection.

State officials indicated that additional data regarding
service needs, extent of recidivism, quality of services, and
program effectiveness would be useful. However, they recognize
that there are barriers to collecting the data. Twelve states
reported that having too few staff at the state level restricts
data collection. Also, officials from most states said that the
burden on local grantees, limited financial resources, and meas-
urement difficulties were also barriers.

Some expansion in data collection for 1984 is anticipated
by state officials in the areas of quality, guantity, and effec-
tiveness of social services. The latter two areas are among
those where the least data were collected by the 13 states. Few
states anticipate any increases in 1984 data collection regard-
ing the size of populations eligible for services or measures of
client demographics. Eleven of the 13 states anticipate no
changes in the amount of funds to be spent on data collection.
Only Kentucky planned to increase spending, while Pennsylvania
officials were uncertain as to future spending plans for data
collection.

States now arrange for
audits of SSBG funds

State audits of SSBG expenditures are a key oversight fea-
ture of the block grant legislation. States are required by the
law and regulation to obtain independent biennial audits of SSBG
and to make copies of such audits available to HHS. Generally,
state auditors plan to conduct the state-level SSBG audits as
part of single department-wide audits. State officials told us
that GAO's Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations,
Programs, Activities, and Functions will be used for these
audits.

As of October 31, 1983, three states we visited had state-
level audits completed. The state auditor's report on the Texas
Department of Human Resources, which covered the period Septem-
ber 1981 through August 1982, stated that the department's fi-
nancial statements present fairly its financial position. 1In
Colorado, the State Auditor's report on the Department of Social
Services for the period July 1981 through June 1982 included
several findings primarily relating to estimating and reporting
expenditures for the Medicaid, AFDC, and Food Stamp programs.
According to state audit officials, SSBG expenditures were
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tested, and based on those tests, the department complied with
laws and regulations that could have materially affected its fi-
nanclial statements. The report also included recommendations
for improving financial management and internal controls proce-
dures which the department generally agreed to implement. Cali-
fornia has issued two state-wide audits, the most recent of
which covered the state fiscal year 1982-83 and was a coopera-
tive effort by the Office of the Auditor General, the State De-
partment of Finance, and the State Controller. The report noted
several internal control and compliance issues and contained
recomaendations for improving the Department of Social Services'
financial accounting and reporting practices.

In addition, five states had state-level SSBG audits in
process and five states had audits planned. In addition, as of
January 1984, data developed by HHS for 41 states showed that 16
SSBG audits were complete, 12 were in process, and 13 were
planned. These audits covered fiscal year 1982 funds.

Although state agencies generally plan SSBG service pro-
vider audits, internal auditors usually conduct them. Some
states plan to audit all of their SSBG service providers, and
other states plan to audit them on a sample basis. According to
state officirals, some states will audit service providers
annually, and other states plan to audit them on a biennial
basis. Kentucky was one state which had comprehensive informa-
tion avallable regarding service provider audits. As of October
31, 1983, 35 SSBG audits were complete, 1 was in process, and 34
were planned.

BLOCK GRANT IMPLEMENTATION ACCOMPANIED
BY ADMINISTRATIVE SIMPLIFICATION

Block grant implementation was accompanied by reduced fed-
eral administrative requirements in such areas as preparing ap-
plications and reports. In addition, the block grant legisla-
tion and regulations provided states with the flexibility to
establish procedures they believed were best suited to managing
programs efficiently and effectively. Together, these block
grant attributes were intended to simplify program administra-
tion and reduce costs.

States generally view SSBG administrative requirements as
less burdensome than those attached to the prior title XX pro-
gram. For example, most states reported spending less time and
effort preparing applications and reports for SSBG. In addi-
tion, most states have standardized or changed administrative
procedures for their service providers, and some states also
noted that the block grant has facilitated improvements in plan-
ning and budgeting.
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States report that reduced
application and reporting
requirements have positive impact

Under the prior program, management activities, such as ap-
plication preparation and reporting, had to be done in accord-
ance with specific federal directives. The block grant gave
states greater discretion to approach these management activi-
ties in accordance with their own priorities and procedures. As
shown by chart 4.4, most states reported that overall they spent
less time and effort preparing federally required applications
and reports than they spent preparing similar documents for the
prior categorical programs.

CHART 4.4
STATE PROGRAM OFFICIALS’ OPINIONS ABOUT THE EFFORT
INVOLVED IN APPLYING FOR AND REPORTING ON THE
SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT COMPARED TO CATEGORICALS

N

U 18— 12

M

B

E 8-

R 7

0

2 6 5

S 4

T 4 3

A

£ 2

5

) g1 21 .
APPLICATIONS REPORTS

Under the prior title XX program, states were required to
submit detailed Comprehensive Service Plans in conformance with
federal guidelines. Although states must prepare a report on
the intended use of SSBG funds, including types of activities to
be supported and the categories or characteristics of individ-
uals served, HHS has not prescribed the form or content of the
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information required in the SSBG intended use report. Conse-
guently, the amount and type of information included by the 13
states varies.

Officilals in seven states reported spending less time and
effort preparing the 1983 SSBG application than previously re-
quired for preparing their title XX application. Each of these
states said that SSBG application requirements had a positive
effect on their ability to manage SSBG programs. For example,
Mississippi officials reported that the reduction in specific
application and planning requirements enabled the state to bet-
ter plan in accordance with state needs.

Although federal application requirements were reduced, of~
ficials 1n 5 of the 13 states said they spend about the same
amount of time preparing SSBG applications as they did preparing
title XX applications. Three of these states reported that they
have continued to follow the same procedures as they did under
the prior program. For example, Kentucky officials reported
that the state's Department of Social Services always prepares a
detailed plan even when not required to do so for federal pur-
poses. Consequently, the format of the SSBG plan has remained
essentially the same. Also, New York officials said that be-
cause soclal services are mandated by the state's constitution,
the shift to SSBG had little effect on simplifying applications
since state requirements remain extensive. The remaining state,
Colorado, was not sure whether more, less, or equal time was re-—
quired to prepare its SSBG application as compared to the pre-~
vious title XX applications.

The block grant also eliminated the detailed reporting re-
quirements attached to the prior title XX program. For example,
states were previously required to report quarterly under the
Social Services Reporting Requirements System on the status of
title XX cases. The block grant, however, only requires
biennial reports on activities funded and expenditures made.

Officirals in 10 of the 13 states reported that they spend
less time and effort reporting to the federal government on SSBG
activities, and 10 states reported that SSBG reporting require-
ments had a positive effect on SSBG program management. Six
states also noted that the block grant enabled them to make
gpecific management i1mprovements in reporting. For example,
Vermont was able to replace reporting requirements on specific
client groups with more general reporting requirements on the
total population served, which they viewed as a management
improvement.

Despite the elimination of most of the social services

reporting requirements system, three states said that they spend
the same amount of time and effort reporting to the federal
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government under SSBG as they did under the prior categorical
program. Two of these states have chosen to maintain the same
information system used under the previous title XX program.

Block grant facilitates improvements
in administrative procedures and
planning and budgeting

Since block grant implementation, 10 of the 13 states have
made efforts to standardize or change administrative procedures
and requirements. The types of changes reported include consol-
idation and streamlining of application forms and eliminating
the need for individuals to meet both state and federal eligi-
bility criteria. For example, Kentucky program officials
simplified the various applications and reporting requirements
to cut down on unnecessary paperwork and to obtain only informa-
tion which was needed to run the program and aid in long-range
planning. Of the 10 states that reported that they had made ef-
forts to standardize or change existing administrative proce-
dures and requirements, officials from 3 considered the block
grant to be the primary motivating factor for their action, and
officials from 5 other states considered it to be one of
several major factors.

Officials in 4 of the 13 states reported making management
improvements in planning and budgeting as a result of SSBG. The
types of improvements include greater flexibility in allocating
federal funds, allowing for longer term planning by switching
from annual to biennial contracts with substate providers, and
giving service providers greater incentives to solicit donated
funds. For example, officials in Massachusetts reported that
prior to SSBG, the state collected donated funds and allocated
such funds to service providers. Donations can now be made di-
rectly to service providers, which then bill the state for
matching funds. This new policy provides service providers with
an incentive to actively solicit donations, as well as removing
the administrative burden from the state for collecting and
handling such funds.

QUANTIFICATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE
COSTS NOT POSSIBLE

As discussed in the two previous sections, states have ex-
perienced a mixture of increased grant management responsibili-
ties and administrative simplifications since implementing the
block grants. The administration believed that the block grant
approach could compensate for federal funding reductions. Other
supporters of the block grant proposals were less optimistic,
but many believed that fewer layers of administration, better
state and local coordination of services, fewer federal regula-
tions and requirements, and better targeting of services could
lead to cost savings.
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However, while much was said about the administrative cost
savings that might be achieved, little attention was focused on
the difficulties associated with quantifying and measuring such
savings. Essentially, two types of data must exist to determine
specific administrative cost savings:

--uniform administrative cost data at the state level
based on uniform state definitions of administrative
costs and

--comprehensive baseline data on prior programs.

State approaches to defining
administrative costs differ widely

Seven of the 13 states have written definitions of adminis-
trative costs that apply to SSBG. O0Officials in three other
states provided unwritten definitions, and in one state, offi-
cials stated that there was no single administrative cost defi-
nition for the block grant, but different definitions for each
program area. The remaining two states had no definition. The
10 states which define administrative costs did so in a manner
essentially consistent with federal guidance even though this
guidance is no longer mandated for block grants. The defini-
tions range from vague and general to precise and detailed.
Also, only three states defined administrative costs for sub-
grantees.

In addition to the different approaches in administrative
cost definitions, states use varying procedures for computing
administrative costs, although many use cost allocation plans.
Some states appear to have no such procedures. Also, only 2
of the 13 states had provided subrecipients with written
instructions for computing administrative costs. Seven states,
however, require subgrantees to report administrative costs, and
officials from all of the seven states said they verify these
costs through audits.

There is no limit on the amount of funds to be used for ad-
ministration under SSBG, and seven states set no limits. How-
ever, Mississippl set a limit of 10 percent for administrative
costs, and New York set a 2-percent limit, a portion of which
the Department of Social Services withholds for training pur-
poses. Florida established a policy of charging direct costs to
the block grant and administrative costs to state general
revenue funds. California, Iowa, and Pennsylvania established a
gspecific dollar limitation on the amount of funds that could be
used for administration.
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Comprehensive baseline data on prior
categorical programs not available

The ability to measure savings is also hampered by the lack
of comprehensive basgeline data on the cost of administering the
prior categorical programs. At the state level, only 3 of the
13 states reported information on the cost of administering the
prior programs. At the federal level, program officials said
that their offices did not keep records of the costs associated
with administering specific programs. HHS offices had responsi-
bility for more than one categorical program and were unable to
identify the costs associated with any specific program.

The inability to specifically determine administrative
costs is not something new. 1In 1978, we reported that despite
growing 1nterest in the administrative cost question, there was
no system to report consistent data on the cost or staff
resources used to administer individual assistance programs. As
a result, data to enlighten the debates over the cost of program
administration were fragmentary and inconsistent. Essentially,
that condition prevails today for SSBG.

State officials provide varying
perceptions about administrative costs

While there are numerous indicators of administrative sim-
plification and management improvement, quantifying any overall
administrative savings appears impractical. However, one in-
dicator of administrative cost savings is the perceptions of
state officials who have had the greatest contact with adminis-
tering bhoth the block grant and the prior categorical programs.

These perceptions tend to support the notion that the block
grants have resulted in some administrative savings, but that
their impact has been limited. For example:

~-In Florida, state officials indicated that while the
block grant did provide some administrative simplifica-
tions which have resulted in cost savings, these savings
would be impossible to quantify without special study.

~-In Michigan, state officials noted that reporting re-
quirements have decreased with the change to block
grants, but some reporting is still required.

--In Colorado and California, state officials found no

administrative cost savings as a result of the block
grant.
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CONCLUS10ONS

Under SSBG, the majority of states continued to use the
same organizational structures to administer and provide social
gservices. Supervisory responsibilities were generally assigned
to the same state agencies which supervised the prior title XX
program. The administration of the program at the local level
1s most often carried out by state government offices located in
substate jurisdictions. States did make limited chunges in the
use of certain types of service providers:; however, these
changes had little effect on the overall structure of the ser-
vice provider network.

States were carrying out their expanded management role
under the block grant. The states imposed requirements on serv-
1ice providers and monitored them for compliance. States also
provided technical assistance, collected program data, as well
as performed audits. Often these activities were integrated
into ongoing state efforts.

The reduced federal requirements and the management flexi-
bility associated with the block grant were producing indica-
tions of administrative simplification. Many states reported
spending less time preparing grant applications and reports for
the federal government. Many states were also reporting speci-
fic management improvements related to planning and budgeting
and the standardizing of administrative requirements. However,
specific administrative cost savings could not be quantified in
a comprehensive manner. Accordingly, the perceptions of state
officials remain the best indicators of changes in administra-
tive cost resulting from the block grant.
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CHAPTER 5

INVOLVEMENT IN PROGRAM DECISIONS

UNDER THE BLOCK GRANT APPROACH

HAS REMAINED THE SAME FOR STATE OFFICIALS,

INCREASED FOR CITIZEN INTEREST GROUPS

Because most governors and legislatures in the 13 states
were already involved with program decisions under the prior
title XX program, the block grant stimulated further involvement
in only a few states. Most states continued to make decisions
on federal social services funds through regular state budget
and appropriations processes.

The prior program mandated that states provide opportuni-
ties for citizen input into developing social services plans
and, as a result, states already had mechanisms in place to
facilitate citizen input. Therefore, even though many federal
requirements were eliminated with block grant implementation,
the requirement for citizen participation was continued. Most
states continued to use citizen input processes similar to those
already in place.

While state processes to solicit input changed little, 47
percent of the social services interest groups we surveyed said
they increased their level of activity with the states. Inter-
est group satisfaction with existing state efforts to facilitate
and use their input, however, was mixed. Also, while state
officials generally believed the block grant approach was a more
desirable funding mechanism for social services than the prior
title XX program, most interest group respondents believed it
was less desirable,

GUBERNATORIAL AND LEGISLATIVE INVOLVEMENT
INCREASED IN SOME STATES

States had considerable discretion over the federal social
scrvices funds under the prior program. As a result, governors
and/or legislatures were already somewhat involved in decisions
on federally funded social services programs in all 13 states.
Gubernatorial involvement in nine states and legislative in-
volvement 1n eight states was rated as being the same for the
prior program as it had been for related state-funded programs.
As shown in chart 5.1, state program officials believed that
hblock grant implementation did little to increase overall levels
of involvement in program decisions.
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CHART 5.1
STATE PROGRAM OFFICIALS‘ OPINIONS ABOUT THE
CHANGE IN GUBERNATORIAL AND LEGISLATIVE
INVOLVEMENT IN THE DECISIONS CONCERNING THE
$SBG COMPARED TO THOSE OF PRIOR TITLE XX PROGRAMS
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Program officials in nine states bellieve that the degree of
gubernatorial involvement in SSBG decisions was the same as 1t
had been under the prior title XX program, although it did in-
crease 1n four states. For example, in New York, program offi-
cials sai1d the governor was only moderately involved in social
services decisions under the prior program but, because of the
greater discretion afforded by the block grant, became greatly
involved 1n program decisions under SSBG. Mississippi program
officials said the governor was not involved in social services
program decisions under the prior program but became greatly in-
volved under the block grant. His involvement led to developing
an interagency consolidated contract for social services pro-
viders,

While governors used several mechanisms to obtain informa-
tion or exercise control over SSBG program decisions, all relied
on their opportunities to review agency budget submissions.
About three-quarters also obtained input from public hearings,
advisory committees, and the review and approval of federal
grant applications. Only the governor's office i1n Texas indi-
cated plans to change existing monitoring or control methods.
Texas 1s consildering holding "townhall" type meetings on block
grants before the normal state-wide agency hearing process.
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Like the governors, state legislatures relied heavily on
the state budget and appropriations processes to oversee block
grants. Legislatures in all 13 states appropriate SSBG funds
often 1n conjunction with related state-funded programs. How-
ever, two states treated SSBG funds differently than appropria-
tions for other blocks or state-funded programs. New York
operates 1ts SSBG program through counties and therefore appro-
priates those funds in a lump sum separate from the appropria-
tion of state funds. Massachusetts treated SSBG funds like the
previous title XX funds—--as reimbursements to the state's gen-
eral fund. Therefore, such funds are not appropriated and
allocated separately, like the other blocks. 1In addition to
using the appropriations process as a control mechanism, legis-
latures 1n 11 states require state agency reports on federal
grant programs, including SSBG.

Legislative staff 1n eight states said their legislatures
are greatly involved in SSBG decisions. This was similar to
their involvement with the prior title XX program where seven
legislatures noted a high degree of involvement. Only Kentucky
legislative staff noted no involvement with the prior program
and rated their legislature as moderately involved with SSBG.
Legislative staff in 6 of the 13 states said that their legisla-
tures made significant changes to the initial block grant plans
or proposals submitted by governors. These 1included shifting
funds between specific services, changing administrative costs,
and transferring funds from other blocks to mitigate federal
funding cuts. Like most governors, most legislatures are not
planning changes in their methods for overseeing the blocks.

Gubernatorial and legislative staff identified a number of
block grant characteristics which encouraged their involvement,
The most common were the consolidation of related categorical
programs, greater state authority to set program priorities, and
the ability to transfer funds between blocks. Several states
also noted other positive block grant characteristics, such as
the elimination of the matching requirement and the more flexi-
ble application requirements. For example, Florida legislative
staff sa1d that eliminating the matching requirement allowed
them to consider extending participation to new localities. The
governor's staff in Michigan noted that the prior application
process required i1nformation which duplicated a report prepared
for the state's overall social services budget.

STATES USE A VARIETY OF METHODS

The prior title XX program mandated detailed citizen in-
volvement processes 1n developing intended use reports. While
SSBG eliminated many details, states must annually prepare and

68



make public reports on their intended use of SSBG funds and, at
least biennially, report on their SSBG activities. Unlike some
other block grants, public hearings and advisory committees are
not required. However, 12 of the 13 states reported holding
ei1ther executive or legislative hearings, and 11 states used one
or more advisory committees., Overall, program officials in 10
of the 13 states noted that there had been little change in the
overall level of public participation since block grant imple-
mentation.

All states prepared

required reports

The law requires each state to prepare (1) an annual report
describing its intended use of SSBG funds and make it public in
such a manner as to facilitate public comment and (2) a biennial
report on 1ts SSBG activities and also make this report publicly
avallable. Program officials in 12 states said they made their
intended use report available to the public. The other state,
New York, relies on local service districts to prepare plans and
obtain citizen 1nput. These local plans are then aggregated
into a state plan. Therefore, the New York intended use report
is circulated at the local level. Only 2 of the 13 states said
that written comments received on 1ntended use reports resulted
1n specific program decisions,

A greater share of interest groups were dissatisfied than
satisfied with the timing of the comment period in relation to
states' SSBG decisionmaking processes. Four states plan to
change their methods for soliciting comments on draft plans.
Washington plans to solicit more comments. In addition, Wash-
ington and two other states plan to request comments earlier in
the decisionmaking process, and Florida plans to distribute
draft plans locally prior to 1ts district office hearings.

Also, s1x states publicly distributed or plan to distribute
a report on their 1982 social services expenditures, even though
the law requilres only a biennial report.

Most states conducted executive
or lTegislative public hearings

Public hearings on SSBG were held in 12 of the 13 states by
either the executive or legislative branches of state govern-
ment. New York conducted hearings at the local level because
localities have the primary responsibility for providing social
services,
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Prior to SSBG, eight states conducted executive branch
hearings on the title XX program. These eight states, along
with three other states holding hearings on the use of fiscal
year 1983 SSBG funds, held a combined total of 81 executive
branch hearlngs.l Iowa and Pennsylvania held executive hear-
ings solely for SSBG, while hearings in the remaining nine
states covered other block grants and/or state programs.

The effort devoted to executive hearings varied substan-
tially between states. For example, the number of hearings
ranged from 2 in Colorado to 24 1in Iowa. Most hearings were
held outside of state capitals with an average of 50 persons
attending.2 Attendance ranged from an average of 9 in Iowa
to 110 in Florida. All but Vermont provided the public 2 to
4 weeks of advance notice of the hearings, primarily through
announcements in newspapers and state mailing lists. Vermont
provided less than 1 week's notice.

State officials in 8 of the 11 states that held executive
hearings also told us that draft plans were available before
almost all hearings. In two states, draft plans were available
before some hearings, and in Kentucky they were not available
before the hearing.

A total of 15 legislative committees 1in the 11 states that
responded to our questionnaire held 40 hearings addressing the
use of 1983 SSBG funds. Only six of these committees had held
hearings on the prior program. Therefore, among those commit-
tees, there was a considerable increase in legislative hearings
under the block grant approach, even though such hearings were
not required.

In contrast to executive hearings, these committees held
fewer hearings, and nearly three quarters were held 1n state
capitals with an av%rage attendance of 72--higher than for the
executive hearings. S1x hearings focused solely on SSBG; 13
addressed all blocks, 1ncluding SSBG. The remaining 21 ad-
dressed SSBG and/or other blocks in conjunction with related
state-funded programs.

lin addition to New York, California held no executive branch
hearings. California did hold legislative hearings.,

2Averages exclude hearings for which data were not available.

3averages exclude hearings for which data were not available.
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Like the executive branch hearings, there were differences
among the states. Seven of the 15 legislative committees gave 1
to 2 weeks' advance notice of hearings. The remaining eight
gave more notice. Seven used state mailing lists as their pri-
mary method of notifying interested groups; three relied on the
newspaper. The balance used various methods.

Most legislative hearings addressing only SSBG were held
before final state appropriations bills for state fiscal year
1983 were passed. Only the Kentucky legislature held its
hearing on SSBG after the passage of its state appropriation
bill and after the beginning of its state fiscal year. However,
Kentucky legislative staff noted the results of the hearing led
to eight recommendations to the state's Department of Social
Services on the administration of the program.

Sixty-four percent of the interest groups in our survey
that were knowledgeable of SSBG said they attended or testified
at either executive or legislative hearings. While those groups
that had an opinion were generally satisfied with the conven-
ience and amount of time allotted to hearings, over half were
dissatisfied with the availability of informational materials
before hearings and the timing of hearings relative to states'
allocation decisionmaking processes. Responses were mixed on
the amount of advance notice and the number of hearings held.
(See app. XIII, table 2.)

Only four state executive agencies plan to modify their
hearings processes. Pennsylvania and Kentucky plan to hold
hearings earlier in the decisionmaking process. Mississippi,
which held three hearings, plans to hold fewer, and Florida
plans to change its hearing format. Similarly, committees in
three states plan to change their legislative hearings proc-
esses. Texas plans earlier hearings, California plans more
hearings outside of the state capital, and Kentucky will improve
its processes for notifying the public.

Widespread use of
advisory committees

Eleven of the 13 states reported using a total of 23 ad-
visory committees or task forces to obtain input for decisions
on social services programs. Five committees in three states
focused solely on SSBG-funded programs, while the other commit-
tees addressed SSBG-funded programs in conjunction with other
block grants and/or related state-~funded programs.
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The governor appolinted advisory committee members in four
states, while 1n four other states members were appointed by
state agency officials. In each of the remaining three states,
dif ferent committees were appointed by either the governor,
exccutive agencies, the legislature, or others. A broad range
of individuals served on committees. However, the most prev-
alent committee members were private citizens and service pro-
viders. Eight of the 11 states included program officials, and
7 had representatives of the legislature or the governor's
office on at least one advisory committee.

Twenty percent of the interest groups we surveyed who were
knowledgeable about SSBG were actively involved with state-
sponsored advisory committees. In general, interest group re-

spondents were relatively satisfied with the composition and
roles of these groups. Officials in four states noted that rec-

ommendations received from the adv1sory groups led to specific

A e} h o ccnm fiinde
uec 1Slung Ull IAUW' s use a7 LINT L'\J MINA D o

Ten of the 1l states that used advisory groups to prepare
their 1983 SSBG plans (preexpenditure reports) intend to con-
tinue their use., Massachusetts, which had already discontinued

1ts advisory group, has recently established a new group to ad-
dress the human services block grants, including SSBG.

Role of 01tlzen 1qput 1n

As shown in chart 5.2, SSBG program officials relied on
diverse sources of information when setting social services pro-
gram priorities and objectives. While a number of sources were
rated of great importance by program officials, statistical
measures of program performance, legislative hearings, and
state-sponsored meetings or conferences were infrequently rated
this high.
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CHART 6.2
STATE PROGRAM OFFICIALS’ OPINIONS ABOUT THE
SOURCES OF INFORMATION THAT WERE OF GREAT
IMPORTANCE ON SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT DECISIONS
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Program officials in 6 of the 13 states told us program
changes were made based on information received from the various
citizen input methods. For example:

° A high degree of concern was raised during executive
public hearings and in written comments on Florida's
draft state plan concerning the allocation of day care
funds. This led to a geographic redistribution of these
funds that was considered more equitable.

¢ Task force recommendations in Iowa led to a geographic
realloction of SSBG funds.

° Comments made during public hearings in Massachusetts
led to a reversal of proposed changes by the state to
matching requirements.

° Hearings in Washington encouraged state officials to

drop a proposal that would require recipients to share
in day care costs.
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Program officials in three states noted they did not use
comments received through any of the previously mentioned input
methods. For example, Kentucky officials said they relied more
on professional needs assessments compiled by the state execu-
tive agency than on other sources of information, such as
citizen input. Officials in the other four states were un-
certain as to whether hearings, comments on draft plans, or
advisory committees influenced program decisions,

Legislative staff in 6 of the 13 states indicated that in-
formation obtained through committee hearings influenced execu-
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For example, Florida's governor requested that $4 million of the
jobs bill funds be used to expand day care facilities in the
children, youth, and family program. However, the legislature
did not approve this request and instead decided that the jobs
b1ll funds be directed to job training for committed youth,
summer jobs programs, and juvenile sex offenders. Legislative
staff in Kentucky also noted that service provider groups seemed
reluctant to protest proposed allocation decisions made by state
agencies, but were more comfortable discussing their concerns
with legislators.

PERCEPTIONS OF INTEREST GROUPS
AND STATE OFFICIALS ON BLOCK GRANTS

Interest groups' satisfaction with state efforts to facili-
tate their input into SSBG program decisions was mixed, even
though many interest groups in our survey said they increased
their level of activity with state officials. They generally
were dissatisfied with state responses to their concerns and be-
lieved state decisions regarding the use of SSBG funds adversely
affected individuals or groups they represented. 1In general,
state officials were pleased with the block grant approach,
while interest group respondents perceived the block grant ap-
proach to funding social services as less desirable than the
prior title XX approach.

Interest groups and service providers
have mixed reactions to state input process and
are dissatisfled with state program decisions

Of the 1interest group respondents that had some knowledge
of federal social services programs, 47 percent told us they
had increased their levels of activity with state executive
agencies, and an equal number increased their activity with
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legislatures since block grant implementation.4 Over half of
those groups that increased their activity were statewide
organizations. The others were mostly county level or regional
groups representing individuals and nonprofit groups, such as
service providers. Together, they were involved in a wide range
of activities to learn about or influence SSBG programs. As
shown in chart 5.3, interest groups we surveyed participated in
various aspects of the state citizen input process.

CHART &.3
SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK SRANT INTEREST GROUP
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PATION IN THE BLOCK SRANT INPUT PROCESS
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PERCENT OF GROUPS INVOLVED

While sixty-four percent of the 316 SSBG interest group
respondents attended or testified at hearings on SSBG, both
attendance and testimony were higher at executive than legisla-
tive hearings, as shown in table 5.1.

- —— -~

4We sent a questionnaire to interest groups in our 13 states,
and 316 of the 786 respondents indicated they had some knowl-
edge of SSBG-funded programs. Not all 316, however, answered
each question in our questionnaire. The number of responses to
the questions we used 1n our report ranged from 90 to 316. The

actual numbers of respondents for those questions are detailed
in appendix XIIT.
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Table 5.1

Percent of Interest Groups That
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the Hearings Process

P"h

Aspect of process Percent
Attended:

Executive hearings 53

Legislative hearings 34
Testified at:

Executive hearings 31

LLegislative hearings 18

Interest group satisfaction with various state efforts to
facilitate 1nput varied. Most were satisfied with the accessi-
hbility of state officials for informal consultation (62 per-
cent)., However, 57 percent were dissatisfied with the avail-
ability of information prior to hearings, and 52 percent were
dissatisfied with the timing of hearings relative to state's
allocation decisionmaking processes. Also, 47 percent were dis-
satisfied with the timing of comment periods on state plans
relative to the decisionmaking processes. In relation to other
opportunities states might have provided to facilitate their
input, groups were often divided in their assessments (see
app. XIII, table 2). However, interest groups that actively
participated in a gtate's overall processes through such activi-
ties as testifying, attending hearings, or submitting comments
on state plans were more satisfied with state efforts to obtain
citi1zen 1nput than those interest groups that were not actively
involved.,

Three issues cited as being of great or very great concern
to 1nterest groups were the need to maintain or increase funding
for specific services (79 percent), for geographic areas within
a state (49 percent), and for services to protected groups, such
as minorities and handicapped (68 percent). Program officials
also noted that these three issues were dominant concerns during
executive branch hearings. Chart 5.4 shows interest groups were
generally dissatisfied with state responses to their key con-
cerns. In addition, 60 percent of the interest group respond-
ents believed the changes states made to programs supported with
SSBG funds adversely affected the groups or individuals they
represented. Only 21 percent viewed state changes favorably;
the others saw no effect.
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‘ CHART S.4
E SATISFIED DEGREE OF SOCIAL SERVICES INTEREST GROUP
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Of the 48 service providers we visited, 10 believed that
the opportunity for input into the decisionmaking process under
SSBG was greater than the opportunity under the prior program.
S1x service providers believed that the opportunity for input
was less under block grants, and 20 believed the opportunity for
input was the same. Twenty-three service providers believed
that the notice of hearings and the availability of information
were sufficient to facilitate adequate participation, while 17
believed these mechanisms were not sufficient.

State officilals and interest groups
have different perceptions of

block grant approach

Gubernatorial staff in 9 of 13 states perceived SSBG to be
more flexible than the prior title XX program; the rest found it
to be about the same or had no opinion. However, program staff
in seven states thought the degree of flexibility was about the
same, while the rest thought it more flexible. A majority of
the legislative leaders in seven states also thought block
grants were generally more flexible. Also, SSBG program offi-
cials in 11 of the 13 states believed that federal requirements
under SSBG are less burdensome than those of the prior program.

State officials generally believed the block grant approach
was a more desirable method of funding social services programs
than the previous title XX approach. Gubernatorial staff in
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10 states and a majority of legislative leaders in 9 said block
grants were more desirable. Only 3 of the 39 responding legis-
lative leaders believed block grants were less desirable. The
other governors and legislators found the block grant approach
to be neither more nor less desirable than prior categoricals or
had no comment. Meanwhile, 11 of 13 SSBG program officials
found the block grant approach more desirable., Colorado cffi-
cials did not believe SSBG was much different than the prior
title XX program, and Mississippi officials found the block
grant approach less desirable because of less money.

Fifty-five percent of the interest group respondents in our
survey believed the block grant approach was less desirable than
the prior title XX program as a funding mechanism, and only 20
percent said SSBG was more desirable. The others saw little or
no difference between the approaches. In addition, those in-
terest groups who were less satisfied with the block grant ap-
proach were generally those who perceived that states did not
maintain or increase funds for specific services and that state
block grant decisions had adversely affected those groups or in-
dividuals they represented.

While interest groups and state officials had differing
views on the desirability of the block grant, both expressed
concern about the federal funding reductions that accompanied
the block. State officials commented that the block grant's
advantages were somewhat diminished by reduced federal funding,
and selected interest groups were concerned about the implica-
tions that reduced funding held for the organizations and in-
dividuals they represented. In our opinion, however, it was
often difficult for individuals to separate block grants--the
funding mechanism--from block grants--the budget-cutting
mechanism,

Many officials viewed the prior title XX program as being
similar to a block grant, and there was already a high level of
involvement by state elected officials in program decisions.
Nevertheless, the reduction of federal requirements that accom-
panied the block grant may have contributed to increased levels
of involvement by governors and legislatures in some states.
Interest group 1involvement increased markedly, even though
states generally were using citizen input processes already in
place. This increased involvement was probably related to the
federal funding cut accompanying the block grant.

States took steps in addition to basic federal requirements

to facilitate citizen input; however, program officials in only
6 of the 13 states, and legislative staff in 6 states, said that
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citizen input affected program or funding decisions. Interest
groups were dgenerally pleased with their informal access to
state officials and the composition of advisory groups but pro-
vided a mixed reaction 1n thelr assessment of other state ef-
forts to facilitate citizen i1nvolvement. Many were dissatisfied
with the availability of information prior to hearings and the
timing of hearings in relation to when state decisions were
made. Also, a greater share were dissatisfied than satisfied
with state responses to their major concerns.

Overall, state officials viewed the block grant as more
flexible and less burdensome than the prior title XX program and
found 1t to be a more desirable way of funding social services
programs. Conversely, many interest groups viewed it to be a
less desirable method and believed that state changes to pro-
grams supported with SSBG funds adversely affected the groups
they represented.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX

DESCRIPTION OF GAO'S

DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY

To obtain information concerning the implementation and
administration of block grants in 13 states, we collected data
from two sets of sources:

1. 1Individuals or organizations having an interest in a
single block grant, such as the state office that ad-
ministers the block grant.

2. Individuals or organizations potentially having an

interest in more than one block grant, such as groups
within the state legislature.

In some instances we obtained data directly from records

available at organizations we visited; however, most of the data
were provided to us by individuals or organizations. Most data
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--Financial Information Schedules,

~--State Audit Guide.

--Service Provider Data Collection Guaide.

Almost identical versions of the Program Officials Ques-
tionnaire were used for all block grants reviewed. The other
three instruments were more tailored to the specific block

grant.

"S

I

Questionnalres were used to obtain information from sources

with potential interest in more than one block grant.
respondent groups for these questionnaires were

--governors' offices,

--state legislative leadership,
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX 1

-~-state legislative committees

--state legislative fiscal officer(s), and
-~-public interest groups.

The approach generally taken with these questionnaires was
to ask about the respondent's specific experience with each
block grant and then ask some questions about general impres-
sions and views concerning the block grant concept.

The primary focus of our study was at the state level;
thus, most of our data collection took place there. Even when
collecting data from other than the state level, state implemen-
tation and administration remained our major interests. The
questions in the Public Interest Groups Questionnaire concerned
the group's views on how the state implemented and administered
each block grant. The Service Provider Data Collection Guide
was used not to obtain comprehensive data from the service pro-
vider level but rather to identify some of the implications, for
service providers, of state policies and practices in block
grant i1mplementation.

The questionnaires were pretested and externally reviewed
prior to their use. The extent of pretest and review varied
with the questionnaire, but 1n each case one or more state offi-
clals or organizations knowledgeable about block grants provided
comments about the questionnaire.

The Financial Information Schedules were discussed with
other organizations that had obtained similar information at the
state level 1n the past. The topics to be included in the Serv-
ice Provider Data Collection Guide were discussed with service
providers.

The following sections describe each data collection in-
strument, 1ncluding information on the source of the data and
the method used to administer the instrument.

This questionnaire was designed to elicit information about
the administration of the block grant. It asked state program
officials about
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--the ways in which the state established priorities and
program objectives,

--the procedures used to obtain the views of citizens and
other interested groups,

--the scope of the state's data collection efforts,

--the extent to which technical assistance is provided
to state and local providers,

--the state procedures and practices for monitoring service
providers, and

--the state's general impressions concerning block grants.

Source of information

The questionnaires were completed by senior level program
of fice officials who had responsibility for administering the
block grant in the 13 states included in our study. We speci-
fied 1n the questionnaire that the responses should represent
the official position of the program office.

Method of administration

We 1dentified the senior program official in each state and
delivered the questionnaire to the office of that official. The
state program official was asked to complete the questionnaire
with help, if necessary, from other staff and return the ques-
tionnaire to our representative., When certain responses were
given, follow-up questions were asked to obtain additional in-
formation.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION SCHEDULES

The purpose of these schedules was to obtain the best
avallable data on how states were spending block grant funds, 1n
addition to other sources of funds, to support eight major serv-
1ce arcas over the 3-year period--1981, 1982, and 1983. We re-
stricted our data gathering to these eight major service areas
because of the great variety of services states fund using SSBG
moneys. These service areas were chosen because HHS data
(gathered prior to the block grant) indicated that they were the
arcas which, on a national basis, accounted for a majority of
prior title XX expenditures and clients. Since the descriptions
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for the specific services being offered can vary from state to
state, some examples of the types of services commonly found in
several major service areas are shown below.

Adoption and Foster Care Services--Children

--Recruitment and study of adoptive homes.
-~Counseling with natural and adoptive parents.
--Preparation of the child for adoption.
--Supervision of pre- and post—-adoptive placement.

Day Care Services--Children

--Providing meals and snacks.

--Providing entrance health examination and ongoing health
care.

--Providing educational and recreational activities.

--Providing social development activities.

Home-Based Services

--Homemaker Services-—-general household activituies,
including meal preparation, child care, and routine
household care provided by a trained homemaker.

~-Chore Services-—-home maintenance activities, i1ncluding
repalrs, yardwork, shopping, and house cleaning performed
by an untrained person.

--Home Health Aid Services--medical home care activities
provided by nursing aides.

Family Planning Services

--Providing information on availability of resources.
--Offering referral to available resources.
--Providing education and counseling on contraceptive

methods to limit family size or space the number of
children.
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--Offering medical services - diagnosis, treatment, drugs,
supplies, and devices furnished by or under the super-
vision of a licensed physician.

Protective Services--Children and Adults

--Protecting individuals who are harmed or threatened with
harm through nonaccidental physical or mental injury,
sexual abuse, or negligent treatment or maltreatment.

--Comprise a wide variety of services, ranging from
counseling to protective day care and substitute care.

In addition to the eight major service areas, the schedules
include data for "other services." These "other services" were
used to account for all SSBG services and expenditures which
could not be aligned with the eight major service areas.

The financial schedules were used to obtain data for each
selected service area for 1981, 1982, and 1983. Expenditure
data were obtained for fiscal years 1981 and 1982, and budget
figures were used for fiscal year 1983.

The schedules 1nclude expenditure and budgeted data for

--federal title XX funds,

--block grant funds,

--other related federal funds,

--related state funds,

--related local funds, and

--other funds, such as fees for services.

Source of information

The expenditure and budget data were obtained from program
and budget information available at the state level. For fiscal
year 1983, actual expenditure figures were not available and, as
a result, budgeted figures were provided. In these cases, how-
ever, our field staff had state officials review the 1983 data
to ensure that the data accurately reflected funding changes
within the program areas.
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We consulted with officials from the Urban Institute and
HHS on the design of the financial information schedules because
of their knowledge and ongoing work in these areas.

Our staff worked with state program and budget officials to
complete our financial information schedules.

Our field staff used this audit guide to collect informa-
tion on the state administration and management of SSBG. The
areas covered 1n this guide included

--reviewing the overall state social services planning
process and determining how planning for SSBG funds and
programs fit into this process,

--1denti1fying the administrative structure used by the
state to deliver social services,

--reviewing nine service areas supported with SSBG funds to
determine and analyze expenditure trends by programs and
sources of funding,

-~obtaining types of services provided within each SSBG
service area and identifying changes made to services
provided since the state adopted the block grant,

--identifying changes made to the types of service pro-
viders and beneficiaries of services since the state
adopted the block grant, and

--obtaining changes made to the methods for distributing
federal categorical and block grant funds.

Source of information

The information was obtained from state officials through
interviews and state documents.
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Method of administration

A detailed audit guide was administered by our field staff
to obtain this information. Follow-up meetings were held with
state officials for further information or clarification of
data.

This guide was used by our field staff to collect informa-
tion concerning services provided through the use of title XX
categorical program and the use of block grant funds since
1981. The areas covered in this guide included

--descriptive information about the service provider,

--sources of service provider funding,

--scope of specific services provided,

--methods of service delivery, and

--information about clients served by the providers.

Source of information

A total of 48 service providers were visited by our field
staff in the 13 states. Those service providers were judgmen-
tally selected in order to provide some coverage by range of (a)
types and size of providers (e.g., state, private, nonprofit),
(b) types of social services provided, and (c¢) location in the
state (urban and rural areas). In our selection, we attempted
to include where appropriate at least three service providers
from each state we visited and three pass-through agencies for
two of the states. (A pass-through agency could be a county
office that receives SSBG funds from the state and passes a
portion of the funds through to purchase of service providers.)

The service providers were generally selected from a list
provided by the county social services agencies.

Methods of administration

The instrument was completed on site by our field staff.
Interviews with service provider officials and staff and review
of documents such as annual reports and internal audits served
as the basis for the data recorded on the instrument.
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GOVERNOR'S OFFICE QUESTIONNAIRE

Content

This questionnaire focused on the role played by the gover-
nor and his office 1n implementing and administering the block
grants. Questions asked included

--the extent of the governor's involvement in the decision-
making process redarding block grant funding and adminis-
tration,

--what the governor did to obtain information or exercise
control over the setting of state program priorities,

--whether there are any changes anticipated in the way in
which the governor will exercise control in the future,

--i1f additional federal technical assistance would have
been useful, and

--what the governor's general impression was about block
grants,

Source of i1nformation

The guestionnalre was completed by the governor or his
designated representative,

The questionnalire was mailed directly to the governor, and
all governors or their designated representative responded.
Wwhen completed, the questionnaire was returned to one of our
representatives,

This questionnaire was used to obtain information about the
perceptions of state legislative leaders concerning block
grants. The gquestions asked i1ncluded

--how block grants affected the way the state legislature
set program and funding priorities,
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--what the major benefits were of funding programs through
block grants,

--how block grants could be improved, and
--what were their general impressions about block grants.

Source of information

We compiled a list of legislative leaders based on a pub-
lication by the Council of State Governments, State Legislative
ng@ersh&BL_Qommlttees and staff, 1983-84. Generally there were
four per state the presiding officer of the senate, the senate
minority leader, the speaker of the house, and the house minor-
ity leader. A total of 48 questionnaires were administered and
40 were returned, for an 83-percent response rate,

Method of administration

We delivered the questionnaire to the offices of each
state's legislative leaders. We asked that they complete the
questionnaire and return it to our representative.

STATE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEES QUESTIONNAIRE

The questionnaire requested information about public hear-
1ngs concerning block grants held by state legislative commit-
teces 1n the 13 states. Questions included were

--how many hearings were held and where,
--who sgponsored the public hearings,

--what mechanisms were used to inform citizens that hear-
1ngs were being held,

--who testified at the hearings, and
--what concerns were expressed.

Source of information

We attempted to identify those committees in each state
that held public hearings for the 1983 block grants. The ques-
tionnaires were completed by senior committee staff responsible
for organizing public hearings on block grants. Twenty-eight
committees received, completed, and returned the questionnaires.
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We delivered the questionnaire to each legislative commit-~
tee that held public hearings for the 1983 block grants. A
senior committee staff member was requested to complete the
questionnaire and return it to our representative. We followed
up on selected questions for additional information.

The purpose of this questionnaire was to obtain information
about the procedures used by the state legislatures to control
and monitor block grant programs. Specifically, we asked

--what control or monitoring mechanisms the state legisla-
ture has and whether they have changed since block grants
were 1mplemented by the state,

--how block grant funds are appropriated,

--whether public hearings led to changes in the use of
block grant funds,

--what role the legislature played in changing executive
agencies' block grant plans or proposals, and

--what were the fiscal officer's general impressions about
block grants.

o o . . O T ] ———— o7, .

Legislative fiscal officers are generally the directors of
the permanent, professional staffs of state legislatures. The
National Conference on State Legislatures, the National Associa-
tion of State Fiscal Officers, and the Council of State Govern-—
ments provided assistance in 1dentifying the appropriate staff
persons to complete our questionnaire.

Method of administration

We delivered 19 questionnaires to fiscal officers in our
13 states. Seventeen were returned, for an 89-percent response
rate. We followed up on selected questions for additional in-
formation.
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PUBLIC INTEREST GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE

Content

This questionnaire asked various public interest groups
about

-—-thelr 1nvolvement with and perceptions of block grants,

--their perceptions about the state's efforts to solicit
and 1ncorporate citizen input into state program deci-
si1ons made on block grants,

--their views on the impact of changes made by the state
on those persons they represented, and

--the1ir perceptions of changes in civil rights enforcement
as a result of block grants,

The names and addresses of interest groups were obtained
from several sources. Initially we contacted about 200 national
level organizations and asked if they had state affiliates that
might have dealt with the implementation of the block grants.

If so, we requested the names and addresses of those affili-
ates. The list of 200 national level organizations was compiled
from lists developed by GAO staff from mailing lists of organi-
zations interested in specific block grants compiled by HHS and
from the staff of a private organization with extensive knowl-
edge about block grants.,

This list was supplemented, where possible, by lists of
interest groups compiled from public hearing attendance rosters
kept by state agencies. The availability of these lists varied
by state.

Once an initial list was compiled, we sent it to our staff
in the 13 states. They, in turn, showed these lists to state
officials 1nvolved with the block grants and to a small, diverse
group of respondents on the lists. These groups provided cor-
rections and recommended additions of groups that they felt were
active in block grant implementation but were not on the list we
had initially compiled.

The results of the selection process were not intended to

be viewed as either the universe of public interest groups
knowledgeable about block grants or a representative sample of
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public interest groups for any state or block grant. We be-
li1eve, however, the i1nterest groups we contacted provided a
diverse cross-section of organizations knowledgeable about SSBG
mplementation,

Method of administration

Questionnalres were mailed to the i1dentified public inter-
est groups with an enclosed, stamped, preaddressed envelope. A
follow~up letter and questionnaire were sent to those who failed
to respond within 3 weeks after the initial mailing.

Of the 1,662 groups on our final list, 786 returned com-
pleted questionnaires, for a 47-percent response rate, Of the
completed questionnaires, 316 indicated they had at least some
knowledge of the implementation of SSBG in the state in which
their organization was located.
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State Fy 1981
California $296,483
Colorado 35,508
Florida 114,290
Iowa 38,513
Kentucky 46,519
Massachusetts 76,787
Michigan 122,203
Mississippi 31,970
New York 236,027
Pennsylvania 156,261
Texas 173,070
Vermont 6,477
Washington 50,190

FY 1982

$249,403
30,442
102,631
30,695
38,576
60,451
97,553
26,564
185,000
125,044
149,922
5,384
43,518

STATE ALLOTMENTS OF FEDERAL

TITLE XX/SSBG DOLLARS AND ADDITIONAL

FY 1983

$254,599
31,076
104,770
31,334
39,380
61,711
99,585
27,117
188,854
127,649
153,045
5,497
44,425

JOBS BILL ALLOTMENT

(000 amitted)

Difference
between
1981 and 1982

5-471080
- 5,066
-11,659
- 7,818
- 7,943
-16,336
-24,650
- 5,406
-51,027
-31,217
-23,148
- 1,093
- 6,672

Difference
between
1982 and 1983

(=15.9%) $+5,196

(-14.3%)
(-10.2%)
(-20.3%)
(-17.1%)
(-21.3%)
(-20.2%)
(-16.9%)
(-21.6%)
(-20.0%)
(-13.4%)
(-16.9%)
(-13.3%)

+ 634
+2,139
+ 639
+ 804
+1,260
+2,032
+ 553
+3,854
+2,605
+3,123
+ 113
+ 907

(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)
(+2.1%)

Difference
between
1981 and 1983

$‘417884
- 4,432
- 9,520
- 7,179
- 7,139
-15,076
—-22,618
- 4,853
-47,173
-28,612
-20,025
- 980
- 5,765

(-14.1%)
(-12.5%)
(- 8.3%)
(-18.6%)
(-15.3%)
(-19.6%)
(-18.5%)
(-15.2¢%)
(-20.0%)
(-18.3%)
(-11.6%)
(-15.1%)
(-11.5%)

Jobs
bill
allotment

$27,118
2,309
7,755
2,337
3,928
4,357
12,369
2,598
13,131
14,518
10,840
376
4,957
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EXPENDITURES BY STATE FOR HOME-BASED SERVICES

Change 1n
percent of

Percent of total
o Expenditures total expenditures expenditures
State 1981 1982 198 1981 1982 1983 (1981-83)

-------- (000 omitted)-——-—=---
California® $262,926 $275,798 S$263,646 35.9 36.5 34.6 {1.3)
Colorado 5,571 4,948 4,296 6.8 6.3 5.1 (1.7)
Florida 7,515 6,440 6,440 4.9 4,0 4.1 (.8)
Iowa 10,228 2,664 1,575 15.5 b b b
Kentucky 3,051 4,765 6,688 4.6 6.7 8.9 4.3
Massachusetts 6,315 9,070 8,141 4.7 7.0 5.5 .8
Michigan 60,437 62,158 67,531 10.4 11.2 11.5 1.1
Mississipp1 1,970 2,075 2,680 6.2 5.7 7.4 1.2
New York 347,339 404,181 522,821 43,2 47.6 52.7 9.5
Pennsylvania 52,033 49,064 53,133 10.9 10.6 11.0 .1
Texas 81,868 87,579 96,784 27.7 29.4 29.3 1.6
VermontC 484 369 650 b b b b
Washington 26,148 19,580 23,911 26 22.5 26.3 (.2)

dCalifornia state officials suggested that this service area not be used when
applied to their state. However, California does have an In-Home Supportive
Service program which includes many of the services that fall within the
home-based service area referred to in this report. For the purposes of this
study, we therefore show California as having a home-based service area.

bNot available.

CThis service area was determined to not accurately reflect service stability,
partially due to the adopting of state fiscal year expenditures to a federal
fiscal year. As a result of this distortion, no comparison of these services
over the 3-year period is made.
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State

California

Colorado
Florida
Iowa
Kentucky

Massachusetts
Michigan@
Mississippi

New York

Pennsylvania

Texas
Vermont®

Washington

aThe figures for this service area

bNot available.

EXPENDITURES BY STATE FOR CHILD DAY CARE SERVICES

Expenditures

$216,303
17,854
25,265
1,641
4,182
36,547
30,818
7,232
159,016
61,714
43,892
1,920
8,803

1982 771983

$225,042 $224,379

14,069 12,827
29,214 29,214
1,270 943
4,141 5,249
36,282 41,267
12,537 8,482
7,795 8,584
160,923 167,820
59,550 57,826
35,653 36,884
1,167 1,390
4,411 5,549

1981

Percent of
total expenditures

1982

29.8

17.8

18.2

2.0

5.8

28.0
b

21.4
19.0
12.9
12.0
b

5.1

1983

do not include other federal funds.
they are not complete and are not comparable over the 3-year period.

Change 1in
percent of

total

expenditures
(1981-83)

(2.8)

Thus

CThis service area was affected by some changes 1in the allocation of costs
this service area is rendered

among the state's service areas.

noncomparable over the 3-year period.

As a result,
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EXPENDITURES BY STATE FOR ADOPTION AND FOSTER CARE SERVICES

State

California
Colorado
Florida

Iowa
Kentucky
Massachusetts
Michigan
Mississipp1i@
New York
Pennsylvania
Texas?@
Vermont?@
Washington

—— " ——— . —

$ 17,063
25,580
8,823
23,955
6,469
2,900
115,781
1,947
119,155
54,542
17,135
6,563
3,778

Expendltures

1982

$ 18,103
25,679
9,593
26,456
8,645
4,073
100,937
1,361
125,706
43,259
20,273
10,028
4,597

$ 18,856
27,835
9,593
24,890
9,417
7,115
112,818
3,944
130,568
115,528
16,573
10,656
5,625

Percent of

total expenditures

1981

1982

98]
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1983

Change 1in
percent of
total
expenditures
(1981-83)

RN =
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Ues o o

(1.6)
b
b
b

2.4

AThis service area was affected by some changes in the allocation of costs
among the state's service areas.
noncomparable over the 3-year period.

bNot available.

As a result,

this service area is rendered
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EXPENDITURES BY STATE FOR CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

Change 1n
percent of

Percent of total
L Expenditures total expenditures expenditures
State 1981 1982 1983 1981 1982 1983 (1981-83)
———————— (000 omitted)—-—=—-—---

Californiad b b b b b b b
Colorado $25,887 $27,759 $30,943 31.6 35.2 36.7 5.1
Florida 25,166 26,259 26,238 16.4 16.4 16.6 .2
Iowa 7,092 8,706 8,313 10.8 13.7 13.5 2.7
Kentucky 5,440 9,700 13,809 8.2 13.6 18.5 10.3
Massachusetts 2,866 2,573 3,299 2.1 2.0 2.2 .1
Michigan 19,956 21,918 25,081 3.4 3.9 4.3 .9
Mississippi® 2,220 1,095 1,009 b b b b
New York 52,665 53,339 53,389 6.6 6.3 5.4 (1.2)
Pennsylvania 59,181 58,159 b b b b b
TexasC® 53,663 59,043 73,502 b b b b
VermontC® 868 319 546 b b b b
Washington 4,151 5,200 5,846 4.2 6.0 6.4 2.2

8This is a specific service/program area 1in California, yet the expenditure
figures for this services area could not be identified.

PNot available.
CThis service area was affected by some changes in the allocation of costs

among the state's service areas. As a result, this service area is rendered
noncomparable over the 3-year period.
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State

California
Colorado@
Florida

Iowa
Kentucky
Massachusetts
Michigan@
Mississippl
New York
Pennsylvania
Texas
Vermont
Washington

aThis service

EXPENDITURES BY STATE FOR FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES

Percent of
o Expenditures total expenditures
1981 1982 1983 1981 1982 1983

$30,000 $37,591 $37,638 4.1 5.0 4.9
b b b b b b
6,294 6,439 5,892 4.1 4.0 3.7

225 218 313 .3 .3 +5

46 0 0 .06 0 0

977 1,272 1,351 o7 1.0 .9

b b b b b b
1,387 1,133 1,542 4.3 3.1 4.3
18,045 16,638 25,386 2.3 2.0 2.6
4,717 4,540 4,597 1.0 1.0 1.0
21,875 19,579 20,652 7.4 6.6 6.2
139 114 200 .9 .7 1.1
4,458 4,309 4,670 4.5 5.0 5.1

Change 1in
percent of
total
expenditures
(1981-83)

(1.2)
.2
.6

is intermingled within each of the other major service areas.

bNot available.
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State

Californiad

Colorado
Florida
Iowa
Kentucky

Massachusetts

Michigan

Mississippi€

New York

Pennsylvania

Texas
Vermontd

Washington

aThis is a specific service/program area in
figures for this service area could not be identified.

bNot available.

EXPENDITURES BY STATE FOR ADULT PROTECTIVE SERVICES

$ 2,769
11,860
521
2,462
988
1,918
3,724
11,652
4,643
22,253
1,234
245

Expenditures

1982

b
$ 3,050
10,771
694
3,930
1,679
1,868
3,709
14,260
4,314
24,490
912
311

$ 3,493
10,770
609
5,175
2,071
2,107
400
14,483
5,529
27,689
850
368

Percent of

total expenditures

1981

1982
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N WY

8
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b

1983
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[k A TN e AN -3
U e o o
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Change 1in
percent of
total
expenditures
(1981-83)

(.9)

California, yet the expenditure

CThis service area was affected by some changes in the allocation of costs

among the state's service areas.

As a result,

noncomparable over the 3-year period.

this service area is rendered

dThis service area was determined to not accurately reflect service stability,
partially due to the adopting of state fiscal year expenditures to a federal

fiscal year.

As a result of this distortion,

over the 3-year period is made.

no comparison of these services
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EXPENDITURES BY STATE FOR INFORMATION AND REFERRAL SERVICES

Change 1n
percent of

Percent of total
Expenditures total expenditures expenditures
State 1981 1982 1983 1981 1982 1983 (1981-83)
———————— (000 omitted)------

California® b b b b b b b
Colorado®© b b b b b b b
Florida®€ b b b b b b b
IowaC€ b b b b b b b
Kentucky® b b b b b b b
Massachusetts § 785 S 1,222 $ 1,403 .6 .9 .9 .3
Michigan® b b b b b b b
Mississippi 1,345 1,330 1,055 4,2 3.7 2.9 (1.3)
New York 10,255 12,127 12,402 1.3 1.4 1.3 0
Pennsylvania 4,778 4,125 3,655 1.0 .9 .8 (.2)
TexasC b b b b b b b
Vermont©® b b b b b b b
Washingtond 808 775 605 .8 .9 .7 (.1)

aThis 1s a specific service/program area in California, yet the expenditure
figures for this service area could not be i1dentif:ied.

bNot available.
CThese services are intermingled within each of the other major service areas.
dwhile Washington does not treat information and referral as a separate or major

service area, 1t did provide estimates of the yearly expenditures devoted to
these services.
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OTHER SERVICES”®

Percent of

L Expenditures total expenditures
State 1881 1982 1883 1581 1982 1983
-------- {000 omitted)—-—-—-———--—

California $205,180 $198,970 $216,926 28.1 26.3 28.5
Colorado 3 2 4 0 0 0
Florida 65,287 69,921 69,947 42 .4 43.5 44.1
Iowa 18,579 18,054 21,953 28.2 28.5 35.7
Kentucky 44,658 40,022 34,487 67.0 56.2 46.1
Massachusetts 41,954 46,935 47,099 31.0 36.3 31.7
Michigan 298,274 299,790 308,341 51.4 53.8 52.7
Mississippi@ 4,153 6,860 13,260 b b b
New York 71,607 48,362 45,684 8.9 5.7 4.6
Pennsylvania 102,757 95,405 84,214 21.6 20.7 17.4
Texas 23,038 22,093 19,016 7.8 7.4 5.8
Vermont?@ 2,606 1,394 1,696 b b b
Washington 30,361 28,640 24,144 30.8 33.0 26.6

aThis service area was affected by some changes in the allocation
among the state's service areas. As a result, thils service area
noncomparable over the 3-year period.

{

Not available.

Change 1n

percent of
total

nditures
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b
(4.3)
(4.2)
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(4.2)

of costs
is rendered
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State

California
Colorado
Florida

Iowa
Kentucky
Massachusetts
Michigan
Mississippi
New York
Pennsylvania
Texas
Vermont
Washington

aNot available.

T N YRLIITIR TN/ AT MR T

PERCENTAGLDO UF

TOTAL

I r

SOCIAL

omnmtrT

(ol RS ol Rl 0 o

BY SOURCE OF FUNDS

State and other

1981

57
48
35
41
28
40
56
22
39
69
32
43
41

1982

63
49
41
36
38
51
58
22
49
72
39
54
43

1983

64
52
34
47
39
57
58
25
47
74
36
56
43

Title XX or SSBG

1981

42
44
65
57
68
57
20
77
30
31
57
44
52

1982

34
39
57
53
54
45
18
74
22
28
48
34
50

1983

32
37
61
50
53
41
17
75
19
26
47
30
49

Other federal funds

1981

(&}
bt B W = O DN

_— W
WHL O

~J

1982

3
12
2
11
8
3
25
4
29
a
13
12
7

1983

= w b [t
AR OB W WU

—
QO W
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APPENDIX XTIII APPENDIX XIII

INTEREST GROUP RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

CONCERNING BLOCK GRANT IMPLEMENTATION

FOR SSBG PROGRAMS

Table 1

Change 1n the Level of SSBG
Interest Group Activity

Percent Percent Percent Number of
increase same decrease respondents
With state
program officials 47 40 13 238
With state
legislature 47 45 9 230
Table 2
SSBG Interest Group Satisfaction
With State Methods of Facilitating
Public Input Into SSBG Decisions
Percent Percent
satis- dissat- Number of
Hearings fied isfied respondents
Degree of advance notice 38 45 228
Number of hearings held 40 43 204
Time, location of
hearings 50 30 212
Availability of infor-
mation hefore hearings 25 57 213
Time allotted to block
grants at hearings 48 28 1904
Time of hearing relative
to state's allocation
decisionmaking process 28 52 198

103



APPENDIX XIII

Comments on state plan

Avallability of copies of
state plan of intended
expenditures

Length of comment period
on state plan

Timing of comment period
relative to state's
allocation decision-
making process

Opportunity to comment
on revised plans

Advisory committees

Role of advisory groups
Composition of advisory
groups

Informal contact

Accessibility of state
officials for informal
contact on block grants

Percent
satis-
fied

42

39

32

23

42

44

62

104

Percent
dissat-

isfied

36

36

47

56

36

32

18

APPENDIX XIII

Number of
respondents

212

192

189

180

165

161

198



APPENDIX XIII APPENDIX XIII

Degree of Satisfaction with
State Responses to Issues of Great
Concern to SSBG Interest Groups

Percent Percent Total
satis- dissat- Percent number of
fied isfied neutral respondents

Need to maintain or

increase funds for

specific services 37 49 14 175
Need to maintain or

increase funds for

protected groups 34 52 14 131
Need to maintain or

increase funds for

geographic areas 28 56 17 90

Table 4
Did Changes Made by States Have a
Favorable or Unfavorable Effect on
£E§1v1duals or Groups Represented by
SSBG Interest Groups

Total
Percent Percent Percent number of
favorable unfavorable no effect respondents
21 60 18 219
Table 5
Are Block Grants a More or Less
Desirable Way of Funding SSBG Programs
Than Were Categorical Grants?

Percent Percent Percent Total
more equally less number of
desirable desirable desirable respondents

19 26 55 231

(000076)
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