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MINUTES

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS - A

September 8-9, 1977

September 8

Morning Session

Vice Chairman Wingert convened the Special Committee on Ways and Means - A
at 9:30 a.m. in Room 514-S of the State House. In addition to Vice Chairman Wingert,
the following Committee members were in attendance: Representative R.E. Arbuthnot,
Representative Mike Glover, Representative Mike Hayden, Representative Rex Hoy, Repre-
sentative Ruth Luzzati, Senator Billy McCray, and Senator Joe Warren. Staff members
present were Marlin Rein, Chris Badger, Robert Epps, and Norman Furse. Others who were
in attendance are listed in Attachment T at the end of these minutes.

Proposal No. 70 - Energy Utilization and Sources

Following a brief review of the agenda by Mr. Rein, Mr. Badger presented a

" report on energy consumption and utilization by selected state agencies. Mr. Badger
noted that expenditures for utilities by the state agencies surveyed increased 37.9
percent in FY 1977 above comparable FY 1976 expenditure levels. The conclusion, upon
reviewing the consumption data, is that a large part of the increase can be attributed
to rate increases for electricity and natural gas coupled with a significant increase
in the utilization of fuel oil during the 1976-1977 heating season. The increased re-
liance on fuel oil during FY 1977 accounts for the reduced consumption of natural gas
during the same period. It was pointed out that from a cost standpoint the costs for
fuel oil are significantly greater than natural gas.

The agencies surveyed spent a total of $6,050,882 in electricity in FY 1977,
an increase of 26.8 percent above FY 1976. Consumption of electricity increased only
2.2 percent for the same period which suggests that the growth in expenditures is
largely due to rate increases rather than increases in consumption. It was pointed out
that part of the increase in consumption can be attributed to the addition of new
space, particularly at the Regents' institutions. Consumption by Regents' institutions
increased approximately two percent which reflects the fact that during FY 1977 several
new facilities were opened, particularly at the University of Kansas and Wichita State
University. ‘

The staff report indicated that expenditures for natural gas in FY 1977 in-
creased by 47.8 percent above FY 1976. 1In contract the consumption of matural gas
decreased by 1.3 percent. This decrease in consumption which occurred in spite of
servicing additional physical space during FY 1977 was largely accounted for by the
increased reliance upon fuel oil as an alternative fuel source. In light of the
reduced consumption of natural gas, a 47.8 percent increase in expenditures for natural

gas occurred which suggests that significant rate increases were experienced during
Y 1977

Senator Warren inguired about the amount of BTU's produced by cubic foot of
gas. Warren Corman of the Board of Regents responded by indicating that a cubic
foot of gas produced approximately 1,000 BTU's. Senator Warren then requested an ex-
planation of the increased use of fuel oil during FY 1977. Mr. Badger indicated that
a greater use of fuel oil during FY 1977 could be attributed largely to the unusually
cold winter. Mr. Rein also pointed out that additional space at various agencies would
be a factor for contributing to the greater increase in fuel oil.
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Senator McCray asked for an explanation of the decline in water consumption
during FY 1977. Mr. Corman pointed out that several institutions have cut back drasti-
cally on water consumpticn during the last fiscal year as part of an overall conserva-
tion effort. Mr. Rein stated that most of the energy conservation efforts by state
agencies were initiated in FY 1975. Therefore, a better evaluation of current conserva-
tion efforts could be obtained by including FY 1975 energy consumption data for
comparison. £

Vice Chairman Wingert inquired as to whether data on the amount of square feet
in institutional buildings could be obtained. Mr. Rein indicated that such data are
available. Representative Luzzati expressed concern about recent utility rate increases
and requested that the staff obtain additional energy consumption data for FY 1975
through FY 1977. She further requested that new square footage added to institutional
buildings in recent years be "factored out" to assist in the comparison,

Warren Corman suggested that a more accurate comparison of energy conservation
trends could be obtained by factoring in degree days for each of the fiscal years in-
volved in the study. Mr. Corman then reported on the status of the special energy
conservation appropriation made to the Board of Regents for FY 1978, According to Mr.
Corman, a sum of $1,000,000 will be used for window glazing at the various Regents'
institutions, an amount of $363,300 will be used to insulate attics and the sum of
$627,000 will be used to finance miscellaneous conservation projects. Among the miscel-
lLaneous items, electrical capacitators and boiler controls will be purchased for the
University of Kansas, and adjustments to air conditioning equipment designed to cut
water- consumption will be made at the University of Kansas Medical Center. A new heat
return system will be applied to the veterinary science building at Kansas State Univer-
sicy. Electrical capacitators will be obtained for the power plant at Emporia State
University and a solar heating project will be initiated at Kansas Technical Institute.
Mr. Corman indicated that construction clearance requests have been initiated by the
various Regents' institutions but that most of the projects have not been advertised
by bids.

Representative Hayden inquired as to the status of the capacitators. Mr.
Corman responded that a sum of $50,000 and $10,000 had been allocated to the University
of Kansas and Emporia State University respectively under the Regents' priority order.

Representative Glover askéed whether the Regents' institutions were askin
for a computerized energy conservation unit in their FY 1979 budget requests, Mr.
Corman stated that energy management computers would be the No. 1 capital request for
each of the Regents' institutions.

Representative Luzzati asked whether the student uniong, which are operated
primarily by student fees, were attempting to conserve energy. Mr. Corman stated that
various efforts were underway in student unions to reduce expenditures. It was further
noted that not all the student unions have separately metered utilities and that such
costs are allocated by formula in an effort to isolate utility costs. Requests will be
made for separate utility meters at several institutions. Mr. Rein noted that during
the 1976 Legislative Session, a Ways and Means subcommittee looked at the utility bud-
gets of the Regents' institutions and recommended that the institutions provide separate
utility meters for the dormitories. A variance among the campuses in allocating
utility costs for dormitory operations prompted the recommendation.

Mr. Corman pointed out that his office is in the process of publishing a
manual on energy conservation. The manual will consist primarily of low cost, quick
action projects (e.g., installation of low consumption fluorescent lights). Another
section of the manual will deal with refitting and conversion of an existing energy
system. . A third section will deal with new building design requirements. The fourth
section contains the "Ash-Ray'' standards on energy conservation.

Representative Glover inquired as to how the Board of Regents will view
the agency requests for energy-saving computers. Dr. Conard indicated that the Regents
would view this request favorably.

Senator McCray asked about the type of computer used in energy conservation
at the universities and colleges. Mr. Corman responded that the most common is a
Honeywell Delta 1000. This model is a relatively simple computer which applies
variables and turns numerous energy consumption devices off and on to minimize energy
consumption. One problem with such a system, however, is that large electric motors
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can be worn out prematurely by excessive amounts of switching. Another device that is
being considered is the use of time clock systems on various energy consuming devices.
Mr. Corman speculated that the best system may be a combination of both time clocks
and the computer.

Mr. Leonard Eudaley, an architect employed by the Department of Social and Re-
habilitation Services, spoke on energy conservation measures at the ten institutions
under the department's jurisdiction. Mr. Eudaley pointed out that the energy conserva-
tion programs at the ten SRS institutions are not nearly as sophisticated as those at
the Regents' institutions. FEach institution has appointed an energy conservation commit-
tee which acts to make all institutional personnel more energy conscious regarding such
matters as light control and thermostatic settings.

Mr. Eudaley then summarized a list of energy-saving capital improvements cur-
rently underway at the SRS institutions. Osawatomie State Hospital is currently instal-
ling boiler centrols and insulating older buildings. Larned State Hospital is in the
process of installing storm windows on several patient buildings. Parsons State Hospital
and Training Center is also installing storm windows and Topeka State Hospital is in
the process of installing power plant controls.

Mr. Eudaley then presented a number of charts which displayed energy consump-
tion by the institutions since 1970. It was pointed out, for example, that natural
gas consumption had decreased approximately 20 percent since 1970. The chart on fuel.
0il consumption showed peaks in FY 1974 and FY 1977 due to extremely cold winters. The
chart depicting electricity consumption showed a drop in the period from FY 1973 to
FY 1974. However, the overall consumption rate for the SRS institutions is gradually

inereasing, primarily because of the new buildings at the Kansas Neurological Institute.

Representative Glover asked why the institutions were experiencing an
overall rise in the consumption of electricity. Mr. Eudaley indicated part of the in-
crease was due to the construction of the new buildings at Kansas Neurological Insti-
tute and that hot summer weather, particularly in 1976, contributed to an overall rise
in electricity consumption. Mr. Eudaley also stated that his office expects to use
the three new positions approved for the State Architect's Office for energy conserva-
tion projects.

Mr. Leuis Krueger, Director of the Division of Architectural Services, Depart-
ment of Administration, discussed a number of eénergy conservation projects that were
being requested from a special $3.2 million federal grant. Requirements of the grant
stipulate that projects are to be funded in counties with high unemployment rates.
Another requirement is that the state must guarantee that work on the approved projects
will begin within 90 days. An example of the kind of energy conservation project being
requested is the installation of sun screens on the west side of the State Office
Building. ’

Mr. Krueger then reported that the two mechanical engineers and the architect
positions approved by the 1977 Legislature to work on energy conservation projects are
still unfilled. Mr. Krueger commented that the reason the positions have not been
filled is due to the low pay scales assigned to these positions.

With regard to buildings in the Capitol Complex area, Mr. Krueger pointed
out that with the central KPL steam plant switching from gas to oil, the cost for steam
heat will be increased considerably. Mr. Krueger also commented that energy conserva-
tion guidelines were now being given to associate architects on all the capital improve-
ment projects. The greatest potential for energy conservation, however, exists within
the existing state buildings.

Representative Glover inquired as to the current practice of turning off
lights in the State Office Building. Mr, Krueger responded that the maintenance staff
now turns off lights after they have cleaned up specific sections of the building.

Vice Chairman Wingert requested additional information about the grant applica-
tion. Mr. Krueger commented that the grant ' was essentially a make-work pProgram to
decrease high unemployment. To receive faborable consideration, a given project must
have a high labor factor. The State of Kansas is emphasizing energy conservation in
its application; however, this is not a requirement of the grant.
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Representative Hayden commented that some of the projects appeared to require
relatively high skilled people. Mr. Krueger agreed but indicated that most of the
projects would require relatively unskilled labor.

Representative Glover expressed concern that through such a grant, the
executive branch could be making expenditure decisions without legislative input. Mr,
Rein commented that the grant would require Finance Council approval,

Representative Hayden questioned the wisdom of installing additional fuel
tanks at Kansas Neurological Institute because of the availability of fuel o0il dealers
in this area. Mr. Eudaley responded that Kansas Neurological Institute's existing
storage tanks provide only a three or four-day capacity. Mr. Frank Applegate of the
Division of Architectural Services pointed out that the Environmental Protection
Agency requires that fuel tanks be installed underground.

Mr. Bill Uhl, representing Kansas Power and Light Company, told the Committee -
about the company's plans to get out of the steam heating business. According to
Mr. Uhl, the steam generating plant will be required to switch to oil from gas consump-
tion and because of this change-over in fuels, the cost of steam will increase drastical-
ly. A further problem with oil consumption is that it creates considerable smoke
pollution. Mr. Uhl stated that it is the Kansas Power and Light Company's policy to get
out of the steam generating business as soon as its current customers can convert to
alternate heating methods. At this point, the company has no specific timetable or .
schedule for abandoning the steam generating plant,

Senator Warren inquired about the relative efficiencies of a central plant
versus decentralized heating plants. Mr. Dale Whittaker of KPL responded that approxi-
mately 30 percent of steam heat is lost in transmission,

Representative Hayden stated that it would be essential for the Legislature
to know the costs involwved in converting Capitol Complex building heating systems. Mr.
Krueger responded by saying that the Division of Architectural Services will request
funds in the FY 1979 budget for a study of Capitol Complex building heating requirements
and the long-term cost considerations in converting to alternate heating systems.

At 12:05 p.m. Vice Chairman Wingert recessed the Committee until 1:30 p.m.

Afternoon Session

Osteopathic Aid Bill

Dr. John Conard of the Board of Regents summarized the Attorney General's
Opinion regarding the osteopathic aid bill. Dr. Conard noted that his staff agrees with
the Attorney General's Opinion.

Because of the lateness of the passage of the bill and the time squeeze in-
volved, the provisions for the freshman class scholarships could not be administered
this fall. The Attorney General's Opinion also indicates that the Board of Regents can
proceed on loans for upperclassmen this fall. Dr. Conard said that the Regents' Office
currently has 35 applicants for the loan provisions which will be screened. It was
also indicated that implementation for the ten entering freshman students would be
possible next fall. ;

Mr. Rein asked whether the Attorney General's Opinion said in essence that
the Legislature erred in making the $90,000 appropriation in scholarships to freshman
students. Dr. Conard indicated that this was not the case and that his office could
encumber these funds for next year's class of entering freshmen.

Representative Hayden asked how many of the 35 upper class applications for
loan represented potential future physicians for Kansas. Dr. Conard responded that
most, if not all the 35 applicants, appeared to be individuals who would likely return
to Kansas to practice medicine. -

Kansas Energy Conservation Plan

Mr. Louis Chabira presented a review of the staff memo - Summary of Kansas
Energy Comservation Plan. (A copy of this staff memorandum is attached.) He coverad
both the mandatory and optional measures that are included in the plan. A review of

personnel and funding requirements for the Kansas Energy Office were also covered in
the report. ¢ :




Senator McCray inquired as to the purpose of the energy plan. Mr. Chabira
indicated that the purpose of the plan was to bring about a minimum saving of at least
five percent in energy consumption and that the purpose of the supplemental plan was
really to assist in the implementation of the mandatory plan.

Representative Hayden asked where the expenditure of funds was going, for
the mandatory measures or the optional measures. Mr. Lyle Goltz of the Kansas Energy
Office reviewed the FY 1978 appropriation and current staffing of the Kansas Energy
Office which currently consists of a director, two assistant directors, and a CETA-
financed secretarial position. Mr. Goltz pointed out that federal law P.I. 94-163
mandated five requirements for the receipt of federal funds:

1. Right turn on red light;

2. Changes in government procurement practices to include consideration
of energy conservation;

3. Mandatory thermal efficiency standards;
4. Application of lighting efficiency standards; and

5. Encourage use of carpooling.

Mr. Geltz pointed out that Kansas ranks ninth in energy consumption. According
to Mr. Goltz the energy supplemental plan deals with three areas:

1. Public education;
2. Intergovernmental relations; and

3. Energy audits.

Representative Glover inquired as to whether the supplemental plan would be
funded with federal money. According to Mr. Goltz this part of the plan would be funded
with federal funds. Vice Chairman Wingert requested that a copy of the plan be pro-
vided to members of the Committee. Vice Chairman Wingert also asked whether some
state agencies are doing the same kind of work as the Energy Office, for example the
Cooperative Extension Service. Mr. Goltz agreed that there was some overlap between state
agencies. Representative Hayden expressed concern that the energy-saving programs
designed for agriculture will not be financially practical.

Vice Chairman Wingert also asked how the position of director was filled when
the 1977 Legislature specifically deleted this position. Jim Maag of the Governor's
Office replied that this matter would be brought before the next Finance Council meet-
ing. He also stated that the Kansas Energy Office is within its position limitation
because the director is filling a position that had been allocated to a secretary
and that secretarial functions are now being performed by a CETA employee.

Representative Arbuthnot requested a brief outline of the functions of the
Kansas Energy Office. According to Mr. Goltz, the program consists of four broad ac-
tivities: (1) energy exploration, (2) development of resources, (3) environmental
conservation, and (4) fuel conservation.

Senator McCray asked whether the .plan contained any penalty procedures. Mr.
Goltz replied that at this time there were no penalty procedures in either the basie
plan or the supplemental plan.

Vice Chairman Wingert inquired about the background of the new director,
Mr. Harris. According to Mr. Maag, Mr. Harris had previously been assistant director
of the Ohio Energy Office in Columbus, Ohio. Mr. Rein asked whether the plan had been
approved by the federal authorities and a commitment of funds given. Mr. Goltz re-
Plied that the plan had not been approved but that he expected approval by September 30.
Vice Chairman Wingert asked what would happen to the Kansas Energy Office if the State
Finance Council disapproves the request. Mr. Maag stated that, in that case, the
State of Kansas would have an inoperative Energy Office. Mr. Rein asked whether the



Finance Council would be authorizing the expenditure of funds which have technically
not been approved by the federal government. Mr, Maag stated that this was technically
correct; however, the state was virtually assured of the funds.

Proposal No. 72 - Computerization of Health-Related
Fee Agencies Licensure Data

Mrs. Julie Mundy reviewed a staff report concerning the computerization of
health data. (A copy of this memo is attached.)

Mr. Irvin Franzen, Director of the Bureau of Registration and Health Statistics
of the Department of Health and Environment, gave a brief explanation of how the
division was carrying through on the provisions of SCR 1607, which required the depart-
ment to establish a statewide health data system.

Vice Chairman Wingert inquired as to how long the health data center had been

functioning. Mr. Franzen replied that the center has been in operation for approximately
one year,

Representative Hayden asked whether information is received on physicians
who either leave or enter the state. Mr. Franzen said that his office does receive
this information; however, in some instances as much as one year of lag time is in-
volved. Representative Hayden stated that he was aware of some physician listings
that were grossly inaccurate, some of which showed physicians practicing in a given town
that had never practiced in that town.

Mrs. Mundy stated that such problems are due to the fact that the data were
based on the old Board of Healing Arts renewal forms and that the new renewal forms used
by the Board of Healing Arts will solve such problems.

Representative Luzzati asked Mr. Franzen why his bureau did not favor the
mandatory requirement for boards to provide relevant data to the health data center. Mr.
Franzen replied that he assumed his office would get better cooperation if there were
no mandatory requirements. Representative Luzzati stated that she would like to see
requirements for health data to be uniform and mandatory for all concerned boards.

Representative Hoy asked whether it would be possible to establish a CRT
interface with the Board of Nursing. Mr. Franzen said that such a system would be
feasible and that it would provide benefits to the State Board of Nursing staff.

Mrs., Mundy asked whether additional federal funds would be forthcom ng for
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the development of the system. Mr. Franzen replied that he was aware of additional funds
but was not aware of when they would become available to the state.

Vice Chairman Wingert recessed the meeting at 4:35 p.m.

Segfember 9

Morning Session

Proposal No. 68 - Kansas Utilization of Title XX

Vice Chairman Wingert called the'meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. in Room 514-§
Lo consider Proposal No. 68 - Kansas Utilization of Title XX.

Staff presented a report comparing FY 1977 and FY 1978 Title XX Plans and
pointed out alternatives for remaining within the federal allotments of Title XX funds.
A copy of that report is attached.

Vice Chairman Wingert opened the floor to questions. Representative Hayden asked
what the difference was between budgeted FY 1977 funds and FY 1978 funds and if we have
until September 30 to spend the funds. Staff replied that funds do not carry over into
the next fiscal year. Staff also stated that differences between the FY 1977 funding
and FY 1978 budget were due to: (1) a $300,000 reduction in the amount of Title XX
funds available and (2) $1.2 million in Title XX funds which were available but not yet
appropriated by the Legislature.

Staff asked which residential services currently funded under Title XX could
be funded under Title IV-A.

Staff referred to Attachment I of the handouts, which reflects the amount
of Title XX money going to various residential service categories. Senator McCray
asked what percentage of the money was used to pay the administrative costs of disburs-
ing the funds. Staff indicated that 18 percent of Title XX federal funds were used
for administrative costs.
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Representative Luzzati asked how requiring a higher donor match would increase
the number of donors. Staff said that there is more donor money than can be matched,
so increasing the donor match rate increases the number of donors who could match a
portion of their funds with Title XX Ffunds.

Representative Hayden asked how much unutilized donor money is available. Staff
said that in FY 1977 the amount of donor funds that were used to match Title XX funds
represents a good approximation of the donor money that is available in the state.

Senator Warren asked what areas of developmentally disabled money overlapped
with Title XX money and if the state is fully utilizing developmentally disabled funds.
Staff responded by pointing out that all the federal and state money for the develop-
mentally disabled is currently being expended to the full level of its appropriation
and availability.

Representative Luzzati asked if administrative costs had decreased proportional-
ly in the 1978 Title XX plan in areas where services are curtailed. Staff said that
administrative costs had not decreased proporticnally in those areas.

Vice Chairman Wingert asked what activity 000, Administrative Services -
1ocal offices fund paid for. Staff said that this acthlty included typists at SRS
ffices and a portion of the rent and utilifies in local SRS offirces.

Vice Chairman Wingert asked if expenditures were distributed among federal fund-
ing mechanisms according to workload and whether part of the increased administrative
cost was due to pay raises. Staff said part of the increased cost was due to pay raises
and that the funds are allocated by a cost allocation formula which is based on case-
load size.

Vice Chairman Wingert asked what the data processing involves and what the funds
in Finance, Research and Statistics, and Personnel are used for. Staff replied that
data proc3551ng dollars finance data entry and computer time for processlng checks
to reimburse providers for purchase of services; that staff time in Finance and Research
and Statistics sections provides accounting records and statistical reports required
by federal regulatlons and that Personnal activities relate to recordkeeping necessary
to track civil service employees in SRS offices.

Senator McCray asked if there is a strict limit on the amount of money used
for administration of Title XX funds. Staff said there is no limit.

Representative Hayden asked staff to estimate the impact of the change .in
eligibility requirements. Staff said that calculations to provide that information
have not been completed because such calculations involve looking at individual client
records which are located only at local SRS offices.

With no further questions, Vice Chairman Wingert opened the floor to publiec
testimony concerning Title XX. Dr. Robert Harder, Secretary of the Department of
Social and Rehabilitaticon Services (SRS), handed out several supplements and gave a re-
port. 'The handouts are attached to these minutes.

Vice Chairman Wingert asked what SRS does related to child protective services.
Secretary Harder said workers are expected to investigate suspected child abuse reports
and that one-fourth of suspected child abuse reports reflect confirmed child abuse.
Representative Wingert asked if most reporting of such incidents is done through police.
Secretary Harder said that the police refer complaints to SRS and that many public of-
ficials also report such cases to SRS. Senator Warren asked if a child becomes a ward
of SRS in a situation where a child must be removed from a bad home environment.
Secretary Harder indicated that when children must be removed from the home, they fre-
quently become wards of SRS.

Representative Luzzati asked if some people were counted twice in the hand-
outs provided by Secretary Harder. Secretary Harder indicated that no one was counted
twice.



= 0 =

Senator Warren asked if there is a ceiling on Aid to Dependent Children funds.
Secretary Harder said no, but there is some possibility that such a limit may eventually
be imposed by the federal government.

Representative Arbuthnot referred to the handout entitled "Total Cases by
Area by Comparative Quarters'" and asked why some cities show dramatic increases in case-
load. Secretary Harder said that the Army has almost completely removed itself from
social service activities, creating a much heavier caseload in military areas. Chair-
man Wingert asked what types of assistance are provided for military personnel. Secre-
tary Harder said that the services provided were primarily adoption, cash assistance,
and medical assistance. Chairman Wingert asked how a military man can get away with
leaving his wife unsupported, thereby involving the state in cash assistance, Secre-
tary Harder said that in some cases individuals who are in the military desert their
familiies, and families with a low income level often become clients of SRS,

Secretary Harder went on to describe the important figures on the handout
entitled "Comparison of Supportive Costs, Direct Service Costs, and Salaries to Total
Costs." Column No. 4 shows the amount of direct service costs and the percent of
direct service costs making up total costs. All of the facilities listed on this hand-
out are Rehabilitative Facilities in Kansas. :

Representative Hoy asked what accounted for the very low percentages of
direct service costs at some facilities. Secretary Harder said that variances in the
amount of service given clients accounts for the differences. All facilities listed
are those where SRS purchases services and SRS tries to allow families to place child-
ren in a facility that is chosen by the parents of the child.

Representative Luzzati asked if the "Comparison of Supportive Costs..." hand-
out provided a complete listing of rehabilitation facilities and whether the selection
of facilities was related to the severity of cases. Secretary Harder said that the
facilities listed on the comparison sheet Trepresented a random selection of rehabilita-
tion facilities statewide and was not based on severity of disability among clients
served. '

Representative Hoy asked if the Legislature could pass legislation requiring
50 percent of the Ffunds to go tc direct services. Secretary Harder said that this
was a legal question that he would have to check on.

Representative Arbuthnot asked if SRS could direct recipients of aid to the
more efficient facilities, Secretary Harder said that SRS does not like to direct in-
dividuals but rather to provide them with as much freedom of choice as possible.

Senator McCray asked whether any SRS costs are included in the handout.
Secretary Harder indicated that SRS costs were not included and also pointed out that
direct service costs are costs associated with personal contact with clients.

At the conclusion of the questioning, Chairman Wingert acknowledged Mr. David
Williams of the United Way of Wichita. Mr, Williams testified on United Way requests
for changes in the current Title XX utilization system. A written copy of his testi-
mony is supplied as an attachment. At the conclusion of Mr. Williams' testimony,
Chairman Wingert opened the floor to questions.

Senator McCray asked what the program responsibility of United Way is after

the money is given. Mr. Williams replied that United Way finances deficits and block
grants. :

Seeing no further questions, Chairman Wingert called to testify Ms. Alice

Kitchen of United Community Services of Johnson County. A written copy of her testimony
is attached.

Vice Chairman Wingert asked Ms. Kitchen if she would prefer minimum funding
standards to prevent program cuts and stated that Kansas currently finances such pro-
grams at levels above the minimum standards

Mr. Joe Kelley from United Cerebral Palsy was then invited to testify. Mr.
Kelley indicated that he had been assigned to do research and resource development
concerning home health care using Title XIX funds from Medicaid. Two copies of Mr.
Kelley's research were presented to the Committee.
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The Chair then recognized Mr., Abe Hussein, who commented on earlier testi-
mony before introducing Mr. Bob Smith of the Kansas Association of Rehabilitation

Facilities. Mr. Smith provided a written copy of his testimony, which is attached to
these minutes.

Senator Warren asked how much it would cost to implement Mr. Smith's recommen-
dations. Mr. Smith replied that the exact dollar value had not been calculated.

Vice Chairman Wingert then called Mr. Brent Glazier of the Kansas Association
for Retarded Citizens to testify. A copy of Mr. Glazier's testimony is attached. After
Mr. Glazier's testimony, Senator McCray said that it is important not to play one re-
cipient of funds against the other.

Seeing no further questions, Mr. Ben Farney of the Citizens' Committee on
Alcohol Abuse was introduced. Mr. Farney said that he was an advocate for alcohol
treatment programs and that he was asking for some kind of long-range planning to im-
prove services. He said that discrimination in the field of providing Title XX services
to the exclusion of some programs may cause future legal problems. Mr. Farney took
issue with the shift in Title XX services in the past year, which he said had shifted
from 35 percent for SRS and direct service costs and 65 percent for purchase of serv-
ices to a 50 - 50 split for the current year. Mr. Farney also said that it is in-
appropriate for SRS to provide direct services -- that such services should be purchased.
There were no questions at the conclusion of Mr. Farney's testimony.

Vice Chairman Wingert introduced Ms. Jan Yocum of the Wichita Child Day Care
Association. Afrer presenting her testimony, Ms. Yocum provided a copy of her comments

to staff. A copy of that testimony is attached. At the conclusion of Ms. Yocum's
testimony, the Committee adjourned for lunch.

Afternoon Session

Vice Chairman Wingert reconvened the meeting at 1:30 p.m. and opened Committee
discussion of Proposal No. 68.,
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Representative Luzzati asked how much of the $26 million budget is still
el e
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available and what the outlook is for that money. Mr. n replied that approximately
$1.2 million is left and that it will probably be used up by ADC Foster Care and GA
Foster Care, as those figures are unrealistically low.

o

Representative Luzzati asked if. the $1.2 million was intended to be a cushion

Mr. Rein indicated that was the view that the subcommittee took when it reviewed the
SRS appropriation.

Representative Glover asked if there is a rational basis for the present allo-
cation plan. Secretary Harder said that it represented an effort to minimize the num-

ber of people who would experience service cutbacks and that the money was tied to
services rendered for eligible people.

Representative Hoy asked what the previously discussed $2 million figure
represented. Secretary Harder said that $2 million of Title XX funds could be freed up
and replaced with Federal ADC Foster Care funds but that the federal government is con-
sidering putting a 1id on foster care expenditures financed with ADC money.

Senator Warren asked what would happen if a cap on foster care follars was

exceeded by the state. Secretary Harder said that the would be required to pick
up the difference.

Representative Glover asked if donor contracts will be written by local areas
and how they will decide which programs to fund. Secretary Harder said that donor
contracts will be written by local areas and that they will try to fund as many pro-
grams as possible. Secretary Harder also said that a key point in distributing funds
is whether funding will help achieve some degree of self-sufficiency.
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Representative Glover asked why the alcoholism program was cut out. Secre-
tary Harder said that the alcoholism program was one which had an opportunity for al-
ternate funds through state hospitals, the use of Title XIX funds, and the use of the
new liquor gallonage tax.

Senator Warren asked if Mondale Day Care funds are currently available.
Secretary Harder said availability will last until September 30 and he is hopeful that
Congress will extend this funding for the new fiscal year which begins October 1, 1978.

Staff asked what the criteria were for home health services to be eligible
for federal Medicaid funds. Staff said that to be eligible federal government criteria
must be met.

L Senator Warren asked what would happen to those people cut off Title XX
money and transferred to Aid to Dependent Children funds. Secretary Harder indicated
that no change in services would occur for those individuals and that only the method
of financing their services would change.

Senator Warren asked if cutting off day care services would increase the
number of ADC clients. Secretary Harder said yes, that certain persons who would not
be able to work due to the lack of day care aid and would have to go back on ADC cash
assistance. Representative Luzzati asked what Ms. Yocum meant when she said that
money had been shifted. Secretary Harder said that any income eligible persons current-
ly receiving ADC funds were shifted to Mondale funds in order to stretch state dollars.
Representative Glover said that the policy seemed to be contrary to the intent of the
law. Secretary Harder said that SRS had also included new individuals for day care
services and had not merely shifted funds.

Representative Luzzati asked Secretary Harder to respond to comments made
earlier during public testimony which referred to the state plan and the idea of an
advisory council. Secretary Harder said that there is a state plan, a prescribed
process, and public hearings. Seeretary Harder said that a statewide advisory commit-
tee would be all right but that advice needs to come from the local levels.  Representa-
tive Luzzati asked Secretary Harder -to respond to accusations made earlier concerning
lack of input by Title XX recipients and policy changes in the middle of the fiscal
year. Secretary Harder said that he received letters from over 4,000 people express-
ing concern and held meetings with many concerned groups. He noted that part of the
criticisms probably stemmed from SRS decisions that some people did not like. Secre-
tary Harder said that most major decisions are implemented to coincide with the fiscal
years and that these changes are discussed at SRS open meetings during June, July, and
August.

Representative Luzzati asked how Secretary Harder would feel about funding
direct costs from State General Funds. Secretary Harder said that he is agreeable to
that, but that such action would require a legislative change and is not a prerogative
of the Secretary. ;

Vice Chairman Wingert commented that generally services have been added to
maximize federal dollars and that the Legislature may have to make some basic decisions
on health care and other services.

Senator McCray asked if SRS is heavily loaded toward funding salaries out
of state funds. Mr. Rein said that almost without exception the emphasis has been on
minimizing expenditure of state dollars by utilizing federal dollars.

Representative Luzzati asked if other federal funds have a cap on them.
Mr. Rein indicated that nearly all of the federal funds have limits. The notable ex-
ceptions are federal support of Medicaid and Aid to Dependent Children.



Senator McCray asked Secretary Harder to review briefly the circumstances
leading up to the current funds crunch. Secretary Harder said that for three years
we did not use all available federal dollars. However, in February of FY 1977,
Project Reintegration funds ran out, creating a need to restrict the number of new
clients participating. 1In anticipation of such restrictions in several categories,
area facilities rushed to add new people which caused the state to hit its ceiling on
the expenditure of federal funds for the current fiscal year. The largest increases
in expenditures occurred during the last half of FY 1977 Senator MecCray asked if other
funding sources are available. Senator Harder said no, but unused funds have been
shifted whenever possible, as when staff reductions have occurred and when contract
rates have been negotiated which were lower than audited costs.

Senator Warren asked what the problems were in switching to Title XIX funds.

Secretary Harder said that Title XIX funds are more restrictive funds and that more
extensive staffing patterns are required.

Future Meetings

Following discussion of Proposal No. 68, the Committee began discussion of
future meetings.

. Represen;ative Hoy requested the staff to find the cost of installing a CRT
inyo the State Board of Nursing as part of Proposal No. 72. Representative Luzzati
requested that Mr. Kelley's Teport on home health care be summarized by the staff,

Vice Chairman Wingert asked when the Committee reports are due. Mr. Rein said
that the reports will be published in two volumes, one in November and one in December.

) Vice Cha%rman Wingert reported that the October meeting will be used to re-
view the‘osterathlg aid issue and to provide additional information on state energy
consumption, including square footage data and consumption and cost information for
FY 1975,

Vice Chairman Wingert adjourned the meeting,
Prepared by Robert Epps and Chris Badger

Approved by the Committee on:
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OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE

Representing

Department of Social and
Rehabilitation Services (SRS)
Division of the Budget

SRS, Topeka
SRS, Wichita
SRS, Topeka

United Community Services,
Johnson County

Kansas Association of Rehabilita-
tion Facilities

Developmental Services of
Northwest Kansas, Hays

Mid-Kansas Developmental Services,
Newton

Franklin County Rehabilitation
Facility, Ottawa

Developmental Disabilities
Council

Kansas Advisory and Rehabilita-
tion Services for the
Developmentally Disabled

Kansas ARC, Mission

ARC, Topeka

Starkey, Wichita

United Way, Wichita

Starkey, Wichita

Starkey, Wichita

Starkey Developmental Center,
Wichita

Starkey Developmental Center,
Wichita

Wichita Child Day Care
Association, Wichita

Starkey Developmental Center,
Wichita

Meadowlark Homestead,-Newton

Kansas Children's Service
League, Topeka

Kansas Children's Serv1ce
League, Topeka

. Armourdale Day Care Center,

Kansas City

The Salvation Army Day Care,
Kansas City

Community Service Center,
Kansas City
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Ruth C. Dickinson
Ethel May Miller
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Representing

Wyandotte Association for Child
Care Services, Kansas City

Mental Health Association in
Kansas, Topeka

State Planning and Research,
Topeka

Kansas Association for Retarded
Citizens :

Kansas Citizens Committee on Al-
cohol and Alcohol Abuse,
Overland Park
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MEMORANDUM
August 22, 1977
TO: Special Committee on Ways and Means —VA
FROM: Kansas Legislative Research Depértment
RE: Summary of Kansas Energy Conservation Plan

Background

The 1976 Legislature authorized the expenditure of
871,376 of federal funds which were made available to the
state for the purpose of developing an energy conservation
plan in accordance with the Federal Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act of 1975 (EPCA). The Kansas Energy Office contracted
with the College of Engineering at Kansas State University in
September, 1976, to undertake development of the plan. The
KSU developmental plan report was completed March 15, 1977. The
Governor, with the assistance of the Kansas Energy Office,
modified the initial report and, after several approved time
extensions, submitted the final plan to the Federal Energy Ad-
ministration June 13, 1977. As submitted, the plan recommends
a reduction of 6.1 percent in the total amount of energy con-
sumed in the state for the year 1980. (The federal legislation
requires a minimum savings of five percent in that same time
period.)

Organization

With respect to implementation of the measures recom-
mended to conserve energy in the state, the plan is divided
into two sections. The first is a description of the five pro-
gram measures made mandatory by P.L. 94-163 and the second
section consists of those optional measures which the Governor,
with the assistance of the Kansas Energy Office and the con-
tracted plan developers (Kansas State University), recommended
for inclusion in the plan.

Mandatory Measures. A summary of the mandatory pro-
gram measures recommended is presented below.

A. Mandatory lighting efficiency standards

B. Promote the use of car pools and public
transportation

C. Energy efficient procurement practices
in state government



D. Mandatory thermal efficiency standards for
new non-residential buildings, new residen-
tial buildings, and renovated buildings

E. Turn right on red light

Optional Measures. The following represents a summary
listing of the optional measures recommended in the plan.

A. Residential

1. Media campaign and distribution of
a Home Energy Savers Workbook to
homeowners in the state

2. Demonstration project to turnoff
gas furnace pilot lights in a limited
area to determine energy savings

3. Education/public information program
through workshops and seminars

4, Allow utility companies to make loans
to homeowners for thermal improve-
ments

5. Reduce thermostate settings

se of "Arkansas Plan'" for home con-
truction

(o)

T
u
S

7. Increase use of heat pumps as a substi-
tuute to electric resistance heaters
B. Commercial
1. Media campaign and distribution of Energy
Savers Workbook to commercial establish-
ments

2. Reduce operating hours

3. Increase use of heat pumps as a substi-
tute to electric resistance heaters

4, Education/public.information program
through workshops and seminars



Industrial Manufacturing

1.

Seminars and courses for apply-
ing energy conservation measures
to industrial production

Prepare material on energy conserva-
tion in industry

Technical assistance to industry
Examine -the role of government regu-

lations and incentives as obstacles
to energy conservation

Electric and Gas Utility Sectors

1. Conduct study in selected areas of
the impacts of voltage reduction on
the use of electricity in selected
areas

2. Implement methods to reduce use of
natural gas through the cooperation
of utility providers

Transportation

1. Encourage annual automobile tune-ups

2. Adjust vehicle registrattion fees to
benefit efficient wvehicles

3. Increase costs for vehicle parking

4. TImprove bus service and other forms
of public transportation

5. Prohibit use of vehicles in selected
commercial areas

6. Improve traffic control measures and
traffic signal systems '

7. Increase use of telephone/reduce
travel

8. Encourage increased use of bicycles

9. Encourage the purchase of smaller,

economy automobiles



10. Enforce more strictly the 55 mph
speed limit

11. TImprove curricula of driver educa-
tion classes in high schools

12. Convert Highway Patrol vehicles to
operate on diesel fuel

Agriculture

1. Encourage use of the "gear-up" and
"throttle-down" techniques in the
operation of tractors to haul light
loads

2. Reduce tillage of farmland where pos-
sible

3. Redesign tractors to ensure ballast
is adequate

4, Better maintenance of farm equipment,

- such as sharpened blades on forage

harvesters

5. Reduce drying of grain by artificial
means

6. Convert to dry rolled processing,
where possible, in feedlot operations

7. Encourage use of low water pressure in
irrigation

8. Proper adjustment of pumps used for
irrigation

9. Better scheduling of irrigation opera-
tions

10. Replace inefficient pumping plants used
for irrigation

11. Reclaim used engine oil

12. Better storage of fuel oil to prevent
evaporation

13. Convert to more efficient power plants

-4 -



G. Government Operations

1. Assist in the development of state
agency energy plans

2. Conduct energy audits of state
facilities :

3. Training for agency personnel
Hs Alternative Energy Sources
L. Recycling Possibilities

It should be noted that the State of Kansas is in
compliance with the mandatory measure of permitting vehicles
to turn right on a red light; as a consequence, no recommenda-
tions or commitment of funds have been included in the plan
concerning this measure.

Personnel

A total of eight positions to be fully supported by
the federal funds expected to be made available to the state
is recommended for addition to the existing staff of the Kansas
Energy Office to assist in implementing the plan. These posi-
tions, together with their gross salary costs, are as follows:

Energy Supervisor $17,500
Energy Coordinator (3) 43,500
Technical Writer 13.336
Research Analyst 10,118
Secretary 7,356
Clerk-Typist II 6,756

TOTAL - 98,566
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In addition, two of the authorized staff positions in
the Kansas Energy Office would, upon approval of the plan, be
funded in part by these same federal funds. The two positions
thus affected are the director and one of the assistant
directors. Consequently, to the above total should be added
20 percent of the Energy Office director's salary of $25,200
($5,038) and 80 percent of one assistant director's salary of
$16,188 ($12,954) to bring the total salary cost, as recom-
mended in the plan, to $116,558 (excluding benefits).

It should be noted that the addition of these eight
positions constitutes only the federally-funded portion of
the first-year implementation effort. Mention is made of five
or six state-funded positions in the first year in addition
to the new federally-funded positions and the current comple-
ment of staff at the Kansas Energy Office. Another five or
six state-funded positions are recommended for the second
year of the implementation effort which would raise authorized
personnel in the agency to a total in excess of 20 positions.

In evaluating the need for the additional positions
recommended, a distinction should be made between those ef-
forts intended to further implementation of the plan and those
which continue to carry out the existing functions of the
Energy Office. The distinction is complicated, first, by
the fact that two of the existing personnel will be partially
utilized in the implementation plan with the remainder of their
time devoted to current responsibilities in the agency. Second,
the Energy Office, in its present operation, performs several
of the same functions of distributing information on energy
conservation that are recommended in the plan, although such
efforts are conducted on a more modest scale than those recom-
mended in the plan. Third, even though the plan was submitted
for review to the Federal Energy Administration after reduc-
tions were made in the Energy Office staff, the planned utili-
zation of personnel was apparently based on the level of
staffing that was authorized for the agency prior to these
reductions (5.0 F.T.E. positions).

Finally, assuming the appointment of a new director
is approved, the composition of the Energy Office staff would
apparently experience some modification in order to accommodate
the addition of the new director. In any event, changes in
Energy Office staff ultimately affect the personnel needed
to implement the plan; consequently, any assessment of person-
nel needed to implement the plan will be difficult until the
staffing pattern in the Energy Office has been stablized.




Funding

Approval of the plan is expected to secure for the
state in the first year of implementation an amount of $283,000.
An estimated $433,000 is also expected to be made available
for the second year. Except for the initial federal grant
of $71,376 to contract for development of the plan, this
$716,000 is anticipated to be the extent of federal support
for implementation of the plan.

A summary of estimated federal fund expgnditurés, )
as recommended in the plan for the first year of implementation,

is as follows:

Salaries - $116,558
Benefits - 205 1k4
Travel 22,640
Equipment 9,000
Supplies 7yl 23
Contractual Services 80,000
Other 27.563

TOTAL $283,000

Total costs of the plan for the duration of its
implementation are estimated to be $3,483,025, of which $716,000
is from federal funds and $2,767,025 from state funds. Imple-
mentation of the mandatory measures would cost an estimated
$229,025 and optional measures the remaining $3,254,000. A sum-
mary by year of the total estimated expenditures recommended
to implement the plan is presented below:

1977 . 1978 1979 1980

Mandatory Measures $ 43,000 $ 87,400 $ 47,800 $ 50,825
Optional Measures 689,500 739,000 895,050 930,450

TOTAL $732,5Q0 $826,400 $942,850 $981.275




AHachment 3

MEMORANDUM
September 8, 1977
TO: Interim Committee on Ways and Means - A
FROM: Legislative Research Department

RE: PROPOSAL NO. 72 - COMPUTERIZATION OF HEALTH
RELATED FEE AGENCIES

Introduction

During the 1977 Legislative Session, the House Committee on Ways and
Means requested a study to examine the possibility of utilizing existing computer
facilities to aid the small health related licensure boards in their renewal processes. At
that time the Insurance Department had just implemented a computer system for the
processing of medical malpractice information and was inputting data collected from
the boards. Both the Senate and House Ways and Means Committees further expressed
interest in the collection and analysis of health planning data.

Although the origingl impetus for study of computerization was related to
the Insurance Department's records, another system related to health manpower data
has since been established within the Department of Health and Environment. It is the
possibility of using this system to expedite the licensure functions of the boards that
this report will focus on. The affected licensure boards are as follows: Board of
Examiners of Optometry, State Dental Board, State Pharmaey Board, Board of Healing
Arts, and State Board of Nursing.

Manpower Data System

1977 Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 1607, directs the Department of
Health and Environment to "establish a health manpower data system for the purpose of
evaluating underserved areas and for development of programs to meet the needs of
these areas." (See Attachment 1). Accordingly, the Department has begun
implementation of a health manpower ecomponent within its Health Data Center.

In order to collect the necessary manpower data, the Department has -
entered into cooperative working agreements with the health related licensure boards.
Attachment 2 to this report describes those agreements. Information for the system is
being collected from health manpower questionnaires. The questionnaires were mailed
to all new licensees and applicants for license renewals by their respective licensure
boards. The completed questionnaires were then delivered by the licensing boards, to
the Research and Analysis Section of the Bureau of Registration and Health Statistics
of the Kansas Department of Health and Environment. At present the Department is
editing, coding, and keypunching the data and will provide computer analyses of the
manpower data in the near future.

Licensure Boards

The following subsections detail the licensure renewal process and health
manpower information collection efforts of the five licensure boards. Each section also
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examines those activities with the purpose of identifying problem areas and possible
ways for improving the systems.

Board of Examiners in Optometry. The Board eurrently has 317 licensees.
Renewal is annual and is done at the annual education program which is conducted by
the Kansas Optometric Association. The Board has agreed via a letter to the
Department of Health and Environment to cooperate for one year in the collection of
health manpower data. They are the only board whe has not entered into a formal
memorandum of agreement.

Although the Board is staffed only by a .3 F.T.E, typist, license renewal does
not appear to be a problem because of the small number of licensees and the method of
annual renewal. Computerization, even on a limited basis, does not appear to offer
many benefits at this point.

State Dental Board. The Kansas Dental Board currently sends renewal
notices to dentists on Oetober 1, of each year. This renewal consists of a registration
card which the practitioner must complete and submit to the Dental Board along with
his or her annual renewal fee and records of continuing edueation. The registration
card, when returned by the dentist, becomes part of the agency's alphabetical file of
registrants. The envelopes for license renewal are addressed by typewriter. The Dental
Board usually has not employed part-time staff members to process renewal
applications. However, the agency may in the future request part-time staff to monitor
continuing education requirements. '

The Dental Board would be able to eliminate a considerable amount of
typing through use of computer prepared mailing labels. Since this agency uses
registration cards for its alphabetic file, it would probably not profit from computer
addressed registration forms. However, the Board could potentially replace its card file
with an alphabetic computer printout of registrants. The agency also issues a directory
of registered dentists and dental hygienists. A computerized printout could be
substituted for the typed listing that is submitted to the State Printer to produce this
directory.

Currently dental licenses expire on December 1 of each year. The statute
allows dentists until March 1 to renew with no penalty and until September 1 to renew
their license with a penalty. The Committee may wish to consider whether this is an
excessive period for an individual to practice with an expired license.

Pharmacy Board. The Pharmacy Board currently licenses all pharmacies,
pharmacists, wholesalers, and producers of drugs in Kansas. Additionally, it licenses all
retail dealers of non-prescription drugs. Registrations for pharmacists and pharmacies
expire each June 30. Registrations issued under the controlled substances act expire
each September 30, and permits to retail dealers expire on February 28 of each year.

The Board sends renewal notices approximately one month prior to
registration expiration. The active file is maintained on addressograph plates and in a
book of registrants. The method utilized by the Pharmacy Board requires only one
stamping of the addressograph plate. Currently the Pharmacy Board maintains a
Separate card on each pharmacist on which is reeorded information concerning
continuing education. The Pharmacy Board has not in the past utilized temporary help
in its renewal process.



-3 -

The potential for computerization at this agency is somewhat reduced
because it licenses more facilities than it licenses individuals. Consequently, only a
small portion of the information maintained by the agency is useful to the Department
of Health and Environment's manpower data base. Computerization of this agency
would thus be dependent upon Health and Environment processing certain data from
which they would receive no health manpower information or the Pharmacy Board
computerizing only part of their licensure operation. Possible benefits aceruing to the
Pharmacy Board from computerization appear to be as follows: (1) computer prepared
mailing labels, (2) computer addressed renewal applications, and (3) a computer
prepared listing of registrants, thus alleviating a hand posted registrant book.

Board of Healing Arts. This board is responsible for administering the
annual licensure of Medical Doctors (M.D.'s), Doctors of Chiropractic Medicine (D.C.'s),
Doctors of Osteopthy (D.O.'s), Doctors of Podiatry (D.P.N.'s) and Physical Therapists
(P.T.'s). Currently Kansas statutes require that all licenses for M.D.'s, D.0.'s, D.C.s,
and D.P.N.'s expire every June 30th. The law further provides that renewals be
conducted on forms preseribed by the Board.

The Board of Healing Arts is fulfilling this legislative mandate by mailing &
notice of renewal to all licensees on May 1 of each year. This notifieation consists of a
three part card, which requires four separate addressograph stampings. Physical
Therapists and Physical Therapy Aides are notified each year by the same process on
December 1. The May 1 mailing includes approximately 6,500 notifications, while the
December 1 mailing contains approximately 450 notices. The Board of Healing Arts-
currently pays $.26 each for new addressograph plates. When renewal payments are
received, they are posted to individual eards. These individual cards contain records of
a particular physician's mailing address, university, and type of practice.

Clerical work generated by the renewal process consumes a considerable
amount of time among the staff of this agency. Staff of the Board of Healing Arts
estimate that activities associated with license renewal require about four months of
each year. Additionally, the agency usually hires one part-time person twice during the
year to assist in this process. Monitoring of continuing edueation requirements,which
will become effective July 1, 1978 will increase the ageney workload.

The cost of preparing addressograph plates could be eliminated if the Board
of Healing Arts utilized mailing labels, prepared by Health and Environment from
addresses on their computer file. If the Board were to adopt revised forms, the renewal
process could be further streamlined through computer addressing of the renewal form.

An additional step in the renewal process could be eliminated, if appropriate
computer programming was completed. This would involve a eomputer printout of those
who had renewed their license, rather than posting of this renewal information to
individual cards. Use of such a procedure would require inputting to the eomputer
individuals who had renewed their license against those who had not. The net elerical
timesaving could likely offset this additional procedure,

Efficient utilization of & computerized process by the Board of Healing Arts
would necessitate a method of determining compliance with continuing education
requirements. This process would require indication of those who must demonstrate
compliance during a particular year as well as notice of those who have already fulfilled
their requirements. Computerized procedures could be utilized to monitor this process,
which will begin during July, 1978.
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A final computer application that would assist the Board of Healing Arts
involves preparation of a roster of practitioners. This roster is prepared every third
year. It lists names and addresses of all practitioners that are licensed by the Board of
Healing Arts. Currently, the information for this roster must be typed by agency staff
so that it can be submitted to the State Printer. A computer printed listing (or a
computer generated tape) could be utilized to eliminate typing that has formerly been
done on this project.

The licensure of all physicians, osteopaths, and chiropractors is currently
required by statute to occur on June 30 of each year. This requirement results in an
annual workload peak of 6,500 notifications to end by May 1 and subsequent processing
of renewals and receipts during May and June. Office workload could be leveled if the
renewals were distributed throughout the year. The statutory change required if &
staggered renewal process were adopted, could require & certain portion of the renewals
to be due in monthly, quarterly, or semi-annual cycles.

State Board of Nursing

Of the five agencies included in this report, the Board of Nursing is the
largest in terms of number of licensees. Data provided by the Board indicates that for
FY 1977 the Board maintained licenses for 18,179 registered nurses, 5,656 practical
nurses, and 2,056 mental health technicians. The Board is also the only one which issues
licenses (with the exception of health technicians) on a biennial basis. According to Mr.
Ray Showalter, Executive Administrator of the Board, the biennial renewal process,
which was implemented in 1976, is working well and has alleviated some agency
workload problems.

At present, the Board is using a manual system for renewal. In addition to
the renewal process being done only once every two years, renewals are staggered so
that approximately 1,000 licenses are renewed each month. The Board is presently
working with the Department of Health and Environment to impiement a computerized
system. The new system, which is already partially on the computer, will be designed to
input data from the renewal questionnaires and output information for the renewal
process. Once & month the Board takes renewal applications to the Department. The
information is entered and the Board receives a microfiche of the data. Once fully
implemented, the Board will receive monthly printouts in advance for those persons
whose license is up for renewal. Those will be accompanied by a pre-printed application
from the previous year and a renewal card. The licensee will then only have to update
information on the application and return it to the Board. In addition to the monthly
mierofiche provided to the Board, all previous files will be microfilmed. '

According to Mr. Showalter, the manual renewal system will be continued
until the new system is fully operative. The main problem to date with implementing
the new system, is getting the information processed once it is delivered to the
Department of Health and Environment. As of Friday, June, July and August date had
not yet been entered. One possible solution to this problem would be to provide a data
entry terminal to the Board so that they could directly enter information into the
computer. Mr. Showalter alsc indicated that the renewal for mental health technicians
would be better if it were put on a biennial basis.



Comments

The Department of Health and Environment's manpower data system is
based on cooperative agreements. Although the Department cannot require the boards
to collect information, so far the boards have been cooperating on an individual basis to -
do so. It should be noted, however, that most of the boards have entered into one-year
agreements and are not obligated to collect information in future years. With the
exception of the Board of Nursing, which has traditionally collected such information,
the boards are reluctant to send questionnaires to their licensees on an annual basis.

If the Legislature should desire the manpower system to be a continuing
program, there appear to be three alternatives which could possibly help in the
collection of health manpower data. First, the Department of Health and Environment
could provide the Boards with pre-printed questionnaires each year, as will be done with
the Board of Nursing. The primary advantage of this system, is that the licensee then
only has to update information rather than fill out a new questionnaire each year. The
second alternative would be to give the boards more specific statutory authority to
collect manpower data. The Dental Board has such a statute and although it gives them
the necessary authority to gather the information, the Board is still reluctant to do so
on an annual basis. Another alternative would be to require the boards, by statute, to
collect manpower data for the Department of Health and Environment. The
Department of Health and Environment does not favor this system because information
collected on a forced basis might not be of as good quality as information collected in a
cooperative system.

Perhaps the most effective method of assuring continuing participation by
the boards in the collection of health manpower dats would be the eomputerization of
- information for the boards' use as detailed in the previous section of this report.
Although the potential for ecomputerization varies a great deal among the individual
boards, it could provide an incentive to the boards to continue cooperation with the
Department of Health and Environment.



ATTACHMENT # 1

" Sesstan of 1977,

Senate Conéurreni Resolution No. 1607
" By bpemaﬁ Cammxttee on Public Health and Welfaru
Re I’mpma! ‘Ne, 33

c. W 12.23

A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION recommending that the De-
.. understanding better what influences residents in their selection

partiment of Fealth and Environment establish a health man-
power data system for the purpose of evaluating underserved
areas and for the development of programs to meet the needs of
these arcas,

WHEREAS, The K'msas Legw ature recognizes that inorderto

develop programs which will recuce the problem of physicians
and allied health personnel rural distribution, data nceds to be
collectec on the ingress and egress of physicians and allied health
personnel in and out of the state of Kansas particularly as these
data rglate to those educated in Kansas; and ‘
WIHEREAS, Presently there is a great deal of information in
many Kansas state agencies, however in order to evaluate or use

this information it requires considerable time and effort to find

this information; and
WHEREAS, The most efficient method this data can be ac-
cumulated and maintained is to establish under the jurisdiction

of the Kansas Department of Health and Environment a health

manpower data system; and
WHEREAS, This data base could be put in the Dcpartment of

Health and Environment’s computer under a format which

would make this information readily available; and
WIHEREAS, One method that eould be used in the develop-

- ment of 2 health manpower data system s to consider developing

two separate data bases, one on physicians and allied health

© personnel now practicing in our state, the other on persons now

in regidency training, By using this approach, the former will be
helpful in analyzing the distribution of health manpower in the

i

state, while the latter will give the state of Kansas a basis for

of locations for their practices: Now, therefore,

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of Kansas, the House of
Representatives concurring therein: That the Kansas Department
of Health and Environment be directed to collect from various
sources including other state agencies and maintain such infor-
mation for the purpose of implementing and developing a com-
plete health manpower data system, In the development of this
health manpower data system, the data collected should be pri-

-marily that information which will define the effective distribu.

tion of health manpower in the state, project future needs more

“accurately, and provide for a better understanding of those factors

that determine the lncatitm of physicians and allied health per-

sonnel. :
Be it further resolved: That the suc.rt,tary of state be instructed

" "to deliver an enrolled copy of this resolution to the Secretary of
the Department of Health and Environment, the Kansas Insure _
. ance Commissioner, the Chancellor of the University of Kansas,

the Executive Vice-Chancellor of the University of Kansas School
of Medicine, the Vice-Chancellor of the University of Kansas
School of Medicine, Wichita State University Branch, and all
licensing agencies of health care providers.



ATTACHMENT # 2

MEMORANDUMS OF AGREEMENT
BETKEEN
* KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
| AND
CERTAIN HEALTH MANPOWER LICENSURE BOARDS



Terms of Cooperative Agreements Between the Kansas Department of Health and

Environmgnt‘and Health Manpower Licensure Boards:

-

The conditions of agreement between the Kansas Depa%tment of Health and Environ-
ment and the specific licensure board include general agreements, as well as

specific terms specified in specific memorandums of agreement between-the Kansas
Department of Heaith and Environment and each manpower licensure board. ?he agree-
 ment between the Kansas Department of Health and Environment and the State Qentai-

Board is prbvided here as Exhibit 8, for illustration purposes.

Other memorandums of agreement exist with Healing Arts, Nursing ané.Pharma@g; B
Additionally, we have obtained a Tetter 6f cooperation from the Board ef'Egaminers,'
in Optomefryg The Nursing Home Administrater 1icensure authority already exists
within the Kansas Department of Health and Environment, therefore, no formal

memorandum of agreement was necessary with this particular licensing group.

A11 memorandums of agreement are identical to the State Dental Boérd agreement
except on the following issues:

1. The Board of Examiners in Optometry has not signed a memorandum, but
instead, has sent a letter expressing an intent to cooperate for one
year only. A1l other memorandums are indefinite as to time and auto-
matically renew annually. However, some boards, i.e. the Board af Heai»-
ing Arts, prefer not to repeat the data collection procedure more
frequently than biannually.

2. The Board of Nursing and the Board of Healing Arts have agreed to pay ‘7
the cost of printing questionnaire forms. 7 ]

3. The Board of Nursing has agreed to pay the cost of coding, keypunching -
and updating the files.

4. Only the Board of Healing Arts and the Board of Pharmacy memorandués

specify ownership of the machine readable files. *

(52l

The Board of Pharmacy questionnaire differs from the other question-

% As of September 6, 1977, the NDental Board agreement also
containe this ontion. B -



.-naires in that it was developed independently by the National
Association of Boards of Pharmacy under National Center for Health

Statistics sponsorship.



COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
BETHEEN
THE KANSAS DEPARTHMERT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT
| AND |
KANSAS STATE DENTAL BOARD

¢ PURPOSE ‘

The purpose of this agreement is to éoofdiﬂate and impTement ar
comprehensive data system;to colléct and ﬁroéess chh manpower* -
info%matipn.that supports the data reqﬁirements of the

Kansas State Dental Board., supports the data requireménts
nf the Departmenﬁ of Health and Environment and fulfills the
minimum data set prescfibéﬂ by the Nation's Cooperative Health

Statistics System.

Whereas it is deemed highly desirab]e and advantageous-in
effeétively planning for adequate health'services:for.all

Kansas residents, to establish and ‘maintain a-coﬁprehensive.
health manpower data system, ut11121ng the currently avallable -

resources of the above named agenc1es and,

Hhereas such a joint endeavor will eliminate duplication of
efforts and result in a more efficient and comprehensive data
system, the aforesaid parties agree to the following terms 1in

establishing a cooperative program.



The Kansas Department of Health and Environment‘&grées to:

(1)

2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Develop and operate a statewide computerized health

‘data system by performing the necessary systems analysis

and programming functions, by transmitting and receiving
data through the available termlnal fac111t1e and by
arranqxng for whatever computer'seFVices are required
from the Computer. Serv1ces Division of the State
Department Qf Adm1n1strat1on for the production of .

specified statistical reports.

Bear the cost of coding and keypunching data for the

development and maintenance of the cnmputer.tapé,fi]e.

Pay the cost of data procéssing and af'producing
reports for thé-Deﬁartment's ovn purpbses,'gnd upon -
request provide copies of such reports at no cost to the

Kénsas State Dental Board.

Abide by app]icab]e‘1aws and regulations regarding
confidentiality of the collected data, release
statistical reporté only in aggregated fofm, ngt‘
identifying individua]s and 1dent1ry individual

records only as necessary for 1nterna} operations.

Provide the Kansas State Dental Board
with work products in accordance with a prearranged out-
put schedule. If such prearranged Othuts are desired,

they will be identified in Attachment #1 of this égreement.



The Kansas State Dental Board

as Primary Collector of the Data Agrees to:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Specialr

Allow the Kansas Department of Health and Environment

to use the collected data for statistical purpaséé.

Al?ﬁw tﬁe_Kansas Department of Health and Environment

ﬁo cooperate with the National Center for HeaTtﬁ
Statistics in_ceilgcting the minimum data prescribed by .
the Coﬂperatfve Health Statiétfcs System, currently as
containeﬁ in Attachment #2 and as the list may héreafter

be amended. _
L 7
Pay the costs on whatever billing period basis used by

the State Department of Administration for the

" production of spécia? reports specifically requéstéd

'by the Kansas State Dental Board

as specified in Attachment #1 and as that Tist may

'hereafter be amended.

Provisions:

(1)

0wnersh1p of the machine readable files prﬂduced from

source documents supplied by the Kansas

‘ State'Dental Board rests with the Departmentref Health

and Environment. However, a copy of these machine
readable files will be provided to the Kansas

State Dental Board upon request andrat no charge.



(2) Should the Kansas ‘State Dental Board
ask for special tabuiat1ons of the data, the Department
of Health and Environment will furnish cost estimates,

prior to undertaking the work.

Term of Agresment:

It is the'intent of the undersigned parties that this agreement
remain in force for Qne ful] year. ond that 1 it be au10mat1ca11y
renewed each year unlessre1ther party notifies the other party

in writing, at least sixty (60) days prior to'fhe-renewaT date

of its intent not to renew. This qgreemeﬁt can be ‘amended at

any time with mutual consent. of both parties.

Termination Due to Lack of-Funding Agpropriation'

~ The cb11gat1on of either state agency te perform pursuanL io

this agreement 15 express]y contingent upon the appropriation,
budgeting and ava11ab111ty of suff1c1ent funds after the current
fiscal year by the State of Kansas. In the event that these -
funds are not budgeted, appropriated, or otherw1se made ava11ab1e
te either agency for'the purpose of payment of this agreement

rat any time after the current fiscal year, then the agency that -
does not have the funds shall have the option of term1rat101 of the
agreement at any time after the current fiscal year,_upon written
notice to the other party. The termination of this agreement for
 th1s reason will NOT cause ANY penalty to be charged to the
agency cance111nc the agreement nor require the payment of any £

additional reguTar payments beyond this termination date.



Aftachment 4
MEMORANDUM

September 6, 1977

10s Special Committee on Ways and Means-A
FROM: [Kansas Legislative Research Department

RE: Proposal No. 68 - Kansas Utilization of Title XX

Comparison of Kansas Title XX Plans -~
FY 1977 and FY 1978

State preparation of an annual Title XX plan is required
by federal law (PL 93-647). The law additionally requires that
states publicize their Title XX plan and hold public meetings
concerning it. During Fiscal Years 1976 and 1977 the plan caused
relatively little public concern. However, the preliminary FY
1978 plan resulted in a public meeting that was attended by over
300 persons and continues to be a source of concern to many,

a situation which has been brought to the attention of legislators
Oon numerous occasions.

The major difference between the FY 1978 Title XX plan
and those of previous years is that the newest plan contains
reductions in expenditures for certain services. These reduc-
tions have occurred due to the fact that Kansas has for the first
time approached the limit of its allocation of Federal Title XX
money. Expenditures in excess of the federal allocation would
occur without the usual 75 percent federal funding. Consequently,
the state has the choice of either expanding services utilizing
non-federal monies or reducing expenditures for services,

The option exercised in the FY 1978 budget, which is
reflected in the newest Title XX plan, is that of reducing certain
purchased services. The reductions have occurred among services
purchased utilizing donated funds matched with Federal Title XX
funds. Total expenditures utilizing Title XX/donor funds during
FY 1977 were $6,293,754. The FY 1978 SRS budget includes $3,300,000
for this purpose. Various services have been provided through
donor funds matched with Title XX, including alternative educa-
tion and alcoholic treatment. However, the primary use of these
services has been residential, work adjustment, and day-care
services to the developmentally disabled,

During FY 1978, the donor funds have been allocated by
SRS management areas. Consequently, the donor contracts that
will be accepted during FY 1978 will be selected by the local
SRS offices. This represents a change from previous years, in
which donor contract acceptance or rejection was a central office
function. The donor funds have been allocated to areas utilizing
a formula which distributed 70 percent of the funds according
to expenditures during FY 1977; 10 percent based upon the popula-
tion of the area; 10 percent by the number of persons in the
area living below the poverty level; and 10 percent according



to the number of persons in the area receiving public assistance.
Every area in the state will experience a substantial reduction
in the amount of federal funds available to match. Reductions
between actual FY 1977 donor-matched expenditures and allocated
FY 1978 expenditures will average 35.7 percent, with the maximum
decline being 45.3 percent.

As a consequence of the reduction of Title XX funds
available to be matched by donor funds, decreases will occur in
the number of persons receiving day Cdre, residential, and work
.adjustment services. Additionally, SRS has indicated the inten-
tion to completely phase out Title XX financial participation in
several services during the next 12 months. These services in-
clude: transportation services; nutritional programs; alternative
educational programs; and services to alcoholiecs and drug abusers,

The Title XX funds that were decreased for matching
with donor money have been utilized to finance other projects
within the area of social services, Budgeted for major increased
funding from Title XX sources during FY 1978 are: (1) Homemaker
Services ($565,912); (2) Day Care for A.D.C. Clients (8§244,164);
(3) Residential %ervnces for A.D.C., Foster Care Clients ($52, 950)
(4) Residential Services for G.A. Foster Care Clients ($24,430);
Services to Reintegration-ClLentu ($277,520): and the empioymemt
of nine new protective service workers in local SRS offices. 1In
addition to specific services budgeted for increases, an additional
$324,543 of Title XX funds was budgeted during FY 1978 to finance
increases in Administrative and Indirect Costs. Attachment I
to this memorandum shows budgeted and actual Title XX expenditures
during FY 1977, as well as budgeted FY 1978 expenditures.

Revisions to Eligibility Sta ndards

To facilitate containing expenditures within the Title
XX federal limitation, SRS has tightened the eligibility require-
ments for Title XX services. Public Assistance recipients will
continue to be eligible for services, as required by federal laws.
However, those receiving services on the basis of low income will
experience a phased-in reduction in eligibility. Prior to
July 1, 1977, 1nd1v1duals were eligible if they earned less than
110 percent of the state's median income. This allowed a family
of four, having an income of $15,840, to be eligible for ser-
vices. During the first half of FY 1978, the income eligibility
level will be reduced to 100 percent of the median income, or
§15,708 for a family of four. The impact of this reduction in
ellglblllty may be offset somewhat by an increase in the 1978
median income over the 1977 median income, Median income figures
used in the Title XX plan are promulgated by the federal govern-
ment. However, the 100 percent level of income eligibility will
only be in effect from July 1, 1977 to December 31, 1977. On
January 1, 1978, the ellglblllry level will be further reduced to
90 percent of the median income. Thus, during the last half of
FY 1978, a family of four will be ellglble only if its income
is less than $13,980 annually. SRS has announced an intention to
set the income eligibility level at 80 percent of the median
income effective July 1, 1978.



Fees for Service

Since the beginning of Title XX, SRS has maintained a
co-payment arrangement for those who receive services based on
eligibility due to low incomes (no fee is charged those receiving
public assistance who also receive social services). During
FY 1976 and 1977, individuals receiving services were required to
pay part of the cost of service if their income was above 80
percent of the median jincome. These fees are based upon family
size and level of income. Effective July 1, 1977, individuals
having earnings above 60 percent of the median income will pay
a fee. The beginning fees are rather small, usually $5.00 or
less per month. However, since the scale now begins at 60 per-
cent of the median income, recipients in the range of 80 to 100
percent of the median income will be paying a larger portion of
the service fees. Thus, a family of four earning 100 percent
of the median income during FY 1977 and receiving services paid
a fee of $48 per month. A family of four earning 100 percent
of the median income during TY 1978 will pay a monthly fee of
$144. Reflected in a slightly different manner, a family of
four with a monthly gross income of $1,100 paid a monthly
fee of $17.00 during FY 1977 will pay $66.00 per month during
FY 1978.

Donor Match Rate

The federal rate of financial participation for Title
XX services has been 75 percent federal funds matched with 25
percent state funds. Kansas has used this same match rate for
all services purchased through Title XX, including both those
matched with donor funds and those matched with state funds,

SRS proposed that the donor match rate be increased,
during FY 1978, from 25 percent to 50 percent. This would have
stretched Title XX dollars and allowed continuing expansion of
social services, However, public comment to this proposal was
extremely unfavorable. Various individuals indicated in public
testimony that this procedure would cause an undesirable effect
on social services statewide, resulting in discontinuance of
several projects. Consequently, SRS did not adopt this proposal
and the match rate remains at 25 percent.

During FY 1978 SRS will allow federal revenue sharing

funds to be used as match. This source of revenue has not for-
merly been accepted.

Alternatives

Various problems confront the future of Title XX Social
Services in Kansas. Due to increased utilization, Title XX can-
not be viewed as an unlimited method of financing Kansas social
service efforts. As a result of approaching the state's maximum
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federal allotment, Kansas decisionmakers are now faced with several
alternatives for remaining withinthe federal allotments. Con-
tinuance of present growth rates in social service would result

in larger portions of the social service program being financed
with no federal financial participation. Some of the options

for reducing social services so as to remain within federal allot-
ments are discussed in the following material. This enumeration
is not intended to be an exhaustive listing of all alternatives.
Rather it details some options which can be explored to address
marginal resource allocation among expanding demands for social
services.

Curtail Services Uniformly

One possibility for maintaining expenditures within
federal allotments is to annually decrease the amount budgeted
for each type of service proportionally according to the total
reduction in Title XX funding. This procedure would have the
advantage of causing state operations and private vendors to
share proportionately in the reductions. Since estimates of
the total federal allotment are usually available several months
in advance service providers would be aware of likely decreases
in available funding and would not be surprised by revised
Title XX plans,

This method has the disadvantage of assuming that the
current distribution of service money should be proportionally
continued indefinitely. Additionally, direct service expenditures
tend to expand annually due to increases in salaries, rents,
utilities, and supplies. Therefore, proportional reductions in
direct service expenditures would be required or increases in
direct service costs would be financed from funding mechanisms
other than Title XX.

Curtail Certain Services While Maintaining
Others at the Current Level

Another procedure is to set priorities for the various
services and to initiate all reductions at the expense of non-
priority services, This has essentially been the procedure
utilized by SRS in preparation of its proposed FY 1978 plan.
Services geared toward goals of self-support were continued
at present or slightly increased levels, while others deemed
less essential were reduced. A problem with this method is that
it maximizes conflict. Certain providers of services that have
been reduced are required to absorb funding decreases, frequently
on rather short notice. Effective use of this method requires
a considerable amount of service planning and careful considera-
tion of data prior to priority setting. Unless some long-range
planning accompanies the setting of priorities, conflicts will
be maximized and service provision has the potential to become
a relatively chaotic experience for both service consumers and
providers.



Return Funding of Certain Foster Care

Services to Title IV-A Funding

Prior to Kansas reaching its Title XX ceiling, several
innovations were explored by SRS in an effort to maximize federal
funding while minimizing state general fund requirements. One
of these procedures involved financing certain residential ser-
vices for ADC foster care reciplents at a 75 percent federal match,
rather than the 52 percent federal match available for the re-
mainder of ADC maintenance activities. One option involves
returning these services to the 52 percent match rate in an effort
to make Title XX funding available for other services. This
procedure would require additional state expenditures of
$724,995 (during FY 1978) and would result in $2,013,876 of
Title XX funds being available for other purposes.

While transfer of other types of residential services
to foster care recipients could make additional Title XX money
available, no other source of federal funding exists to absorb
the impact of such transfers. If foster care services, now
funded utilizing Title XX funds, were financed utilizing state
money during FY 1978, it would cost the general fund an addi-
tional $1,310,003 for G.A. foster care recipients and $188,433
for state ward foster care recipients to free similar amounts
of Title XX money.

Require Donors to Match at a Higher Ratio

One possibility for increasing the total purchase of
service effort, while remaining within Kansas Title XX allot-
ments, involves increasing the amount that donors must match
from the present 25 percent. This would increase the number
of donors who could match Title XX funds and enlarge the total
funds being spent for social services. Raising additional donor
money presents no problem in certain areas, particularly those
having county mill levies to serve the aged or mentally retarded.
However, in other areas cbtaining additional donor money would
be nearly impossible and could have the effect of abolishing
certain services. The existence of donor money may not be pro-
portional to the need for service, which presents a problem
when considering raising the donor match rates.

Several alternatives exist for altering donor match
rates. Obviously one merely involves setting a new statewide
match rate for all services. Additionally, variable match rates
could be established for certain services or areas of the state
where needs are the greatest. Another alternative involves
starting the match rate at 75/25 for new donors and reducing it
each year until ultimately the donor would no longer be
eligible to match Title XX funds. Such an arrangement could be
employed to promote the concept of community-based facilities
that would gradually become self supporting.
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Discontinue Funding Administrative
Activities Through Title XX

During the past several years, federal social service
money has been utilized to finance certain administrative opera-
tions. The amount of administrative expenditures that are charged
against the Title XX fund is determined by a cost allocation
plan that is approved by HEW. The amounts that are allocated to
the Title XX federal account cannot be rearranged to other federal
cost allocation standards. Thus the options for financing these
operations are restricted to either Title XX funds or state funds.

Increased Use of Title XIX Funding

Various service providers have suggested that Title
XIX funding could be utilized to replace Title XX services in
certain cases. TFederal financial participation of 52 percent
is available for approved services in a state Title XIX program.
It appears that two possibilities exist for utilizing this
funding mechanism to expand services to the developmentally dis-
abled.

One option would be for providers of service to the
developmentally disabled to become certified as Intermediate
Care Facilities (ICF) for the mentally retarded. However to
receive certification as an ICF-MR the facility structure,
staffing patterns, educational services offered and medical
services offered must meet rather precise federal specifications.
Thus, individual facilities would be required to make a con-
siderable investment to achieve eligibility for this funding
mechanism. It is doubtful that many facilities would be interested
in pursuing this option for financing.

A secondary alternative which has been suggested in-
volves increased use of a category of medical services known as
Home Health Services. The impetus for increased use of this
service arose through press releases from an Oklahoma program.
The Oklahoma system utilizes home health aides to provide daily
care to approximately 2,000 recipients. The clienteleserved by
this program are primarily elderly individuals who live alone.
A major goal of the Oklahoma Home Health Service is to allow
such individuals to remain in their homes and reduce the
necessity for nursing home care. Information from Oklahoma SRS
indicates that in some cases their Home Health Aides are also
utilized to serve the developmentally disabled.

Thus the home health service concept exists as an
alternative for serving clients in their homes rather than in
specialized day care or residential care facilities. However,
federal regulations place certain requirements on Home Health
Agencies. Included in these mandates are: (1) that individual
home health service plans be prepared and carried out by a
physician; (2) that skilled nursing services be available to
recipients; and (3) that recipients be eligible for Medical
Assistance under the state's Title XIX plan. These stipulations



obviously build additional costs into the program which may not
be absolutely necessary given the clients to whom such a program
would be directed. Such requirements should also be considered
by donors who may wish to donate funds for such a program or by
the Legislature, if it considers increased financing of Home
Health Services. Additionally, prior to implementing such a pro-
gram analysis should be given to whether clients receiving Title
XX services would be eligible for federally supported medical
assistance. If the clients benefiting from expanded Home Health
Services would only be eligible for state-only medical assistance,
then the expenditures would be of little wvalue.
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TOTAL CASES BY AREA
BY COMPARATIVE QUARTERS

SRS Area # Cases # Cases
(4/76-6/76) (4/77-6/77)

Hays 2104 2931
Garden City 2295 2633
Salina 2647 3493
Pratt 2663 3431
Wichita 9380 10605
Hutchinson 2515 3964
Winfield 1850 2601
Frporia 1974 2199
Junction City 2746 4043
Hiawatha 1582 2069
Topeka 7281 8796
Kansas City 8607 10539
Olathe 4231 5251
Osawatanie 2015 2878
Chanute 2562 2903
Parsons 1396 2181
Pittsburg 3414 3680

TOTAL 59262 74197

/77
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PARTIAL LIST OF TITLE XX
SERVICES BY NUMBER OF RECIPIENTS
IN COMPARATIVE QUARTERS

Quarter - 4/76-6/76 Quarter - 4/77-6/77
CATEGORY - CATEGORY
SSI* SST*
SERVICE AGED BLIND DISABLED AGED BLIND DISABLED

# Recipients | {Recipients #fRecipient # Récipients # Reclpilents | # Recipients

Ul

Chore = 282 70 34 294 108 166
F——Day Care -

Adule 38 27 215 30 20 85
Day Care =

Children ‘ 183 ‘ 361
Education & :

Training 11 .99 33
Habilitation/

Rehabilitation 233 254 1,054 179 501 1,792
EPSDT , 18 19 23 24
Homemaker 540 129 222 849 232 349
Community Living 129 48 106 124 85 r 120
Protective Serv, 258 860 136 37 967
Residential -

Adult 151 33 957 226 ) / 1,367
Residential - - )

Children 23 473 ‘ 639

*Includes Medicaid Eligibles

9/77



FARTIAL LIST OF TITLE XX SERVICES BY NUMBER
OF RECIPIENTS IN COMPARATIVE QUARTERS

Quarter 4/76-6/76 Quarter 4/77-6/77
SERVICE AFDC AFDC
# Recipients # Recipients
Chore 76 42
Day Care -

Children 2,814 2,910
Education &

:Training 602 970
Habilitation/

Rehabilitation 3,413 3,816
EPSDT 2,343 3,295
Homemaker 112 63
Community Living 749 560
Protective Serv. 1,858 2,647
Residential -

Children 2,427 3,154

Quarter 4/76-6/76 Quarter 4/77-6/77
SERVICE Income Eligible Income Eligible
# Recipients # Recipients
Chore 552 1,301
Day Care -

Adults 95 88
Day Care -

Children 2,037 2,622
Education &

Training 241 178
Habilitation/

Rehabilitation 1,005 1,677
Family Planning 788 655
Homemaker 1,231 2,748
Community Living 265 619
Residential -

Adult 344 401
Residential -

Children 1,238 2,282

9/77




CHILDREN WITH DIAGNOSED HANDICAPS
IN OUT-OF-HOME CARE

(As of December 31, 1976)

Bandicap #Children
Physical(Correctable) 92
Physical (Permanent) 164
Emotional 437
Learning Disability 200
Mental Retardation 313

TOTAL, 1,206

There are 5,607 children in custody of the Secretary of the
Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services who are in
various out-of-home placements, including group boarding
homes and residential centers. :

The above figures indicate the number of these children who
are handicapped. Some of these children are receiving social
services in group boarding homes and residential centers
which are being funded, in part, from Title XX.

/77
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REMARKS

TO: 1Interim Legislative Ways & Means Comaittes. (A), "Wint" Winter, Chairman

BY: David ¥Williems, United Way of Wichita ard Sedgwick County,
420 Inaurance Building, 212 ¥orth Market, Wichita, Kansas

't

Yinter, Chaivman, and distinguished memwmbers of ﬁhe Kansas
Legislative Committee on Ways and Means, thank you for the ihvitation and
opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the effective utilization
of Title XX monies in assisfing Persons receive necessary services, It can
be aaLd.of each organization represented here -- the Ways and Means Comittees,

the Depar- zent of Social and Rehabiiitation Services, and we making presenta-

tions -- "We each have one ultimate purpese or goal cverriding all others,

W

nd that is....to enable individuals and groups to live well-adjusted and

fying existences and to enable them to realize their full poteatial."

satis
With each of us serving the people of Kansas and cperating within the same
human service delivery system, it appears imporvtant that thrce things occur

between us: (1) Coordination, (2) Cooperation, and (3) Accountability.

Coordination and cooperation are occurring locally, as exemplified by
the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Wichita Office, the City of
vichita, the Metropolitan Area Plaunning Department, and the United Way to
plan and furd the delivery of human services; ilore specifically, we have
wvorkad to;etne; on common budget and proposal formo, common definitions of
programs, aﬂd-COOfGLDatEd Information and Re al Services such az a common

directory of services. All of these components make up what we call the

Human Services Information System.
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im Legislative Ways & Means Committee (A)
inter, Chairman

An example of coordination among these agencies occurred recently
when state lavel Social and Hehabilitation Services decided to make regional
aliocations of Title XX monies. Representatives of the agencies partici~
£

ormation System met with repre;entatlvea of the Day Care

Association to determine the impact on the clients and the impact on the

e

U
"ﬁ

Another example of coordination in the Information System is the
exchange of funding data on programs and agencies receiving monies from two
or more participating agéncies,. Recently, in addition to exchanging the above
data, we have been exchanging information regardiug policies, present and

potential ores, and future funding in terms of dollars and priorities,

Locally, we feel this coordination improves our ability as funding agencies

to meet individual's needs. Just as at the community level it is necessary
to be coordinated, it is necessary at the state level since Social and Rehabili-

tation Services policy decisions are made in Topeka.

Exceallent working relationships have been established between loﬁal
cormunities ~-- cities, United Ways, private agencies, and Social and R;ﬂablll-
tation Sérvica Offices =-- but Social and Rehabilitation Services policy decisions
are rot made locally. They are made at the state level. At present, a forum
cdoes not exist for coordinated input or reaction to those policy decisions by
funding and provider agencies. When local agencies do respond,- not only is
there a lack of coordination but qffen s S isrto established policy rather than
having the opportunity to input into the development of the policy or responding
to a proposed policy. Having the opportunity to collectively input would increase

coordination of local agencies throughout the state, ag well-as provide greater
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ive Ways & Means Commiitee (A)

¢ing appropriate adjusiments locally to changes. Aun example

oz this impact is that the decision to make regional allocations resulted in

mzde after the City of Wichiia, the County of Sedgwick, and the United Way
budgets were set for fiscal 1978, beginning January 1, 1978. As you can see,
local communities are left with the vesponsibility once the Department of Social

and Rehzbilitation Services, and are left with very little capability of de-

dditional rescurces and almost no advance notice to respond, There-

-y
o
=
=
el
b
|
uw
i}

fore, we suggest that the ccmmittee consider establishing the Following by
1)  An advisory council to Social and Rehabilitation Services to

inciude representatives of funding agencies and dirsct service

2) A time frame for responding to, and for adjusiing to, major
changes the adminisération makes in Title XX funding, includ-
ing poiicy decisions and time fréme; for example, 45-90 days
for razsponding to propo;ed changes and 45-90 days.once policies

are finalized before they are implemeanted.

Having concluded the remarks regarding coordination, I will now move to

tha s

M

cond and third elements: Cooperation and Accountability. Using Webster's

as a

r{

eference, cooperation is defined as: (1) to act or work with another

or others; to act together, and (2) to associate with another for mutual benefit.
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Not only are those agencies which are in the local Information System
cocordinating, but cooperating. This cooperation is'exnﬁplified by the common
proposal and budget forms whicﬁ have been developed aﬁd implemented by each
participating agency. With these forms, it is possible to determine administra-

tive, indirect and direct cozsts of programs of community based agencies,

Just as the cooperative agencies are asking for accountability of pro-
vider agencies, we, as funding agencies, should be accountable for adminisktra-
tive, indirect services, and direct services in the expenditure of'cur funds.
Therefore, we would like Ffor Social and Rehabilitation Services to present its
Title XX and total budget identifying the costs listed above, TFor this to be
meaningful, standard definitions for administrative, indiract service, and
cdirect service costs must bé developed. The Kansas Department of Social and
Rehabilitation Services is in the process of developing definitions for some
direct and indireci programs. We are having the opportunity to respond to
these definitions, which is appreciated. We have met with state and local re-
presentatives of Social and Rehabilitation Services in determining the feasi-
bility of aéopting the same definitions which will enable local provider agencies

to maintain just one set of bocks instead of three or four,

While discussing funding, we would like the committee to consider one
other matter. Community based agancies, cities, United Ways and others
cooperatively fund services to Income Eligibles., We feel local communi. ties
should participate in the cost of services to persons of this income level.
Cn the other haud, we feel that for wards of the state, A.D.C. clients, and

others who are the responsibility of the state, the full cost of service should



and not Title XX or with local funds.

For example,

Booth Memorial in Wichita has two programs, only one of which the United Way

vants to fund. The audited cost by Social and Rehabilitation Services of the

other program is almest $30. However, the ceiling for that type of service-

set by Social and Rehabilitation Services is $27.30. TFor each client Social

and Rehabilitation Services Places in that Program, some source is committed

Lo paying the $2.50 deficit to keep. the agency financiélly solvent, The

United Way is presently funding that deficit, although we do not have any

clients in it, Therefore, we are suggesting that the Legislative Ways and

Means Committee consider proposing to the full legislature that the full cost

of services for wards of the state and A.D.C. recipients be provided by the

stace,

Surmary of Comments.

ktems that would assist us in planning and

funding
of services are:

1} XKnowing the amocunt of Title XX funds available for purchase of

both direct and indirect services locally and statewide, and

administrative costs,

2) Development of State and Local Advisory Council,

3) An opportunity to respond to proposed policies,

4) Lead time to plan changes locally necessitated by the changes.
5) Adoption of common definitions for terms and programs. .

6) Full cost of service for wards of the state.
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Page Six (6)

Your consideration of these mitters is appreciated. TF additional or
more specific information would assist you in responding to thege issues,

please contact me,

DY/ jb
9/21/77
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STATE WAYS AND MEANS HEARING
TITLE XX

September 9, 1977

I am Alice Kitchén, Executive Director, United Community Sexrvices of
Johnson County, the planning arm for United Way in Johnson County. Our

business is planning, coordimation, resouxrce utilization, research and
development.

Our interest in Title XX is to assure that the social service needs
of Kansas citizens are being met through public and private efforts.

From our study of the Legislation we believed that Title XX could
provide Kansas with Federal dollars to f£ill in the gaps - provide the glue
to the existing system to encourage an integration of the old categorical
aid programs and to expand services.
(. The effects at the local level have been mixed. Since United Community
Services is not in the business of direct service, the perspective we bring

is that of a neutral party.

My comments will be limited to four areas:

2, Decision—ﬁaking Précess
3 Responsibility/Accouptability
4. Problem(s) Areas |

~ I. COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

Whether it was intended or not, the ability to promote éomprehensive
planning is undoubtedly the strongest tool presented by Title XX.

A, The process gives states the opportunity and flexibility to rethink
the traditional mode of operation and design new strategy. This
was not intended to mean use of Federal dollars to manage the
existing welfare system. A look at the services contracted out

( EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE: - :
: President. %ayme D'Agcstro: First Vice President, Anne Debus; Second Vice President, Anne Rhoads; Secrelary, Frances
Jzrcmza Treasurer, Jan Bioomingdale; Past Presiden!, Barbara Buehler; Members at Large, Will Cleaver, Richard Bond

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, A.ce Kitchen

Atliliate ot United Community Services of the Kansas City Metropolitan Region, Inc.
Participating in Heart of America United Way
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to commmity based programs evidence this point.

B. This opportunity has given the state funds to create the necessary
linkage to make services tie together.

Coordination at the state and local level has nolt been generated
by SRS. Cooperative efforts to develop the metworks has not
materialized. Non SRS providers are pitted against each other
in the scramble for the same doilars.

This is mot necessary and can be avoided by re-structuring, utilizing
contracts and community-based programs. Lipkages are intended to
interface CETA, Community Development Funds; Community Service
~Agencies with Title XX. Due to the broad spectrum of Title XX
overall Human Resources Planning in the State of Kansas is a must.

—~ the private sector needs tc be invelved, as do the municipalities
and consumer groups

-~ you need this to maintain the broad overview and objectivity.

We recommend an emphasis on decentralization planning with a Statewide Advisory
‘Committee. Both committees should be charged with reviewing information and
setting priorities.

II. DECISION MAKING

In order to tap the best thinking and problem solutions it seems important
that the concept of Citizen Advisory Council stated in the Plan be
implemented. To date, our County does mot have a Citizen Advisory

Council . : -

Personnel fearful or uneasy with citizen participation methods could
be given technical assistance from a wide range of resources.

We recommend that these Councils be instituted where they are not now operable.

We recormend that the Councils be active in the needs assessment, resource
1nvent0ry, ‘and priority setting process.

III. RESPONSIBILITY/ACCOUNTABILITY )
The State has the statutory responsibility to care for dependent
and non self-sufficient persons ~ NOT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. Using
Title XX to supplement state obligations violates the intent of the
Legislation. The original idea was to set up a consumer social service
system: a system that maintains and prevents as opposed to strictly
financing dependant persons. The Title XX Plan requires that the
state maintain its current-effort in funding social services. My
question to you is:

1. How do you separate that out to assure yourselves that this is



Statg VWays and Means Hearing

Title XX

‘September 9, 1977

page 3
~

Iv.

being done?

Who decides where the money is spent that is generated by Title XX
matching dollars?

What is the current system to monitor and evaluate the effectivenecss
of the plan? '

PROBLEM AREAS

In the current decision-making process policies are made without
the benefit of broad-based input, without consideration of local -
concerns, and often given without rationale.

This has been evidenced with DRUG and ALCOHOL programs specifically.
Assurances of funding were given and then withdrawn.

- All of this undermines the trust we need to work in a
cooperative spirit.

— This creates a distance that prévents cooperation and
- problem-solving: it breeds competition and resistance.
In the end it costs us all time and dollars.

¥We recommend and ask for your assistamnce at broadening the base of planning

at the local level.

In reference to PROPOSAL 68:

1.

P

Donor Match - we discourage ncreasing the match as it would prevent
Private and non SRS agencies from participating actively.

Home Health Care - we are Tesearching this need and currently have
documented a limited need. ' We éncourage you to look at this option.

Choice of Service - It is essential that freedom of choice be
maintained in the arena of social services. This philosophy allows
for healthy competition that improves quality. More importantly,

Thank you for the opportunity to réspond to this significant piece of
legislation. -
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TO: The Special Committee on Ways and Means -- A
Senator Wint Winter, Chairperson

FROM: HKanses Association of Rehabilitation Facilities
DATE: August 18-19, 1977

‘RE: Proposals No. 65, 66

I. INTRODUCTION

eifort to move people from State Institutions

wes elsc designed to serve the severely handicapped by providing for community
services wnich would improve the quality of 1life for those individuzls. (om-

munity agencies serving the mentally retarded and other developmentelly dis-

en.ed persons were encouraged to initiate or expand services to mees the
unmet need already existing in the communities (and thereby prevent institu-

ticnzlization) as well as provide for appropriate placement
de-instituticnalized population. Services in communities zcross Hansas devel-
oped from almost nothing to become a viable and important component of Kensas'

service system.
Services that evolved were based upon three basic principles:

1. That services to the developmentally disabled chould be provided
in the most normalizing and least restrictive wav possible. This
mezns, among other things, that people live in housas rather than
dormateries, recreate in local theatres rather than in a "multi-
purpose' room, work in industrial locations rather than converted

hospitals, and worship at churches and synagogues rather than in

tz attached to their dormatories.

m
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2. That services should, as soon as possible, achieve an acceptable
level of quality as determined by nationzl accreditation 2gencies,
such as the Joint Commission for Accreditation of Rehabilitation
Facilities.

3. That services should bz provided to a class of peaplie thet have
been excluded from the mainstream of our communitize, tha: is, the

severely mentally handicazppecd and/or severly develcoTenteally

disabled. 4 developm de es

"Disabilities that become evident in childhoocl. zre ewpected to
continue indefini;ely, constitute a substantial haniicap to the
affected individual, and are attributable to men-=1 retarcation, autism,

cerebral palsy, epilepsy, or other neurological conditior closely
related to, or requiring trearment similar to that required by,

mental retardation.”=*

s

Though the concept of deinstitutionalization was initiated in Kansas, a
well delineated plan for a comprehensive service system and 2 svstemztic
strategy for implementation-was not. The roles and corresponding relztionships
of community services and private service providers, State instituticnms,

Vocational Rehabilitation, and educational system still nced to be or never

have been defined.

* Standards for Community Agencies. Joint Commission or hLeoereditation of
Hospitals. July, 1%73. Page 120.
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Inherent in this lack of planning is an i1l defined and inadecuate
funding base for the community based service svstem. As a result, a crisisr
now exists that could potentially cause the return of more than 300 Kansans
tc stete operate faciiities.

.

as relied heavily on Federal and local funding for its community

lznsas b
szrvices. Support on the state level has been sporacic and minimal. Specifi-
cz2lv, Stz:fz funds represant 7% of the total funcing, wherses locally generated

ez zocount for more than 35%.%% TFederal funds., principellv Title 33X, have

e

Ziorn.. Recent changes in uses of these monies have precipitated the current

¢ricis. Furthermore, this money is a limited allocation and cannot cover the

coste ¢f & comprehensive system of services that is still being developed.

t crisis cannot be 2 stop-gap measure. Kansas

ey
i

s an cpportunity to provide leadership in the development of less restrictive,

1
r

H
m

humznizing alternatives to specialized care fer its disabled citizens and
£t the szme time, make the best use of available public funds on the long run.
\izh this opportunity, Kansas has the chance to proact rather than react to

Federzl mzndates. There is a growing feeling that de-institutionalization and
community based services will receive the same Jegislative attention that has

been psid special education. This view is based upon the fact that persons

“#Hansas Developmental Disabilities — Community Facilities Summary for
yvear ending 12-31-76. State Department of S.R.S. (Attachment #1)
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in institutions for the disabled are not incarcerzted znd have a right to as
free an existence as is feasible for the individual as possible.

Certainly, Kansans are not prepared for an immediate and sudden mass

m
[an
e
L
m

I

restructuring of services offered to the developmentally disabl

I

teiled, well-planned strategy for the integr

I
aQ
m
rt
]
o]
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o
2
0
=
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n

into the mzinstream of society should include transitory steps that utilizs
the existing services, both private ané State opérated.

The Zcllowing testimony will describe some of the
a local level, and some of the obstacles to the upgrading and expansion of

these services and propose specific recommendations.
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RVICES

I addressing

dicabled citizens

the needs and problems of the preschool developmentally

of the State of Kansas, it is impertant first of 211 to

understand the services provided by community based zgencies. The services

acrion :
ifclusing Time En
(2% prevics servic

plan oi interventi

mined in essessmeEn
including {g) inst

occupational &nd p

') follow-up and

i

~

children into the
schools, day care

as transportsatfion

There are pre

t. IP?'s ere provided through an intevdisciplinary approach

Tuct

tc serve the developmentally disabled are basically five

- determining the strenzihs and needs of indi-

thne grezs ef cognitive (thinking skillis, dintelligence),
£ =nl emotions), socialization (sccizl behavior and inter-

¢ grroes moLor 5
2s hased on Individual Program Flzns - IPP's are 2 writter

LR 2

or: and action based on the individual's needs z< deter-

—mt

&

on by developmental specialist

-

n

hvsical therapists and (c) counseling (behavior management):

i

ces des

=5

rnAated to integrate

g services - serv
least restrictive programs in the comwunity such as public
centers, homes, etec.; (4) necessary support services such

and meals, as well as other services cobtained in the community

enrtal, pesvchelogical, and financial services; (5) parent

t that child into their family.

sently approximately 1213 developmentally disabled children

between the ages of 0 and 5 in the State of Kansas that are receiving the
atove namel corvices in a community based facility. Kansas' statistical daota
“ndicate * it sopprowimately 1300 children are born each vear with varying

12 conditions. A recent survey by the State Department
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should be served by

of Social and Rehabilitation Services estimates that by the year 1981 that

2860 preschool children with developmental disabilitiec
Title

community based facilities.
i us

Historically, the Department of S.R.S. has made big strides in assisting
community bzsed facilities in providing adequate services for the preschool

card 104

-ontinuance,

Recent decisions regar
ize the C

di nsas.
less the expansion, of preschool programming in the futurs, which is in-
iens point further
becoms

(=

decis

handicepped citizens of Ka
funds by the Department of S.KR.S. will greatly jeopardize inc
These recent T out

mucn
consistent with matio
that geons in the continuus of services for the
more aprarent unless prompt measures are taken to
provicde a true continuum of care. At the present time, ior cxzmple,
is eliminering many preschocl clients whose needs snoulc be covered eithar by
education funds. However, the stagé educetion plan has not vet
for services to develop-
order to fill the voids
State Uepzriment of

1.8 . o
the

S.R
and

made provisions to cover this age group. A State Plan
mentally disabled preschoolers and adults is needed in

the decisions that are made by S.R.S.

Community based centers have demonstrated their willingness to

20T tence

Education.
imp

created in
particular population but are in desperate neced of financial re-
emphasizes the e of pro~-
a re

serve this
sources to carry out this task.
ate Department of S5.R.S
developmentally disabled children,
AEO percent to 80 percent
XX funding.

Although the St
income eligibility from 1

viding preschool services for
n to reduce the median
families that now qualify for Title

Il

decisio
will wvirtually eliminate many
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The implications are that more local dollars and state dollars will be
needed then to finance these programs. Senate Bill No. 649 provides a mech-
anism by which the State of Kansas can become more actively involved in funding
of these community based programs and could be expected to pick up scome of the
lost dollars that this decision will create. However, state appropriations for

programs serving the developmentally disebled need to be funded at its maximum

’,J
m
-~
[1h]
e
et

in order to adequately supplemen

dolliars lost through the lowering of
the median income for eligibility and to provide discretionary money in order

to adeguately operate pregrams in the community. It is interesting to note

thaet presently federal and locel dellars account for approximately 93% of

community based agency funds for operztion while state dollars account for less

than seven percent (7%) of agency opsrasting ifunds. Local funding sources

-

accounted for more than 35% of

The magnetic nature of the Title XX matching formuia has attracted the

-

State Department of S.R.S. to use these limited funds for many other programs
that were once supported under other federal programs. Although this was a
money saving venture at the time, it appears now that Title XX dollars are

£}

expended and it is time to look at other ways of funding programs that have

-t
t

other options. It is essential tc reaslize that these funds are limited, and
shifting their use around cén onlv accomplish so much. Administrative costs
of S§.R.S5. are presently being funssd uncer Title XX and it is Sugggsted that
these programs could and should be plzced back under general funds and removed
from the Title XX responsibility. Attzchment #2 shows the large percentage of
Title XX funds that are used by S.R.S. for administrative and indirect costs.
Due to the fact that gross fazmily income is considered in determining
eligibility for Title XX funding of prescheol services, it is suggested that

tis median income eligibility remwain at the present level in order to provide

cerices for children of median income families who would otherwise be denied
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services. It is also recommended that medical costs be deducted from the
family's income in order to determine income eligibility due to the often
extraordinarily high costs in medical services crezted by these often cata-
strophic conditions.

The Kansas Association of Rehabilitation Facilities member agencies

fully support quality services and are committed tc meeting national standards.
In addition, the licemnsing standards and procedures established by the state

are reguiring agencies to provides these quality services. However, adequate
is not being made available by the state in order to provide ‘the

services and quality expected by their requirements.
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111, RESIDENTIAL SERVICES

We wview rehabilitation as a process of actively changing the recipient's life
stvle to becomé more independent, s2lf supporting anc as normal as possible.

To provide thic service many of our clients recuire comsigtent management and
Eﬁforcement of apprupriate behavior on a 24 hour basis. For this reason, many KARF
facilities have found it imperative to provide residential services as an integral

of the rehzbilitatlion progream.

Serviges Provigac:

{(z) Large gr-un nozzs in which spproximately 10-15 adulte are being.served ip
g Vegneiag
treimed by
sheyed Lty
nuzber ol
wsazlly srovicded 10-15 hours per waek.

(o) &=zl group nomee provide & homelike =srcosphere for less thar & clients.
in thie tvpe of residential facility emphesis is bzing placed on Ifzmily
efvie iivinz. Ususlly this type of facility provides 30 hours of socizal
szrvices per client per wsek, The resicents are encourzged, and perhaps
recuire?, teo participate in another éayiime program, such 2s sheltered worksh
gec¢ucerion, or ccmpetitive employment.

(c) ALlternztive living Program 1s usually provided in small residential settings

(@) ¢

It sho
residentizl
From

homes for

Ye uvsusily more capable and assume more responsibility for their lifesty

1
Tmiie 24 hour supervision is not provided, it is available when needed. Thie

cr 2-3 cllentr with a co-resident stal

+

vpe of livipng zlternative is considered the finzl step prior to full

in the community.

rizis oz tzuporsry foster care for adults and children who may need the

zrvices iz being provided by sowme KARF facilitles for a 1-2 wesk duration.
provided mainly to render emotional support to the client

iving scmi-independently or to assist with a family em=rpgency. .

ulé be moteé here that the above are the mein four classifications of

cervices, however, there are many variations from ezch.

irformation available from SRS** there are 34 providers cperating B6 certifie

zentally retarded and other developmentally disabled individuals in Kansas.




s> 4V
The +otal cepacity of these bomes is approximately 840. The samne report noted theat
54 ~R.) reintegration clients have been served by their facilities for the periou
7-1-74 to 3-31-77. Ve estimate that based on the 1978 average institutional cost,

there will be an annual savings to the state of §5,184,994. The fipure will be

staggering if one muitiplies this amount with the average life expectancy for the

555 persons. Of those reintegration clients s2rved, 110 individuals moved te inderaende:

living on their cwn in the community. Historical data on the deveiopment of thzase
services is scarce, however, we know that the great majority of these homes have been
in operation for less thar four years.

Wnile we are most willing to participate in the State's reintegration program
1l

itle XX cvallable -to our facilities are very limit=d because the

State S.R.5. ic using more than half of the available Title X3 funds.
S

rr
m

us

m

Fu
er Title ¥XIX. 1In 1974, the Stete spent $14,108,038% froo

perate the four _ﬂst1tuL10ns for the m |&ntally rerarced; that dis
nd Winfield. itle XIX (federal dollars) for the year was only
$2,528,656. 1In 1978 Stezte general fund expenditures will be Zdroppec to S17,631,387

vhile Tirle ¥IX incomz will increzse to 511,259,291, - (see attached chart) Total

expenditure from.dll sources will increase from $18,592,276 to $25.85C »78%, while the
increase Iin iederal participation (430%) could nof have been possitle with the

overcrowdesd conditions that existed in 1974. At the same time To

-
4]
}Ju
o
v

ate could not have been possible without the services by comunity residential

services. Money, federal znd state, did not follow the clients into

o}

ur programs.  The

state funding during this period has decreased from 76% in 1974 to 497 in 1978.

2
m
<
m
’“!
' 1
14

eless, it continues to contrast sharply with the current 7% level of support
to comrunity facilities for mentally retarded and other disabled individuals. The

77% state support contrasts also with the 36.92% level of support from locally generated

funds. ##*

The State Department of SRS is shifting funding from state to federal dollars,
and minimizing state contributions, a worthy effort. Heowever, with Title 23 topping
out, primarily because SRS is using more than half the available federal dollars for

its own operations, facilities throughout the State are in desperate need for new
funding scurce(s). We are asking for additional direct State aid to pay Ior certain

expenditures which are not allowed under our existing funding sources such as

)—{
“
o
p_l.
m

«culpment, Interest, social services Lhat provide counseling, follow up,
etc. The state's aid to fecilities serving mentally retarded and cther developmentally
in this paragraph and the attached chart ds basz=i on 2 —ation from:
o the Governcr ond the Legislature of of Five Yesr Plean .. ¢ - Divisdion
and Retardation Services, SRS, February 24, 1977.
elezzantal Disal ies, Copmhﬂ¢ty facllities sumzary for icing 12-31-




rage 14

i ¢ persons will alsc enable these facilities to cope with cash flow problems.
The :ack of stability inherent in the "hand to mouth" operation is affecting the guality
of ssrvices and overall morale in these agencies.

Furtbermore, we are asking that the state exercise the option of allowing Title

¥IX to pay for certain types of residential facilities for the mentally retarded

and other davelopmentally disabled individuals. Seven states have already exercis
this cption. These states are: Illineis, Indiana, Minnescta, Nebraska, Nevada, New

Hazpshire, and Oklahoma. Taking this measure will help to decrease the pressure on

Title ¥X which already reached its ceiling, while Title XI¥ has no ceiling.

under z daily maximum rate that is

Fipally, our facilities are operatin

&

m

ubstantially lower than the state cperated facilities. State officials found it

neceszsary €0 increase the

Rowever, cur facilities are allowed to cperste only under much lover maximuom rates of
$21.80 per deay, per client (all expences) Zn 1578. This figure is based on the
maximun aliowed: $10.50 for 30 hours of residential traiping per wezak, $16.50 for a

Julbtle but valuzble components of our program are suffering
zollow up, and documentation of progress, etc. -The Department of SRS licensing

procedures as well as the accreditation process call for all of these activities.

e

ed =

rage daily cost in institutions fromw $26.92 in 1974 to
a

tade and proud of the cuzlity of care being provided at this time,

+ i.e, training, coun=seling,

Our

rogram can ill afford to continue operation with these restrictive, meximum rates. —

We are asking for a rate of reirbursement based on actual audited and justified costs.

The rates of reimbursement should also vary to reflect the degree of the client's

gisability and the intensity of the program being served. 4



S:ete/Federel Contributions of State Mental Retardation Inmstitutions

(Parsons, KNI, Norton, Winfield) Page 1.

Hain Information Source: Summary Report to the Governor and the Legislature ,
of a Five Year Plan for the Division of Mental Health and Retarcation Services,
S.R.S., February 24, 1977.
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o Budget: $18,592,276 $25,850,789
amber cf Eesidents: 1892 | : 1400* :
zerage Daily Cost: -$26.92 $53-59
' ' Maximum allowed to Community Program: £21.80
Number placed in Community Program from
an institution: 555

Sompared to 1,471 developmentally disabled persons in community programs in 1976
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IV, ADULT WORM/TRAINING SERVICES

Tnere ere approximately 1471 developmentally cisabled and/or mentelly

retarded individuals currently being served in community agencies. It is
estimated thet by 1981 these facilities will have or shouléd be serving 13
5 - 2 1
hendicapped incdiviguals.
23 wezres zgo, worrshops (ené theTg wars served 3 czsezlcad ol
nrademipensly phidsieeliy Sisghled, Tafey pescigodis =0 T
the menTeliyv disablied In 196E theye wzys Thres privere
T & o B el o e Ko Loy e T LT mpaees pen O g (A 73, 8 1y e = e 3 A
TOVICIT: ToU-EG oo bty - cEs 2Ty A5 ¢, SREET = &I L = S0 =s Pl B0 A A o e
‘
fecdilizies in ine 1257 Ten ¥e&rs thsers hes been this signifdicant Incresse
ihe oI comTunity agfesnciecs servine Ihz hendicerop=d, and the greztest
Ineresse HEs D2ET AR SETVIESE Lo £he measfE.ly LEenSireried
Since the advent of reinterraticn, nandicarned individuals cowming

irom state imstitutions have pecome more and =bre severelv disabled.

Corresponcingly, the cost of providing services has incressed. Community
zgencies have grown from a total dellar expencditure in 1974 of $8,791,943

=

ior 2,038 clients, to in 1876, totzl do $15,120,357 for

=
bt
m
H
)
‘._jl
m
i |
(a9
|_l
-
=
-‘
m
m
o}

4,778 clients.2 In 1978 however, community zgencies will operate with a
recduction in current or 1978 fiscal vear buczeted doliars of at least
§2,000,000; and potentially %@5 clients currzntly being ssrved will be
cenied services. Alsc, a fee 1id has been =zet on total reimbursed cost of

2
services through Title XX of $21.80.°

These figures were compiled and released by the 0Office of the Coordinator for Mental

Retardation Services, State of Kansas, Dept. of Social & Rehabilitation Services.

g

Summary Report to the Governor and the Legislature of 2 Five Year Plan for the
Division of Mental Health and Retardation Services, February 24, 1977.

Fee 1id was computed as follows for comparability to State Institutions "per patient
day cost": $16.50 is propesed day fee 1id. Day services are provided 250 days per
year. ($16.50 x 250 dayst 365 days=$11.50) $11.50 represents the day service fee
annualized. Residential fee 1id is $10.50 for 365 days. ($11.50 + $10.50=$21.80).
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cest in 1974 of $16,592,276 for 1

e

92 patients; end in 1976, total operering

emst «of 522,875,278 For 1,515 patients: However, in 1578 stete institurions for

the mentally retsrded will increase total operztine cost to £25,850,789, will

]

retarded individual. However, 6ther than reintegration funds, which were
- & -

usec¢ to match with Title XX funds, state deliars to fund community services
were non-existent. Title XX funds had z limit and could not conceivably

neet in the yvears ahead the identified nzed. These funde also were designed
Lo serve the developmentally disabled and/or mentelly retarded by providiﬁg

for community services which would improve thz '@

individuals. Community agencies serving the davelo

encouraged to initiate and/or expand services to mect the need already

existing and the communities (and thgreby prevent Institutionalization) as
well as provide for appropriate placements for the targeted deinstitutionalized
population.

4
umr

Summary Report to the Governor and the Legislature of a Five Year Plan for the
Divi of

i Mental Health and Retardation Services, February 24, 1977.
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individual in work activity and shelierec workshops shouvlé hzve 2t Lneir
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& UL EY BRErutins. 90

resuitimg from e lack of such gervices: ¢} to reduce the probiem impact upon
k2 gfiecred Ingividual, his fazmiis.

Dereon vwne is oot fvlliv agble teo cere

irivipuzls to sTteir and mEintais g

enl =22lI-SuUPpPOrT: e TC Teducs the :ubilc cest presently being incurred by
suih community bzsed indivicduals in the absence of such constructive

services, upon such fall out systems as criminzl justice (courts and jeils
and crisis health cere facilipies); f) to develop feesibility for referral
tc vocational rehzbilitation for short term services transitional to
meinstream competitive employment.

Mest, if not 211, developmentally disabled/mentally rgtarded individuals
can benefit from a program which includes a remunerative work component.
Werk inm an adult activity. Work accomplishment builds z feeling of self
Tespect and self esteem. Remunerative work is the means of achieving the
goal of independent living. It provides incentive, reinforcement, and builds
momentum into the clients movement toward competitive employment. _

Work is a major method for the so;ial rehabilitation of the whole person.
It provides practice, applied training and actual concrete experience,

especially valuzble to persons with limited functional abilities. Most

Ccommunity be

m
m
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for adults are operated by non-profit community based

'ngaged in business to create a work based client service.

organizations
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Commundiy agencies up to Nevember 1%7€ hac over the past three vears
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zite institvtions. 90

the coomunitv.

fn eddirvional 61C individuels being served in the community arencies were

j uT, ThREV wWoull pEvE sarnes
P ER IO Thiese reme pzopie would heve meic TILLLIEL fr S
Teres, CIT0U3E0 dn Tzderel Income Tamss, ané 29, I0IZ din FreTs Taunss
Titse zene people,. I they continue successiully entioved. will zeve it
fedzral govermment in Supplemental Security Income & total of at _esezs:
£1,465,265 per vear. They would do a2t least this every working reer ¢l thsor
life. .

A broad title for the dqy services people receive in the community

agency is adult work/training service. This service is available to harndicezpre

individuals 18 vears of age (in some instances 16 vezrs of zge) and olcdzz,
five days a week, Monday through Friday. This service is really & centinuun

A
of services, commonly called: work activity

, sheltered emplovment, and
vocational rehabilitation services.

For some individuals due to the ssverity of the handiceap, a servic

m
bte
n

necessary whose immediate objective is not competitive employment. Such
services provide developmental activities tailored to the needs of the
individuals and are provided within the constraints of the community agency's
limited operating budget. Such services include: dinitial screening and

assessmen

r+

, basic or remedial education, independent living skills, recreczation,

g

-~

Results of survey conducted by the State Departmental Disabilities Council
on Kovember 23, 1976, plus Kansas Elks Training Center, Wichita, Kansas, f

LGSR

)
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. - 1 Al g e L I——
ipces activities inciude sub-contract work, prime menuiacturing, Ssé

i
n
, '
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né service type work. Increasingly, developmentally cisabled/mentally

n

re-arded individuals and non-handicapped work side-by-side. This helps to
dicsolve barriers to the employment of the handicepped in the community. In
recent studies by the University of Michigarn's Imstitute of Socizl Research
iz wae founé that non-hzndicapped pecople expect ar least 605 of their life
fylfiliment te come IroT werk. Can you imagine what it can mean to the

s 2 l

+z1iv dissbied;mentally retzrded to have the opportunity to eagsge

% ~ o = e .‘.-! o= - B - 1 G e
~néucrion Telated ravenue has grown Irom S60.215 in 16974 o §1,1%2,74¢

[

6. Tzeiliries nezé and want tc strengthen thase ties with private

r

r

t
ey

here are z variety coi support services which m ompliment the totel

=
I
rt

craw fcr the client in the community based facilities. These services

include: 1) counssld

14
s

gy 2) mgdical services; 3) cdental services; 4) speech

therapy:; 5) physical therapy; 6) occupational therapy; 7) psvcho-therapy:

E) transportation; Y) recreation; 10) protective znd other socio-legal services.
The public cost henefitrse to be gained through funding workshop services

are manifold. ©Estzblished programs generate client wages, funded from

business revenue. The wzges return taxes to the government; reductions to

income maintenance gryant support, and other transfer items; and productivity

to the economy. State hespital cost savings shoulé be realized by deinstitutionali-

ziig the client; the cost of neglect are saved: courts, jails, health care

cricie readmission to state hospitals, and the burden upon other family

7 . . . -
members. The cost of basic workshop services can conceivably be more than

offset by direct benefits for 2 substantial net return.

Tansas Developmental Disabilities Community Facilities Summary for Year
ending 12/31/76.

'"The Case for Tederal Support for Extended Sheltered Workshop Services for
Community- BaCLu SEverely Disabled Substantially Handicapped Adults.” by Committee
for the Develcpment of Direct Long Term Funding for Workshops and Activity Centers,
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V.  SUMMARY AND RECGMMENDATIONS
As we have heard irom those who testified before, the comunity service svsten

is a realitylin Kansas. The philesophical commitment was made years ago when the

decision was made to deinstitutionalize developmentally disabled pecple and return
them to the community. The decision was strengthened recently when Kénsas mandated
special education services for handicapped children to be offered by public schools

in communities throughout the state.

PROSLEM

While the community services system for the mentally retarded and other devalop- .
mentally disabled persons is establiished and cany advances have been made, there is
2 need for a spelled cut state commitment to short and long Tange p_anning for thece

m

services. An increscin

nn
=
[
o

er of people are Leing served by the svestem which is

crisis after another. Uncertainty zbout the future znd

n

[0}

constantly facing one fundin

the objective hampers these facilities from reaching its maximuz portential. VWhat

rt

ype of goals should Kansas be working toward, and what are the resources the state

-

s willing and able tec provide in reaching those goalg? What are the responsibilities

of the Dzpzrtment of Social and Rehabilitation Services, the Department o

+h

Educztion

and the Department of Health and Environment in regard to this commitment?

-

RECOMMENDATION

I. We recommend that the Kansas Legislature should by statute express its commitment
to & comnunity based comprehensive service system for mentally retarded and other
developmentally disabled children and adults, and mandate the necessary measures and
precedures to implement the legislative intent. Overall responsibilities of state
and prifate agencies providing services should be specifically designated. We are
making available to the legislators a sample of such legislation from the states of
Montana, Florida and Georgia.
II. We are also recomsending that Kansas Legislation should designate and empower
a developmental disability planning authority. This authority should be cozpcsed of
appropriate state agencies, consumer representatives and providers. The short znd
long range plan will include, but are not restricted to:

a. ddentifying current facilities and services

b. establishing standards and definitions for services to be provided

throughout the state.
c. Outlining a2 comprehensive service system including education, vocational

rehabilitation, state institutions and private service providers

ja¥

rrojecting the need for additional facilities and services
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e. establishing a time line for the development of such facilities and services
f. identifying the fimancial resources necessary to support needed facilitijes
and sérvices.
+ The plan shall be ready for approval by a-Legislative intirim study in 1978.
The representatives of the organizations testifying befcre you today are most
wvilling to offer their help in working with committee staff to prepare a bill for

your consideration.

ersons in Henszs have faced many funding crisis since their iﬁception. The present
one is the m=ost critical of al). While the councy mill levy has almost dqubled from
$658,486 in 1974 to $1,242,54%%in 1976 in response to Increasing nced and ézmand for
services, Stzte treasury participation in the progrém did not exceed 7% of its total

S
budget of $325,067 in 1976. Figures for the most recent vears sre not available to —

m

us, however, the general pattern continues. The imbalance in local-state contribution
contrasts sharply with funding State institutions, whsre the state government  funds —
represented 764 of its budget in 1974 andg 75% in i976, and is projected to reach 49%
in 1978%% due to increased federal parti ztion. During the pefiod 1974 to 1978,
population has dropped while the budget increased5 The return of 555 mentally
retarded and other develbpmentallf disabled persons to community programs reduced the
institution's overcrowded conditions and facilitated their eligibility for federal
participation. However, this placed zdditicral financiai burden upon community
facilities. The state treasury did not share the benefits of this shiff to increased
federal participation with the participating communities.

The most recent ceilling out of Title XX: primzrily due to increasing state shiftin
of programs and services to it, has drzzztized the current financial crunch facing
community programs serving mentally retzrded end other developmentally disabled
people. For years, many of these.prograzs nave struggled to maximize the use of

available dolliars by the use of volunteer

n

» CETA employees, donated buildings and
surplus property equipment. KARF believes that thzse efforts have reached their

limits and the present crisis is threate ening the survival of these facilities.

RECOMME I ATIONS

1. As an icmediate solution, KARF is aski ing the legislature to approve immediate
supplemental funds, based upon credited needs to ensure the survival of communi ty

*Stete Developmental Disabilities Office, Division of Mental Health and Retardatdion,
State Departwent of Sociazl and Rehabilitation Services.
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services for mentally retarded and other developmentally cdisabled people. We are
asking that these funds become available during the Fiscal Year 1978. The current
decrease in‘TitiE ¥¥X appropriations to corrmunity facilities in F.Y. 1978 is estimated
to be in excess of $2,000,000. It is extremely difficult to continue services for the
remainder of this year without emergency funding. The large investment and the 8
experience that Kansas has accumulated in the past five years must be saved and allowed
to survive until long range committment, plans and funding are providad as outlined

in earlier recormendations.

o
2

2. As an intermediate solution we are recommending that provisions need to be

made in F.Y. 1579 for increased etare zid to facilitate serving mentally retardecd and

r & revised formula can be

m
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wom
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cther developmentally disabled people. §
vsed for fundinmg. If S.B. 649 or §5.B. 30 is used, we are esking for funding to the
maximm 507 of eligible funds. Irrespective of the formula used in S5.B. 30, the main

probles facing community programs is inadsquate state funde.

mentzllv retarded and other developmentally disabled persons, we are recozmending speci
chosges in the usage of Title XX funds available to Kansas. . These recommandations will
be discresed further when the committee studies propesal #68. Since all these proposal

are interrelated, we wish to summarize ocur recommendation:

a. To decrease the QEmand for Title XX proﬁisiohs need to be made tec allow the
use of Title XIX for certain residential facilities serving mentally
retarded and other developmentally disabled persons.

b. Shifting services to ADC and foster care serviceé to Title IVa instead of
Title XX.

c. State funds rather than Title XX should assume the cost of "administration

| and indirect costs", which was $4,483,419 in F.Y. 1977.

d. Set aside an amount of Title XX funds for services to mentally retardesd and
disabled children due to ;he restrictive eligibility limitations and the
catastrophic nature of these conditions. -

e. State, rather than local funds, to pay the match required for Title XX.

Community facilities for mentally rétarded and cother developmentally disabled

people in Kansas have grown in the past few years as a viable alternative for
institutionalization. KARF 1s asking for state commitment, a2 systematic long range
plan and financial support to continue its services. Kansas has been a leader
throughout the nation in serving the people with special needs. We are asking for

your help in reestablishiﬁg this leadership and continuous successes.

SUETR R PRSI



RANSAS DEVELOPHMEMTAL DISABILITIES
COMMUNITY FACILITIES SUHMARY FOR YEAR ENDING 12-31-76
and 1 moath projected)

(1l muntha actual

Lees pald Tor reintepratbon services (Title XX)

“h This percuentape doer

State Match (id,c

State Match

—
o~
Q X b4 4 Increcase (+) J Increase(+)
50 1974 0f Total 1975 Of Total 1976 0f Total [Or Decrease(=)0r Decresse (=
& 1974 1975 1976 1974-1975 | 1875-1976
TUNDING SOURCE:
L. State Granta:
a. Child Welfare $ 109,827 = § 22,869 4
b. Day Care Seed Grants ’ 1,000
¢. Senate Bill 649 118,927 260,665
d., Dlock Grants 58,708 235 12)
e. Other 65,938 B2, 325% 40,219
Subtotal - State §__ 195,115 2,23 §  5A1,129 4. 81 3 125,067 h. 35 g *387,554 $ =250, 262
2. Federal Crants:
a. Develop. Disabilities 5 269,852 3 151,032 $ 137,758
b. Title I, Educacion 187,253 237,492 195,814
c. Voc. Rehab. 154,307 877,020 104,614
d. Other 54,099 133,083
e. Vocational Education 39,650
f. Communlty Develop. Funds 41,210
g. Dept. of Transportation 121,034
h. Other . 215214
Subtotal - Federal [s 645,551 7.34 $ 1,398,627 1 11,54 S 1. 1059.654 | 7.238 s +753,076 5 -283,17]
3. County Mill Levy 15 658,486 7.49 § 106,579 5.83 § 1,242 54y 8.22 $ + 48,09 $. HL)5.97p
4, Raevenue Sharing: _1 !
a. Clty 5 50,953 $ 50,354 ? 63,074
b. County 29,000 39,208 16,619
c. State ] o i o
Subtotal - Revenue Sharing $ 79,953 0.90 S 89,562 0.7h &) 139,493 .93 § + 9,603 1§ + 49,931
S. Unlted Funds 5 506,933 5.77 183,686 %452 ¥ 217,303 1.41 S -1323,247 S + 29,617
6. Donations s 949,510 10.80 S 1,242,511 10.25 5 1,348,135 8.92 5 +293,001 § _+105,824
1. Other: |
a. Grants ls 95,902 s 71,977 . ] 18,148
b. Hcmberships 35,679 50,027 83,657
¢. School Lunch 64,910 87,000 116,504
d. Store Sales 21,810 19,241 6,211
e. Production 514,495 829,118 1,073,021
f. Interest and Endowment 154,643 309,365 302,526
g. Miscellaneous 322,889 | 299,612 __ [ DS L AN (T _—
Subtotal - Other § 1,210,324 11717 A6A. MO 1475 1,942,735 |__12.84 15 4656,012 S +27A0.395
8. Fees:
a, Title 1V s 268,421 5 706,958 I3
b. Tiile VI 1,305,901 2,577,479
c. TYitle XX - 4,915,601
1. State Hatch .. 619,911
2, Local Match 13,287
d. Voc. Rehab, 161,570 401,641 270,058
e. Services for Blind 5,616 1,152 1,011
f. Veteran's Administration 4,910 " 4,783 2,414
g. Insurance 7,437 35,370 46,720
h. Cllents and Parents 2,418,900 2,292,925 2,617,254
{. Octher Fees:
Transportation 37,016 20,333 11,481
Qucside Services 19,685 20,717
% s. Hiscellaneous 107,621 106,699 127,141
{. 0'Champus 148,330 16,958 84,145
Subzotal - Al :cg $4,545,407 51.70 96,245,415 51,54 ¥ g.191.4m1 53,95+4%  [5+1,700,008 $ 47 540 g
TOTAL ) $8,791,943 100. 12,116,049 100. |1s15,120,357 | 100. 5+3,324,106 §+3,004, %?_

include Title XX
A1)

war This percuentape does pot
(Hyc,

include Tltle

XX
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ATTACHMENT #2

ESTIMATED FY 1977 TITLE XX FEDERAL FURD ALLOCATIOR

irect Services ' Title XX Funded
Social Sarvices Area Offices 5,820,158
Scrial Szrvices - Blind 127,824
Ligrant Froject 35,489
Protectrive Qervice — Donor Fund 181, c04%

1 .500, 0530
1,500,050
260,876 .
522,730
5,048,726
Purchase of Service
Day Care - ADC Eligibles 2,461,074
Dav Care — income Eligibles 750,000
Community Bosed Boarding ~U-
Speech Defective Children . £25,030
Purchzses of Service — ADC Foster Care - 2.037 ;560
Purchoce of Service — State Ward Foster Care 183,173
Purchase of Service — GA Foster Care . 1,843,107
Purchase of Service - Donor Funds - Children 525,000
Purchase of Service — Donor Funds - Adults 3,385,004
Reintegration 1,517,480
Sseech Defective (Adults) UCP (State Only) -D-
Total Purchased Services 13,817,458
Total Direct and Purchased Services 22,356,224
Adninistration 2nd Indirect Costs
Arez Office Admin. ] 3,608,056
Executive, Finznce, Research &

Statisties, & Personnel 651,871
Social Service - Adult State. 3295
Children & Youth — State Admin. 445,715
Datz Frocessing 221,720
Purchase ¢f Service Management System BO,781

Total Administration & Indirect Costs 4,483,618

TOTAL DIRECT, PURCHASED AND INDIRECT COSTS 26,849,643
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Attachment {#3 &

During the last thrse

-

-
pgi
. ~ 0 v
Results of survey conducted by the State - g o= 8 &8
Developmental Disabilities Council on - 22 g Sk
Kovezber 23, 1976 PwL e _ v gne
- LEE =g S5
CY 1977 ‘o= o - row
, O e G = n o
) = - E U 0 e
s O - - © oz oa
: g Lo T = O D B
TOTAL sy ERE goo
. MILL EOME 282 wBi
CENCY . o LEVY = 0o = =~b C sl
Finney County ¥, R. Center 5 230,755 20 1 0
Big Lakes Desvelopment Center 115,808 4 5 1
Ke—:he County Sheltered Workshop . 10,050 : e ¢ o
Tri-Valley Development Ctr, 35,548 0 1 0
Johmson Coumcy M. R. Center - ' 352,979 & 19 0
Treoklin County Rehab. Facilicy 3-3,635 41 7 5
¥. B. Governing Board of Wyandotte Co. 83,157 = 5 .
Yerdipris Valley ARC . 22,200 3 2° 0
wid-Yenses D. D. Services Nk 61,532 - 0 L 0
Terramars, Inc. . o 106,000 19 7 0
Chlk=skiz Area Trazining Center 71,844 12 : 4 2
CLASS, Ltd. 90,480 14 11 0
Cottonwood, Inc. : - 46,000 31 16 10
V-Pherzon Diversified Servicas 58,000 o n/a /A
Dcdge Clty Area Coumcil 0,512 £ & 0
Tri-Ko, Imc. 52,720 ) 1 0
Sunflower Training Center . : 136,151 ' 2 2 0 -
Reno Occupational Center 86,533 18 - 19 0
Leavenworth Developmental Services 30,811 16 6 2"
TARC : o 111,197 7 o 0
D. D. Services of Northwest Kansas 189,493 50 30 - 20
Sedgwick County H. R. Board 429,000 23 * 20x ba”

Occupational Center of Central Yansas ‘ 132,000 23 5 7
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In licu of Agency Table 3-5, 3-6a & b,

37, 3-8
Personnel & Fiscal Resource Summary
FY 72 Yy 11 FY 74 Fr 7% FY 74 Ft 7 ™I Y 79 FY 80 Yy 81
Aztual Actunal Actunl Actual Actunl Fatlmnce I'atlents Eocleace Eatilmatn Estlmuca
5 tann 1 .
*';::2:,;‘;::¢;u;“‘“ 3,519,462 . 3,595,000 3,616,061 3,057,504 4,060,331 3,062,077 3,609,009
Cenaral Feas 204,900 ¢ 307,347 2,430 200,526 120,378 pan, it 200,000
Ticls T 111,617 119,942 124,502 113,334 104,530 1sn,een 150,000
Ticle XEXT 25,000 50,000 480,065 634,729 740,266 2,000,000 2,000,000
Foster Grandparenta i R I S N ——
rotal Opr. Expeadlevras 3,900,827 4,027,379 4,403,358 4,029,473 5,333,142 5,7)0,A01 C T
Avg. Cost Per Par. Day 21.06 25.70 30.16 41,22 52,01 57,95 65,602
ADC 506 C428 400 izl 276 210 250
Winfleld Stara Itospltal .
Gen€tal Revenua 4,168,087 4,466,109 4,589,270 5,116,972 5,692,602 3,076,218 4,209,611
Ceneral Fees - 506,612 490,616 437,698  .501,708 161,063 450,000 425,000
Ticle 1 42,456 19,693 56,633 46,420 34,649 49,992 $0,000
Ticle XIX 1,346,000 1,290,000 1,821,037 1,815,468 2,134,166 3,000,000 4,000,000
Foscer Grandparsnta 74,924 115,671 114,155 115,053 ° 143,028 ° liaS,jQ’[
Total Opr. Expenditures 6,062,135 6,361,542 7,009,509 7,596,731 8,357,613 &, 719 3I!Ll ,9310,531L i
Avg., Cost Per PaCl. Day 18.64 - 21.36 24,62 29.95 37.87 &3 33 48 B2
ADC ' . 847 816 780 695 603 550 500
Xansas Neurological I.ns:lt.u:n ) .
General Revenue 3,986,331 4,064,010 3,993,568 4,661,201 5,011,991 4,400,399 3,610,729
Ceneral Faes 218,978 251,402 410,260 421,444 369,143 113,146  _ 215,215
Ticle I 67,695 71,449 96,063 119,984 114,119 180,476 180,703
Title XIX 25,000 450,000 338,458 | 298,773 805,599 2,046,145 3,259,2%1
foster Grandparents 99,363 89, 951 B7l§55 90,129 957,610 151,513 156,385
Total Opr. Expenditures 4,397,367 4,526,813 4,946,804 5,591,511 6,390,462 7,111,679 7,520,40)
Avg. Cost Per Pat. Day 26,19 27.08 29.85 33.89 39.91 44,20 46,89
adC 457, 458 454 Y 438 440 )
Norton State Hospital o
General Revenus 1,567,350 1,863,728 1,909,139, 1,962,532 2,145,679 1,601,259 1,121,928
General Frea 59,998 . 169,905 34,370 156,669 202,732 300,000 300,000
Ticle I )
Tiele XIX 289,096 289,056 155,667 1,269,562 2,000,000
Foster Grandparenty . ]
Total Opr, Expendlturaa 1,667,348 2,03),6:&' 2,212,605 2,429,057 2,784,050 3,172,038 3,421,920
Avis Cost Par Pat. Day. 20,34 17.09 23.71 33,44 38,41 41.39 Y 4
ADC ' 124 326 258 /199 198 ﬁ!l‘l 210
—’—-““H T ————
Total = H, R, Insclcucloas - ™ \9\/
Genural Revenue 11,241,230 13,949,098 lfn H‘g L 13, 619,289 \1T,212,00) 14,461,96] 12 $31,187 13,493,147 14,117,792 14,DBA4 065 15,600,010
Ceneral Fuas 1,070,131 1,214,310 =gt 1285 647 | 1,141,293 1, 281, qu 249,043 1,312,423 1,399,120 1,467,076 155,529
Ticls I 221,568 231,084 267,29 299,746 253,725 JR0,46D “yo60 709 400,010 400,000 400,000 400,040
Ticls XIX 1,396,000 1,399,000 2,920,056 \3,030,826/ 4,015,450 8,315,714 11,254,291 11,655,606 12,201,502 12,911,470 13 573,254
Foscer Grandparente 99,363 164,876 . 203,526 04,380 212,663 294,611 10.,205 360,000 300,000 300,000 300,009
Total Opr. Expsnditures 16,028,692 16,949,360 18,592,276 20,446,792 22,875,275 24,734,706 25,550,739 47,143,320 20,300,4% 19,923,516 31,421,79)
Avg. Costc Pax Fac, Day 21.11 22,50 26,92 ° - 31.60 41,25 A 10 ¢ 50,39 31.12 53,70 ' 54,50 ' bL,4L9
ADC 2,074 2,028 1,892 1,667 1,518 1,470 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400




To: .

From:

INTER-COMMUNICATION At g s dvmien £

Kansas Association for Retarded Citizens, Inc.
GI00 MARTWAY / MISSION, KANSAS 66202

HWays and Heans Commxttee A . | Date Sepﬁember 22, 1977

- Leagislative Interim Study

Proposa 1 768, T%t]e XX : Subject:

Ethel Hay Hiller, VoTunteer
Kansas Association for Retarded Citizens, Inc.

- 6100 ilartway, Mission, Kansas 66202

It was my privilege to present testimony representing the Kansas Associ-
ation for Retarced Citizens at the hearing August 18th, 1977 of the In-
terim Study Cormittee on Proposals #65 and #66. In doing so we indi-
cated our appreciation and respect for both state and community services.

At the hearing on Proposal #68, September 9th, 1977, Dr. Harder sub-
mitted a chart of figures and percentage breakdowns which indicated that
community centers for retarded and developmentally disabled were using,
in most cases, less than 50% of their funds in direct service costs.
Those figures thus conveyed an impression of community services which at
least some, after viewing Dr. iiarder's figures, referred to as "a rip-

off".

As the recently retired director of one of those community centers,
{after 7 years as a volunteer and 15 years as an administrator) I feel
compelled to comment on the compilation of the figures Dr. Harder pre-
sented. The chart distributed showed a high percentage of funds going
for "other costs". Uhat was not explained is that those "other costs”
are for other than Title XX services, some of which are direct, but are
non-Title XX. Yet they were used in the figures distributed at the
Title XX hearing to reduce the overa11 percentage of funds for direct
services.

The following is a recap of the 1976 reimburseable costs for Title XX
contracted services of the Topeka ARC Community Center with which I am
most familiar. These are ccmpiled from the figures we submitted to the
Department of SRS on their forms. Bacause of the SRS timetable and ex-
piration date of our Title XX contract we had to project these figures
about 6 weeks prior to the actual close of our fiscal year. Ue believe
it is especially important to let you know that the actual end of year
Title XX costs, as per the SRS audited totals given us at the conclusion
of their audit, varied only as follows: :

TITLE XX REIMBURSEABLE COSTS

Our Projected Costs : CHILDREN ADULTS TOTAL
" (Hov., 1976)

$ 104,962 157,596 262,558
SRS Audited Costs | '
(Feb., 1977) 107,149 159,049 266,198
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i'roposal w08 " T

RECAP OF 1976 TOTAL REIMBURSEABLE COS5TS
OF TITLE XX SERVICES
From SRS Form_DFA M~28 Revised, submitted Dec., 1976

ADHINISTRATIVE SERVICES ~  CHILDREW  ADULTS  TOTAL PERCENT OF GRAND
| - TOTAL -

Salaries, Office,

. Telephone, Postage,
Printing, etc. , : :
$ 12,442 32,404 44,846 s 1wl

Property & Maintenance -
Rent or Lease, Salaries,
Utilities, Insurance,
lMaintenance, Supplies,
Repair, Depreciation,
Smail Equipment,
Vehicle, etc.: ;
' 12,059 33,601 45,660 17.4

Total

£

24,501 66,005 90,505 34.5%
DIRECT SERVICES

Salaries, Supplies,
Prcgiram Activities,
Client Transportation,
Food Services, etc.

Total . 80,461 . 891,591 172,052 65.5%

GRAND TOTAL $ 104,962 157,596 262,558 Ky 100 %

He are indeed sincerely concerned about direct services to citizens, especially
those wno happen to be mentally retarded and/or developmentally disabled. ‘e
trust tha Study of Title XX may focus on recommendations of solutions to the
current problems.
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THE TROUBLE WITH TITLE XX

Introduction

A new administration in Washington always brings new hope for a better
future, and nowhere is this more the case than among the advocates of improved child
daycare policy. From the tone of the Presidential campaign, and from statements
the President and others have made, it appears that the Administration is receptive

to some kind of change in the way public policy affects the family, and in particular
to the needs of the children of working parents.

Few expect instant utopian solutions. Carter is not likely to ask the
Congress for billions to finance a massive government-run Operation Daycare at several
times the price of federal aid to education, as some advocates in the past had hoped.
This President appears open to practical, feasible policy. no more, no less.

Policy change, within the realm of the practical and feasible, is
badly needed. For ten years now, the providers and advocates of day care have been
spending incredible energy in trying to avert inappropriate decisions, or in trying
to undo policy decisions which should never have been made. Forced te respond,
government officials have been engaged in a time-consuming struggle, which has used
up both people and money. Surely there must be a way in which the talents of child
daycare providers can be used in caring for children rather than in a
Sisyphus struggle to push the rock of child daycare policy forever up a steep hill.

impatient with restrictive guidelines, inappropriate regulation,

. costly payment policy, and insensitivity to family problems, human service providers

are becoming increasingly well organized. More and more, policy is being made thrcugh
& process of negotiation between organized providers and fiscal people at the state
level. The voice of the citizen and consumer is not part of this process. Long

term policy issues will be forgotten in favor of immediate money issues if this
direction for policy-making continues. In general, the child daycare scene is
increasingly provider-dominated, except in a few locations where consumer-oriented
information and referral centers play a strong role, or where an Association of
citizens funnels the money to the centers.

; What is the problem? Policy-makers and the child daycare field
appear to be operating from different underlying assumptions.

For one thing, Title XX administrators appear to sec 'he child
daycare provided under that funding source as a. "program." Thinking in terms
of program, rather than poliby, they have ignored the efforts of providers to
use Title XX as just one strand in an overall effort to serve the whole community,
bringing together all sources of public and private funds. They. have failed to

consider the effect of policy decisions on the children who need childcare and
whose parents are paying the total cost.

The country already has a widely diverse network of child daycare
services. Ten billion is being spent, and even more childcare is arranged through
non-monetized arrangements in the family and with relatives and friends. Of the
monetized daycare, two billion dollars come from the federal government; another

billion and a half come from state and local governments and private donations;
and six and a half billion is being paid by parents.

5 Such an extensive and important network needs some overall policy \\\\\
direction as the government seeks constructive woys to fit its Title XX piece into

the whole day care puzzle. Instead the government has made policy as if the
non-publicly~funded children were not there.

In 1970 at the White House Conference on Children, Dr. Alfred Kalmn



red a Task Force on Delivery Systems, to try to bring greater clarity to

aiscussion of child daycare future policy. The first question addressed by the
group was whether a new, government-run 'program" was needed when the expected
Child Development legislation became reality. The group concensus was that new
‘day care policy should build on the existing network of public and private centers
and family daycare homes, improving them and linking them up, rather than creating
a new system. Yet that issue has been little understood in the years which have
followed. The Task Force also urged continuation of a variety of auspices and

' types of service with an emphasis on parent choice.

What does the future hold for child daycare? The service could go in
~several directions, depending on which vision predominates.

s A (1)There is the traditional social service view of child daycare, which
~ creates the service in its own image, as a help to families in trouble. The
-service can be treatment of a problem, or it can be preventive in the sense of
treating an identified potential problem so that it won't get worse. Because of
the expertise in this profession in mother-child relationships, child daycare is
like a home or like a mother. The parent is a client.

The network of day care does not quite fit this image. One-third of
the mothers with preschool children, and one-half of the mothers with school age
~children are employed. Between 11 and 12 million of the eighteen million children
with working mothers have mothers who work full time, an increase of about 30%
i since 1965. While some of these families have troubles, many are strong and
healthy, working to maintain self—suff1c1ency and to contrlbute to the quality of
/ life for their children.

S - When child daycare is run by an agency staffed with professionals

! with social work training, this healthy daycare is often seen as a low priority

| compared with daycare as a case work need. It is very difficult to work in an

~agency engulfed with human crises and see a need for priority to child and family

i health. Yet many believe that a perspective of health is essential for a quality

: ! child daycare program. One researcher™ found in cross-cultural comparisons of

' _L child daycare that the successful programs around the world, among other characteristics,
i "assume the inevitability of a good outcome because they see themselves as working

| - with essentially normal children in need of help and guidance and not sick children

in need of treatment." Such a health-oriented day care program is of course

an invaluable therapeutic community for children and parents with problems, but

that use does not define the program.

M\ - - (2) The early childhood educators have tended to make day care over
in their image, too. Child daycare is like a school, whether in a center or family
| home. If the agency running child daycare is staffed with educators, the emphasis
z/ is likely to be on learning, rather than on total development of the child. _Educators
are better able to focus on the healthy child, but they have tended to be child-
\ i s e, S S ed
! centered;_gigg&ng the fam1ly as part £ of t the external environment of tr’gbrogram,
[ rather than central to it. Experts know more about.children than ‘parents do.

—-— e — -

\ Child daycare is an interest of the field of education, but not a

, Qigh priority.

(3) Another model for daycare in the future might be called a consumer
model. Here the emphasis would be on enabling informed parent choices, The family
would in general be considered competent to make child daycare decisions, and
policy would be to support and strengthen that competence through educational
materials, consumer-oriented resource and referral centers, and a funding
mechanism geared to the consumer rather than to the provider. The regulatory

system would become a support to parents, a consumer protection perspective.
Professional expertise would be '"on tap, not on top."



Recently there have been a large number of books and article52 warning

against a delivery system for child daycare organized as a large government-run

"program" and recommending something like a consumer model. Some of these writers

believe that tax legislation alone can provide the financial assistance parents who are not
need, without unwieldy government red tape. Others believe that a group caught /poor
in the middle, the two-parent werking family and single parents above the poverty

level but not wealthy enough to pay a sizeable amount for their child care, need
* additional help in the form of vouchers on a sliding fee scale. Those arguing for

tax legislation alone have not yet adequately defined how this issue of justice to

the family caudght in the middle is to be dealt with. Many writers are analyzing the
figures on child care arrangements made by families, and discovering that most families
‘now, as in the past, are making their own arrangements, often w1th1n family resources,
and do not need formal child care centers or regulated homes.

Yet for families without relatives or friends to care for their children,
the need for child care can be a desparate one, as any referral center can attest.
Those working families who are not eligible for government subsidy and not wealthy
enough to benefit fully from the tax credit may by a minority, but they are a signi-
ficant one. It is interesting that Senator Kennady added an amendment, which failed
to pass, to the recently enacted Tax Reform Act, which would have given child care money as
.reverse taxes to those families not wealthy enough to pay a tax.

Another form of the consumer model for the future of child daycare
would use vouchers or the use of & central organization with a family supportive
philosophy. There are interesting medels in Orlando, Florida, and Wichita, Kansas
of systems which have created the mechanism for universally accessible child day
care. In Orlando, parents ave given a choice of three programs, with the option of
rejecting all three and continuing to search. They are given some guidance as to
what to check for when they visit. No center may include more than 30% subsidized
children. Parents pay on a sliding fee scale and the central agency, a 4-C,
is billed for the difference. Funds come from Title XX, a variety of other public
and private sources. The Orlando system is not perfect, by any mean:, .ince it
works within constraints of federal and state policy. With the additicn of some
creative regulatory administration, a:broader definition of eligibility for subsidy,
it could offer some useful directions for the future.

Where Does Day Care Belong in Government?

&Nv | ' One problem for day care is that at present there is no place in government ..
|k§here it fits. Placed in Welfare, it becomes a low priority, with emphasis on
) pathology, competing against major crises for attention. Placed in Education, it
%\ N\ again becomes a low priority with undue emphasis on learning rather than development,
competlng against the enormous other problems in public schooling, including a
failure to universalize kindergarten, and large new strains caused by the new
ﬂollcy ‘directions to include children with special needs.

Given the size of the daycare network, its $10 billion costs and its
Ycountless non-monetized costs, its enormous potential for good or ill in support
of the family, child daycare must be a national priority. Yet placement within

ny of the present agencies as structured at present will result in its sinking to
low priority. As part of government reorganization, some thought needs to be

SI g%ven to the appropriate place for the needed policy leadership for child daycare.
I N

VPy N :

§ﬁ§?£§ The appropriate place, speaking rationally and net politically, might be
&i‘ﬁoutside HEW entirely, in HUD, which is the successor to the agency which supported

- child day care under a variety of auspices in the Lanham Act Days; or as a part
of a Consumer Affairs agency with a concern for rights of families and children.



) Yet, because of the importance of governmeﬁt responsiveness to local
rdinative efforts, it is probably wiser to create an -appropriate base for day
..hin HEW, where the Secretary can take steps to assure working relationships wit..
the other agencies whose cooperation is needed. '

. It is hoped that the Secretary will not move forward with reorganiza-
tion which affects daycare without making an effort to crystallize the thinking of
"the proponents of the consumer model. Making a decision based on past experience
with other types of services could result in a typical Epaminandus effect: an
inappropriate sglution to next year's problem because it was appropriate for last
year's problem. The future of the family is important enough, and daycare's
relation to support of the family critical enough, for there to be some discussion
and study specific to daycare before making a decision.

However, a decision needs to be made within twelve months or even
sooner. . The present bureaucratic structure is wrong for child daycare.

, During the past administration there was an unfortunate division
of policy responsibility. The Office of Child Development had responsibility for
‘'standards, and for some policy. The Social and Rehabilitative Studies had the
money and the staff, and made policy as well. 1In the Regional Offices and the
states there was a good deal of wheel-spinning while the administrators waited to
find out who was really going to be responsible.

Right now, SRS is to report to the Human Development agency.
and the expectation is that one place in government will have policy responsibility
for child daycare. But no one agency has the knowledge and commitment to support
the health of the family. SRS is geared to services to a narrow population group,
and has made no moves to end the dual child welfare system which segregates the poor.
It is unlikely that leadership in a universally accessible child daycare system will
come from this agency, without specific mandate and personpower.

The day care staff in the Office of Child Development have been
inappropriately placed in the Children's Bureau, a traditionally oriented child
welfare agency. Within the goals and objectives of that agency, there can not
be a priority for the elements of the consumer model for daycare policy.

. It seems urgent that there be a division of the Office of Human
Development, parallel and equal to the Children's Bureau, and with direct control
of Title XX (or its successor) day care policy, which is geared to the support of

‘the American family.5
.._______—————_:'_——_ﬁ'_'___.—_"‘_.

A new agency for Children and Families could administer the child

daycare program, the federal initiatives in education for parenting, and family
impact research. Supports for the daycare network, such ds training and consultation
belong here. Supports for consumers, such as information and resource centers
would be encouraged irom such an agency. These compatible activities are of

such scope and importance as to justify the creation of an agewcy to see that

they have priority. As in the past, much daycare would continue to be non-monetized, -:
and parents would continue to pay a large share of the monetized daycare. But
combining the administration of that daycare subsidized by the government with

policy directions which include all children would solve many of the present daycare
dilemmas. ‘ '

In Sweden, day care is clearly considered to be a socizl service. However,
in Sweden, social services are broadly defined and include support for the quality
of life of all, not just the few. Parks and recreation, for example, are social
services, and community-controlled daycare for working families is supported as a
desirable end"in itself, not related to family pathology. This country has no such
philosophy, and day care cannot fit into any. existing agency until one is created
with that emphasis. ,




2 Trouble With Title XX

Most daycare is financed with federal Title XX money. These funds
.come through an amendment to the Social Security Amendments, and provide 75%
federal money for almost any social services the states want to plan. The matching
257% can come from the state or through the state from local ‘public.or private
sources. Private in-kind matching is not permitted, but public in-kind matching
in the form of budget commitment to staff or space, and public and private cash,
can provide the matching funds. :

Despite some major difficulties in the guidelines, this recent
federal legislation has far-reaching potential for creating new and bold approaches.
Title XX is not a "welfare" related piece of legislation. It could revolutionize
the social service system, providing universally accessible services. Under Title
XX, it is possible for a shift to consumer-oriented rather than provider-oriented
services.

Five states have already defined eligibility in a way which makes
possible universally accessible services. Under this model, the poor are sub-
sidized, the middle class pay fer their own services, and working families mnot able
to afford the full costs pay a sliding fee based on their income. It is this
sliding fee for the middle group which provides the "glue" to create the new
universally accessible system.

States which have a sliding fee scale subsidy system, and broad
definition of eligibility, do not have to limit family economic oppor:unity,
- or favor single parents over two parents struggling to maintain a famiiy through
employment. The model looks like this: '

FULL COST - Poor and Near Poor Moderate Income Middle Class
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Families regardless of income can use the same program, buying in with parent
fees or government subsidy. ’ o

733"}— Subsidy by the states using federal money‘

?}5& - Subsidy through federal tax credit
I::l - Fees paid by parents, based on ability to pay.

However, many states have not yet taken full advantage of Title XX. TFive states
have defined eligibility at 115% of the median income; others define it in various
ways. The country appears to be on its way to the policy in the zbove diagram

in some places, with considerable variation. Fees are charged in thirty states,
with plans to institute fees in many of the rest of the states.

In states which limit daycare to poor children who get it free,
there are major injustices. Families in the middle suffer a "notch" effect:
the minute they are able to earn more than the limit for free day care, they
must pay the full costs of daycare, which they cannot afford. Such families face
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no-win situation: their choices are: - refuse the additional income

- conceal earnings from the funding source

= remove child from the daycare, with all the
pain of separation which that entails. Ironically, it is in this middle
bracket where many of the high daycare-need families are found: single parents
and families with two parents each earning low incomes. The Notch effect assures
that those using government-subsidized daycare must be poor and stay poor,
thus defeating by definition any possibility that the program has for economic
opportunity, economic development, or successful manpower development.

One reason for this unjust and self-defeating policy is the fear
which some administrators have of 'statewideness" - that all eligible children
would have to be served at a single stroke of the clock. If this fear were valid,
we would never have any daycare program, since waiting lists would be outlawed.

A sound daycare program can and must be built in a.planful way within a fixed
appropriation each year, with gradually increasing resources from a mix of federal,
local, public and private funds, along with the state commitment.

At present, the fear of statewideness causes hardship particularly to
two parent families, because of the way we present statistics to ourselves
on bar charts. We have lumped together in one bar on the family income charts
two very different kinds of families and the result is a cruel injustice to
the two parent family working out of financial necessity.

One family may have an income of $12,000 because the primary
wageearner, usually the father, earns that amount. Another family may have the
same income, $12,000 because the father earns $7,000 and the mother supplements
the income by earning $5,000. In the secon_d case, the family is not able to
live on the earnings of one wage earner and is maintaining self sufficienty
through their own efforts. This family has a high need for child ‘daycare. The
first family has different expense pattern, and a low need for daycare; in fact
it may have a bias against day care. Two more different situations could not
be imagined, yet on income charts they are lumped together.

In a society with policies which increasingly work against the
family, a society with the bizarre development that elderly people are living
together without marriage, it is important to correct all policies which work
against the family. Marriage is not to be confused with the family, but it
is important that policy should support families in which two people are trying
to maintain care for children and an adequate income. The family must be a
viable economic unit if it is to survive. Our treatment of the two-parent working
family exactly as we treat the family with the same income from one parent is
causing us to ignore the former's needs, while at the same time responding to
the needs -of the single parent. Policy which discriminates against two
parents in favor of one parent is offering a strong incentive for family break-
down. In 2/3 of nonprofit centers, single parents represent over 75% of enrollees.

These problems, ‘however, are not problems caused by Title XX. Title
XX, as shown on the diagram above, makes possible a broad universally accessible
social service program for all children. In the case of the discrimination against
families with two low incomes, it is not Title XX which is the trouble, it is
state policy.

Therefore, in considering the trouble with Title XX in order to
make constructive changes, one must determine whether the trouble is at the
federal or state level. It is not possible to make changes without being

"able to identify what the specific problems are, where they are, and how to
change them. '

The following is a list of issues which have been raised about

Title XX. Discussion of ecnch dccnn 111 #7119 R R LI B
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The requirement of a single state agency for Title XX forces child daycare
into an incompatible Welfare system,

2, State-level control inhibits local officials from consolidating daycare with
community development programs, manpower programs, economic deyelopment, schools,

3. Single state zgency means that daycare will not cocrdinate with Head Start,
" other programs.

\/L. No agency of government at present has a family supportive philosophy needed
for child daycare.

ﬁ//Goals of Title ¥X are primarily adult goals without prlorlty for prevention
and family support.

6. Title XX places ceiling on state expenditures.

7. Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements work against including
. parents who pay for daycare.

8. Sliding fee scale, essential to concept of universal accessibility, exists
in only 3/5 of the states, and varies wildly from state to state,

J

9. Limited eligibility keeps people poor.

‘F\RK

0. Limited eligibility discriminates against the two pareﬁf family.

1. Limited eligibility destroys commitment to continuity of care to a child.
. Limited eligibility segregates the poor;

Né“iﬂcéntiveé?bfﬁéfed to programs which try to serve all income levels.

Slow payment, lack of front-end funding, causes programs to fail.

G %\F\?\

Present systen ig provider—dominated in most places, mot consumer—-criented.

ﬂ/h Training, consultation and support to the day care network is rare.
7

State licensing staff are not trained.

18. No suppor:z between FIDCR and state licensing; federal standards appear to
have weakened state licensing without providing an effective strong replacement.

W

19, 16 federal contract requirements inhibit narent choice, eliminate the “mﬁ‘l
operator, may undermine qualivy.

20.Determinatrion of eligihilicy dewesning and inappropriete for daycare, raises:
issues of privacy.

21. Inadequate and unhelpful monitoring of quality
22. Lack of local financial participation in some states.

23. Fragmented responsibllltv for young children with special needs, inadequate
monitoring, incon51stent policy.
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3ingle State Agency. The Congress, in an effort to achieve coordination,
mandated that one agency be selected to administer the entire Title XX program.
The result is that child daycare is forced into the Welfare system, even though
Congress did not intend it to be a Welfare program.

A lack of coordination has resulted, and Congress might be asked to-
‘change this policy for. child daycare.It has not resulted in its goal, coordination.

Some states have created Offices of Child Development, and might wish to
administer their child daycare programs there. Yet they are forced by the

requirement of a single state agency to group day care with services more oriented
to social pathology.

2. Inhibits local coordination. During the sixties categorical programs mushroomed,
and local officials were helpless to eliminate duplication, waste, and to fit programs

to local needs and goals. Citizens were bewilcdered by the complexity of their
government. '

Now the government has a number of block grant programs which are
especially helpful to city officials. Daycare, manpower development, and
ecconomnic development, for example, should be planned together at the local

level, aqd vet it is very difficult under Title XX for local officials to
bring this about.

Congress or HEW might consider mandating that the states make block

grants on a formula basis to cities applying for this responsibility, out of
the total Title XX. :

3. Single state agency requirement means that there is a possibility of
coordination at the state level with other child welfare services, but the
more important coordination with other agencies has not been well achieved,.
AT present, there is little coordination between day care and Head Start,
despite a 1967 Congressional mandate.

4. No agency has family supportive philosophy. Since the United States
has a commitment to the private sector, policy-makers aveid government
intrusion into the family. Our agencies are therefore all geared to some
problem, not to support of the healthy, garden variety family. It would be
difficult for existing agencies to offer support for families without
identifying problems. An exception is the Education agency, but here

there is a tendency to supplant the family for narrowly defined purposes:
learning. This agency looks at the child, too often, out of the family context.

5. The goals of Title XX are primarily adult goals, without priority for children,
prevention and family support. Each of the five Title XX goals has two aspects,

a treatment aspect and a preventive aspect. Since daycare of children is and

should be primarily a preventive, family supportive service, with a minority

of the children using it for remediation, the preventive goals have particular ’
relevance, To be effective for daycare, the preventive goals should be given

some priority, at least equal to the treatment goals. Further wording is

needed articulating some goals ‘for the children in the daycare programs.

As they stand, but without the separation between prevention and treatment,
Title XX goals now are:
Preventive |  Treatment

(1) Maintaining economic self-support to
prevent or eliminate dependency

(1) Achieving economic self-support
to reduce or eliminate dependency
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_-) Maintaining self-sufficiency, including (2) Achieving self-sufficiency

prevention of dependency . including reduction of dependency
(3) Preventing neglect, abuse, or exploita- (3) Remedying neglect, abuse or

tion of children - exploitation of children

Preserving families Rehabilitating or reuniting .families
(4) Preventing inappropriate institutional (4) Reducing inappropriate institutional

- care by providing for community-based care by providing for community-

care, home-based care, or other forms based care, home-based care, or

of less intensive care other forms of less intensive care.
(5) - ‘ (5) Securing referral or admission

for institutional care when other
forms of care are not appropriate,
or providing services to individuals
in institutioms.

The above outline separates out all the various goals which Title XX has lumped

together, None of them speaks to the quality of care the children receive, and
none is a goal for children except the third.

For child daycare purposes, the two important preventive goals are: maintaining'
economic self-suppert and preserving families. The two are closely related,
since the family, if it is to survive, must be a viable economic unit.

For the viability of the family, there must be jobs. Full employment in national
policy is the cornerstone of humane family policy. Parents need to be able to
provide food and shelter for their children; they need the self-esteem and
autonogy which comes with working with others and receiving a pay check for the
work. This type of goal, which would enable earnings, rather than limiting
them, in the interest of the family, is not likely to receive priority attention
under the present bureaucratic arrangements for daycare. '

(6) Title XX places a ceiling on state expenditures. When Title XX was passed,

the Congress, alarmed over the quantum jump in federal reimbursements to states

. which were using Social Security Services monies to replace state money in
already-existing services, placed a ceiling on the total amount states could spend.
Most states have now completed the process of matching their state expenditures
with the federal dollars for reimbursement, and are now at the celling. Level

- funding in those states is causing hardship. Furthermore, thére is a need for
more child daycare. The Congress has raised the ceiling by a small amount for
daycare purposes, but because of the lack of a maintenance of effort clause,

many states are using the new money for other than daycare purposes.

The ceiling needs to be raised.

(7)Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements, developed in 1967, are now out of
date and need rethinking. Congress has postponed any further enforcement
until October of 1977 for staffing ratios, to allow time for this re-thinking.

Title XX has written standards into law, which is going to inhibit needed
-change and flexibility in enforceméent. It would be preferable for the law
to spell out the process of arriving at standards, require some re-examination

at least every five years, and assure representation of all interests in the
process.



8. A sliding fee scaie, essential to the concept of universal accessibility,
has not been established in 20 of the fifty states, although many are discussiu,
it. The scale itself varies wildly from state to state.

Title XX permits a sliding fee scale but leaves the option to the states as to
the lower limit, the upper limit, and the fee to be paid.

In the states which have had fee scales for some time, such as Connecticut,
there may be enough useful experience so that the federal government could
spell out a fair fee scale policy which is uniform across the states.

‘9. Limiting eligibility to the poor keeps people poor? A few states (five)
take their fee scale up to 115% of the median income, but most place an
eligibility ceiling well below that level, some near the poverty line.

If poverty is a criterion for participation in the program, everyone must be

poor and stay poor in order to participate. Day care camnot offer economic
opportunity to any family.

It.is a catch-22 situation which offers child care in order to provide work
opportunity, and then removes the enabling service if the participant is
offered a reasonable wage. Parents should be encouraged to provide well for children.

10. Limiting eligibility discriminates against the two parent family, and
offers incentives for family breakdown. This problem has been discussed
earlier, and stems from the way statistics group families by income on bar
charts. It would be helpful to policy if the census and other population
studies would séparate the different kinds of families at the same income
level: single parent families; two-parent families with one wage earner
earning the entire income; two-parent families with two wage earners.

11. Limitingeligibility destroys commitment to continuity of care to a child.
When a family rises to an income above the income eligibility level established
by its state, the child care program is expected to expell the child, or move
the child to another type of care. Yet anyone with even the faintest knowledge
of how children develop knows that nothing could be more harmful to a young
child. The state accepts responsibility for a child, and provides relationships
which build basic trust and security, - then subjects the child to the pain of

" separation from those needed and loved people for accounting reasons. It is
time we stop accepting the unacceptable in policy. Programs must serve the
needs of children, rather than accountants. The principle should be established

that a child, once accepted, has a right to continue in the same program as
long as it is needed.

Such a principle could be articulated in the law, or
in guideline,. but it is high time that it be adopted.

12. Limiting elipibility segregates the poor. Our country tends to develop .
a dual social service system in every field, with the middle class using
different services than those used by the poor. The services to the poor then i
have low status, both for the children and the professionals who work in then,
but they serve the function of salving our consciences

while protecting us from
contact with the poor.

Child daycare has a different history, and need not go
in this direction, although in many places it is far down the road toward
segregation. With its history of serving working mothers during wartime, and
the current interest in new roles for mothers, fathers, and children in the

family, child daycare could easily, at this time, go in the better direction
of universally accessible service.

13._ There are disincentives for trying to serve all income levels. Because those




1esigning guidelines and contract and audit procedures have concentrated

n the funded children, the system works against including children who have
other sources of funds, such as parent fees, or special needs money. Many
programs using Title XX funds are fully funded and serve only poor children.

If our day care programs included private fee-paying parents as well as

subsidized children, there would be more of a vested interest in keeping costs
down in the long run. Instead of following a conscious policy of encouraging
programs to meet their total community's child daycare needs, all our fiscal
controls are pushing programs in the direction of either taking all subsidized, or
all unsubsidized children. Some daycare programs are valiantly trying to in-
clude a mix of children, but state policy works against them,

If it dis desirable to include a mix of children, this policy could be stated
in guideline and law, and auditors could audit for their presence.

14. Method ofgg@yment'causes serious cash flow problems, and some programs fail.
States ‘generally reimburse for child daycare after the service has been provided,
with payments late, and no mechanism for front-end funding. '

This is a state problem, and needs to be examined at the state level. If the
state is not able to streamline its payment processes, some kind of revolving
fund for interest—free loans to programs waiting for accounts receivable would
provide stability.

. The method of establishing rates of reimbursement per child is érbitrary,

and does not represent the documented costs of meeting required standards of
~ gquality.

i

Payment and enrollment/attendance are handled differently by the various states,
Some reimburse only for the time a child is actually attending, even though the
program's incurred costs are great. Others reimburse for average daily attendance,
others for average enrollment. Some states reimburse for enrollment, but

punish a program when attendance falls below a certain percentage, such as 807,

by a shift to reimbursement by attendance. This means that a measles epidemic
causes huge financial losses, which some programs cannot survive.

No educational program can survive a policy of reimbursement by attendance.
There are better ways to achicve capacity operation.

These are problems in state procedures, possibly with some pressures from
fiscal officials in federal regional offices. They may be changed at the
state level, or advocates may believe that more uniform and supportive fiscal
policy should be adopted at the federal level and required of the states.

15. The present system is provider-dominated in most places, rather than

oriented in a policy way toward the concerns of consumers of child day care. &
Although it is generally held to be highly desirable for parents to make their

own decisions and feel that they are responsible, the present system of contracting,
eligibility determination, and referral is tending more and more to emphasize
provider issues and to force parents into feelings of dependency on the system,

It 1s possible that a voucher payment system, which automatically would make
the whole system more consumer-oriented, might be more desirable to providers
and parents alike. Vouchers are sometimes recommended by those who believe
that supply and demand will regulate the quality of child care: this idea is
called a "market voucher" system. Most economists do not believe that a
"market voucher" system would work; quality would probably suffer. However,



a "regulated voucher" system, with attention to monitoring quality in programs
eligible to receive vouchers, is worth trying out. Vouchers could be prioritized,
and a sliding fee could be built into them. If children with special needs,

poor children, and other categories come with their own funding, a consumer-
oriented system of services which serve their communities could develop.

Consumer-oriented resource and referral centers could provide parents with
information on selection of child care services. Parent choice of child care
could become a powerful reinforcer of the parent role.

16. Training, consultation and support to the day care network is rare.

Title XX makes training money, above the ceiling. Since public in-kind matching
is possible, along with matching by private donations to the non-public colleges,
it would be possible to finance new training without additional state money.

Some states are involved in training; in others, no planning has yet been

done to meet the daycare training needs.

Part of this problem is state lethargy; part of it stems back to the problem
of the single state agency. Welfare Departments have had training money
available under Title IV-B of the Social Security Amendments for a long time,
and priority for day care training has been expressed in connection with these
funds. Yet there has been little day care training under Title IV-B.
Guidelines for IV-B give priority for training by Schools of Social Work.

Short term training is possible by other kinds of schools, but the priority

is not for short term training. The kinds of training needed by the day care
field are not within the competence, nor the interests of most Schools of
Social Work. For this reason, even with stated priority for day care training,
there has been very little day care training, under this title.

Without some attention to opening up the planning of the day care training
to day care people, this situation could continue, since the schools with
high competence in child growth and development, and in day care, are not
known to the training staff in the agencies making the decisions.

17. _State licensing staff are not receiving training in regulatory concepts.
Despite the fact that licensing and federal interagency day care requirements

are issues of national importance and debate, Title XX policy has not encouraged
the training of licensing staff. Poorly trained staff are ineffective regulators,
and may arouse hostility of state legislators, weakening the regulation further,
18. ‘ i

Since the furor over standards written into Title XX as law, it appears .that
state licensing has been adversely affected by fall-out from the battles, and

the two repulatory strategies have substantially weakened, rather than
reinforced, one anGEREre s
e A :

Furthermore, some states have attempted to improve their child daycare licensing,
by removing it to another agency other than the one which provides the service,
thereby getting away from the inherent conflict of interest vhen the purchaser
also enforces standards. Yet states which have licensing placed in other agencies
are told that Offices of Child Development cannot receive Title XX training

funds because of the single state agency requirement. If this is true, federal
policy is clearly inhibiting state efforts to improve government, and the

policy needs to be changed at once either in law or guideline.

Training in licensing concepts, legal enforcement, rights of licensees,
fiscal regulation, the standard-setting process, and the like are of overriding

i



aportance, both from the perspective of licensing and from the perspective of
what standards should be applied to Title XX daycare. Such training should

be a clear national priority. Yet the small number of colleges offering
Institutes for licensing and monitoring staffs have had great financial
difficulty because of the lack of priority to this important topic in policy.

19. Sixteen federal contract requirements apply when the state purchases

child daycare under Title XX. 1Initially these contract requirements were

to apply for family daycare as well as center care, but the government realized
that they were too cumbersome for home care. As interpreted by many states,
they are also too cumbersome for the small center provider. The result is

that only the large and sophisticated agencies can deal with the state, even
though we know through research and observation that small daycare agencies may
sometimes provide more loving care. The more complex our bureaucratic
requirements, the more.we inhibit parent choice and squeeze out the small,
informal arrangements which children love.

The federal government could develop simple contract forms as guidance
material to the states., However, those concerned with contracting and
auditing are not likely to be the same people who understand the relation
of fiscal policy to program goals. Of what use is protecting our funds
through legally solid agreements if that process results <in less care,

or lower quality care, as may be the case?

20. The process of determining elipgibility has become increasingly demeaning

to parents, and inappropriate for child daycare as a family supportive service.
Some states have a "closed referral" system under which those needing child care
must go ‘through a demeaning process at the Welfare office instead of applying

at the daycare program. Parent feeling of control of decisions is weakened

as this happens. The process of applying for services should be carefully
designed so that it will not in itself undermine the goals of the program,
self-sufficiency and strong and autonomous families.

Furthermore, there have been efforts to collect and computerize information
about families which is not related to need for or eligibility for daycare.

21. Monitoring of quality has been inadequate and unhelpful, in most states.
Neither the federal govermment nor most states have made a strong effort

to assure quality in the daycare purchased, especially in the non-contracted
programs. Further, many states have decreased the priority to their responsi-
bility to license programs in which parents pay the full cost, since most child
daycare is not subsidized. Unrealistic work loads have been assigned to
‘licensing workers, and there may be a trend to add the monitoring of programs
for children with special needs to the licensing work in future.

This is a state problem, and needs to be addressed at the state level. Yet
Title XX requires licensure, and should offer some federal leadership.

22, Some states do not encourage local financial participation . In studying
the pattern of financing across the country, one finds wide variation in the
way the states produce the 257 non-federal share to attract the 75% Title XX
federal funding. Some states match the federal money almost entirely with
state money; while other states use much more local money.Totals for the

child daycare in those states spending most are shown on the following
‘chart. '

The advantages of the state matching money are obvious - programs



can develop more quickly, are not burdened with local financial problems.
However, for the future development of a service like child daycare, it is
likely that state commitment will limit the size of the program to what it

can sustain in state taxes.

It may limit communities from expansion of needed

services. Similarly, it is commendable that the federal Congress has been
willing to pay a large share of child care but in the long run this may limit
the program overall to what appears reasonable, in comparison with other

" federal expenditures.

In Sweden, the national share is about 1/3 of the per child cost, and the
commitment of the local community and parent fees makes a unive

accessible system financially feasible.

Local financial participation produces a local involvement and commitment to
stability which is desirable for certain kinds of services, such as services
to the elderly, and child daycare.
programs without it are more easily eliminated with shifts in policy trends.

STATE

New York
I1linois
California
Pennsylvania
Michigan
New Jersey
Texas
_.Louisiana
Massachusetts
Ohio
Georgia
Alabama
North Carolina
Minnesota
Maryland
Arkansas
Virginia
Tennessee
Connacticut®
Kansas
South Carolina
‘Indiana
Oklahona
West Virginia
Mlesissippi

DAYCARE BUDGET

$158,981,511
95,887,000
61,166,954
57,682,976
41,174,202
37,815,551
30,742,324
22,216,028
21,541,722
20,016,196
19,571,733
16,510,100
15,773,363
14,529,353
12,010, 000
8,562,707
9,168,728
8,823,596
8,081,459
8,250,800
7,551,041
7,973,856
6,308,438
5,560, 612
5,984,674

%z of TOTAL TITLE XX

54.82%
30.3
24
30.6°
28.72
43.1
16.5
21.55
23.1
11.75
25
29.41"
21.60
12
26.5
43
14
18
18.29
30
17.44
11
8.51
25
47.47

It may be difficult to establish, but

LOCAL TO STATE
RATIO IN THE
MATCHING §
1/1
6/35
31/40
1/3.7
2/33
5/4
1/3
143
1/22
17/25
1/4
4/9
1375

more thanl/1

1/1
Z/3
5/2
6/5 -
- 1/9
112
2/9
2/15
0/ '
2/3
1/2 .

Connecticut also appropriites state funds for a state run daycare program in its

Department of Communit
fore Title 4-A in

This issue of the best mix of federal,
and of public and private funds, reeds
Of course it is clear that local funds
come from the federal level under some

ngffairs. A sliding fee scale has been in place since be-

: 67. The state permits families below 40% of
the median income to pay a voluntary fee if they choose to.

resources comparced with their human needs are weak.

state, and local funds,
further discussion.

in the large cities must
kind of block grant; cities'
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23. Fragmented responsibility for young children with special needs
is Iikely to be an increasing problem. Title XX, and its single
state agency, relate very little to Head Start and the schools.
Head Start is mandated to include a percentage of children with
special needs. Mahy states are passing laws mandating schools to
pay for the education of children with special needs, sometimes
including the younger ages from 3 - 5, ©No adequate program of
monitoring quality has been thought through, and there does not
appear to be a clear and accountable decision-making process.
‘States need to think through how these programs for young children
can combine funding and relate to one another.

All these problems with Title XX have solutions, if the decision-
makers have the will to make changed policy. Most of them refer

to the policy for spending the appropriated funds regardless of the
'size of the appropriation. Broadened eligibility, for example, is
desirable policy in itself, regardless of whether additional funds
are available, although, of course, a modest expansion of daycare
would also be desirable. '

Before trying to persuade Congress, the President, or the Secretary
of HEW to make changes, advocates need to clearly identify whether
the problem is at the state level, or the federal level, and whether
‘the needed change should be legislated or made administratively.

7 ~Primarily
- ISSUE ‘ " Federal Legislative or
_ : or state Administrative
-1. Single state agency P L
2. Local officials cannot coordinate F L
3. Lack of coordination with other federal F L -
programs such as Head Start
4, No government agency has family support FS i B
philosophy
5. Adult goals, without priority for prevent- F L
tion '
6. Ceiling on state expenditures F L
7. FIDCR raise cost for fee-paying parents v LA
8. Sliding fee not adopted S A (L)
3. Limited eligibility S A (L)
10 ' :
11.
12, _ ,
13. No incentives to serve all income levels F A
14. Method of payment slow, no front end S A (L) . -
15. System provider dominated F L
16. Little training and Support ' S A
17. Little training licensing workers F A
18, FIDCR and state licensing weaken one FS L
another
19. 16 contract requirements inhibit parent FS A
choice, eliminate small operator
20. Eligibility determlination demeaning FS A
21. Inadequate and unhelpful monitoring Sk A
22. Lack of local financial participation F L
inadeguate incentives
23. Fragmented responsibility for young FS L

children with special needs
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Options for new Legislation

In general, the proposals for new daycare policy, which have
been proposed legislatively, are the following:

- amend Title XX

- pass a Comprehensive Child and Family Services Act

- Substitute for Title XX, or add to it, Human Services Block grants
~ Continue to improve tax credits as a way of funding child care '

Amending Title XX, which can be done, provides us with daycare on a social
service model, and attention would have to be given to assure priority for
daycare policy, in agencies and among professionals accustomed to dealing
with crisis emergency services rather than preventive, or family supportive
activities. Elements of the consumer model need to be built into this reform.

The trouble with the Comprehensive Child and Family Services Act

It is not a foregone'concluéion, but there are strong possibilities
that this bill, if passed, would use the public education mechanisms as the
delivery system. Many day care advocates are strongly opposed to exclusive
use of the schools, ‘although of course, recognizing that some schools can and
should participate.

The schools have some advantages.lOThey see themselves, and are
seen by the public, as providing universal services to all social classes. They
are not pathology oriented. They have a well established position in use of
federal, state, and local tax dollars. They have buildings, and access to building
money for new buildings or removations. They have access to state and federal

funds to serve young children with special needs: why not mainstream these children
by serving the whole population?

Those who are alarmed at the prospect are primarily concerned
that child daycare, a supplement to family childrearing, be taken over by
government as a governmental function, and the dangers this creates for parents'
feelings of autonomy and responsibility.

Some of the troubles:

1. The schools tend to be child-centered and proud of it, When Albert Shanker
first proposed school control of the Child and Family Service Act, his first
suggestion was removing the word "family" from the name of the bill. Schools

tend to center on the child out of the context of his or her family. Daycare
experts believe the focus should be on the dyad, supporting child growth both
through the activities at the program but even more through support of the
parent-child interaction. Daycare programs tend to define themselves as an ’
extended family; schools seldom do. The philosophy of the Kaiser Child Service
Centers during World War II was "Meeting Needs." Whatever was needed to improve

the quality of the time when children and parents were together, that was considered
the work of the daycare program, along with the direct work with the children.

2. The schools would professionalize child-rearing , intimidating families, and
undermining parent judgment and autonomy.

3. The schools would be likely to create a more permanent svstem, with fixed
buildings and tenured staff , unable to shift and change locations, grow and
decline, as the pattern of demand in child day care necessarily shifts. The
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very fact that schools have underutilized buildings and a problem with
teacher employment is evidence of the inflexibility of the system to adapt
to changing conditions. The purchase of service system widely used in Title
- XX gives much more flexibility to that system.

4. The schools are likely to duplicate, rather than use, the existing network

of centers and private homes. Although it is possible and desirable to build
" a purchase of service capability into schools' daycare provision, it is unlikely
that the system would make wide use of it. When schools have begun kindergartens,
for example, they have usually started their "own" regardless of whether the
existing private kindergarten might continue to meet the need. .The change has
sometimes been an improvement ; sometimes a lowering of quality.

5. When schools universalize, they tend to make their services compulsory.

At best, the expectation is that most children will go there, or "ought" to

go there. While daycare is an important need which needs to be legitimized by
public recognition of its value, it is not desirable to legitimize formal
center care or satellite home systems above the informal arrangements which
families are able to make on their own. Both have value.

6. School operation would probably shift more mon-monetized child daycare into
the sector of public expenses, in emphasizing the formal arrangements over informal

This would add to the public expense, without necessarily improving the child
rearing. .

7. While child daycare needs to be universally accessible, it is unlikely that
this can be done in the forseeable future, without parent fees.on a sliding fee
scale. Schools are unaccustomed to such a mechanism. :

8. Schools do not coordinate well, unless coordinative mechanisms, and funds,
are built into the design. Thus Follow Through provides a coordination with
Head Start on a demonstration basis, but where there is no Follow Through,
schools, daycare, and Head Start are not invelved in coordination. There are
seldom community planning efforts which make maximum use of Health and Mental
Health services for children in schools, daycare, and Head Start. Some of the
expertise in child development which exists in the daycare and Private nursery
field, as well as Head Start, could prevent school failure as they respond to
demands far ervice from children with special needs, but the coordination is
not taking place, except in rare instances.

9. The public education system is not a good regulatory agency. Even if schools
were able to gear up to purchase services from the local nursery, Head Start,

‘or daycare programs, they are not equipped to monitor quality. They could rely

on state licensing for such purchase. When they provide the service themselves,
they are not good self-regulators, nor are they adequately monitored. They do,
however, receive a good deal of regulation from the Health and Safety bureaucracies;
which are accustomed to a much higher child-staff ratio, and much larger overall
size in the schools than is the present practice in day care. The regulation

of daycare as if it were a restaurant, a hospital, or a large school, tends to

institutionalize it, and destroy the warm, comfortable, homelike aspects which
are important. '

10. Philosophically, the schools tend to focus on learning, rather than development.
For child daycare, with children in full time care, such a view is too narrow, and
would not only prevent the schools from nurturing all aspects of development, but

also could contribute to harming young children. Teachers concentrating on lesson
plans sometimes overlook their effect an childrente er1f rctinm The dmnartant
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If the schools are to be the primary delivery system, all these troubles need

to be addressed specifically in the legislation. Retraining of teachers would be
essential, and it is possible that something like a CDA competency-based
credential, further developed to include daycare skills, should be required

when credentialed teachers work in daycare. It is equally important to avoid

the present rigid credentialing for daycare, offering a career ladder through
in-service training for members of the child's community.

-The Trouble with Block Grants

Block grants, or special revenue sharing for human services, is
an appealing idea for municipal officials and some county officials. Title XX
is itself a human service block grant, but the decisions about expenditures are
usually controlled by ‘the states. Cities in particular, have had too little
voice in Title XX decisions affecting their overall programs for their citizens.

Daycare programs need to be coordinated with manpower programs.
Mayors have control of their manpower decisions, but cannot get a handle on
daycare policy under Title XX.

A forward looking local official who wants to design human services
and human development programs together, understanding the economic ways of
supporting the family with job opportunities as well as the social service needs,
-is inhibited by the social service philosophy at the state level,

A special revenue sharing bill for human services could be
introduced into the Congress. This could be far-reaching, replacing Title
XX entirely with a more workable system. Or a more modest suggestion would
be a block grant to cities over a certain size, which would be used very
freely, as the Appalachian Regional Commission's day care money has been used
by states, as free money which can be the glue to hold a number of different
Programs together in a single coordinated system., ‘

Highlyrspeeialized services might best be planned and funded
from the state level. Other services, like day care and services to the elderly,

need to be planned and carried out by local people, using neighborhood, not state
regions as the planning unit. :

The troubles with block grants: in relinquising control in
order to permit greater local flexibility, the federal government often
relinquishes standards; the Present compromise of distributing money to cities
and states, as in the case of manpower block grants, is a political compromise
rather than a decision made from considerations of good government. It tends
to work against uniform substate geographic areas in which different agencies
could begin to gather useful data about the same client populations.

Politically, there are both advantages and disadvantages to this
idea for the day care advocates. By seeing their service in the context of overall
human services, they gain a better understanding of the way day care fits together

‘'with other policy. They gain important allies, and offer their support to
an improved quality of life.

However, it would be very naive to expect that, once the victory
is won, other advocates will support a priority for daycare. Block grants put
services in competition against one another, as they already are in Title XX.



he Trouble with Tax Credits and other Tax Incentives for Child Daycare

Many advocates of the consumer model of child care, particularly
those with a middle-class professional perspective, want to avoid government
direct subsidy in order to avoid government intervention into the family.
More indirect subsidy through tax legislation leaves the family in greater
control, selecting their own type of child care and paying for it themselves.

_ The argument is valid. However, the credit benefits the middle-
class much more than it benefits families with two wageearnmers earning

a moderate income. Those who have a choice about whether or not to work,

now have some help with their decision favoring child care, in the new tax
credit. The credit becomes less and less valuable to families as income
decreases, since the working families could not pay for very expensive child
care in order to gain most in the 20% credit. Below $7000 the poor of course
do not pay a tax and do not get the credit. Presumably we will continue
direct subsidy for the.poor, if they are to have daycare, while giving a
credit to the middle class, supporting a dual social service system unless

we are very careful in design of our daycare programs to encourage or require
private fee-paying parents wherever subsidies to the poor are made.

The group which benefits most from the tax credit is the family
earning more than $15,000. 1In 1970 families in this category were about 20%
of the total population. Those earning between $6,000.and $15,000, who benefit

less, were about 53.37 of the total. Those needing/ irect subsidy, under
$6000 in income, were about 26% of the total.

The tax credit recently enacted is a big step forward in daycare
policy, but it leaves a very large number of families caught in the middle,
not eligible for subsidy and not benefiting much, if at all, from the credit.

" Some kind of a loan fund which gave vouchers to moderate income
families which could be repaid after receiving the credit might be possible, but
such a system would be very complex. It might be much easier for the country
to offer day care vouchers universally, and then tax them for the middle class.

In a recent interview , the Secretary of HEW mentioned an interest
in employment-related day care. If enployers, whether for-profit or not-for
profit, were to offer a partial subsidy to supplement parent fees, this would
bring more daycare help to working people. Tax legislation could offer
incentives for employers to participate in daycare if carefully designed.
.Government-designed "incentives" in the past have not offered employers any
real inducement to participate. Some of the considerations which are important;

1. Location. While a significant minority of working parents feel deeply
that they want their children near the work location, where they can have lunch
and be available in emergencies, the majority of parents prefer the residential

location where they live. Employers would need to support both kinds of locatiens
for daycare for their employees.

2. Auspices. Most employers do not want to operate day care programs themselves,

as they cxpressed their feelings at three conferences run by the Urban Research
Corporation in Chicago.

They do.not want to make decisions about admission and
retention of children. M

any industry-related programs have heen operated by separate
‘Boards of Directors in which parents play a strong role, as in the KLH program in

the past, and Stride-Rite at present. Other industries much prefer to join forces
with other employers and the community, to support community-based child care.
Any tax "inzentives” will have to ta reared to this Vind of fredye.
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3. Financial feasibility - There are benefits to employers in making daycare
possible. These benefits: reduced absenteeism, reduced turnover, larger pool

of potential employees, for recruitment, reduced family-related anxiety affecting
productivity, greater good will, and possibly product image, - can be quantified,
and in some cases where the benefit equals the cost of the daycare, can be used to
Jjustify financial participation. In many situations however, the benefits quantify
well below the costs of daycare, and there would be an overall substantlal loss

for the employers to participate, even with the parents paying fees.

Similarly, the not-for-profit employer must also participate if all working people
are to be reached with a program. Somée kind of real incentive must be devised

if this idea is to have any widespread viability. It seems likely that some kind
of money coming in, such as federal matching grants, would have to be the policy.

Another solution would be to require all employers to participate, as some countries
do. This would simply add to the cost of their operation, but all would be
equally affected. It seems likely that a result would be discrimination in -

hiring against mothers of young children, which would be difficult to prove and
contest.

4. Economic stability - Conditions of employer support for child care will differ
in time of recession or boom.l2 Public policy must provide the needed stability
so that day care programs do not have to close down when employees are laid off.
Policy mugfi permit shifts toward less and greater reliance on employer subsidy

if that is a major part of daycare policy. The problems in this solution, while
not insurmountable, seem much greater than direct subsidy to the consumer.

However, it would tap another funding source, reducing the overall cost to
government and to parents.

Some Major Policy Principles

ﬁegardless of the form which future legislation may take, the
foregoing discussion identifies some major policy principles, and some magor
issues. The trouble with public policy:

1. The child daycare professional is part of the problem. There is a tendency
to define solutions as 'what we do" rather than in terms of meeting human needs.
Policy solution: There needs to be a mechanism for a strong citizen-consumer
voice in policy, not necessarlly through the”517“¥Epresentati;n_gn_XE;I§8;§
€ouncils;—burIm other wavs as well. A Shift of“fuﬂalng ‘toward the constner
EWEY‘fTDm?thE‘prnvrdEf—wﬁﬁld“hEip“‘”?HTEﬂt‘ﬁthted Tesource and referral centers
will also have a desirable-effect:
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2. Our social services to children are class biased.ls Two systems, one for the
poor and another for the middle class, create a stigma for publicly funded ¢
services, and hostility to the poor.

Policy solution: Move toward universally accessible services, espexially for de3e

3. Our services often undermine family self-esteem, treating recipients
as victims, or at best "clients."

Policy solution: Treat users of services_gg,ggnﬁnmers. Experiment with

regulated vouchers, sh;?plng funaing to consumer. Offer resource and
reféerral—eenteérs giving parents ‘Information to maRe “informed choices.

.ﬂ Free child care for all is not financially fea51ble with tax money at present.
Universality requires a siiding fee. We mneed to move toward a taxicab model
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Of funding, and away from a fire engine model. In the fire engine model, everybody
paid a part of fire fighting equipment and service, and when the fire engine came,
it was free. More and more, now we are paying for services, and differentiating
how much we pay on the basis of how spec1allzed the_serv1ce was. A sliding

fee scale adds Ehe dlmen51on'of ablllty to pay T - N

o

;ﬁS. Daycare is a family-supportive and preventive service on the whole, although
if the majority of children are considered healthy, it can be a useful treatment
. tool as well. Yet no agency of government has this as a priority.
Policy solution: Create a new agency, staffed with leadership in a family
supportive philosophy.

Functions of such a new agency would be: Provision of vouchers for day care
\\ on a sliding fee scale .

Production of educational materials on

\' ' ' 7 " Support of resource and referral centers
\
| selection of child daycare

Support for parenting education and family
daycare education

Family impact statements

Training of state licensing offices in
\ = effective consumer protection

Training funds for daycare administrators

'Training funds for daycare staff, including
development of new modes of parent-
staff partnership

Dissemination of information; research
Relation to state and local recreation

f ' agencies; agricultural stations

Planning linkages with health, social
services, schools, Head Start,
Mental Health, Manpower programs,
\ and economic development.

— .
Some recommendations

Day care alone is not the Answer, whether the question is welfare
reform, improved school performance for children, liberation of women, greater

power for black people and other mlnorltles prevention of child abuse, or any
other social policy issue.

Daycare for children is important and necessary, but it must be seen
in a context of a society committed also to family income maintenance, and
-to full employment. These three social policy issues, together, need to be
addressed in a way which adds up to a genuine choice for families.

It would be helpful in developing policy if policy makers could
understand the importance of several pieces of negative advice:

1. Government should stop trying to predict long term demand. Recently we have
sgcen a somewhat ridiculous debate between those whoe see the need for day eare
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,£ children in formal daycare arrangements, versus those who look at the data o.
what working parents are doing with their children and concluding that no new daycare
is needed. Obviously the truth lies between these two extremes.It is doubtful if

the number of children in daycare centers or regulated daycare homes will ever

reach 20% of the children of working mothers. Experience in Sweden  and other
countries has been that families continue to make their own informal arrangements
when they can, even when a well-liked and stable formal daycare system is available.
When informal arrangements cannot be made, daycare can become a desperate necessity.

There is no absolute number which represents the final, future demand
for child daycare. It depends. It depends on the fluctuations of the economy;
demand will be greater at some times than others. It depends on the types of jobs
available. If and when part-time jobs are available in ready supply; the pattern
of daycare demand will be different. It c&»ends on the type of income maintenance
available, how adequate it is for meeting survival needs of families and how adequate
it is for meeting the needs for self respect among adults and the needs children
have to look up to the role models in their parents. It depends on the quality

of the daycare and how well it matches consumer needs and expectations in its
location.

If we postpone daycare decisions until we can predict all these factors,
or have made firm and final policy in all these areas, we are going to wait forever.
‘There is no one final policy which will describe the way things are supposed to be.
Any society, like any living organism is.in constant interaction with the
people and things in the environment, constantly changing zoals as conditions
change. This dynamic change is the constant; it is the way things are supposed
“to be. We are not evolving toward some correct fixed condition; the evolution
and change itself is the condition we will forever be addressing in our policy.

There is no absolute number representing day care demand,
any more than there is an absolute day care cost. The only way to plan daycare
is to plan incrementally, in small steps, in the direction of consumer demand.

_ It is well known that daycare demand builds very gradually in
response to a new service. The Kaiser Child Service Centers, planned to serve
‘1000 children, were disappointed that children in that number were not enrolled
on the first day. Ultimately, the demand materialized, but demand patterns were
significantly different than need predictions. This has been true over and over
again in this country's daycare, so much so that slow demand should be a factor
taken into account whenever new daycare begins.

For this reason, demand studies which include daycare, if they are

to be valid, need to be no less than three years 1n duration, and probably are
not solld as predictors until after five years.

Ten years ago, and even five years ago, such studies were recommended
but never undertaken. At this time, it no longer seems sensible to recommend long
range demand studies. We know families neced day' care, and they need it now.

We know the demand will not produce a runaway service, but will be modest.

Sensible policy would be to increase daycare , within a fixed
appropriation, but with broad eligibility, with improved support systems in the
form of training and consultation, both to centers and hcmes. It appears from
consumer studies that we need a modest increase in the number of children in centers,
over time perhaps double what we now have, but a much smallrincrease now; and we
need better support for the family daycare homes.

The delivery system should be flexible enough to shift as patterns

of consumer demand shift. The best indicator of consumer prefercnces would be
vhat conenmorye rhranen P U ) . i
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2., _Government should stop trying to control decisions which should be family
decisions. There is altogether too much discussion: among policy-makers about
what families "should" do. Should parents work? The person best able to figure
the odds on that question is a parent. His/her decision will be based on

‘what the job would pay; what expenses the family feels are vital; what alternative
income maintenance is available and how it is viewed by parents and by those
whose respect they want, including their children; what the job contributes 0Ty
detracts from the parent in personal functioning; what childcare is available
and what the parent thinks of itjand a number of other highly personal factors.

" Knowing all these factors, each individual parent has the data to make a wise
decision; government never could.

Should parents use center care, family daycare or in-home care? Again
the factors to be considered are many and they will differ from family to family
depending on family values and what is available. Government should not be
trying to make these choices for families; jt should be offering information to them.

What we need to do is to make a variety of options available to
parents, and provide them with information about the choices. Beyond that,
government should support families but not intrude.

We are not going to be able to support the family if we cannot trust
them to plan for themselves and their children. Let the parents decide.
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CRITERIA FOR LOOKING AT DELIVERY SYSTEMS FOR CHILD DAYCARE (Joan Bergstrom and
To what degree: _ Gwen Morgan, Anaheim 1976)

Is it financially feasible?

Can it link with other agencies, - health, Mental Health, Employment, Community
Development? : ‘

Will it be responsive to community desires?

Will it speak effectively in advocacy for children?

Will it encourage innovation? (where innovation is appropriate)

Can it respond to shifting patterns of demand?

Does it offer stability? At what price? Monopolistic?

Will it respect non-traditional family forms?

Can it enhance different cultural and other family wvalues?

Will program quality be effectively monitored?

Will it be universally accessible? Will there be a socio-economic mix of children?

Will it support and strengthen the family's essential role in child development?

Can it offer parent choices?

Can it offer different program forms - homes as well as centers, and mixes?

Can it include infants and toddlers?

Will staff be community role models?

Will knowledge of early childhood be applied? Who will be recruited to work with childrer

Can it care? ’ :

Can it educate - with understanding of how young children learn?

Can it meet gll the needs which children have?



DIRECT SERVICES

Act.

151

Act. 156

Act.
Act.
Act.
Vol I
Act.

415
168
590
172
165

—-Social Services Area Offices
-Sccial Services - Blind
-Migrant Project

-Protective Service - Donor Fund
-Homemaker Services

-WIN Area Office

-Service Extension - Donor

Teotal Direct Services

PURCHASE OF SERVICE

Act. 451

Act.
Act.
AcE,
Act.
Ack.
Act.
Act.

ct.

486

462
463

B2
486

-Day Care - ADC Eligibles

557-461-Services to Income Eligibles

-Speech Defective Children

456-460-Purchase of Service ADC Foster Care

~Purchase of Service-State Ward Foster Care
-Purchase of Service - G.A. Foster Care

455-456-Purchase of Service-Donor Funds*

-Reintegration
—Speech Defective (Adults) UPC (State Only)

Total Purchased Services

Total Direct and Purchased Services

ADMINTSTRATION AND INDIRECT COSTS

Act.
Act.
Act.
Act.
Act.
Act.

Sou

000
010
161
162
016
419

—-Area Office Administration

-Exc. Fin. R&S, Personnel

-Social Services - Adult State

-C & Y - State Administration

-Data Processing

=Purchase of Service Management System

Total Administration and Indirect Costs

TOTAL DIRECT, PURCHASED AND.INDIRECT COSTS

Budgeted donor figures for FY 1977 include $5,201,672 appreved in the initial SRS app
Omnibus Appropriation Act (H.B. 2661), and $1,200,000 added June 30, 1977 by the Fina

rce:

Not

=

In addition to Day Care provided through Title XX funds

ATTACHMENT I

Budgeted 1977 Expenditures

FY 1977 - FY 1978 SOCIAL SERVICE EXPENDITURES

Actual 1977 Expenditures

Budgeted 1978 Expenditures

FY 1977 FY 1977 FY 1978
FY 1977 Title XX FY 1977 Title X% FY 1978 Title XX
Total Funded Total Funded Total Funded

$ 7,972,868

$ 5,763,581

§ 7,807,732

$ 5,644,209

$ 8,348,843

$ 6,035,429

176,571 127,644 191,991 138,790 185,069 133,787
47,319 35,489 33,828 25,371 == e
242,465 181,849 14,175 10,631 289,815 217,361
1,248,948 936,711 1,198,603 898,893 1,964,019 1,502,623
528,024 264,768 339,464 254,597 545,465 277,849
479,719 352,789 457,552 343,164 504,274 378,205
$10,655,914 $ 7,669,831 $10,043,345 $ 7,315,655 $11,837,485 $ 8,545,254
$ 3,124,449 $ 2,343,336 $ 3,262,488 $ 2,446,916 $ 3,450,000 $ 2,587,500
609,500 500,000 436,037 327,014 500,000 500.000
700,000 560,000 707,720 530,774 700,000 525,000
2,614,568 1,960,926 2,700,123 2,025,072 2,685,168 2,013,876
245,150 183,865 244,692 183,517 251,243 188,433
1,714,097 1,285,573 2,637,440 1,978,066 1,746,671 1,310,003
7,601,672 5,710,004 6,293,754 4,720,429 3,300,000 2,475,000
2,556,640 1,917,480 2,847,254 2,135,178 2,860,000 2,145,000
e —= 60,000 -= 60,000 ik
$19.166,076 $14,461,184 $19,189,514 $14,346 965 $15,553,082 $11,.744,812
$29,861,990 $22,131,015 $29,232,859 $21,662,621 $27,390,567 $20,290,066

$ 8,403,520

$ 3,000,056

$ 8,654,666

$ 3,091,726

$ 8,889,354

§ 3,175,277

2,341,201 627,298 2,435,970 628,342 3,039,797 814,058
110,784 80,097 111,737 80,775 115,050 83,187
686,220 431,595 686,825 445,777 716,308 451,152
820,175 221,841 785, 666 198,671 896,453 242,517
107.681 80,761 65,276 48,957 = -

$12,469,581 $ 4,441,648 $12,780,140 $ 4,494,248 $13,656,962 $ 4,766,191

FY 1976, 1977, and 1978 Budget for Social and Rehabilitation Services

$26,572,663

$26,156,869

» $1,005,080 from P.L. 94-401 was utilized to purchase day care services.

$25,056,257

ropriation (H.B. 2553 of 1977 Session), 1,200,000 added in the
nce Council.



