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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 1984 Appropriations Act specified: "The State Board of Social Services shall
present a plan to reduce state mandates and regulatory requirements by January 1,
1985, to the Chai~en of the Senate Finance and House Appropriations Committees."
Organizational and other preliminary work began on this study in May of 1984.
Three subcommittees composed of State Board members were established to study
Benefit Programs, General Administration, and Service Programs. These sub
cormnittees were assisted in developing recommendations by state and local
welfare/social service staff. These recommendations were thoroughly reviewed and
individually adopted by the full Board of Social Services.

The following synopsis of the recommendations is listed according to the authority
havfng primary responsibility to evaluate and, if appropriate, implement the
recommendation.

VIRGINIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY

The State Board is requesting action by the Virginia General Assembly on the
following recommendations related to benefit programs which offer financial assis
tance to clients:

Request federal approval for Virginia to develop its own:

1) budget requirements for determining eligibility and grant amount
for Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) and Food Stamps. (Pages 27-28,
41-42)

2) criteria regarding which ADC recipients must report changes in
their circumstances every month. (Pages 36-37)

Encourage the Department of Taxation to automate the local property
records and provide the Department of Social Services access to such
files. (Pages 28-30, 47-48)

After automation of the local property tax records, modify the Privacy
Protection Act of 1976, if it precludes access by the Department of
Social Services to those records. (Pages 47-48)

Encourage the Social Security Administration to determine client
disability in a more expeditious manner. (Pages 50-51)

Provide incentives to employers of ADC recipients to assist local
welfare/social service agencies with amount and verification of
recipient income. (Pages 32-33)

Amend state statutes to require potential financial support from cohabi
tants in ADC cases, as currently done for stepparents. (Pages 30-31)

Take action to modify State law as may be required for a simpler inter
agency process. (Pages 31-32)
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2) add service effectiveness indicators to the VACIS documents (Pages
15-16),

3) continue upgrading and streamlining the Child Protective Service
Info~ation System (CPSIS) (Pages 69-71)

4) automate one of the manual Employment Service reports (Page 71)

5) examine feasibility of full automation for all manual reporting
throughout the Department (Pages 71-72), and

6) use an existing automated system or initiate a system to manage the
tracking and periodic reporting of overpayment collections. (Pages
38-39)

Emphasize training throughout the social service system by:

1) establishing skills training courses for local welfare/social
service employees and prOViding some motivation for them to attend,

2) providing training for new local directors and board members, and

3) assessing Food Stamps training needs and responding, as appropriate.
(Pages 17-18, 44-45)

Base authorization for local staff on a 40-hour work week. (Pages
13-14)

Develop performance standards/indicators for programs and provide incen
tives for local agencies to improve performance. (Pages 12-13)

Determine the feasibility of encouraging agencies to use the same worker
to do intake for both services and benefit programs. (Pages 14-15)

The State Board is asking the Department to take appropriate action on the following
recommendations related to benefit programs which offer financial assistance to
clients:

Study ways to reduce seasonal start-up burdens for fuel program. (Pages
46-47)

Assess contracting for, rather than hiring workers to handle the fuel
assistance program. (Pages 45-46)

Continue efforts to gain instant computer access by the Eligibility
Worker to relevant data in the files of the Division of Motor Vehicles
as it relates to eligibility for ADC and Medicaid. (Pages 28-30, 47-48)

Continue and improve the current process for reviewing forms used in the
ADC, Food Stamps and Medicaid programs. (Pages 31, 43-44, 50)

Study communication delays regarding amount of support collection that
involves judicial systems, Division of Support Enforcement, VACIS, the
local welfare/social service worker, and recommend improvements.
(Pages 37-38)
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Determine whether applicants for Auxiliary Grants should be screened for
need for placement in Homes for Adults, and how such screening should be
managed. (Pages 39-40)

Continue current process for improving the way policy is written and
maintain local input into policy development. (Pages 44-45)

Request the consultant studying Auxiliary Grants to recommend solutions
for problems caused by increases in payment rates for Homes for Adults
that are dete~ined after local budgets are finalized. (Pages 40-41)

Coordinate the language of those sanctions of the Fraud Manual and ADC
Program Manual that relate to computing overpayments involving fraud.
(Page 38)

The State Board is asking the Department to take appropriate action on the follow
ing recoDDllendations related to service programs (non-financial assistance) for
clients:

Increase public knowledge of service programs through:

1) a brochure,
2) revised state budget narrative, and
3) revised local budget fo~s. (Pages 73-74)

Explore additional alternative funding sources to supplement child day
care funds. (Pages 78-79)

Consolidate standards for individual providers approved and used by
local welfare/social service agencies. (Pages 79-81)

Explore the feasibility of developing a Social Service Block Grant to
localities. (Pages 62-65)

This study has been a positive, learning experience for all involved. Due to time
constraints the study does Dot address every issue that was considered burdensome;
rather it addresses those thought most burdensome by the most people. During the
course of the study, it was found that some mandates and regulations that are
burdensome are essential to efficient program operations and should not be reduced.
In fact, reducing certain mandates could even place the state at risk of federal
fiscal sanctions. It was also found that some burdensome regulations, if changed,
would reduce benefits to clients and this was not the intent of the Board. Very
careful review of each issue was necessary because of the interrelatedness of
programs and the potential impact of each action discussed. In the months ahead
the State Board of Social Services, with the assistance of the Department of
Social Services, will continue to assess the impacts and will develop plans for
the implementation of appropriate recommendations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Legislative Charge

The 1984 Appropriations Act specified: "The State Board of Social
Services shall present a plan to reduce state mandates and regulatory
requirements by January 1, 1985, to the Chairmen of the Senate Finance
and House Appropriations Committees."

B. Definition of Mandate

For the purposes of this study the following definition of mandate was
adopted: "Mandates are federal laws or policies, state laws or policies,
and Virginia Board and Department of Social Services actions that place
requirements on local government. This definition includes any constraint
placed on a locality related to social services that has a fiscal or
personnel impact."

c. Statement of Purpose/Goal

The following statement explains the Board's approach to the study: "In
order to comply with the requirements of the 1984 Appropriations Act,
the State Board of Social Services will review Benefit and Service
Programs and General Administrative functions to determine the extent of
the program mandates, which of the mandates appear to be most burdensome,
and whether we could reduce or eliminate the mandate and 'the resulting
regulations without serious detriment to the effective delivery of
se~ices to needy persons; and to dete~ine the impact of each proposed
change. In making this dete~ination, the Board will be guided by such
considerations as the desire to minimize administrative burdens and
costs, and the desire to emphasize results rather than process as well
as the desire to simplify access to services for clients. tt

D. Objectives

While the goal/purpose statement generally defined the scope of the
study, there was also thought to be a need for further specificity.
Therefore a number of objectives have been developed for the study.
These objectives are described as follows:

To review and revise present mandates and regulations in order to
provide the maximum local flexibility without detriment to the
effective delivery of services to needy persons.

To emphasize, where possible, the outcomes of program delivery
rather than the process for prOViding the program.

To initially consider for inclusion in the study all mandates and
regulations irrespective of the number that can and should be changed.

To seek local input from welfare/social service departments and
boards in order to determine the most burdensome mandates and to do
a more thorough review of those areas.

To look for opportunities in the study to reduce administrative
costs, including the elimination of any unnecessary paperwork.
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To increase state support for the Department's programs.

To recommend necessary actions regarding mandates and regulations
even if these actions might result in increased costs.

These objectives are grounded in the State Board's recognition of the
tension between state control and local control. Virginia's social
service system is established in the Code of Virginia as state super
vised, locally administered. This very language has produced a healthy
tension in seeking the appropriate balance between administration and
supervision. As the federal controls have lessened in some areas this
has brought increased local discussion of greater local control. On the
other hand, with the absence of federal regulations there has been the
demand to keep a minimum statewide level of services. It can be seen
that the Code of Virginia established the dual nature of Virginia's
social service system. The task of this study is to work within that
framework and develop a plan for needed changes in mandates and regulations.

E. Organization of the Study

1. Staffing

The State Board of Social Services dete~ined that the following subcom
mittees would be needed to accomplish the study: General Administration,
Benefit Programs and Service Programs. The Chairperson of each of these
subcommittees also served on a Coordinating Subcommittee. The General
Administration Subcommittee reviewed such areas as budget, personnel and
computerized data systems. The Benefit Programs SubcolIDDittee reviewed
such programs as Aid to Dependent Children, Food Stamps and General
Relief. The Service Programs Subcommittee reviewed such programs as
Foster Care, Day Care and Employment Services. The Coo~dinating Sub
committee provided overall parameters for and direction to the study.

State Board members serving on each subcommittee were as follows:

General Administration "Allen C. Gooden, Jr., Chairman
Wilford P. Ramsey
Naomi R. Warder

Benefit Programs

Service Programs

James A. Payne, Chairman
Henry S. Campell, M.D.
E. B. Pendleton

Jean W. Cunningham, Chairman
H. Douglas Turner
Joseph S. Wholey

Local staff assisting the subcommittees with their work throughout
the course of the study were as follows:

Braxton L. Apperson, III, Director,
Buckingham Department of Social Services
Benefit Programs Subcommittee

CilIa P. Brown, Director,
Campbell Department of Social Services
General Administration Subcommittee
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Samuel E. Bush, Director
Greensville/Emporia Department of Social Services
Coordinating Subcommittee

Corinne B. Gott, Superintendent
Roanoke City Department of Social Services
Benefit Programs Subcommittee

A. Michael Hall, Director
Wythe Department of Social Services
Service Programs Subcommittee

Karen L. Morris, Director
Albemarle Department of Social Services
Service Programs Subcommittee

Bobby L. Ralph, Director
Suffolk Department of Social Services
General Administration Subcommittee

Allen D. Richardson, Superintendent
Northampton Department of Social Services
Benefit Programs Subcommittee

Jean T. Smith, Director
Chesterfield/Colonial Heights Department of Social Services
Service Programs Subcommittee

Ruth E. Stephens, Superintendent
Fredericksburg Department of Welfare and Social Services
General Administration Subcommittee

State staff liaisons throughout the course of the study were as follows:

William L. Lukhard, Commissioner
Steven M. Lewis, Assistant Director, Division of Administration
Howard Reisinger, Assistant Bureau Chief,

Division of Benefit Programs
D. Ray Sirry, Director, Division of Service Programs
Margaret A. Smith, Executive Assistant and Planner

2. Format of the Report

The three Subcommittees were organized to include the three major
areas essential for this study. Therefore, the report itself is
organized according to ·these three major areas. Section I contains
general info~ation, Sections II, III, and IV contain information
on the approach to the study, the data resources used and the
recommendations and implementation plans developed. Section V
contains overall conclusions.

While every attempt was made to assure the maximum uniformity among
sections, some differences in approach were unavoidable. For
Sections II, III, and IV local board and agency surveys were utilized,
as well as input from the local and state staff assisting the Board
members. About 90% of the local welfare/social service agencies
responded to the survey, the following agencies did not: Amelia,
Arlington, Bland, Campbell, Cumberland, Frederick, Greene, Madison,
Northumberland, Norton, Page, Smyth and Washington. Not all agencies
responded to each program area. There were differences in how this
input was utilized and this process is described in II.A., III.A.,
and IV.A. Throughout the course of the study, the total Board
reviewed and critiqued each section of the report.
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II. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION MANDATES AND REGULATIONS

A. Introduction

The Administration Subcommittee was charged by the State Board of Social
Services with reviewing mandates on local welfare/social service agencies
that fell under the board's definition of admini;tration. Broadly this
definition included any operation that did not come under the purview of
the Division of Benefit Programs or the Division of Service Programs.
Specifically, the areas that were reviewed by the Administration Subcom
mittee were:

Fiscal Operations
Statistical Reporting
Local Budgeting
Personnel
Local Boards

The State Board of Social Services decided that a survey of local welfare/
social service agencies would provide valuable insight into the types of
problems that were prevalent at the local level. Each subcommittee was
required to adhere to the same fo~at for the survey but was given lati
tude in dete~ining the mandates and components of mandates that were
included in the questionnaire. The Administration Subcommittee made the
decision that it would give primary consideration to those issues that
received the most attention of local agencies and, therefore, were
apparently the most burdensome.

All 124 local welfare/social service agencies were sent copies of the
survey. A total of 110 agencies responded. The Subcommittee devoted
considerable time to reviewing the detailed policy and procedures of
each mandate listed on the administration portion of the survey. This
coupled with the response of the local welfare/social service agencies
provided an administrative road map of potential areas of change. In
some instances, DO recommendations for change have been made since the
mandate has its basis in federal law or statute. Other areas have their
basis in State code, State Board of Social Services policy, or State
Department of Social Services procedure and, depending on the complexity
of the mandate, can potentially be altered. Lastly, the Subcommittee
also included recommendations on specific changes that were considered
enhancements to programs or practices but did not directly relate to a
mandate.

B. Summary of Local Board Comments on General Administration

This section only includes a summary of those comments related to the
General Administration issues reviewed by the Board Subcommittee.
Comments on General Administration are grouped by administrative program
area.

The highest number of responses dealt with Caseload Standards. Comments
were mixed as to whether to have caseload standards. Those supporting
them said that standards should be revised to keep up with program
changes and standards should allow for innovative programs. A new study
of standards was needed for all programs according to several respondents.
Other comments suggested that the local Board should determine local
staffing. Still others simply said to drop caseload standards altogether.
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The second highest number of comments dealt with budget preparation.
The different timeframes for the local and state budgets were identified
as burdensome to some Boards. The budgeting process itself needed
revision according to some respondents. It was also suggested that the
locality should provide certain basic data and then the state should
develop the actual budget documents on the computer.

Data Systems Operation was also identified as a problem area. It was
suggested that local welfare/social service agencies should be given the
opportunity to help set priorities for program automation. Other sugges
tions were that the state should provide computer terminals for each
local worker, that each local agency should have data entry personnel to
generate required data and that the number of hard copy turnaround
documents should be reevaluated. It was also suggested that changes in
computer programs should be sent to the local welfare/social service
agencies with more lead time to implement the changes.

Other comments dealt with Personnel, Capital Outlay and Fiscal Reporting.
For Personnel it was suggested that recruitment and hiring have become
too complicated and delay hiring. It was further suggested that certain
personnel specifications inhibit the locality's ability to effectively
organize their workload. With regard to Capital Outlay, the main concern
was with timely approval of these requests. For Fiscal Reporting the
concern was to simplify and clarify the financial reporting procedures.

A couple other comments related to Budget Adjustment. It was suggested
that the local Board be allowed to make certain transfers without state
approval and that the time for state approval be shortened. A comment
was also made that the state should do a functional analysis study of
General Administration.

C. Summary of Local Agency CODDDents on General Administration

1. Budget Preparation

Seventy-one (71) of the 110 agencies responding to the survey
indicated some degree of difficulty with some aspect of the budget
preparation process. The comments received from the agencies generally
dealt with the problem of coordinating the State Department of
Social Services' requirements with the local governing body budget
process. Almost every agency providing comments on this segment of
the survey stated that the lack of a uniform process at the State
and local level worked a hardship on the local agency. Further,
many agencies indicated they had to submit "draft" budgets, which
had not been approved at the local level, to meet the deadlines of
the Department of Social Services.

Other comments concerned the complexity of the budget process and
the detail of the forms required by the State Department of Social
Services. Many agencies felt it was difficult to share fiscal
i.nformation with other staff members since non~budget staff could
not readily understand the process or forms used in budgeting.

The last area of comments related to inadequate funding being
available to meet local department of social services needs.
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Agencies also indicated that they would like to receive an approved
copy of the BF-8 to see where money had been approved or denied.

2. Budget Adjustment

Budget adjustment did not appear to be a large area of concern by
the local agency responses. Only 46 of the 110 agencies answering
the questionnaire indicated any problems with the process. The
comments related to this mandate dealt with the lack of timely
response to questions. Several agencies indicated that more staff
were needed at the Central Office level to provide immediate answers
to questions raised by the local governing bodies about budget
adjustments and the Department of Social Services cannot always
provide answers within the timeframes needed.

Other agencies suggested that a system be set in place whereby all
inquiries concerning budget adjustments be answered within ten days.

The last major area of concern dealt with the possibility of the
Department of Social Services providing a narrative explanation
back to a locality if a change is made to the budget which that
locality submitted for approval.

3. Capital Outlay

The area of capital outlay was a significant concern of the local
agencies responding to the survey. Sixty-two (62) of the 110
agencies indicated some degree of difficulty with the capital
outlay process. The largest problem listed by the local agencies
was the inadequate funding for the capital outlay program. Almost
every agency indicated that funds had been frozen for two years and
that little, if any, money was approved for use by local agencies
in this category. Related to this concern, several agencies indi
cated they were spending large amounts of money repairing equipment
that should be replaced. Additionally, agencies stated that when
money was approved for capital expenditures it was so late in the
year that it was nearly impossible to abide by the tenets of the
Virginia Procurement Act.

Several agencies suggested using the block grant approach of approval
for capital outlay funds. This would mean a certain amount of
money would be given to each agency at the beginning of the fiscal
year and that agency would be allowed to purchase whatever they
chose. Related to this suggestion was the proposal that the Depart
ment of Social· Services approve an amount of money for capital
outlays and keep a certain amount in reserve, for emergencies, that
could be released at the end of the Fiscal Year if it was not
needed.

4. Caseload Standards

Caseload Standards was an area of concern for sixty-three (63) of
the 110 agencies that responded to the survey. Comments were
largely concerned with the fact that Caseload Standards attempted
to measure the activities of social workers. Many of the agencies
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felt you could not apply an industry practice of measuring activity
to a profession such as social work since Caseload Standards gave
credit to activity rather than quality of service being provided.
Some of the agencies responding suggested that the Department of
Social Services should consider not including social work activities
in the Caseload Standards process.

Other agencies were concerned that the Standards did not provide a
way to measure work that was being performed even though a staff
member was on vacation or a position was vacant.

Nearly all comments related to the Caseload Standard Program said
the Standards were outdated and did not reflect the reality of
current workloads. Additionally, local agency staff said they did
not understand how the Standards were developed or worked and that
the reports coming to them were two to three months old.

5. Data Systems

At the time of the survey, data systems were not identified as one
of the top three burdens. Forty-eight (48) of the 110 respondents
indicated some level of difficulty with data systems. The majority
of the comments concerned the amount of paperwork which the system
generated. The other major cODlDent concerned the amount of "down"
time which agencies had been experiencing in the past few months.

Technical coaoents were concerned with the need for additional
staff at the Central and Regional level to provide assistance to
localities when questions arose. Additionally, localities felt the
manuals and instructions were complex and that the Local Agency
Personnel Management System (LAPS) Program was confusing to under
stand and difficult to operate. Several agencies suggested that
codes should be uniform in all programs.

From a management standpoint, many of the agencies stated they felt
there was no one at the Central Office level to set priorities in
VACIS (Virginia Client Information System) programs since local
agencies had been asking for a Food Stamp Program for several
years, but that the State had only been adding service programs.

6. Fiscal Reporting

A request for simplification of reporting requirements was the main
theme of the fifty-six (56) of 110 agencies that indicated a problem
with fiscal reporting. The majority of the comments surrounded the
number of forms that a local agency must complete as part of the
fiscal reporting process and the fact that a majority of the forms
are due on the same date.

Many of the comments also stated that there" was no routine training
for new fiscal officers or new directors related to the fiscal
process. The comments also mentioned that new forms were frequently
accompanied by unclear instructions.

The last major comment concerning fiscal reporting was related to
the Cost Allocation Program. According to the comments, the process
a local agency must go through for spreading salaries in the Cost
Allocation process is cumbersome and time consuming.
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7. Statistical Reporting

A total of fifty-four (54) of the 110 agencies responding indicated
a problem with some aspect of statistical reporting. The single
most mentioned area was the fact that a large portion of statistical
reporting was still completed manually while a vast amount of
information was already present in the computer system. Many
agencies suggested adding fewer programs to the system and concen
trating on making the existing system more effective for the local
agency by having the computer generate the needed statistical
reports. A second option set forth was the possibility of develop
ing screens for each of the reports and allowing the agencies to
use the computer to fill out the material rather than having to
type the information and mail it to Richmond.

Similar concerns were expressed in this area about the need to
stagger due dates on the reports since a large number of the reports
are currently required on the same day. The statement was also
made here that instructions on new fo~s were frequently unclear or
confusing and that regular training sessions were needed for new
workers and directors.

8. Local Board Training

Only thirty-six (36) of the 110 agencies participating in the
survey indicated any level of problem with the local board training
mandate. The majority of the comments received dealt with the need
to establish a formal orientation and training session for board
members. The comments also stated, however, that this would be a
difficult program to mandate or operate since the majority of board
members are employed and do not have large amounts of time to
dedicate to special training events. The suggestion was offered
several times that training be kept to a minimum and conducted at
night when everyone could attend.

Alternative suggestions were offered in terms of either having
regional staff conduct the training after regular board meetings or
in having pre-packaged modules developed that would be sent to
local directors who would then be responsible for doing the skills
training of board members.

9. Personnel

Forty-four (44) of the 110 agencies responding indicated they had
some type of problem with one of the aspects of the personnel
section of the questionnaire. Most of the comments revolved around
the process of establishing knowledge, skills and abilities (KSA)
for positions. Respondents indicated that they felt the KSA process
had resulted in a lower caliber of staff being certified for positions
and that the old practice of testing had been more equitable.
Further, those answering the survey stated that the new process
required localities to interview some people a number of times even
though the locality had decided that person was unsuitable for
employment.



- 9 -

Other comments related to more specific portions of the personnel
mandate and expressed opinions that the manuals were too wordy; the
Local Agency Personnel Management Computer System was cumbersome
and confusing, training was poor and insufficient; and cut-off
dates for advertisements of positions needed to be coordinated more
with local agency needs.

D. Issues, Actions, and Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION 1: The Department of Social Services should strictly
enforce the deadlines set forth in the budget letter to eliminate delays
in the system brought about by agencies that submit their request late.
Further, any agency that misses the imposed deadline for budget submittal
should have their estimated budget approved based on the previous year's
approved allocation, and that agency would have to submit separate
requests for additional funding and take the chance that funds will be
available to meet their requests.

1. Analysis

8. Explanation of Problem/Situation: Each of the 124 local
welfare/social service agencies are required to submit a
budget of anticipated expenditures every year. These estimated
budgets are compiled into a total request and used by the
Bureau of Fiscal Management to dete~ine what funds are needed
by the Department of Social Services to operate the various
programs. This information is also used by the Department to
determine the amounts to be allocated to localities if the
requests are greater than the funds available to the Department.
Some local agencies do not complete the required forms within
the timeframes established by the Department of Social Services.

b. Reason for Recommendation: The Department of Social Services
cannot complete the budget process until all local budgets
have been submitted since the total amount of funds available
must be compared to the total requests of local departments of
social services. When localities miss budget deadlines, the
Department of Social Services cannot complete its process and
cannot approve budgets of localities that adhered to and met
the deadlines. As a result, many local departments of social
services cannot complete prograDUDatic and fiscal planning
because of the delays in the budget process.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: The Department of Social Services should
enforce the deadlines set forth in the budget letter. If an
agency does not meet the deadline for budget submittal, thei~

request should be based, for planning purposes, on their
previous year's approved amount. If that locality needs
additional funds at a later date, a supplemental request would
have to be filed and the locality would have to take the
chance that funds may be available. This action would be
administrative in nature.
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b. Timeframes: It is recoemended that this proposal be implemented
during the 1985-86 budget development process.

c. Benefits and Consequences: This change would initially expe
dite the budget process by providing the means to have a total
estimate of need at the time scheduled in the budget letter.
Additionally, it would allow more planning time for those
localities that completed their budget process on time by
getting those localities an approved budget request faster
than is currently being done.

The negative consequences of this action would be to work a
fiscal hardship on those agencies that cannot control their
submission time as a result of their local budgeting process.
For all practical purposes, local budgeting processes will
probably not be adapted for the concern of the local agency;
therefore, the local agency will be given an approved budget
based on their allocation from the previous year and will be
forced into the role of requesting supplemental allocations.
There will be no cost savings by this action. In fact, costs
may increase slightly in the Bureau of Fiscal Management to
process the supplemental requests. Also, local agencies will
spend more ttme in requesting supplemental funds.

RECOMMENDATION 2: The State Board supports the Department of Social
Services sending an approved copy of the budget back to the local agency
to eltminate any confusion over what has been approved by the Department
versus what has been submitted by the local agency.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: Prior to last year, when a
local agency's budget was approved that agency was not given a
copy of the document that showed how the Bureau of Fiscal
Management spread the funding when determining the approved
amounts by category.

b. Reason for Recommendation: Without specific knowledge of what
dollars were approved in what categories, local welfare/social
service agencies had problems in planning for expenditures
during the course of the Fiscal Year.

2. Plan

a. Actio~ Required: None, because the Bureau of Fiscal Management
now makes a copy of the local agency's approved budget and
sends it to the agency for their information.

b. Timeframes: Ongoing.

c. Benefits and Consequences: The local agencies are able to
improve planning for fiscal and prograDDDatic issues as a
result of knowing exactly what funds have been allocated by
category.
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RECOMMENDATION 3: The Department of Social Services should insure that
responses to questions about budget adjustments be completed within 30
days.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: Some local agencies stated
they were having problems getting prompt answers to questions
about budget adjustments. Part of the problem centers on
inadequate funding for various categories and the fact that
answers were not forthcoming since decisions had not been made
at the Central Office level on how funds were to be used.

b. Reason for Recommendation: At times local agencies need
answers to questions about potential budget adjustments to
answer questions raised by local governing bodies. Delays in
getting the answers causes problems at the local level.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: The Assistant Director of Administration or
the Chief of the Bureau of Fiscal Management will provide
answers to budget adjustment questions within 30 days. The
answer may simply be that the question cannot be answered at
that time. In those instances, the local agency will also be
given the best estimate of when the answer can be provided.

b. Timeframes: This procedure is currently being implemented.

c. Benefits and Consequences:
planning at the local level.

This procedure should assist in
There are no negative consequences.

RECOMMENDATION 4: The Department of Social Services should determine
the feasibility of approving and distributing the capital outlay budgets
for local welfare/social service agencies on a quarterly basis. The
local welfare/social service agencies would be given an amount of capital
outlay funds, at the beginning, of each quarter, and allowed to purchase
up to the limit of the approved funds. The local agency would have to
set priorities and would then be allowed to purchase from the approved
list within the available approved capital outlay funds for that quarter.
The Department of Social Services would hold a percentage of the total
available capital outlay funds in reserve for use at the end of the
Fiscal Year.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: Local welfare/social service
agencies are required to submit a plan for procurement of
capital outlay expenditures. The Department of Social Services
approves a capital expenditure amount for each local agency.
The local agency is then supposed to be able to purchase up to
the amount of their approved allocation. In the past two
years, the capital outlay funds have been frozen as the Depart
ment of Social Services did not have adequate funds to cover
all aspects of local operations. Some capital outlay expendi
tures were allowed in the last quarter of the Fiscal Year.
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b. Reason for Recommendation: The lack of approval of capital
outlay funds causes problems with local agencies since new
equipment is needed and large amounts of money are being spent
repairing equipment that should be replaced. Additionally,
when approval is given for procurement it is so late in the
year agencies have difficulty adhering to regulations governing
equipment purchasing.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: The Department of Social Services should
withhold funds in the amount necessary to cover administrative
costs, but should dedicate some funds for capital expenditure
at the local level. These funds would be allocated to agencies
in quarterly amounts and the agencies would have to set priorities
for such purchases by quarters. The agencies would then be
allowed to make purchases off the approved list. Any funds
approved for expenditure in one quarter, but unexpended, could
be carried over and spent in the next quarters of that fiscal
year.

b. Timeframes: The proposal could be implemented by making a
procedural change. Due to the restricted funding situation
within the Department of Social Services for the 1985-86
Fiscal Year, it is recommended that no action be taken on this
proposal until after the 1985-session of the General Assembly.

c. Benefits and Consequences: The recommendation would provide
local departments of social services with a budgeted amount
for capital expenditures, that would assist in their long
range planning, yet provide the Department with a reserve fund
for administrative costs, if needed.

The only negative aspect of the proposal would be the possibility
of the Department of Social Services having to freeze all
capital outlay funds, and the resulting problems that would
cause at the local level if a local department of social
services had planned on having a certain level of capital
outlay funds available.

RECOMMENDATION 5: The Department of Social Services should consider the
incorporation of performance standards as part of, or in place of, the
caseload standards system to measure the quality and effectiveness of
services being prOVided by a local welfare/social service agency. This
program should be concerned with dete~ining those agencies with a below
average performance level and assisting those agencies in improving
their operations. Further, this program would identify agencies that
provide the best caliber of services and allow these agencies to experiment
with innovative approaches to service delivery.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: The current system of
establishing caseload standards deals only with the time it
takes various categories of staff to perform different types
of activities. These activities are grouped together to
derive a standard that is applied against an agency's caseload
to dete~ine the number of staff that agency needs.
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b. Reason for Recommendation: The current system only sets
standards and captures activities performed by workers. The
system does not incorporate any element that attempts to
measure the quality or effectiveness of services.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: The system would have to be overhauled to
include the above recoDDDendation. The criteria for measuring
the services, in terms of effectiveness, would have to be de
veloped and tested and included in a system that still provided
the info~ation needed for the caseload standards program.

b. Timeframes: This effort would take considerable time from
both development to implementation. Present staff are familiar
with the establishment of caseload standards, but current
staff have no experience in establishment of performance
standards. This segment of the proposal would have to be
contracted or existing staff would have to be educated in the
basics needed to establish performance indicators.

c. Benefits and Consequences: The proposal would provide a rough
means of estimating performance of staff and effectiveness of
services. The negative aspects of the system are concerned
with the time and expense involved in the project, and the
fact the system will still involve someone trying to assess a
quality level of service with a management tool that is geared
to measurement of productivity.

RECOMMENDATION 6: The Department of Social Services shall consider
basing authorization for staff in a local welfare agency on a 40-hour
work week.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: The current system of
caseload standards and reimbursement to localities makes no
distinction between agencies that work 40-hours a week and
agencies that work less than 40-hours a week in terms of
approving authorized staff levels.

b. Reason for Recommendation: The current practice of authorizing
approved staff levels, regardless of an agency's work hours,
is not equitable.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: No special action would be required to
implement this policy. The caseload standard system is in the
process of being revalidated. This process should be completed
before the recommendation is implemented to provide an accurate
base for the Department to use in assigning staffing levels to
local departments of social services.
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b. Timeframes: This policy would be dependent on the time it
takes to revalidate the caseload standards system.

c. Benefits and Consequences: If implemented, the recommendation
would provide an equitable system of approving staff levels
and provide some cost savings to the Department. The costs
could not be accurately dete~ined until the caseload standards
program was revalidated and new levels of staff were derived
for each local department of social services. Localities
might have to hire more staff out of local funds if they
worked less than a forty hour week but quality of service will
not be allowed to slip.

RECOMMENDATION 7: The Department of Social Services should review the
acceptability of moving to generic intake and if pe~issible will study
the feasibility of establishing pilot programs to assess the effectiveness
of generic intake workers. These workers would be knowledgeable in
eligibility and services policy and concentrate on providing clients
with a total range of preventive and motivational services.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: As a result of the number
and complexity of public assistance and service programs,
workers are divided into different specialist categories and
usually deal with a limited number of programs. Clients are,
therefore, forced into seeing more than one worker when applying
for public assistance.

b. Reason for Recommendation: In most agencies there is no one
place that deals with the client and his/her needs in total.
The client is dealt with in different areas by different
staff.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: The recommendation would establish pilot
program(s) to look at the feasibility of having one worker
deal with the client's entire needs.

b. Timeframes: This effort could not be started until basic
issues were researched. Agencies currently using some form of
generic workers would be contacted. Also, the question of the
cost of the effort, and who would bear the cost, would have to
be answered.

c. Benefits and Consequences: The recommendation would increase
the quality of services to the client if knowledgeable workers
could be found to adequately handle all areas in which an
applicant or recipient would need help.

The biggest hurdles regarding the recommendation will be the
ability to run the program and satisfy the various regulations
regarding cost allocation or worker's time and expenses if a
worker is handling both public assistance and service programs.
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If this effort cannot be funded with federal funds, then
additional General Funds will have to be found to operate the
pilot programs.

RECOMMENDATION 8: The Department of Social Services should consider the
development of a process, within the Divisions, for the regular review
of VACIS documents to determine any potential for consolidation of
application or reports.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: The VACIS computer system
prOVides a large number of management reports that are sent to
different staff in local agencies. In some instances these
reports have similar types of information.

b. Reason for Recommendation: Since the reports from VACIS are
generated from the same data base of information, there is
potential for duplication of effort. This recommendation
would look at ways of combining reports or applications to
provide for the most efficient system possible.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: The program divisions involved in this
recommendation will have to work out the best means of reviewing
documents that cross more than one area of responsibility.

b. Timeframes: This recommendation can be easily implemented and
is already underway at certain levels as part of the ongoing
operation of the VACIS program.

c. Benefits and Consequences: This recommendation should result
in only essential documents going to local departments of
social services and a lessening of the paperflow into a local
agency.

RECOMMENDATION 9: The Department of Social Services should give consideration
to adding elements to the VACIS documents that would provide indicators
of the effectiveness of the services being prOVided to clients.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: The present computer system
deals only with the collection of data related to providing
benefits or services.

b. Reason for Recommendation: There is DO system in place that
attempts to measure the effectiveness of the service being
provided to the clients.
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3. Plan

a. Action Required: The program indicators that would be added
to the system would have to be defined and tested as to their
ability to capture the type of data referenced in the recom
mendation. If the indicators were developed, the system would
have to be evaluated to determine how the new elements would
be included into the programs. Further, a decision would have
to be made concerning the cases already in the data base with
respect to how they would fit in a new program.

b. Timeframes: This effort would take considerable time and
expense to implement as a result of the changes that would
have to be made to the computer system. The biggest factor
that would have to be addressed, if the indicators can be
developed, would be the best time to reprogram the computer.
This is especially critical in te~s of the effort the Depart
ment is undertaking in the development of an automated Food
Stamp program.

c. Benefits and Consequences: The recommendation would provide a
tool for assessing the effectiveness of services being provided
if measurable indicators can be developed. The effort will be
expensive to implement as a result of the reprogramming that
would have to be done to VACIS and the resulting impact such a
change would have on the existing data base.

RECOMMENDATION 10: The State Board of Social Services requests, as part
of its 1985-86 planning, an analysis and feasibility study from the
Department concerning relieving the heavy start-up activity of the Fuel
Assistance program. This study will address contacting and screening
recipients of public assistance benefits in early fall, and the deeming
of other public assistance recipients eligible for fuel assistance.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: Clients are required to
complete a separate application form for the Fuel program. In
some instances, programs and the information related to their
eligibility is already in the VACIS system.

b. Reason for Recommendation: This recommendation would simplify
the eligibility process for the Fuel program, resulting in
administrative cost savings for the Department of Social
Services and improved services to clients using the program.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: The Division of Benefit Programs would have
to set forth the options which the Department of Social Services
has for amending the application process for the Fuel Program.
Discussion has occurred regarding using existing data in the
VACIS program to do an initial determination of eligibility
for Fuel assistance.



- 17 -

b. Timeframes: The main consideration related to time will be
whatever alterations have to be made to the existing computer
program for Fuel assistance. The impacts on the system are
unknown at this time.

c. Benefits and Consequences: This recommendation would make
application and certification for the Fuel assistance program
easier, and might result in an administrative cost savings.
The cost savings would be dependent on the amount of reprogramming
that would have to be done on the computer system.

RECOMMENDATION 11: The Department of Social Services should consider
developing and implementing a fo~al training curriculum for new directors
and board members. Local board members and directors would be encouraged
to participate in and attend training sessions while bearing in mind
their respective responsibilities in the Code of Virginia. The formal
training sessions would specifically provide orientation on the local
agency operations, and an overview of public assistance and service
programs. The sessions would ideally provide board members with the
information necessary to become knowledgeable representatives of social
services in their respective communities.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: There are no formal require
ments for local board or new director training beyond the
reference in the Code of Virginia that at least one session a
year must be an orientation session.

b. Reason for RecolIDDendation: The complexities of public assistance
and services policy are such that formal training sessions on
policy and other skills related to effective administration
are needed by local board members and new directors.

2. Plan

a. Action Required: The Department of Social Services would have
to work with directors of local departments of social services
in developing formal training curricula which would provide
program knowledge and administrative skills that board members
and new directors will need to become effective in their
respective areas of responsibility.

b. Timeframes: This process could begin with the formal adoption
of this document.

c. Benefits and Consequences: The recommendation would result in
a better informed, more effective group of board members and
new directors.

RECOMMENDATION 12: The Department of Social Services should consider
developing a staff training program for local welfare/social service
agencies that would set forth a curricula of skills training for improve
ment courses for different classifications of staffing that would allow
a worker to improve their individual job efficiency and effectiveness.
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This program would be directly tied to the evaluation criteria used "in
assessing the effectiveness of workers and would be one of the criteria
used in advancing employees into additional areas of responsibility.

1. Analysis

a. Explanation of Problem/Situation: There is no formal career
ladder process in place in local departments of social services
and no way to credit staff that attempt to improve themselves
through additional education or skills development.

b. Reason for Recommendation: Staff should be afforded the
opportunity of improving themselves and their job skills and
then compensated in some fashion for their efforts.

2. Plan

8. Action Required: The Office of Personnel should be charged
with dete~ining what aspects of the recommendation could be
implemented with respect to federal regulations concerning
personnel policy. After that has been completed, discussions
should be held with the Department and the Virginia League of
Social Services Executives to determine the future direction
of the effort.

b. Timeframes: After this document is completed, the Office of
Personnel could begin to immediately assess the potential for
developing and implementing such a program.

c. Benefits and Consequences: This recommendation would establish
a formal skills training effort and career ladder program,for
each job classification at the local level. If such a program
is used to require people to be trained prior to promotion,
this effort could be in violation of federal merit system
principles.
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III. BENEFIT PROGRAMS MANDATES AND REGULATIONS

A. Introduction

While the local agency questionnaires represent the Largest, volume of
input, the recommendations incorporate also the concerns of local agency
representatives on the State Board study and the concerns of local
boards.

A major task of the State Board was to analyze and synthesize the large
volume of "input" from the local- agency questionnaires.

One hundred six (106) cQmpleted questionnaires concerning Benefit Programs
were received from local agencies and reviewed. A total of 772 iterations
of "high burden" for all benefit programs was identified. This report
identifies (1) those "burdens" cited most frequently by local agencies,
(2) which of these burdens are common to at least three agencies, (3)
which "agent" has authority to modify such burdens, and (4) other impli
cations of change. The process utilized in dealing with the responses
is summarized below:

1. Those program components most frequently cited as burdensome across
all Benefit Programs were identified.

2. The study was limited to those progra~ of the total number where
high burdens were most frequently cited.

3. Within these programs, certain components were cited as "high
burdens" much more frequently than others, and attention was concentrated
on these components.

It should be noted that the frequent identification of resources as
a burdensome component of the Medicaid Program was, in part, a
reaction to changes in resource policy consequent to the provisions
of Medicaid Transmittal #49. This transmittal has been withdrawn,
and the frustrations generated thereby should be relieved. Nonetheless t

the burden "of resource determination is still recognized as particu
larly acute in Medicaid, due to the nature of the program.

B. Summary of Local Board Comments on Benefit Programs

The local board comment related to Benefit Programs was treated in the
same manner as that submitted by the local welfare/social service agencies.
Only those' concerns which appeared three or more times in the comment
have been included in this synopsis.

The first major issue was the area of prescribed forms. The following
recommendations were offered ~o address this problem:

Simplify or consolidate forms;

Computer should complete as many forms as possible;

Establish a user group or hire consultants to streamline fo~s;

Avoid frequent changes of forms.

*The component "Other" has been used to record concerns which could not be
reflected within the suggested Program Matrix.
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The second major issue was that policy changes should be less frequent.
The following comments were made:

Frequent policy changes lead to errors;

Frequent policy changes cause hardships for clients as well as
workers;

The State Board should encourage less frequent federal policy
changes;

When policy changes are necessary, there should be sufficient lead
time to provide training and an orderly implementation of the
policy.

There were thirty-eight (38) different responses received from local
boards and very appropriately a number of these endorsed the specific
comments submitted by their local welfare agencies. Many of the comments
from the local boards reflected their broader concerns with the total
system while others dealt particularly with administrative concerns.
The study participants appreciated the quantity and quality of this
input and felt that it helped to broaden their perspective on this
study.

C. Summary of Local Agency Comments on Benefit Programs

Local agencies were prOVided a grid for local input that prOVided for
identification of low, medium and high burdens by program(s) deemed
burdensome, and by component(s) of such program(s) deemed burdensome.
All major program areas in Benefit Programs, and support systems, were
listed. (See chart on page 21.)

In addition, a space to add "Other" was provided for the addition of any
program or support area of Benefit Programs not listed.

A list of eleven components of such programs was developed. It included
a space to specify "Other" for any area not otherwise covered, to more
closely define the particular burden within the program. These components
are listed on the chart on page 22.

All programs were analyzed to determine in which programs high burdens
were most frequently identified. The Food Stamp Program had the highest
frequency of identified "High" burdens, at 224, followed by the Aid to
Dependent Children Program, at 209, and the Medicaid Program, at 164.
The number of iterations of "High" burden in these three programs repre
sents 77.33% of the total identifications of highly burdensome areas for
all program areas. For this reason, the focus was on these three program
areas. Fuel Assistance, with 41 "High" burdens identified, trailed
Medicaid by a huge gap, and the number of times "High" burdens were
identified in the other programs in no case exceeded 5% of the total
identifications.
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The following chart summarizes these reports by program area:
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The conclusion was made to add the Fuel Assistance and Auxiliary Grants
programs to the three already identified for concentration in relieving
burdensome mandates.
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Each program component area was also analyzed to determine the number of
times it was cited as a high burden, without regard to program area.
"Resourceg" and "Other" tied for the most frequently identified. with
102 each. The "Application Process" was third, with 100 iterations.
and prescribed forms was fourth, with 91. It should be noted that
frustrations indicated under "Application" process frequently involved
the forms used as a part of that process. The following chart summarizes
these reports, by component area:

HIGHLY BURDENSOME MANDATES - ALL BENEFIT PROGRAMS
by components
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A study was then made of the frequency with which each component within
each of the three most burdensome programs was identified as a high
burden. The charts that follow summarize these findings, by program.

*The component "Other" has been used to record concerns which could not be
reflected within the suggested Program Matrix.
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AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN:
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MEDICAID:
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Some concerns in these programs are common (e.g. Income Determination,
Resource Detenmination, and Prescribed Forms), and some areas present no
pressing concern (e.g. Fair Hearings).
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The top three areas of local concern in the Food Stamp, Aid to Dependent
Children and Medicaid programs were reviewed in depth. From the local
input, the following specific areas have been identified for this study
as the areas of highest concern, by program and by component area:

AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN

PRESCRIBED FORMS: The Forms Themselves.

INCOME DETERMINATION: Prospective/Retrospective Budgeting;
Cohabitant Income Policy; Verification of Income; Counting
Support; Management of Overpayment Recovery; Income Verification
Process.

REPORTED CHANGES: Monthly Reporting.

RESOURCE DETERMINATION: Disparity in Resource Assessment;
Resource Verification Process.

OTHER: Verification of Birth; Inconsistent Fraud Recoupment
Procedures.

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x

FOOD STAMPS

PRESCRIBED FORMS: The Forms Themselves.

INCOME DETERMINATION: Prospective/Retrospective Budgeting.

REPORTED CHANGES: Action on Changes and Notifications to Client.

OTHER: Implementation of Policy.

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x

MEDICAID

RESOURCES: Resource Verification Process; Disparity in Resource
Levels.

PRESCRIBED FORMS: The Forms Themselves.

INCOME DETERMINATION: Determining Income Eligibility.

CATEGORICAL DETERMINATION: Determining Disability.

The Fuel Assistance and Auxiliary Grants programs ranked fourth and fifth
in expressed concern from the local agencies. The following areas were
identified as highly burdensome for these two programs from local input:
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FUEL ASSISTANCE

OTHER: Personnel; Yearly Start-up.

AUXILIARY GRANTS

CATEGORICAL DETERMINATION: Determining Eligibility.

OTHER: Budgeting.

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

D. ISSUES/ACTIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

1• AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN

a. Issue

PROSPECTIVE/RETROSPECTIVE BUDGETING: The complicated federally
mandated prospective/retrospective budgeting process is unnec
essarily complex and error prone.

Summary

MANDATE:

Prospective/Retro
spective Budgeting

RECOMMENDATION:
Establish a simpler,
more appropriate
budgeting method.

SOURCE:

Federal
(Congress)

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: More easily
understood; more in
step with time of need.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Fewer adjust
ments by Eligibility
Worker and fewer
errors in grant
calculations.

NEGATIVE: Not all
agencies satisfied by
anyone method.

Analysis

Current federal regulations for the Aid to Dependent Children
Program require a combination of prospective and retrospective
budgeting methodology to determine eligibility and grant
amount for applicants and recipients. Eligibility workers are
required to determine eligibility and grant amount for the
first two months by dete~ining BY BEST ESTIMATE the next two
months' earnings, and projecting this amount as income to be
received in the first two months of eligibility (Prospective
Method). Two months after the first grant is received, and
from that time until termination of eligibility, grant amounts
are determined using the Retrospective budgeting method. By
this method, income received in the budget month (being two
months prior to the month for which the grant is being estab
lished) is totaled for determination of the grant. When an
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on-going case has a change in earnings, continuing eligibility
is determined using the Prospective method, but grant amount
for the next grant is calculated using the Retrospective
method.

Since irregular income is common, the Prospective method of
anticipating income results frequently in an incorrect projec
tion of earnings. This requires the eligibility worker to
perform a grant adjustment once actual income is known. In
addition, it is extremely difficult to explain these two
budgeting methods to the applicant/recipient, together with
the required adjustment and the applicant's/recipient's
responsibilities for providing required wage information to
the local agency. This situation is made worse by the fact
that income projections frequently result in grant payments
out of synchronization with income actually available in a
given month.

While budget calculation is by nature a complex area of eligi
bility determination and no method is without some problems,
the State Board feels that the operation could be simplified
and improved if the State had latitude in developing its own
approach. A simpler approach would help clients better under
stand the budgeting requirements and require fewer budget
adjustments with a reduced risk of payment errors. Under
current federal law, however, the State would risk severe
fiscal sanctions utiliZing a different budget approach without
federal approval.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services requests that the
General Assembly take appropriate action to request
federal approval for the State to develop a simpler, more
appropriate budgeting method.

b. Issue

RESOURCE VERIFICATION PROCESS: Determining eligibility requires
an assessment of the value of a client's resources. This task
is both difficult and time consuming.

MANDATE:

Resource Verification
Process

RECOMMENDATION: Sim
plify methods of
verification for
eligibility worker
and client, includ
ing better use and
compatibility of
automated systems.

Summary

SOURCE:

1. Federal
(Congress)

2. State Board
of Social
Services

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Reduce
client efforts in
eligibility dete~i

nation process; possi
bly result in earlier
eligibility determi
nation.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Ease time and
burden of determining
eligibility for eligi
bility worker; fewer
pending cases. Possible
reduction in errors with
increase of data retrieva:
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Analysis

The needs test to determine eligibility for the Aid to Dependent
Children Program requires an assessment of the real and personal
property available to the family. Federal regulations hold
states responsible for making a correct determination with
respect to the availability and value of real and personal
property, potentially subjecting states to financial sanctions
if, upon federally required verification in the Quality Control
process, such dete~ination is found to be faulty. Therefore,
the State Board of Social Services has imposed a time-consuming
and complex--but deemed necessary--requirement to verify both
the availability and value of potential resources of the Aid
to Dependent Children applicant/recipient.

The burden could be eased by assuring eligibility workers
on-line access to automated files maintained at the Division
of Motor Vehicles. The Department currently runs a tape file
of applicants, and all active cases due for a six-month eligi
bility review, against the Division of Motor Vehicles' data
file. Matches from this operation assist the eligibility
worker in discovering and verifying motor vehicles that appli
cants/reipients may fail to report. However, we believe
on-line access to the Division of Motor Vehicles' file would
enhance the eligibility worker's ability to secure and verify
current motor vehicle ownership for his or her entire caseload
whenever desirable.

The task of determip.ing real property could be facilitated
greatly if (1) the Division of Taxation had a single, current
file of real property owned by all individuals throughout the
Commonwealth, and (2) the Department had on-line access to
relevant data on such a file. Property records are now main
tained in separate local political jurisdictions across the
State and are most frequently not automated. Consequently, it
is often difficult--and sometimes impossible--to discover
unreported property of an applicant/recipient that is situated
outside of his or her county or city of residence.

On-line access by the Department of Social Services to data
files described above should, in addition, reduce eligibility
payment errors.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services recommends that the
Department continue its efforts with the Division of
Motor Vehicles to gain on-line access by the eligibility
worker to relevant data on the Division of Motor Vehicles'
data file.

o The State Board of Social Services requests whatever
action is required of the General Assembly to ensure that
the Department of Taxation develop and maintain a current,
centralized automated data file of all real property in
Virginia owned by citizens of the Commonwealth.
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o The State Board of Social Services requests that the
General Assembly review the Privacy Protection Act of
1976 and modify same as required to ensure that the
Department of Social Services does not encounter legal
barriers to on-line' access to relevant client data on
automated files such as those described above.

c. Issue

COHABITANT INCOME POLICY: Local agencies encounter a negative
reaction from the general public because income of stepparents can
be deemed available while income of cohabitants cannot.

MANDATE:

Cohabitant Income
Policy

RECOMMENDATION:
Deem income of cohab
itant available to
unit, same as step
parent.

Summary

SOURCE:

General Assembly
(State Code)

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Provide more
eligibility worker time
for the eligibility
determination process.
Treating stepparent and
cohabitant same increases
community credibility
in the program'.

Analysis

NEGATIVE: Income might NEGATIVE : Does not
be counted against necessarily reflect
Assistance Unit that income available to
was not actually Assistance Unit.
available, as in
stepparent cases.

State law establishes that a stepparent is responsible for
his/her husband/wife with whom he/she is liVing. Federal law
requires the eligibility worker to establish the amount of
contribution due from the stepparent, and deem this amount
available for the purposes of eligibility determination.
State law also establishes that a cohabitant is responsible
for children with whom he/she lives. For this purpose, a
cohabitant is a man or woman living with one of the opposite
sex as husband and wife without benefit of marriage. This
relationship is defined by the eligibility worker from a
declaration of the applicant. However, there is no federal or
State law permitting (or prohibiting) the eligibility worker
to deem an expected contribution from the cohabitant. In the
absence of deeming, the cohabitant's income is still to be
verified and an expected contribution determined. Only that
income actually made available can be counted in the eligibility
process. The general public sees injustice when State law
holds the stepparent and cohabitant equally responsible, but
only the income of the individual who "accepts his or her
moral responsibility" through marriage (i.e. the stepparent)
can be deemed when determining eligibility. This disparity in
the eligibility process related to the stepparent when compared
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with the cohabitant could be rectified by changing State law
to require deeming of the cohabitant's expected contribution
in determining eligibility for the Aid to Dependent Children
Program.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board requests that the General Assembly amend
State law to require the contribution of a cohabitant to
be deemed to those with whom he or she is living. This
change would equalize the treatment of stepparent and
cohabitant in determining eligibility.

d. Issue

PRESCRIBED FORMS: Agencies believe the eligibility process
could be improved for the applicant/recipient and eligibility
worker if forms prescribed for this process were improved.

MANDATE:

Prescribed Forms

RECOMMENDATION:
Simplify, clarify,
consolidate, change
field spac~ available.

Summary

SOURCE:

Administrative
Action (Benefit
Program staff)

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Make eli
gibility process
clear and simpler,
especially by elimi
nating redundancy for
multiple program
assistance.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Fewer forms
for the eligibility
worker to complete,
and easier to explain
process.

The State has prescribed fo~s for the eligibility determination
process. Users of these forms question whether such forms
could be simplified and clarified through consolidation and
review. Fewer and more easily understood forms would assist
both the agency worker and client. The Department's Division
of Benefit Programs already has established a process for
evaluating forms for necessary modification. Such evaluation
is currently accomplished by program staff in the Division.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department continue and also improve its forms review
process.

o The improvement shall include a sounding board of repre
sentative forms users to evaluate necessary modification.

e. Issue

VERIFICATION OF BIRTH: Local agencies find making payments
for birth certificates from the Bureau of Vital Statistics a
burdensome process.
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MANDATE:

Verification of Birth

RECOMMENDATION:
Remove charge to
local welfare agency
by Bureau of Vital
Records and Health
Statistics for birth
certificates.
Alleviate burden on
local welfare agency
of check writing.

Summary
CLIENT

SOURCE: CONSEQUENCES:

Bureau of Vital None.
Records and Health
Statistics and
General Assembly.

Analysis

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Less cost to
local agencies.
Saves eligibility
worker time.

NEGATIVE: Number and
cost of requests made
to the Bureau of Vital
Records and Health
Statistics might
increase.

A birth certificate verifies the age and relationship of
individuals applying for Aid to Dependent Children assistance.
As a part of the eligibility determination process, the eligi
bility worker frequently must secure a birth certificate from
the Bureau of Vital Records and Health Statistics. There is a
charge of $5.00 to the local agency on a one-by-one basis for
each birth certificate supplied to the local agency. State
and federal funds do eventually reimburse localities for 80%
of this administrative cost, for which local agencies have put
up the front money. However, the individual payment of these
fees by local agencies on a one-by-one basis is an unnecessary
administrative expense.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department explore with the Bureau of Vital Records
and Health Statistics a more efficient process. Such a
process might require the Bureau of Vital Records and
Health Statistics to keep track of those certificates
supplied to local agencies and bill the State Department
of Social Services collectively (rather than local agencies
indiVidually) for such services on a periodic basis. A
desirable alternate solution would involve a change in
State law to exempt the Department of Social Services
from the fee charged for verification of birth.

o The State Board of Social Services requests that the
General Assembly take action to modify State law as may
be required for a simpler inter-agency process.

f. Issue

VERIFICATION OF INCOME: Employers often are not motivated to
provide verifications of client income and to assist with
reported changes of client income.
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MANDATE:

Verification of
Income

RECOMMENDATION:
Assure more timely
information: Initi
ate State incentives
(such as tax incen
tives) for employers
to report information
more timely.

Summary

SOURCE:

General
Assembly

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Clients
would be required to
make fewer repayments
of overpayments on
fraudulent situations.
Less fraud.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Eligibility
workers might have
fewer pending cases;
fewer fraud cases and
recoupment process
reduced.

Analysis

Current Aid to Dependent Children regulations require that the
recipient report income, and changes in income, to the local
agency so that this income can be calculated in determining
the proper grant. Failure to receive a prompt report of
income changes--and verification of same--often results in
overpayments and sometimes recipient fraud allegations.
Recoupment of overpayment and pursuit of fraud are costly
administrative processes that may also create hardships for
recipients and financial losses to the State. It is believed
that the situation-would occur less frequently if employers
were more motivated to report employee income more frequently
and assist with verification of income.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services requests the General
Assembly to provide, by State law, incentives (such as
tax incentives) to encourage employers to assist the
Department of Social Services with reporting and verifying
income of Aid to Dependent Children recipients.

g. Issue

INCOME VERIFICATION PROCESS: Certain types of client income
are far more difficult for the agency worker to verify. This
burden could be relieved by permitting the local agency to
accept client declarations in these situations in lieu of
verifications.
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MANDATE:

Income Verification
Process

RECOMMENDATION:
The suggestion that
local agencies accept
declarations of income
in "difficult to
verify" situations,
at least initially,
with written verifi
cation following, is
not supported by the
State Beard."

SUDDDary

SOURCE:

Action by
State Board

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Faster and
easier dete~inations

of eligibility; not
thwarted by uncoopera
tive employers.

NEGATIVE: Recoupment
for erroneous
payments.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Faster,
easier determinations
for the eligibility
worker.

NEGATIVE: Quality Control
errors would increase,
with the risk of federal
fiscal sanctions; grant
adjustments by eligi
bility workers would
increase.

Federal regulations require that states determine the income
of an applicant/recipient of the Aid to Dependent Children
Program, both for the dete~ination of eligibility and for the
amount of the grant. While federal regulations do not specifically
require verification of such income, the State is held respon
sible by the federal government for making an accurate deter
mination of such income. Quality Control is required to
verify all income for accuracy in its random review process of
Aid to Dependent Children cases. Errors found in the Quality
Control review process constitute the official State error
rate. If this error rate is not at or below a federal tolerance
level, the State potentially faces severe fiscal sanctions.
Federal regulations in 1973 permitted the State to utilize a
declaration or verification approach to eligibility determina
tion. The case error rate for the Aid to Dependent Children
Program at that time exceeded 40~. To control errors t the
State Board opted to require use of verifications and documen
tation and has stressed this approach ever since. Program
staff are certain that the reduction in error rate to the
latest official payment error rate of 3.3~ (October 1981-March
1982 sample period) could not have been achieved--and could
not be maintained--without the current verification process.
For these reasons, the State Board of Social Services requires
a time consuming and complex--but deemed necessary--burden to
verify all income in the process of determining eligibility
and amount of grant. It would facilitate the task of the
eligibility workers, applicants/recipients and employers if
income declarations could be accepted in lieu of verifications.
However, based on past experience, lifting these verification
mandates would drastically increase the State's error rate and
expose the State to severe fiscal sanctions. If declarations
were accepted for an earlier and easier first dete~ination of
eligibility, followed by subsequent verifications of this same
income by the eligibility worker, it appears that this would
be more, rather than less, burdensome. The task of verifica
tion would merely be postponed for the eligibility worker,
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applicant/recipient and employer, following an additional
process of requesting and computing income based on a declara
tion. Further, the subsequent verification would frequently
lead to correcting the payment made based on the earlier
declaration.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board recommends not changing this mandate
because of the risk of increasing the payment error rate
and incurring federal fiscal sanctions.

h. Issue

DISPARITY IN RESOURCE ASSESSMENT: Eligibility workers and
clients involved with multiple assistance programs are frus
trated by differences in the manner in which resources are
assessed from program to program.

MANDATE:

Disparity in
Resource Assessment

RECOMMENDATION:
The State Board
will harmonize
assessment procedures
where appropriate.

SUDDDary

SOURCE:

Federal
(Congress)
State Board

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Eliminate
confusion, difficulties
for clients served by
several programs.

NEGATIVE: Compro
mises might hurt
some clients.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Facilitate
eligibility determina
tion by eligibility
worker.

NEGATIVE: Perhaps there
should be differences.

Federal regulations require that the value of real and personal
property be assessed in dete~ining eligibility for the various
federal assistance programs. Those resources which must be
assessed, and the methods of determining availability and
value of those resources are not consistent from federal
program to federal program. This lack of consistency creates
problems for the eligibility worker who is generic to several
programs. Clients served by multiple programs also find the
differences in resource assessment confusing. The State Board
currently attempts to establish consistency where appropriate
and when permitted by federal regulations. However, it is not
within the power of the State Board to achieve total unifo~ity,

nor is the State Board convinced that the burden of federally
required differences should be lifted. Different programs
appropriately are designed for different needs.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services will continue to
monitor problems arising from differences in resource
assessment requirements.
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o The State Board will continue to harmonize differences in
requirements of resource assessment from program to
program to the extent compatible with program objectives.

i. Issue

MONTHLY REPORTING: The federal mandate zequarang monthly
reporting by clients lacks the flexibility to pe~it the most
administratively practical and cost effective use of this
requirement from state to state.

MANDATE:

Monthly Reporting

RECOMMENDATION:
Pe~it the State to
select what groups-
if any--should
report, where error
rate perfo~ance

justifies.

Summary

SOURCE:

Federal
(Department)

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Eliminate
associated difficulty,
confusion and
penalties.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Same as client
plus simplification of
grant management. (The
State sought and was
granted a federal
waiver for limited
monthly reporting, based
on the cost savings in
fo~ation included in
the Appendix.)

Federal regulations require that the Aid to Dependent Children
recipient complete a report about any changes in circumstances
every month and return this completed report to the local
agency by a given deadline [or lose income disregards, and
possibly program eligibility]. Therefore, federal law makes
monthly reporting a condition of program eligibility. Provid
ing the monthly reporting forms to the recipients and the
related state processes are very expensive. The original
federal mandate required that the State subject all Aid to
Dependent Children recipients to this monthly reporting process.
The Department sought and received a waiver and currently is
requiring only certain recipients to report monthly. The
waiver was based on the State's Quality Control findings which
substantiated that for certain groups of Aid to Dependent
Children recipients every ten cents saved cost ninety cents in
administrative dollars. In order to add or delete other
groups from monthly reporting, another federal waiver must be
sought. This often takes months to accomplish and hours of
staff time. (See Appendix A.) [The only requirement addressed
here is that for a STRUCTURED monthly report. Every Aid to
Dependent Children recipient is required to report changes in
circumstances to the local agency whenever they occur or to be
subject to recoupment and possibly fraud prosecution.] States
should be permitted to omit or to add groups of applicants and
recipients from the structured monthly reporting requirement
whenever the State's Quality Control findings and administrative
cost information prove the reporting process financially
unprofitable. Because monthly reporting is now a condition of
eligibility, cases would be found in error by federal Quality
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Control and the State would be subject to fiscal sanctions if
State policy specified reporting groups different from those
federally designated.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services requests that the
General Assembly request that Congress permit states to
determine the most efficient and effective means of
managing the State's caseload.

j. Issue

COUNTING SUPPORT: Delays in reporting support collections
create difficulties for the local agency in establishing a
correct grant amount under policy prescribed by the Division
of Benefit Programs.

MANDATE:

Counting Support

RECOMMENDATION:
Communication of
information with
respect to collec
tions and redirection
of support (involving
the Judicial System,
the State Department
of Social Services'
Division of Support
Enforcement and Bureau
of Data Systems, and
local agencies) should
be more timely.

Summary

SOURCE:

State Department
of Social Services
and Court Systems

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIV&: Make accurate
payments in synchro
nization with avail
able support.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Better case
management. Fewer
grant adjustments.

State and federal law require that Aid to Dependent Children
payments made to eligible recipients be considered a debt to
the State of Virginia owed by any responsible relatives of the
recipient(s). Therefore, support payments from such responsible
relatives are redirected to the State of Virginia. The initial
evaluation of this support and the mechanisms of managing
collection of this support require proper timing and communica
tion among various administrative authorities: the court
system, the Department of Social Services' Division of Support
Enforcement and Bureau of Data Systems, and the local agencies
managing the case. When this timing is faulty, there is
potential for an incorrect grant that may need to be subsequently
corrected. In the current system, there sometimes is a delay
between the reporting of redirection of support from the
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recipient to the State (or, conversely t redirection to the
recipient when he or she becomes ineligible) for management by
the eligibility worker in grant computation. A study will be
done by the Department to determine why the problem is occur
ring, after which corrective measures can be taken.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department of Social Services examine this problem
and report what corrective measures could or should be
implemented.

o The State Board of Social Services may need the support
of the General Assembly should corrective measures involve
the State t s judicial system.

k. Issue

INCONSISTENT FRAUD RECOUPMENT PROCEDURES: Local departments
have conflicting instructions to compute overpayments and
fraud.

MANDATE:

Inconsistent Fraud
Recoupment Pro
cedures

SWllDary

SOURCE:

State staff

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

None.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Clear under
standing of requirement.

RECOMMENDATION: Resolve
conflicting instructions
in fraud and program
manuals.

Analysis

Local agencies are instructed by the Department of Social
Services' Aid to Dependent Children Program manual to compute
and recover overpayments. However, the Department also has
issued a fraud manual which specifies the computation processes
for overpayments involving fraud. These instructions are
inconsistent.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board has requested that the Department resolve
conflicting instructions for computing overpayments that
involve fraud.

1. Issue

MANAGEMENT OF OVERPAYMENT RECOVERY: Local agencies find that
tracking and reporting recovery of overpayments from clients
is time-consuming and should be automated.
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MANDATE:

Management of
Overpayment Recovery

RECOMMENDATION:
Provide an automated
process to reduce the
local agency burden
of tracking over
payment recovery.

Summary

SOURCE:

Department of
Social Services

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

None.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Relieve staff
with other responsi
bilities; more accuracy.

NEGATIVE: Feedback
process cost to the
State.

Federal regulations require recovery of Aid to Dependent
Children overpayments, whether such payments are the result of
errors by the agency or by the recipient. The State now
requires the local agency to repay the State for any overpayments
whether the error was by the local agency or by the recipient
and whether or not the agency collects the overpayment from
the recipient. When the local agency collects overpayments
from the recipient, such payments must be deducted from the
current grant. These payments involve local agency staff
manually logging, tracking and reporting collections. Better
use of State automated systems could replace this time-con
suming task and could also provide periodic reports of progress
in collection of ove~ayments.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department consider utilizing an existing automated
system or, if necessary, initiating a system to manage
the tracking and periodic reporting of overpayment collections.

2. AUXILIARY GRANTS (AG)

a. Issue

DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY: Because Auxiliary Grant applicants
are not screened to determine need for care in a home for
adults, Auxiliary Grant payments may be made to individuals
who are in homes for adults but who have DO need for this
level of care.

MANDATE:

Determining
Eligibility

RECOMMENDATION:
This issue should
be referred to the
contractor studying

Summary

SOURCE:

State Board

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

Unknown; but per
haps fewer eligible
clients.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: More appropri
ate distribution of
funds.

NEGATIVE: More complex
and possibly slower
eligibility determination.
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Analysis

Current policy requires that the individual be residing in a
home for adults in order to be found eligible for an Auxiliary
Grant payment. Because the dete~ination of eligibility for
an Auxiliary Grant does not include evaluating the need for
placement, some individuals might be found eligible for an
Auxiliary Grant in a home for adults, although their needs
could be met more appropriately in a nursing home. In 1983,
the Department recognized that it needed assistance to resolve
problems related to need for placement in homes for adults as
well as other issues in the AUXiliary Grants Program. The
Department has contracted with the firm of Ernst &Whinney to
study this program. This study will also involve findings of
the LODg Term Care Council, as well as experiences of the
State Health Department in screening for nursing home care.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department assure that the contractor for the Auxiliary
Grants study explore thoroughly this area of concern, and
provide appropriate recommendations to the Department to
alleviate the problem.

b. Issue

BUDGETING: The current budgeting process for funding the
Auxiliary Grants Program does Dot peDBit a locality to adjust
its local budget to reflect actions by the General Assembly
which modify the State budget.

SUDlDary

MANDATE: SOURCE :

Budgeting General Assembly

RECOMMENDATION:
This issue should be
referred to the con
tractor studying
Auxiliary Grants.

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

None

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Relieve problem
of trying to match local
dollars budgeted to
State budget for the
program.

Analysis

The Auxiliary Grants Program is funded by a combination of
State and local match funds. The General Assembly may approve
increases in funds for the Auxiliary Grants Program but after
the local agency's deadline for submitting its budget to the
State. When an increase in the Auxiliary Grants rate for
Homes for Adults is published by the General Assembly, local
agencies must then return to their administrative structure to
request additional funds for the rest of their Fiscal Year.

This program is mandated for every locality with no local
contract, the General Assembly setting the rates. For these
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reasons, it has been suggested by local agencf.es that the
General Assembly provide 100% of the funding for the program,
rather than the current State/local match. It appears 100%
State funding would resolve local budgeting problems, provided
localities did not have to put up the "front money" for Auxiliary
Grants. Also, 100% State funding would alleviate problems
related to which local agency is responsible for payment to an
individual placed in a home for adults located outside of the
jurisdiction of prior residence. One hundred percent State
funding would cost the State an additional $4.3 million per
year, based on the General Assembly appropriation for FY t85.

Another resolution might lie in a change in General Assembly
budgeting for the Auxiliary Grants Program. By such a change,
increased rates would be authorized by General Assembly action
in the even year (e.g. February 1984) with the rates taking
effect for the second year of the biennium (e.g. July 1985).
This would provide local agencies the lead time they desire to
establish their local budgets for this program.

In 1983, the Department recognized that it needed assistance
to resolve multidimensional problems and issues related to the
Auxiliary Grants Program. The Department contracted with the
firm of Ernst & Whinney to study this program. This study
will address the local agency budgeting issue in the context
of other program recommendations for the Department's consideration.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department assure that the contractor for the Auxiliary
Grants study explore solutions to this local budgeting
concern, in the context of other program issues and
resolutions, and provide to the Department their recommen
dation with respect to this problem.

3 • FOOD STAMPS

a. Issue

PROSPECTIVE/RETROSPECTIVE BUDGETING: The complicated federally
mandated prospective/retrospective budgeting process is unneces
sarily complex and error-prone.

MANDATE:

Prospective/Retro
spective Budgeting

RECOMMENDATION:
Gain federal approval
to develop a simpler,
more appropriate
budgeting method.

SUDDDary

SOURCE:

Federal
(Congress)

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: More easily
understood; more in
step with time of need.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Fewer adjust
ments by eligibility
worker and fewer errors
in grant calculations.

NEGATIVE: Not all
agencies satisfied
by anyone method.
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Analysis

Current federal regulations for the Food Stamp Program require
a combination of prospective and retrospective budgeting
methodology to determine eligibility and issuance amount for
Food Stamp applicants and recipients. Eligibility workers are
required to secure a Food Stamp household t s income in the
month of application, or the month prior to it, to dete~ine

eligibility and issuance amount for the month of application
and following month (i.e. Prospective Budgeting). For house
holds that are Dot required to participate in monthly reporting,
the eligibility worker must use the income two months prior to
the third issuance month to determine on-going eligibility and
issuance amount in the third issuance month and for the balance
of the certification period (Retrospective Budgeting). For
households with required monthly reporting, the actual income
reported on each monthly report is used to dete~ine eligibility
and issuance amount for the month follOWing the month in which
the report is received. For recertifications of Don-reporting
households, the Retrospective budgeting method described above
is used to determine eligibility and issuance amount. For
recertifications of households with required monthly reporting,
actual income reported on the monthly report is used to deter
mine eligibility and issuance amount.

While budget calculation is by nature a complex area of eligi
bility dete~ination and no method is without some problems,
the State Board feels that the operation could be simplified
and improved if the State had latitude in developing its own
approach. A simpler approach would help clients better under
stand the budgeting requirements and require fewer budget
adjustments with reduced payment errors. However, the State
would risk severe fiscal sanctions utilizing a different
budget approach without federal approval.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services requests that the
General Assembly support the Department in its request
for federal approval for the State to establish a simpler,
more appropriate budgeting method.

b. Issue

ACTION ON CHANGES AND NOTIFICATIONS TO CLIENT: The federally
prescribed advance notice period and agency time to act on
reported changes are not consistent from federal program to
~ederal program.
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MANDATE:

Action on Changes
and Notifications
to Client

RECOMMENDATION:
Make timeframes con
sistent in all pro
grams where pe~itted

and appropriate

Summary

SOURCE:

Federal;
State Board

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Easier for
client to understand
agency actions, when
served by more than
one program.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Easier for
generic worker to
manage cases.

NEGATIVE: Consistency
may not be in best
interest of different
program objectives.

Federal regulations for the Food Stamp Program provide that
the recipients be notified of proposed actions by the local
agency within a given period of ti:me (i.e. 10 days). The
period of time the agency has to act on changes in the recipi
ent's circumstances reported to it is also prescribed (i.e. 10
days). These timeframes do not necessarily coincide with the
timeframes specified by federal regulations for these same
activities in other federal programs. It is difficult for
eligibility workers working with different programs to correct
ly apply such slightly differing regulations. It is also
difficult for the recipient to understand why these require
ments would differ when a single local agency is involved.
The State Board is not willing to ask the Federal government
to make these requirements consistent in all programs, since
different programs serve different interests. However, modifi
cations to these timeframes should be made where consistent
with program objectives.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services will request that the
federal government review differences in these timeframes
from program to program and reconcile them whenever
possible and appropriate.

c. Issue

PRESCRIBED FORMS: Agencies believe the eligibility process
could be improved for the applicant/recipient and eligibility
worker if fo~s prescribed for this process were improved.

MANDATE:

Prescribed Fo~s

RECOMMENDATION:
Simplify, clarify,
consolidate, change
field space available.

Summary

SOURCE:

Administrative
action (Benefit
Programs staff)

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Make eli
gibility clearer and
simpler, especially
by eliminating redun
dancy for multiple
program assistance.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Fewer forms
for the eligibility
worker to complete, and
easier to explain process.
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Analysis

The State has prescribed many forms to be used in the eligi
bility determination process. Users of these forms question
whether such forms could be simplified and clarified through
consolidation and review of appropriate field space. Fewer
and more easily understood fo~s would assist both the agency
worker and client. The Department t s Division of Benefit
Programs already has established a process for evaluating
forms for necessary modification upon low stock notice. Such
evaluation is currently accomplished by program staff in the
Division.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department continue and also improve its forms review
process.

o The improvement shall include a sounding board of repre
sentative form users to evaluate necessary modifications
upon low stock notice.

d. Issue

IMPLEMENTATION OF POLICY: Local agency eligibility workers
sometimes find policy unclear as written, and consequently
must seek State clarifications in its application.

MANDATE:

Implementation of
Policy

RECOMMENDATION:
Write policy more
clearly and precisely.

SWllDary

SOURCE:

State Benefit
Program staff

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Consistent
applicatio~ of
policy.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Relieve need
to seek policy clarifi
cations; greater con
sistency.

NEGATIVE: Less flexi
bility.



- 45 -

Analysis

The State is provided federal regulations for the Food Stamp
Program from which the Department of Social Services develops
policy for implementation by local agencies. Loca~ agencies
sometimes have difficulty applying this policy to individual
situations and have to seek clarifications from State staff.
It should be noted that the policy developed by the State for
the Food Stamp Program--more than for any other program--is
required to be a direct reflection of federal regulations. To
this extent, the problems with State policy are rooted in
problems with the federal regulations. Federal policies are
often very complex to implement. In addition, sometimes the
State makes a conscious decision to permit flexibility and
judgement by eligibility workers in certain areas. Questions
result when eligibility workers prefer not to make decisions
in these areas. However, State staff should be alert to
improving the writing of policy. Training needs should be
assessed as a part of this recommendation.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services is supportive of and
reinforces efforts of State staff underway to improve
policy writing through processes such as the use of
sounding boards including local agency workers, in policy
development.

o The Department should continue to assess local agency
training needs and respond as appropriate.

4. FUEL ASSISTANCE

a. Issue

PERSONNEL: Personnel hired by local agencies in the fall to
manage the Fuel Assistance Program are released by local
agencies at the conclusion of the program the following spring,
and, thereupon, may become eligible for costly unemployment
benefits.

MANDATE:

Personnel

RECOMMENDATION:
Look into possibility
of contracting for
personnel in such a
way as to eliminate
the need for unemploy
ment benefits.

Summary

SOURCE:

State Board

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

None

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Eliminate pay
ment of unemployment
benefits.
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Analysis

The Fuel Assistance Program is unique among the programs of
the Department since it is seasonal rather than operating
throughout the year. Personnel must be hired at the start-up
of the program. The services of those individuals hired are
no longer needed once the program is terminated the following
spring. These individuals then may become eligible for unem
ployment benefits.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department consider studying the feasibility of
providing for Fuel Assistance staff through contracting
as a local option.

b. Issue

YEARLY START-UP: The large numbers of applicants for the Fuel
Assistance Program at start-up each November creates a burden
for local agencies.

Summary

MANDATE: SOURCE :

Yearly Start-Up State Board

RECOMMENDATION:
Relieve heavy start
up activity in Novem
ber by contacting
and screening recip
ients of benefit pro
grams earlier, or
deeming such recip
ients eligible. The
State Board requests
an analysis and
feasibility study by
the Department.

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Facilitate
knowledge, avail
ability and applica
tion process for
Food Stamp and Aid
to Dependent Children
recipients.

NEGATIVE: May intro
duce inequity by early
findings for Food
Stamps and Aid to
Dependent Children
recipients, rendering
other later appli
cants ineligible
when funds exhausted.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Ease local
agency start-up
pressures each year.

Analysis
As the program is currently administered, accommodating the
heavy influx of applicants at start-up each November is a
burden to local agencies. However, any change that includes
pre-screening must consider that the program operates with
fixed, limited funding and may terminate early upon exhaustion
of available funds. Therefore, pre-screening must Dot favor
eligibility dete~inationof certain groups--such as recipients
of other benefits known to an agency--at the expense of later
applicants favored by regulations as target populations (e.g.
aged individuals).
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Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services requests, as part of
its 1985-86 planning, an analysis and feasibility study
from the Department concerning relieving the heavy start
up activity of the Fuel Assistance program. This study
will address contacting and screening recipients of
public assistance benefits in early fall, and the deeming
of other public assistance recipients eligible for fuel
assistance.

5. MEDICAID

a. Issue

RESOURCE VERIFICATION PROCESS: Determining eligibility requires
an assessment of the value of a client's resources. The task
is both difficult and time-consuming.

MANDATE:

Resource Verifica
tion Process

RECOMMENDATION:
Simplify methods of
verificat~on for eli
gibility worker and
client, including
better use and com
patibility of auto
mated systems.

Summary

SOURCE:

Federal
(Congress);
State Board of
Health; Depart
ment staff

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Reduce
client effort in
eligibility determi
nation process; pos
sibly result in
earlier eligibility
determination of
Medicaid family unit.

OrnER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Ease time and
burden of dete~ining

eligibility for the
eligibility worker;
fewer pending cases.
Possible reduction in
errors with increase
of data access.

Analysis

The federally required needs test to dete~ine eligibility for
the Medicaid Program requires an assessment of the real and
personal property available to the family. Federal regula
tions

hold states responsible for making a
correct determination of eligibility with
respect to the availability and value of
real and personal property, potentially
subjecting states to financial sanctions
if, upon required verification in the
Quality Control process, such dete~ination

is found to be incorrect. Therefore, the
Board of the State Department of Health
has imposed a time-consuming and complex-
but deemed very necessary--requirement to
verify both the availability and the value
of potential resources of the Medicaid
applicant/recipient.
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The burden could be eased by assuring eligibility workers
on-line access to automated files maintained at the Division
of Motor Vehicles. The Department currently runs a tape file
of applicants, and all active cases due for a six-month eligi
bility review, against the Division of Motor Vehicles' data
file. Matches from this operation assist the eligibility
worker in discovering and verifying motor vehicles that appli
cants/reipients may fail to report. However, we believe
on-line access to the Division of Motor Vehicles' file would
enhance the eligibility worker's ability to secure and verify
current motor vehicle ownership for his or her entire caseload
whenever desirable.

The task of detemining real property could be facilitated
greatly if (1) the Division of Taxation had a single, current
file of real property owned by all individuals throughout the
Commonwealth, and (2) the Department had on-line access to
relevant data on such a file. Property records are now main
tained in separate local political jurisdictions across the
State and are most frequently not automated. Consequently, it
is often difficult--and sometimes impossible--to discover unre
ported property of an applicant/recipient that is situated
outside of his or her county or city of residence.

On-line access by the Department of Social Services to data
files described above should, in addition, reduce eligibility
payment errors.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services recommends that the
Department continue its efforts with the Division of
Motor Vehicles to gain on-line access by the eligibility
worker to relevant data on the Division of Motor Vehicles'
data file.

o The State Board of Social Services requests whatever
action is required of the General Assembly to ensure that
the Department of Taxation develop and maintain a current,
centralized automated data file of all real property in
Virginia owned by citizens of the Commonwealth.

o The State Board of Social Services requests that the
General Assembly review the Privacy Protection Act of
1976 and modify same as required to ensure that the
Department of Social Services does not encounter legal
barriers to on-line access to relevant client data on
automated files such as those described above.

b. Issue

DISPARITY IN RESOURCE LEVELS: Eligibility workers and clients
involved with multiple assistance programs are frustrated by
the differences in resource levels specified as eligibility
criteria from program to program.
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MANDATE:

Disparity in
Resource Levels

RECOMMENDATION: The
State Board will con
tinue to set consis
tent resource levels
from program to pro
gram to the extent
it is compatible
with the objectives
of those programs.

Summary

SOURCE:

Federal
(Congress)
State Boards of
Health and Social
Services

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE/NEGATIVE:
Depends upon accommo
dation made.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Easier for
generic worker to
determine eligibility.

NEGATIVE: May not best
meet differing objec
tives of programs.

The maximum level of real and personal property that an eligi
ble Medicaid recipient may retain does not coincide with the
maximum for other benefit programs. For example, the resource
level in Medicaid for one person is $1500 ($1600, effective
January 1984), whereas the resource level for an Aid to Dependent
Children assistance unit is $600. These differences make the
generic eligibility worker's job frustrating.

To reconcile this problem, federal regulations permit the
State to raise its Aid to Dependent Children resource level as
high as $1000, which still would not coincide with the Medicaid
level, and would increase the cost of the Aid to Dependent
Children Program. For Medicaid purposes, Virginia is a "209. Btl
state, which means the Medicaid resource levels could be
lowered by the State Department of Health to the resource
levels in the Aid to Dependent Children Program, because the
$600 amount is not more restrictive than the approved Medicaid
resource level in effect in Virginia in 1972. However, the
resource level for the recipients of Supplemental Security
Income (551) payments for the aged, blind and disabled (i.e.
S5! Categorically Needy Medicaid cases) would have to be set
at the same level. It is felt that this more restrictive
resource level likely would meet with much public disfavor.
In addition, Virginia now accepts the resource determination
of the Social Security Administration with respect to the
financial and Medicaid eligibility of the Supplemental Security
Income Categorically Needy Medicaid applicant because the
resource levels are the same. With different resource levels,
the eligibility worker would be faced with the considerable
new burden of having to determine whether the Categorically
Needy Supplemental Security Income recipient met the more
restrictive resource levels for Medicaid eligibility.
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Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services will continue to
monitor problems arising from differences in resource
levels.

o The State Board of Social Services will continue to
harmonize resource levels from program to program, to the
extent permitted by federal regulations and consistent
with program objectives.

c. Issue

PRESCRIBED FORMS: Agencies believe the eligibility process
could be improved for the applicant/recipient and eligibility
worker if fo~s prescribed for this process were simplified.

MANDATE:

Prescribed Forms

RECOMMENDATION:
Simplify, clarify,
consolidate, change
field space avail
able.

'SWllDary

SOURCE:

Administrative
Action (Benefit
Programs staff)

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Make eligi
bility process clearer.
and simpler, especially
by eliminating redun- ·
dancy for multiple
program assistance.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Fewer fo~s

for the eligibility
worker to complete, and
easier to explain process.

Analysis

The State has prescribed forms for the eligibility dete~ination

process. Users of these forms question whether such forms
could be simplified and clarified through consolidation and
review. Fewer and more easily understood forms would assist
both the agency worker and client. The Department's Division
of Benefit Programs already has established a process for
evaluating fo~s for necessary revision. Such evaluation is
currently accomplished by program staff in the Division .

•
Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board of Social Services has recommended that
the Department continue and also improve its forms review
process.

o The improvement should include a sounding board of repre
sentative fo~ users to evaluate necessary modifications.

d. Issue

DETERMINING DISABILITY: Eligibility workers are frustrated by
the length of time it takes the State Department of Rehabilitative
Services, under contract to the Social Security Administration,
to determine disability for a Medicaid applicant.
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MANDATE:

Determining
Disability

RECOMMENDATION:
Have the General
Assembly take appro
priate actions to
ensure that the
Social Security Admin
istration expedites
determination of
disability.

Summary

SOURCE:

Federal
(Social Security
Administration)

Analysis

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Earlier
finding of eligi
bility; fewer
problems with
medical creditors.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Less pending
time for eligibility
worker and fewer pend
ing cases; less retro
active claims pro
cessing by State
Department of Health.

NEGATIVE: Perhaps more
costly to Social Security
Administration; perhaps
less thorough evaluation.

The Medicaid Program in Virginia accepts the determination of
disability made by the State Depa rtaaent; of Rehabilitative
Services, under contract to the Social Security Administration,
for the Categorically Needy Supplemental Security Income
applicants, and the Medically Needy Categorically Related
Supplemental Security Income applicants. Eligibility workers
are frustrated that the Social Security Administration often
takes longer than they feel is necessary to reach a decision
about the disability status of an applicant.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board requests that the General Assembly review
disability determination by the Social Security Adminis
tration and take action, if appropriate.

e. Issue

DETERMINE INCOME ELIGIBILITY: Local agency workers and clients
are frustrated by the differences in policy with respect to
income eligibility determination in the Medicaid Program from
that for other programs.

MANDATE:

Determine Income
Eligibility

RECOMMENDATION:
Make income guide
lines consistent from
program to program,
as long as such con
sistency is within
federal requirements
and compatible with
program objectives.

Summary

SOURCE:

Federal
(Congress)
and State Boards
of Health and
Social Services

CLIENT
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE/NEGATIVE:
Depends upon accommo
dation made.

OTHER
CONSEQUENCES:

POSITIVE: Easier for
generic worker to
determine eligibility.

NEGATIVE: Consistency
may not best meet
differing objectives
of programs.
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Analysis

Eligibility workers are frustrated and applicants/recipients
confused since guidelines for determining income eligibility,
including permissible deductions from gross income, are not
the same in Medicaid as in other programs. Most of the differ
ences result from different federal program requirements. The
State Board of Social Services is not ready to request that
the federal government resolve these-differences, which are
the result of different program objectives. Within federal
guidelines, the State Board will continue to minimize differences
from program to program to the extent it finds uniformity
consistent with objectives of programs.

Plan/Action/Recommendation

o The State Board will continue to harmonize criteria for
determining income eligibility to the extent permissible
by federal regulations and consistent with program objec
tives.
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IV. SERVICE PROGRAMS MANDATES AND REGULATIONS

A. Introduction

As a part of the ongoing efforts of the Department to reduce costs,
Service Programs have been reviewed twice since the passage of the
Social Service Block Grant in 1981. The first effort focused on existing
programmatic policy and procedures. The second effort, the Administrative
Functional Analysis Project, focused on administrative functions and
costs. The latter project is still underway. Based on the results of
these two efforts, changes in both programmatic policy and procedures
and administrative requirements have already been made. Therefore, the
level of detail in Service Programs may be different than that provided
in General Administration or Benefit Programs.

Service Programs Administrative Functional Analysis

Based on the direction of the Virginia Board of Social Services at the
June 1983 meeting, the Division of Service Programs undertook a Service
Programs Administrative Functional Analysis project. The ultimate goal
of the project is to assure service administrative costs are at a minimum
without sacrificing accountability. The interim goal was to realize
administrative savings for transfer to actual service delivery beginning
January 1984 or as soon as possible thereafter.

In order to accomplish the project, the Division of Service Programs
involved its own staff, other Central Office staff, Regional Office
staff, and numerous representatives from local social service agencies.
The scope of the Service Programs Administrative Functional Analysis
project was to examine: 1) all administrative functions and costs such
as planning, budgeting, policy development, and reporting; 2) service
delivery functions and costs which relate to client tracking, record
keeping, and workflow; and 3) resource development functions and costs
such as the day care and foster home approval process.

In the process of examining administrative cost reductions, the project
recognized that in service programs, administrative functions are not
easily separated from direct service delivery and resource development
functions. In financial assistance programs, it is easier to consider
the salaries and costs associated with eligibility determination and
redetermination as a cost of administering the money payments given to
recipients. The same parallel cannot be drawn with service programs.
In services, the local agency staff is both the administrator and deliverer
of social services.

The project identified functions in three major areas. These areas are
service delivery, resource development, and administration.

Service delivery functions at the local level are primarily perfo~ed by
service workers in their interactions with clients. Resource development
functions involve the approval and utilization of resources. These
resources include foster homes, adoptive homes, family and in-home day
care providers, chore and companion providers, volunteers, purchase of
service vendors, and other community resources.
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Based on the analysis of the three major functional areas, the SerVice
Programs Administrative Functional Analysis project focused on issues
and resulting recommendations which would streamline administrative
functions. By streamlining administrative functions, more emphasis
could be given to service delivery and resource development. However,
some issues were also examined in resource development and service
delivery.

The final report and the resulting 47 recommendations were presented to
the State Board in December, 1983. The recommendations from this project
are contained in Appendix F.

As a result of the project, major changes were made in the planning
process for the Title XX Block Grant for Fiscal Year 84-85. These
included collapsing of thirty (30) services into seven direct services
and simplifying the plan development process beginning in December,
1983. The seven direct services are: Intake Services, Adult Services,
Family Services, Adult Protective Services, Child Protective Services,
Foster Care and Adoption Services, and Employment Services.

Effective January, 1984, statistical and fiscal reporting were
simplified. Two statistical reports were eliminated.

Effective July, 1984, statistical and fiscal reporting were further
simplified. Statistical reporting for direct services was changed to
reflect the reduction of services to seven areas and four components.
The Department t s automated system is now utilized to print out the
report fo~at for service workers.

All changes already implemented are identified in Appendix G. Reductions
in fiscal reporting requirements for purchased services in the Employment
Services Program are illustrated in Appendix H.

The Department continues to proceed with implementation of the recommen
dations contained in the Service Programs Administrative Functional
Analysis Final Report. Some recommendations are being tested such as
the concept of making direct services accessible to everyone, regardless
of income. This is discussed later under Issue 6 in this report.

The State Board reviewed and analyzed the process and results of the
Service Programs Administrative Functional Analysis project, focusing on
the recommendations not yet implemented. Some of the same recommenda
tions are identified in the Board study. The Board also analyzed the
survey results and comments from local agencies and the comments from
local boards.

B. Summary of Local Board Comments on Service Programs

The remarks about Service Programs were almost all directed toward
specific programs/services. Therefore this summary is, in general,
grouped by program/service area.

There were close to the same number of comments about each area in
Service Programs. With regard to Fo~s/Reporting, it was suggested that
the manual and computer reporting be streamlined. For Child Protective
Services it was suggested that the computerized information system needs
to be overhauled and that workers need to be relieved of paperwork in
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order to handle the increasingly complex cases. Suggestions for the
Foster Care program related to streamlining and clarifying forms and
reports including the instructions. For Title XX the suggestion was for
increased local control.

It was also urged that all of the recommendations of the Final Report on
Functional Analysis be implemented. A respondent urged that Early
Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment be placed entirely with the
Health Department, while another respondent said that clients must
retain the right to use their own physicians.

C. SUDDIlary of Local Agency Comments on Service Programs

Survey Instrument

The survey of local agencies on Service Programs requested that local
agencies complete a survey instrument by denoting burdensome areas. The
survey instrument contained twenty-four (24) program/mandate areas.
These areas were grouped by the seven broad services. Within these,
specific subsets of the broad services were included. The twenty-four
(24) areas are:

ADULT SERVICES

Home Based Services (Chore, Companion, Homemaker)
Local Long Term Care Coordinating Committee
Pre-Admission Screening Committee
Other Adult Services

ADULT PROTECTIVE SERVICES

CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

Day Care-Children
Employment Services Program
Other Employment Services

FAMILY SERVICES

Court Services
EPSDT (Early Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment)
Family Planning
Independent Adoption
Other Family Services

FOSTER CARE AND ADOPTION

Adoption - Agency Placed
Child Foster Care

INTAKE SERVICES

TITLE XX - OTHER

REFUGEES

VOLUNTEERS
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Each program/mandate area was divided into eight components as follows:

DIRECT CLIENT SERVICES: Requirements related to actual direct
services to clients.

RESOURCE APPROVAL: Requirements related to the recruitment, screen
ing, approval, location and use of resources (foster homes, day
care homes, volunteers, etc.) exclusive of purchase of service
vendors.

PURCHASE OF SERVICE: Requirements related to contracting with, use
of, and payment to purchase of service vendors.

FORMS: Required fo~s, exclusive of resource approval, purchase of
service, statistical and fiscal reporting and automated information
systems (VACIS, CPSIS, etc.). Forms related to these specific
areas were considered under the appropriate component.

STATISTICAL REPORTING: Requirements related to client categories
and subcategories, caseload standards compilation and other
statistical reports.

FISCAL REPORTING: Requirements related to the completion of warrant
registers and fiscal reports.

AUTOMATED INFORMATION SYSTEMS: Requirements related to input and
output for VACIS, CPSIS, and other automated systems.

PLANNING PROCESS: Requirements related to the development and
completion of planning documents or involvement in planning conducted
by other agencies/organizations such as the long term care coordi
nating committee.

Agencies were asked to rank any areas which caused problems by denoting
those which were highly burdensome, moderately burdensome, and least
burdensome. For each area denoted to be highly burdensome, written
comments were requested.

Survey Results

A total of 108 of the 124 local agencies responded to the survey for
service programs. The results of the survey were analyzed in two ways:
one, by weighting the scores; and two, by analyzing written CODDDents.

The rankings of program/mandate areas were weighted. Each designation
by a local agency of high burden received three points, moderate burden
received two points, and low burden received one point. All points
given to each component of each program/mandate were totalled. This
total weighted score each area received is displayed in AppendiX B. The
ranking by program/mandate is shown in Appendix C. The ranking of
program/mandate by component is shown in Appendix D.
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The four program/mandate areas which ranked as the most burdensome are:

FOSTER CARE AND ADOPTION: Child Foster Care
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
EMPLOYMENT: Employment Services Program
EMPLOYMENT: Day Care - Children

The ranking of components of these four programs are displayed in Appendix E.

Written Comments

The written comments from local agencies were reviewed and analyzed by
program area.

Child Foster Care

A total of sixty-five (65) local agencies provided written comments on
Child Foster C,re, ranked the most burdensome program. Forms for foster
care ranked as the most burdensome component. Comments from local
agencies indicate that: paperwork limits actual casework; duplicate
information is required on forms; forms are difficult and not useful;
form completion is time consuming and case records are full of fo~s;

the review system does not fit all circumstances, and "too much stress
is placed on forms and hearings and not enough on the quality of life
for the child. tt

Comments on resource approval included: requirements for foster parents
are too stringent for annual tuberculosis tests, physical examination
every three years, water standards for homes, and requirements for
monthly contact with foster parents; approval of foster parents is time
consuming and difficult in rural areas; and severe shortage of foster
homes due to low rate of pay.

Comments on automated systems included: the service supplement needs to
be updated; time spent keeping data updated does nothing to help children
and families; redundancy of info~ation on generic case document; resource
subsystem requires a lot of time but is not helpful; action overdue
notices are not accurate; eligibility documents have priority causing
service supplements to be late; VACIS (Virginia Client Information
System) resource subsystem is unnecessary for a small agency as agency
is able to keep up with information on foster homes manually, and eliminate
the need to record visits in VACIS.

In regard to purchasing services, cOlIIDents included: paperwork and
payment system are very complex for vendors and local agency; rates in
residential facilities have significantly increased, causing a financial
burden especially on a small agency; and purchase of service rates are
not timely.

Other comments on child foster care included: multiple funding sources
for foster care are confusing; split responsibility between eligibility
and service staff for ADC-FC and Medicaid is a problem; required court
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hearings for dispositional reviews and service plans are burdensome;
should be one time hearing at court for all cases; and credit in caseload
standards should be given for the extensive work done with natural
parents.

Child Protective Services

A total of forty-eight (48) local agencies provided written comments on
Child Protective Services. The most burdensome component was automated
info~ation systems. The comments regarding information systems included:
complicated and repetitious to use two automated systems, CPSIS (Child
Protective Services Information System) and VACIS; two systems should be
combined; no time to fill out forms to meet deadlines; system outdated;
inaccurate informatioD; staff overburdened with paperwork for automated
system; CPSIS requires four different monthly reports with different
deadlines; reduce reports to one at final disposition; 14 day report is
burdensome; and too much emphasis on reporting to State and how cases
are classified.

Other comments in Child Protective Services included: manual statistical
reporting on certain cases should not be necessary with an automated
system in place; no uniform method to screen complaints exists; need
better screening for invalid, minor complaints; immediate response
requirement is difficult to meet; difficult to find resources; caseload
standards do not consider extensive work for highly complicated investi
gations; and educational neglect policy is too vague.

Employment Services Program

A total of fifty-four (54) local agencies provided written comments on
the Employment Services Program. The CODDDents on automated information
systems, the most burdensome component, included: an error in programming
required reentry of data; paperwork so heavy that there is not enough
time to work with clients with barriers to employment; disproportionate
amount of time spent maintaining VACIS updates, given the large caseloads;
action due reports inaccurate; keeping up with numerous assessments and
reassessments is difficult; overall local monitoring requires significant
worker time but does not necessarily result in clients obtaining employ
ment and, therefore, better for Regional staff to sample cases; and
every change made by eligibility or service staff results in printouts
which need to be filed.

Other comments on Employment Services Program included: excellent program
which benefits client; funding is inadequate; fiscal reporting for
allocation of costs to different funding sources is difficult; highly
burdensome for underdeveloped rural communities; caseloads are too large
to prOVide quality services; and difficult to share information between
services and eligibility.

Day Care for Children

A total of fifty-three (53) local agencies provided written comments on
Day Care for Children. The most burdensome component was resource
approval. Comments included: standards are restrictive and difficult;
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annual TB test and medicals are burdensome; high standards and procedures
are too much for the small amount providers are paid; ratios of children
to adults are difficult to determine for mixed aged children; ratios are
too restrictive; in-home approval is ridiculous for relatives; water and
safety standards are burdensome; very short-term care needs do not fit
with the standards and process; forms used for provider approval are
long and cumbersome; reapproval process should be simpler than initial
approval; ESP clients cannot comply with program requirements if an
approved home is not already available; and no credit in caseload standards
is given for the approval process.

Other comments included: VACIS resource subsystem is a constant head
ache; purchase orders are too time consuming; time providers must wait
to receive payment is ridiculous; and with high standards and low pay,
why should private providers accept welfare clients.

Adult Services

A total of thirty-five (35) local agencies commented on Home Based
Services (Chore, Companion and Homemaker Services) and other Adult
Services. Comments included: the resource subsystem of VACIS is not
beneficial for companion providers; the system of purchasing services
is difficult for agency and providers; lack of resources and funding;
State Board requirement for 15~ of the Title XX allocation to be designated
for Home Based Services is unreasonable; three definitions for in-home
service at differing costs is confusing; and low rate of pay for providers
makes it difficult to obtain companions.

A total of twenty-five (25) local agencies provided written comments
about the Local Long Term Care Coordinating Committee. These comments
included: planning process in the committee is time consuming and not
effective; continual tracking of clients is difficult and unnecessary;
the role and purpose is not clearly defined; reports are long, detailed,
and repetitive; and insufficient training and directions.

A total of fourteen (14) local agencies prOVided written comments on the
Nursing Home Pre-Admission Screening. These included: form used is
lengthy, complicated, and too medically oriented; guidelines are difficult
to interpret, and difficult to coordinate available time with Health
Department to do assessments.

Adult Protective Services

A total of thirty-one (31) local agencies commented on Adult Protective
Services. These comments included: direct services are difficult because
of lack of authority of agency against clientts will; court actions are
difficult; guidance needed for self-neglect; manual chapter is too vague
and needs to be expanded to clearly define local responsibilities; need
funds for emergency housing; purchased services too restrictive to help
meet client needs; lack of ongoing training; and agencies need resources
for payee such as a public guardian.
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Family Services

A total of thirty-three (33) local agencies provided written comments on
EPSDT (Early Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment). These comments
included: the screening process is very time consuming; it is a "paperwork
jungle"; much work is done to set up appointments and the client does
not follow through; local welfare/social service agency should only
inform clients through intake and the rest should be handled by the
Health Department; and required submission of Medicaid form creates
duplication with VACIS and suggest info~ation for Medicaid be obtained
through VACIS.

A total of eighteen (18) local agencies commented on Court Services.
These included: home studies ordered by the juvenile court are more
appropriate for court service staff; such studies are extensive and
time-consuming; and there should be a way to charge for this service.

A total of fourteen (14) local agencies commented on independent adoption,
family planning and other Family Services. These included: local agencies
should be allowed to contract with private agencies for independent
adoptions or be able to charge fees; family planning should be Health
Department function entirely; agencies providing family therapy are not
given adequate. credit in caseload standards for this intensive family
counseling; and no time available to plan parenting groups or new direc
tions for services.

Agency Placed Adoptions

A total of thirteen (13) local agencies provided written comments on
Agency Placed Adoptions. These included: more adult adoptees are requesting
info~ation on natural parents; problems with Medicaid eligibility being
limited to certain categories after final adoption; lack of standardization
for home study makes approval somewhat arbitrary and difficult; resource
subsystem of VACIS for adoptive home studies is of limited use; and
subsidies should be guaranteed rather than subjecting families to uncer
tainty of annual approvals.

Intake Services

A total of ten (10) agencies commented on Intake Services. These included:
application is a duplicate of the generic case document in VACIS and
should be combined; application should be combined with Benefit Programs
applications and redesigned to simplify process; application fo~ should
be streamlined, especially if direct services become universal access,
and eliminate notices to clients; and restrictive policies in ADC and
Food Stamps require additional assistance from services to assist clients
obtain food and other basic needs.

Title XX - Other

A total of fifteen (15) local agencies provided comments on Title XX in
general, not related to specific programs. These comments included:
allocation formula should not be changed from year to year; provide
block grant to local agency and allow local board to decide how funds
will be utilized; currently there is little local'flexibility due to
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State mandated services and staffing limits based on caseload standards;
Title XX plan should be completed every two years; localities need more
funding, especially for purchased services; and fiscal reporting needs
to be simplified as there is no need to have separate reports for each
expenditure.

Volunteer Program

A total of five (5) local agencies provided comments on the Volunteer
Program. These included: volunteer development takes much time at night
and weekends; use of volunteers is complex; agency does not receive
caseload standards credit for work with volunteers; and volunteers
should be given more incentives such as income tax exemptions and status
pins.

Miscellaneous Topics

A total of eighteen (18) local agencies provided written comments on
automated systems which were not directed at any particular program.
These included: automated systems continue to be very cumbersome and
inflexible; usefulness of the VACIS system is limited, especially the
resource subsystem and the yet-to-be implemented service delivery and
financial management subsystems; automated system requirements are
reducing time workers would spend delivering direct services; VACIS
should be able to do all statistical and fiscal reporting; additional
computer terminals should be available for each worker to avoid "sinking
in a sea of computer printouts"; integrate all automated systems into
one; State automated systems do not meet local needs; and automation has
been helpful to workers with case management and overall organization.

A total of thirty-four (34) local agencies commented on other miscellaneous
topics. These include: the purchase of service system is cumbersome;
purchase of service orders need to be redesigned; too much of worker's
time is spent in accountability and not enough on service delivery; an
ongoing program to provide training in all areas is needed; caseload
standards are expensive and ineffective; efforts of functional analysis
should be continued to simplify service eligibility and reduce reporting;
and reporting of Refugee services is very burdensome.

Based on the analysis of the local agency survey results, the State
Board selected the four most burdensome areas to concentrate its initial
focus. These areas are Child Foster Care, Child Protective Services,
Employment Services Program, and Day Care for Children.

D. Issues, Actions, and Recommendations

In examining mandates and requirements in Service Programs, the following
goals and objectives should be considered:

a. To minimize administrative burdens and costs associated with the
delivery of seven basic services (Intake Services, Adult Services,
Family Services, Adult Protective Services, Child Protective Services,
Foster Care and Adoption, and Employment Services).
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Objectives:

1) Eliminate unnecessary paperwork in order to maximize the use
of available resources in delivering needed services to the
citizens of Virginia.

2) Emphasize analysis of the outcomes of service delivery rather
than the process used to deliver services.

b. To increase State support for seven basic services and the necessary
systems to assess service delivery.

Objectives:

1) Increase the Understanding and awareness of the General Assembly
members and the general public of the seven basic services and
key components.

2) Demonstrate the outcomes of service delivery rather than the
processes used to deliver services.

3) Secure the necessary resources to maximize the benefits and
usage of computerization.

c. To assure the citizens of Virginia equal treatment and access to
needed services.

Objectives:

1) Establish standards for expected program outcomes to assure a
basic level of service delivery in all areas of Virginia.

2) Achieve a balance between local administration and State
supervision to assure that local/regional needs are addressed
and that service delivery is accomplishing what is intended.

3) Simplify access to services by citizens of Virginia in need of
services.

In service programs, administrative requirements could be drastically
minimized based on the l~ited requirements in the Title XX Block Grant.
However, the State Board believes that certain administrative activities
are necessary to demonstrate the results of service activity and provide
accountability. Therefore, all three goals should be considered together
when examining mandates.

Issue 1 SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT TO LOCALITIES

SWlDary

Based on the Title XX Social Services Block Grant, the Department is
responsible to prepare a pre- and post-expenditure report. This report
should include info~ation on the types of activities and categories or
characteristics of individuals to be served related to the expenditure of
Social Service Block Grant funds. The regulations permit flexibility
for the State within the broad parameters of the federal requirements.
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Virginia has utilized an annual planning process which establishes broad
requirements for local agencies to follow. These include the mandating
of certain services to be provided to certain eligible groups, the
process for public participation at the local level, and the fo~at for
the display of the local plan. The State allocates funds to localities,
approves each local plan, publishes the composite of local plans and
holds a public comment period.

Within the parameters of the State Code, the Department has established
reimbursement rates for direct and purchased services. Currently Title XX
direct service costs are reimbursed at the same level as other local
administrative costs. The reimbursement for purchased services varies,
depending on the service and the source of the local match. If local
donated funds are used, regardless of the purchased service, no State
funds are reimbursed. Further, the State collects 1\% of the total
purchase cost when donated funds are used. This 1\% is taken before
federal funds a~ reimbursed to the locality.

The following chart illustrates current reimbursement under Title XX:

Federal State Local

Local direct service and 75 5 20
administration

Purchased Services:
Child Day Care 75 15 10
Child Foster Care, CPS, 75 5 20

Home Based Services
Other (local appropriated 75 0 25

funds)
Other (donated funds) 73 3/4 0 26 1/4

Recommendation (very high priority)

The State Board and the Department will explore the feasibility, likely
cost, and likely value of developing a Social Service Block Grant to local
agencies. Such a block grant would take seriously into consideration
the following:

1. allocation 0/ funds to local welfare boards;

2. mandates in federal requirements, and in State Code as well as
others imposed by the State Board;

3. consistent match of 20% local funds and consistent reimbursement of
80~ federal/State funds for both direct and purchased services;

4. local flexibility to plan for seven broad direct and purchased
services;

5. a two year plan rather than an annual one; and

6. simplification of local planning.
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Analysis

If the local planning procedures were simplified, local agencies would
have more flexibility in meeting client and community needs. The admin
istrative burden associated with the planning process would be reduced.
With reduced administrative burdens, more time could be spent in the
delivery of services to clients.

The State would lose some control of local agencies with this approach.
Depending on the way localities implement the local flexibility, there
may be less input from clients and interested parties on the types of
services to be provided. The specificity currently available to identify
funds and number of clients to be served would be reduced.

Utilizing a consistent reimbursement rate for all Title XX services
would decrease the accounting for and reporting of expenditures. The
impact of a consistent reimbursement rate would depend on the level at
which it was set. If it was established at a rate higher than the
average of the current reimbursements across the State, more State
funding would be needed.

If it were set based on averaging the current expenditures within all
reimbursement rates, the levels of federal and State dollars in services
would not change on a statewide basis. However, the impact for each
locality may result in more or less local funds being required, depending
on the service areas currently being funded.

Consistent reimbursement would have little direct impact on clients.
However, in those localities where additional funds were necessary but
not secured, some client services may be reduced. Clients may benefit
in those localities needing less local funds to match the federal/State
funds where the locality continued to use those funds for services. In
addition, if additional State funding was secured in order to raise the
average reimbursement rate, clients may benefit from the additional
funds.

The concept of consistent reimbursement is contrary to the idea that
more funds should be made available by the State for mandated services.
In addition, if the direct services/administrative reimbursement is
different for services than benefit programs, local reporting may increase
since the reimbursement rate for both is currently the same.

However it is not intended that consistent reimbursement requirements
would exclude the possibility of matching local funds to federal funds
when unanticipated federal funds become available and additional State
funds are unavailable.

Plan/Action

The Department will begin to explore in December of 1984 all aspects of
this recommendation and prepare recommendations for change to the State
Board in sufficient time for the possible modification of the planning
process for implementation of changes effective July 1, 1986. This
would include a study of the impacts of consistent match and consistent
retmbursement on localities. If dete~ined necessary, the Department
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would include additional funding for reimbursement to localities in the
budget submission covering the biennium for 1986-88. If determined
necessary, the Department will also comply with requirements of the
Administrative Process Act. Those changes which are not possible to
implement .in time for the FY 86 planning would be considered for the
next planning cycle.

If appropriate, the State Board will take necessary action to modify the
1986 planning process and, if determined necessary, approve the planning
process for public comment and then take final action.

Issue 2 EMPLOYMENT SERVICE PROGRAM BLOCK GRANT

Summary

By State Code, the Department must reimburse local agencies for costs
incurred in the operation of programs. For the Employment Services
Program, the State Code requires each local agency to establish and
operate a program of employment opportunities, subject to availability
of either federal or State funds, or both.

Based on an Attorney General's opinion, reimbursement to local agencies
for the costs of operating the Employment Services Program must be at
the 100% level. These costs are those which are incurred in the
activities previously performed by the Virginia Employment Commission.
Supportive services costs such as for day care and transportation are
reimbursed at 90~.

Recommendation (medium priority)

The State Board recommends that the Virginia General Assembly, at its
1986 session, change the State Code to allow State Board to establish
the reimbursement rate for the Employment Services Program at no less
than 80%. The State Board and Department will then develop a formula
for consistent reimbursement within the Employment Services Program.

Analysis

A consistent reimbursement for ESP would simplify the accounting and
reporting procedures at both local and State levels. A State Code
change would be necessary, preferably one which gave the State Board the
flexibility to set the rate.

The intent of this recommendation is to average the current expenditures
within both reimbursement rates to determine a rate based on current
expenditures. This methodology would neither increase nor decrease the
levels of federal and State dollars in the program. However, the impact
for each locality may result in more or less local funds being required,
based on the current expenditures between the two reimbursement levels.

This recommendation would have little direct impact on clients. However,
in those localities where additional local funds were necessary but not
secured, some client services may be reduced. In those localities where
less local funds were necessary but continued to be used for services,
clients would benefit from improved service.
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Plan/Action

The Department will, in its 1986 legislative package, propose a change
in the State Code to allow the State Board to establish the reimbursement
rate for the Employment Services Program at no less than 80%. The
Department will further study current reimbursements in this service and
develop a proposal for State Board.

The State Board will endorse the reimbursement rate to be utilized by
the Department for the Employment Services Program beginning July 1,
1986.

The General Assembly should consider the proposal developed by the
Department and take appropriate action at the 1986 session.

Issue 3 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS, STANDARDS, AND INCENTIVES

Summary

The State Board adopts rules and regulations for social services provided
through local welfare/social service agencies. By State Code, the
Coaaissioner of the Department of Social Services supervises local
agency provision of services. He also is responsible to collect statistics
and data to assist in improving care of persons and in correcting conditions
which contribute to dependency and delinquency.

The federal Title XX Block Grant regulations require the State to report
on how goals and objectives were met and how the funds were used.

The data collected in Service Programs prOVides basic information but
does not reflect the results of service delivery. The Department also
monitors local agencies through the use of caseload standards. This
system weights different categories of cases and the transactions involved
in those cases to provide local agencies with credit for work. Case load
standards results are used to determine local staffing levels. They are
also used as part of the federally approved cost allocation plan.

Recommendation (high priority)

The State Board and Department will focus on performance indicators,
standards and incentives for local agencies. This approach would empha
size outcome measures to the extent practical and reasonable and utilize
performance standards as part of, or in place of, caseload standards.

Analysis

With limited funding, it is more and more important to determine service
effectiveness to assure that service expenditures are producing desired
results. If performance indicators and standards are developed, local
agencies could be monitored on their performance, allowing the fleXibility
for localities to determine the best use of their funding to meet the
goals and objectives established by the Department. This approach fits
well with the concept of block grants to local agencies discussed earlier.
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To illustrate, some examples of performance indicators and standards for
Foster Care and Employment Services are listed in Appendix I.

In developing performance indicators and standards, it is recognized
that special consideration will need to be given for very small agencies
with small caseloads. Other factors which may significantly impa~t an
agency's compliance with performance indicators and standards may also
need to be considered.

This approach will provide better documentation of results which can
assist in securing funding. Results data can also improve planning, and
efficiency and effectiveness of service delivery. Clients served would
benefit from improved casework and treatment resulting from an outcome
approach.

Non-monetary incentives such as awards to the local agency and recog
nition letters to staff can improve staff morale and professionalism.
These could also improve the image of the local agency in the community
and improve participation in service delivery by other public and private
community organizations. All of these effects can indirectly benefit
the client being served.

Monetary incentives such as additional funds to local agencies can
improve the services clients are receiving or enable more clients to
receive services. They could allow for innovative approaches in service
delivery to be undertaken which allocated funds might not be able to
cover.

If the present system of caseload standards is replaced or modified, the
administrative burden of reporting cases in multiple categories could be
reduced at both the local and State level.

Plan/Action

The Department should consider developing, testing, and, if appropriate,
implementing performance indicators and standards for the services of
Foster Care, Employment, and Child Protective Services by July 1, 1985.
The Department should consider developing, testing, and, if appropriate,
implementing performance indicators and standards for the remaining
services by July 1, 1986.

The State Board of Social Services will endorse the performance indicators
and standards prior to implementation. The Board will begin to take
appropriate steps toward providing non-monetary incentives to local
agencies by July 1, 1985. The Board will also begin, if appropriate, to
take appropriate steps toward prOViding monetary incentives to local
agencies by July 1, 1987.

Issue 4 SHIFT IN REPORTING

SUDDDary

By State Code, the State Board is responsible to establish rules and
regulations for social services delivered by local welfare/social service
agencies. In order for the Board to assess the results of rules and
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regulations, current data is needed. By State Code, the Commissioner is
responsible to collect statistics and data to assist in improving care
of persons and in correcting conditions which contribute to dependency
and delinquency. The local board is responsible to itemize and verify
in a manner required by the Commissioner those expenditures for which
the local board seeks reimbursement.

The Commissioner is also responsible to prescribe the fo~ and submission
schedule of reports. Based on the requirements of the Title XX Social
Services Block Grant, the Department must report how the funds were
used.

Currently, the Department requires local agencies to report certain data
manually. In addition, the Virginia Client Information System (VACIS)
provides a source of data on cases and activities.

Recommendation (medium priority)

The State Board has requested the Department to explore the possible
revision of the reporting system in order to:

1. reduce process reporting and obtain outcome data;

2. reduce data collection by utiliZing sampling as an alternative to
100% reporting wherever appropriate;

3. focus on seven broad services and key components;

4. report costs of direct service delivery separate from administrative
costs using a sampling methodology; and

5. develop a review process for data collection and local recordkeeping.

Analysis

With the concept of the Social Service Block Grant which provides more
flexibility for local agencies, the detailed reporting currently required
by the Department could be reduced to save administrative time and
paperwork. For example, local agencies could be required to submit
necessary data at the end of the year so the State can compile it to
submit to the federal agency.

With the movement toward performance criteria and standards, available
data would need to correspond. There would be less process data needs
and more outcome data needs.

Rather than collecting data on all cases all the time, sampling may be
appropriate to obtain necessary information. Sampling can be accomplished
by collecting data on a statistically valid sample of cases. It could
also include collection of information for a sample period of time.
Sampling cases is one method for obtaining data on results of service
delivery.

In moving toward the block grant to localities and the performance
standards as recommended, current data needs and availability must be
determined and modified to correspond. Further, data collection and the
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forms used should be reviewed regularly to determine continued need.
Without a conscientious effort to review existing fo~s and data collected,
there is a tendency to add on new data collection without eliminating
data which is no longer necessary.

Currently there is no attempt to separate out costs of delivering direct
services for administration of social services. Based on an appropriate
sampling methodology, this could be accomplished. The results would
demonstrate that the activities at the local agency involve both direct
services and administration, and both are necessary activities.

Plan/Action

The Department should consider reviewing existing data collection and use
for Service Programs and making changes necessary to carry out this
recommendation. This will be accomplished in conjunction with the block
grant and perfo~ance standards recommendations.

The State Board will be aware of these efforts and make clear its antici
pated data needs for ongoing info~ation.

Issue 5 AUTOMATED INFORMATION SYSTEMS

The State Board has three areas of recommendations related to automated
systems. These are (A) Child Protective Services Info~ation System,
(B) Workman's Compensation Data for Employment Services Program, and (C)
Full Automation. The first two areas relate to changes in existing
systems. The third area is much broader and could encompass all aspects
of local operations.

Part A: Child Protective Services Information System

SUDDDary

By State Code, the Department must maintain a central registry of all
reports of child abuse and neglect. Currently, the Department utilizes
the Child Protective Service Information System (CPSIS) for this purpose.
This system is outdated and inefficient, and it has become very burdensome
for local agencies. In addition, a lack of clarity in some sections of
Child Protective Service policy has decreased the reliability of some
data contained in the system.

Recommendation (high priority)

The State Board supports the efforts currently underway and encourages
the upgrading of the Child Protective Service Info~ation System (Central
Registry) to:

1. Eliminate unnecessary forms and busywork;

2. Collect useful information;

3. Explore linkage into VACIS, avoiding the need to enter data in two
systems; and

4. Test and, if appropriate, implement an on-line system at local
level.
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Analysis

In Child Protective Services, the most burdensome components involved
automated systems. The Child Protective Services Information System
(CPSIS) which serves as the central registry for complaints and findings
is being redesigned.

Based on work being done by the Department to redesign the information
system, the pu~oses for a central registry include:

1. to provide useful, timely and accurate nonidentifying statistics
on all complaints/reports of child abuse and neglect;

2. to assist and support local, regional and State departments in the
areas of case compliance with legal mandates, case management, and
the identification of service needs and availability; and,

3. to identify certain victims and significant caretakers for purposes
of aiding the assessment of CPS cases and the treatment of families
and for screening/approving child care providers and institutions.

In conjunction with system changes, work is being done to propose a
system of assessing future risk of serious harm to the child. This
approach, if approved by State Board, rather than the disposition of the
complaint, would be used to dete~ine whether or not name data should be
entered in the system.

System changes proposed would facilitate use of the system by local
agencies. It would reduce some administrative costs by reducing the
number of reports sent back to agencies. The system would provide more
meaningful data.

To further reduce administrative costs two longer range goals need to be
examined. This includes the linkage with VACIS so local agencies do not
need to enter data into two systems. It also includes the testing and,
if appropriate, implementing on-line capability at the local level to
allow local data entry and inquiry. With this latter goal, the issue of
confidentiality and accessibility of this sensitive data needs to be
considered carefully.

Plan/Action

The Department will continue to develop changes to the central registry
system and Child Protective Service policy/procedures. This includes
writing system changes, constructing and testing the data base, updating
user guides, piloting changes, modifying the system as needed, and, if
appropriate, implementing the new system by January, 1986. Concurrent
with the system changes, new policy/procedures for risk assessment would
be developed and tested. If necessary, the Department would propose
policy to State Board and comply with the Administrative Process Act in
order to implement changes by January, 1986. If determined necessary,
the Department may propose a change in State Code related to exceptions
to the timeframe for dispositions. If this is necessary, the proposed
change would be included in the Department's legislative proposal for
the 1986 session of the General Assembly.
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The Department should develop a plan for the interface of CPSIS and VACIS.
(This is currently underway.)

The Department will also study the feasibility of CPSIS data entry,
update and retrieval at the local level and if appropriate, develop a
plan to accomplish it.

The State Board t if necessary, will take the appropriate action to
approve policy related to risk assessment.

Part B: Workmen t s Compensation Data for Employment Services Program

Summary

By State Code, the Department must provide workers' compensation coverage
to Employment Services Program registrants participating in Work Experience.
The State's insurance carrier requires a quarterly count of participants
by major areas of employment.

The Department currently obtains this data through manual reports from
local agencies.

Recommendation (medium priority)

The State Board has requested that the Department consider automating
the manual report on Employment Services Program registrants participating
in work experience. This report is now sent to the insurance carrier.

Analysis

By automating this report, local and State staff time can be saved. If
the worker spends less time reporting manually, more time can be spent
delivering services.

Based on the local survey, the most burdensome components in the Employment
Services Program involved automated systems. The major problems of its
automation have been worked on by the Department and the results of that
effort are scheduled for implementation by the first of the calendar
year.

Plan/Action

The Department should consider developing a plan and making necessary
changes to the VACIS system to incorporate this recommendation.

Part C: Full Automation

SUDDDary

The Department has developed the Virginia Client Information System
(VACIS) to track cases and clients, approved resources, and purchased
services. The case client and resource subsystems are implemented in
all local agencies with the exception of three. Two other subsystems
are being tested.
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Recommendation

The State Board has requested that the Department examine the feasibility
of full automation at the local and State level to determine its cost/
benefit.

Analysis

Automated systems in local agencies are not fully beneficial to local
staff due to limited hardware. If individual terminals were available,
local workers could directly inquire and enter/update info~ation in the
system. This would eliminate the need to complete input documents and
wait for data entry operators to access VACIS.

The cost/benefit considerations relate to whether the cost of additional
equipment would be offset by the time local workers could save, thus
increasing productiVity. With increased productivity, more clients
could be served.

Further, full automation at the local level may include areas which
currently require manual reporting.

Plan/Action

The Department will examine the feasibility of full automation at the
State and local level and develop a plan to accomplish this if appropriate.

Issue 6 AVAILABILITY OF SOCIAL SERVICES

Summary

Under current State Board policy, clients must meet financial income
criteria to be eligible for certain services. The direct services of
Adult Protective Services, Child Protective Services, Foster Care and
Adoption, Intake, and the preventive protective service components of
Family and Adult Services are currently available to individuals without
regard to income.

The Title XX Social Services Block Grant places no restriction on who
may be served.

Recommendation (medium priority)

The State Board and Department will explore the feasibility of eliminating
financial income criteria for eligibility for all social services provided
directly by local agencies with the exception of the Employment Services
Program.

Analysis

Eliminating the requirement for a financial income test for direct
services would allow local agencies to better provide preventive and
supportive services to families and individuals based on need. With no
financial eligibility determination, clients may receive services sooner.
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This change would allow the local agencies to better serve the total
community. It would also allow the agencies to more accurately reflect
services provided rather than mislabeling cases as Child or Adult Protective
Services. It would also reduce paperwork associated with eligibility
determination.

There may be negative consequences to the elimination of eligibility
criteria. The services to the poor population may be reduced. If
"need" criteria is used, its application may result in discriminatory
judgements. The local agency may potentially be overwhelmed by the
clients requesting services. In addition, the local agency could poten
tially compete with other community agencies who charge fees for services.

Based on these potential negative consequences, the Department began to
test this concept in May, 1984, with seven pilot agencies. Control
agencies were also utilized to determine the impacts of eliminating
financial income criteria.

Financial eligibility criteria would continue to be required for purchased
services except when they are critical for protection of individuals and
families.

The Employment Services Program is limited by State statute to public
assistance recipients and applicants. The Virginia Employment Commission
is responsible to serve all others. Therefore, this recommendation does
not apply to the Employment Services Program.

Plan/Action

Based on the results of the pilot efforts, the Department will, if
appropriate, propose policy to eliminate financial income criteria for
direct social services except the Employment Services Program. The
Department will request State Board action for approval and comply with
requirements of the Administrative Process Act. The target date for
implementation of this policy change is October 1, 1985, assuming that
procedural barriers to implementation related to federal cost allocation,
and caseload standards can be worked out.

The State Board will take the necessary action to approve this policy
change for public comment and finalize it if appropriate.

Issue 7 COMMUNICATION

SUDDDary

In the Title XX planning process for Fiscal Year 1985, the Department
collapsed thirty (30) services into seven broad direct services. These
services are Intake Services, Adult Services, Family Services, Adult
Protective Services, Child Protective Services, Foster Care and Adoption
Services, and Employment Services. This collapsing was done to reduce
planning and reporting time but it also provides more understandable
terminology to communicate local agency service activity.

The State budget currently identifies local agency activities as "admin
istration." The annual local agency budget forms for submission to the
Department also utilize this terminology.
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Recommendation (medium-low priority)

The State Board has requested that the Department consider developing
ways to communicate local agency service provision by:

1. revising the State budget narrative to reflect local social service
delivery, not just administration, and highlight the seven services;

2. revising the local agency budget forms to correspond with the State
budget; and

3. developing an inexpensive brochure which describes service delivery
and highlights the seven services which can be used to inform the
General Assembly and the general public.

Analysis

By highlighting the seven services in both the State and local budget
and in a brochure, the Department and local agencies can better communi
cate the use of funds and the activities in service delivery at the
local level.

Plan/Action

The Department should consider proposing revision to the narrative and
terminology in the State biennial budget for Fiscal Year 1987. Corre
sponding changes could be made in the local budget forms submitted to
the State for Fiscal Year 1987. The Department will also analyze the
effectiveness and use of a brochure which highlights the seven services.

Issue 8 CHILD FOSTER CARE

SUllDary

The State Code defines foster care and requires the reimbursement of
localities for expenditures for foster care children.

Currently the Department receives an allocation of State funds to be
used for maintenance costs (room, board, clothing) for foster care
children. This source of funds requires 50~ local funds to match the
State funds. Under the present definitions of foster care found in the
Code of Virginia, these funds cannot be used for any costs incurred to
keep families together and thereby prevent children from entering foster
care. Public Law 96-272 allows corresponding federal funds to be used
for the prevention of children entering foster care as well as for other
child welfare services.

The Department has recently funded fourteen pre-placement prevention
grants to determine the impact of providing preventive services on
Foster Care caseloads. These grants are being monitored and some posi
tive results are being demonstrated.
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Recommendation (very high priority)

The State Board recommends that the General Assembly allow the expendi
ture of State and local foster care maintenance funds for children at
risk of placement consistent with the treatment of federal funds. This
can be accomplished by expanding the definition of "foster care" to
include those children at risk of placement. The State Board further
recommends that the General Assembly allow funds that are not used by
the end of the Fiscal Year to be available for the next Fiscal Year.

Analysis

With Public Law 96-272, the federal government allows federal funds to
be used for preventive and other child welfare services. Virginia has

. taken advantage of this flexibility in its use of funding through Public
Law 96-272.

The change identified by the recommendation would permit localities to
provide preventive services to at-risk families in order to minimize
out-of-home placements of children. The localities would suffer no
financial penalties because they could use the State/local foster care
funds to design the most efficient mix of preventive and maintenance
services. No new or additional funds would be needed.

Precedent for this approach exists in two states. Colorado has enacted
(1979) The Alternatives to Out-of-Home Placement Act, and it has been
successfully implemented. California has enacted (1975, amended 1977)
the Family Protection Act, and it too has been successful. Further
support for the recommendation can be found in Virginia itself. Since
1976 the implementation of a strong permanency planning effort has
reduced each year the number of children in foster care. Assuming
further annual reductions for the next few years, there should be a
concomitant increase in unused maintenance funds at the local level.
Those funds can be put to good use in prevention services and in services
to keep families together. The benefits of this change are expected to
be fewer children entering foster care as a result of family breakup or
other external pressures.

Data collected thus far from the local welfare/social service agencies,
juvenile courts, and private family agencies involved in the fourteen
pre-placement preventive services grants tend to support this expectation.
For example, in Prince William County during the first eleven months of
the project, eighteen (18) families were served involVing forty-one (41)
children, twenty-nine (29) of whom were targeted at risk of placement
into foster care within ninety days. Twenty-seven (27) of the children
were prevented from coming into foster care. Two children (brothers)
did come into foster care for purposes of placement into an adoptive
home.

Further examination of the Prince William experience reveals that in
Fiscal Year 83, one hundred and ten (110) children entered the agency's
foster care program. In Fiscal Year 84 (during the project), only
eighty-six (86) children came into care even though the county's youth
population increased. This reduction from ten (10) to seven (7) children
per month entering care is attributed to the project. Thus far in
Fiscal Year 85, the average number entering care is down to 6.
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From a financial standpoint, the monthly room and board costs alone for
the twenty-seven (27) Prince William children who were prevented from
entering the foster care system would have been $5,356 for maintenance
(room, board, clothing). The monthly cost of providing the prevention
project services was $3,500. Thus, a substantial monthly savings of
$1,856 was realized.

Other local agencies involved in the prevention projects report similar
results.

A possible consequence of not expanding the definition of foster care
can be found in many of the status reports from agencies participating
in the pre-placement prevention grant.s , They pointed out that under
present fiscal constraints and service mandates, there is no more flexi
bility in local budgets to allow for changing needs and creative service
delivery. ..
The State Board also examined the burdensome areas in Child Foster Care
identified by local agencies. The most burdensome components involved
the form requirements. The Department has revised forms to be consistent
with changes in State Code and piloted these revisions.

Resource approval and automated systems were also burdensome components.
The resource approval burdens which were identified in the comments may
be relieved if the standards and approval procedures for foster homes
are simplified. Generic standards for agency approved providers are
addressed under Issue 11.

After studying Foster Care requirements and their rationale, the State
Board concluded that most of the burdens in that program area are necessary
and produce positive results. Many of the requirements considered
burdensome by local departments of social services resulted from revisions
in the Code of Virginia and are considered necessary to:

insure that a written service plan exists for every child in foster
care;

insure that services and placement of foster care children are
monitored on a regular basis; JlDd

insure that services are likely to result in the foster care child
returning home, being adopted, or being placed in another appropriate
pe~anent living arrangement.

These goals are considered beneficial by the State Board; therefore, the
State Board has no other recommendations in Child Foster Care.

Plan/Action

The Department will consider for inclusion in its legislative package
for the 1986 session of the General Assembly a proposal to change four
sections of the State Code as follows:

1. 63.1-55 (child welfare and other services)

2. 63.1-55.8 (definition of foster care services)



3. 63.1-56
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(authority of State Board to prescribe rules, etc.)

4. 63.1-195, 16.1-228(k) (definition of foster care)

The State Board will support the Department in the proposal to change
State Code.

The General Assembly should consider these changes in State Code at the
1986 session. However, if the General Assembly wished to consider these
changes at its 1985 session, the State Board would endorse such action.

Issue 9 SERVICES FOR THE COURT

Suumary

By State Code, the court has the authority to order a social history of
a child subject to its jurisdiction. A judge may order any governmental
agency or employee to render information, assistance, services, and
cooperation provided by local, State or federal law or regulation.

Currently, local agency staff spend considerable time preparing studies
and reports for the court. These studies involve areas such as custody
investigations and include both the cost of conducting the study and
court appearances. The cost of these studies is borne by local agencies
through their regular service funding. The local agencies are very
Willing to provide these services but find it difficult to do so because
of limited funding.

Recommendation (high priority)

The State Board recommends that the General Assembly appropriate State
funds to reimburse local agencies for the cost of studies or reports
ordered by all divisions of the court.

Analysis

The court already has a methodology to assess the ability of persons to
pay fees. For those persons for whom the local agency will conduct a
study and who could afford to pay, the court could charge a fee. For
those unable to pay, a pool of funds should be established. The fees
charged to those able to pay would reimburse this pool. A State appro
priation of funds would be necessary to cover the cost of those persons
unable to pay. This pool of funds could be utilized by the Department
to reimburse local agencies for the cost of providing services to the
court.

There are positive consequences to establishing this pool of funds.
More funding would be available to serve clients receiving other services.
A cost associated with the study may reduce the number of requests, thus
causing less disruption of local staff's other work.

Negative consequences would also exist. Some persons who would currently
receive the services of the local agency at no cost would have to pay.
Administrative costs would increase to determine appropriate local
agency charges, maintain the pool of funds, keep track of services
provided for the court, and reimburse agencies.
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Plan/Action

The Department should explore administrative procedures necessary to
manage funds for Court Services, if appropriated, including the develop
ment of a methodology to reimburse local agencies for services ordered
by all divisions of the court.

The State Board will take the necessary action, if any, to carry forth
with the plan to implement this recommendation.

The General Assembly should consider any proposal developed by the
Department, if necessary, and take appropriate action at the 1986 session.
If the General Assembly wished to take action at the 1985 session related
to this, the State Board would endorse such action.

Issue 10 CHILD DAY CARE

SUDlDary

Based OD State Code and State Board policy, local agencies are mandated
to provide child day care to ADC recipients who are employed or in
education or training leading to employment.

From Fiscal Years 1980-81 to 1983-84, child day care purchased expendi
tures have decreased 65~. The purchased expenditure, including Title XX
and the federal Work Incentive Program (WIN), was $7,700,058 in 1980/81.
The purchased expenditures in 1983/84, including Title XX and ESP funds,
was $2,724,043.

A corresponding decrease in the number of children being served has
occurred. The impacts of this decrease can only be hypothesized. Until
1982, the former recipient of ADC was mandated to receive day care.
Currently, more women may be forced to return to welfare dependency
after obtaining employment which does not pay sufficiently to cover day
care costs. This can be a barrier to the long term success of the
Employment Services Program. More children may become "latch key"
children at home by themselves.

Recommendation (high priority)

The State Board has requested that the Department explore alternate
funding sources to supplement Title XX and Employment Service Program
funding for child day care to include:

1. use of Title IVA funds, either on a statewide basis or for those
local agencies utilizing local only funds;

2. increase the State share of day care costs by obtaining more State
funds;

3. increase the percent of ESP funds used for day care and obtain a
corresponding increase in funds for that program; and

4. set aside funds from the Refugee program and/or family violence
program (HR 1904, Family Violence Prevention and Services) for
child day care.
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Analysis

The dramatic decrease in the expenditure of child day care services in
the last few years does not appear to be an indication of the level of
need. Instead, it appears to be a direct reflection of the results of
federal reductions in Title XX funding to the State.

Alternate funding is necessary to continue providing child day care to
clients in need of that service. Any substantial increase in this fund
ing may need to come from State funds.

The current matching ratio for Title IVA funds (ADC recipients) is
43.66% State funds as contrasted to the Title XX share of 15% State
funds and 10% local funds for child day care. However, the federal
requirements attached to the use of these funds may not make this a
viable source for Virginia unless some exceptions are granted.

Based on the local survey, the most burdensome component of child day
care was resource approval, followed by forms and then automated systems.
The major comments indicated that the major problems in all three compo
nents focused on the approval and use of family day care and in-home day
care providers. The consolidation of standards, approval procedures and
fo~s for all agency approved providers is included under Issue 11. The
results of this effort would simplfy the major burdensome areas in day
care identified through local comments.

Plan/Action

The Department should explore any alternate sources of funds for child day
care, including a federal waiver of requirements associated with Title IVA.
If appropriate, a few changes could be implemented by July 1, 1985.
Increases in State funding would not be feasible until July 1, 1986. If
determined necessary and appropriate, the Department will request and
justify the need for additional State dollars for child day care.

The State Board will support the Department's efforts in seeking alter
nate funding for child day care.

Issue 11 STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS FOR AGENCY APPROVED PROVIDERS

Summary

The State Code requires that local agencies use suitable homes in the
placement of children or adults. The State Board requires that local
agencies dete~ine suitability by the application of standards.

Currently, separate standards and requirements exist for local agency
approved providers for the following programs:

Adoption - Agency Placed
Adult Day Care
Adult Family Care
Adult Foster Care
Chore
Companion
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Day Care for Children:
Family Day Care Homes
Level I In-Home Providers
Level II In-Home Providers

Foster Care for Children

These sets of standards were developed at different times and are not
consistent. Some sets of existing standards are more administratively
burdensome than others based on the results of the local agency survey.

Recommendation (medium priority)

The State Board has initiated action to replace existing standards with
generic standards for local agency approved providers. As proposed, the
generic standards would be applicable to:

Out-af-Home Providers:

Adoptive Parents
Adult Day Care
Adult Foster/Family Care
Family Day Care
Foster Parents

In-Home Providers:

Chore
Companion
In-Home Day Care

Analysis

Standards assure a degree of safety and protection for clients and
establish objective, uniform criteria across the State for minimum
requirements for sUitability of providers and adequacy of care for
clients. Consolidating standards among all programs can allow greater
consistency and a reduction in the number of different forms and manual
material. A provider in one program area can more easily become a
provider in another program area.

Based on the approach of consolidating existing standards and requirements
and making them more generic, some prOViders will be subject to simpler
requirements than those which exist currently. Some other providers may
need to meet additional standards beyond those currently required.

Deletions in requirements under current day care, child foster care and
adult family care regarding mandatory physical examinations will save
the cost of the examinations for providers and household members.
Relaxing the requirement for a mandatory water and sanitation inspection
will save the cost of the inspections which local agencies do not feel
are necessary.
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Requirements for medical statements that verify absence of tuberculosis
for certain Companion providers will add the cost to either the Companion
or the local agency. The requirement for smoke detectors for out-of-home
providers will increase the cost for these providers if a smoke detector
is not present. The requirement that Family Day Care providers who
transport children be in compliance with the child restraint device law
will increase costs for some providers.

Administratively, local agency costs to approve providers should be
reduced. Training and use of staff may not need to be specialized by
program. Generic forms) wherever feasible, would reduce paperwork.
Moving from a one year reapproval period to a two year period would
reduce paperwork and computer entry time.

Plan/Action

The Department will consolidate standards and requirements for local
agency approved providers. The Department has received State Board
approval to begin the public comment requirements of the Administrative
Process Act. The target date for implementation of the revised standards
and requirements is July 1, 1985. The Department will further study the
feasibility of simplifying the gathering of necessary information for
the approval of agency approved providers such as the search of criminal
records and the search of the Child Protective Service Central Registry.

The State Board has taken the necessary actions to approve standards and
requirements for public comment and to finalize them if appropriate.

Issue 12 CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

After studying Child Protective Services requirements, the State Board
concluded that the burdens, other than CPSIS, discussed under Issue 5,
Part A, are positive and necessary to ensure children are adequately
protected from abuse and neglect. Child Protective Services require
timely investigation of complaints and provision of services when necessary.
These services may be provided for children remaining in their own home
and their families or for children removed from their home and their
families. Every effort is made to keep families intact. Therefore, the
State Board had no further recommendations in Child Protective Services.
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Actual + Poten~ial Cost Savin£s

$ 18,898 Closings

142,350 Client errors that could
~oeene~ally be avoided

$161,248 Total

$ 3.39 per case

Savings - $.50
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IDENTIFICATION OF BURDDSOME AREAS

SURVEY ItESOL~S FOR SERVICE PROGR&'fS

BURDENSOME WlXL'I: BY PROGRAM/MAJ.'lDAT!

1. FOSTER CARE AND ADOPTIONS: Child Foster Care

2. CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

3. EKPLOYMENT: Employment Services Program

4. EKPLOnmNT: Day care" Children

S. ADULT: Home Basec!

6. ADULT PROtECTIVE SERVICES

7• lOStER CARE AND ADOPTIONS: Adoption-Agency Placed

8. FAKILY: EPSDT

9. Title XX .. Other

10. ADULT: Local Lang Term Care Committee

11. ADULT: Preadmission Screening Committee

12. FAMILY: Independent Adoption

13. FAMILY: Court

14. FAMILY: Family Planning

1S. INTAICE

BaDking is based on total score of all components of each program/mandate. Scores
were weighted based on burdens identified by 107 local agencies as follows:

1I1Sh • 3, Koderate • 2, Low • 1.
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IDENTIFICATION O~' BURDENSOME AREAS

SURVEY RESULTS FOR SERVICE PROGRAMS

BURDENSOME Rk~G OF PROGB&'!/MA.L'IDATE BY COMP011&'1T

1. Child Foster Care: Forms

2. Day Care .: Ch.".ldren: I.esotlrce Approval

3. Emplc,.YIlent Services Prosram: Automated Information

4. Child Protective Services: Automated Information

5,
6J

Child Foster Care:

Child Foster Care:

Resouree Approval

Automated Information

7• Chile! Day Care: Forms

8. lamily-EPSDT: Forms

9. Family - EPSDT: Direct Client Services

10. Adult Protective Services: Direct Client Services

11. Child Protective Services: Statistical Reporting

12j Adult - Preaamission ScreeDiDI Committee: Forms

13. Child Protective Services: Direct Client Services

14~ Adult - HOllle Based Services: Purchase of Service

15J Child Foster Care: Purchase of Service

161, Day Care - Children: Automated Information

17J Child Foster Care: Direct Client Services

18. Employment Services Programs: Forms

Adult - Local Lang Term Care Committee: Planning Process

Child Protective Services: Forms

Family - Court: Direct Client Services

BaDking is based on total score for each component of each program/mandates.
Scores were weighted based on burdens identified by 107 local agencies .5 follows:

USh • 3, Moderate· 2, Low· 1.
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SURVEY FOR SERVICE PROGRAMS
CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
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SURVEY FOR SERVICE PROGRAMS
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SURVEY FOR SERVICE PROGRAMS
COMPARISON BY PROGRAM
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SERVICE PROGR.t\.\fS ADHI~ISTRATIVE Fm~CTIOi.AL A:.~ALYSIS
ISSUES A.'m R!COK'fENDATIO:ts

SERVICE CONFIGURATIONS

ISSUE: Exis'ting service configarzt.iOns compiicate p1annini and reporting

RECOMMENDATION

1 Collapse 30 services into seven

PLANNING AND BUDGETING

ISSUE: The COmplexity of the planning p%Ocess and published pian document

RECOMMENDATIONS

2 Plan and budaet to the seven broad services

3 Develop a consistent method to alloc.ate direct service cost

4 Recluce the number of cateloxy codes used for planning

5 SimplifY the plan development process and documents

6 Publish Sta-ce plan wery two yean

ISSUE: Compl~ty of the budgeting process for Service P:rog-rams

RECOMMENDATIONS

7 SimplifY budgetina documen~s

8 Cons1s"ten-c method for joint cost distribution for budget and
actual rei1Dbursement

9 Greate%. correla'tioD between State biennial ane! local agency budgets

ISSUE: Inconsistent match requirement/reimbursement

llECOl+fENDATIONS

10 Consis'ten~ match between planned anc! actual reimbursemen't

11 ~DUm rates/units of services should. not result in different
refiibursement rates

12 CODsis~en~ reimbursement fbr all categories of clients served

13 Consisten~ match requirement/reimbursement for all services
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ISSUE: Lack of a comprehensive se~jices pl3n

RECO~·i·IE~DATION

14 Develop a more comprehensive services plan document for service
programs

ISSUE: Targeted funds for services incre~ a~~inistrative costs

RECO~fENDATION

15 Decisions to target dollars should be made at the local level
to the mL~mum extent possible

SERVICE POLICY/PROCEDURES DEVELOp~mNT

ISSUE: Eligibility for direct services is based upon financial criteria
rather than need

RECOMMENDATIONS

16 Eliminate financial eligibility criteria for direct services

ISSUE: Burdensome policy restrictions and requirements that are
not needed to meet federal or State mandates

17 Reduce and eliminate unnecessary policy restrictions

18 Develop family services policy and procedures

19 Develop intake services policy and procedures

ISSUE: The social service manual is not reflective of the revised services

REC~tMENDATIONS

20 Develop a social services manual to reflect the revised services

21 Case record content should bA addres~ed

22 Develop a separate resource manual

23 ~Ianual material should be available by sec:tion/ch~pter based on need

24 Develop a brochure which describes service deliveTY

ISSUE: Policy.is developed without the consistent input of those
. responsible for implementation

RECOletl\IEmlATION

1S c~t~blish ~ policy ~cvi~w committe~
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REPOnING

ISSUE: Complexity of statiS1:ical reportina

RECOMMENDATIONS
.

26 Reduce client category and subcategory statistical reporting

27 Eliminate .quarterly and yearly counts of senices and separate
chUd/adult counts

28 Report based on seven services

29 Eliminate unnecessary statistical repoTts

30 Au-tomate statis'tical Nporting for diree:t service provision

31 Eliminate separa:te statistical reporting to the Department for
the Visually Handicapped

ISSUE: Complexity of fiscal reporting

RECtHENDATIONS

32 Reduce fiscal client category and suDcategory reporting

33 Consolida'te fiscal reporting

34 Eliminate separate fiscal reporting to the Department for the
Visually Handicapped

~SSUE: Cumbersome cos'!: allocation plan

RECOMMENDATIONS

35 Reduce client categories and eliminate subcategories

36 Implement random inomen't sampling

EVALUATION

ISSUB: Lack of progTam effectiveness measures

RECOMMENDATION

37 Identify measurealile outcome indicat011S for seven senices
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ISSUE: Collection of Unnecessazy data

RECOMMENDATIONS

38 Detemine data needs prior to p'rOgram implementation

39 Establish a sunset p:ovision for all fo%mS used for data collection

ISSUE: ta,...k of a comprehensive ev31uation schema for evaluating sertice
programs

RECOMMENDATIONS

40 Develop a schema for evaluating service pTOgDmS

41 Utilize ad hoc reporting and sampling techniques.
ISSUE: Direct service delivery work is not standardi:ed

RECOMMENDATION

42 Develop an accurate method for determining s"taffing level efficiency
0:- ano'ther method for detemining local agency effeC'tiveness and
efficiency

omElt ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

ISSUE: Lack of employee understanding of entire welfare system

RECCH1ENDATION

43 Develop leneric new employee training package

ISSUE: :Inefficient distrlaU'tion of written communication

RECOMMENDATIONS

44 Separa-ee information items from action reqUired items

45 DistriDutemail in efficient manner to localities

ISSUE: Complexity of VACIS

RECOMMENDATIONS

46 Incorporate Changes in VACIS

47 Orderly conversion to technology



APPENDIX G

SERVICE PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONAL ANALYSIS

MAJOR CHANGES

PLAN MANUAL FOR FY 84-85

Collapsed 30 services into 7 direct services

12-83

Plan and budget to 7 direct services and 23 purchased services

Consistent method to allocate direct costs

Reduced number of client category codes used for planning from 17 to 4

Simplified plan development process and documents

Consistent match between planned and actual reimbursement

Incorporated ESP funding with Title XX Plan

BUDGET DOCUMENTS FOIl n 84-85 .12-83

S:1mplified budgeting documents for joint cost distribution

STATISTICAL/FISCAL REPOR.TING EFFECTIVE 1-84

leduced client category and subcategory reporting

El~1Dated quarterly and yearly undup11cated counts of prtmary recipients

Elim1Dated _eparate child/adult counts of primary recipients

Eltminated two unnecessary statistical repor~s

STATrSTICAL/nSCAL REPORTING EFFECTIVE 7-84

Report em 7 direct services t 4 components

Utilize VACIS in reporting direct servi~es

EltmiDate 2 separate reports for VACIS agencies

El1Dl1nate separate reporting to DVH for LWAs

Stmplify fiscal reporting requirements for purchased services

CONSISTENT MATCH EFFECTIVE 7-84

Suspend maximum rates and units of services for BDme Based Services

Retmburse the purchase of Home Based Services at the same percentage rate
regardless of/client category.
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DRAFT PERFORMANCE INDICATORS AND STANDARDS

The following performance indicators and standards are examples:

FOSTER CARE

1. Compliance with State Policy

a. ex, of the required Administrative Panel Reviews will be
completed in a timely manner (within 30 days of the due
date).

b. %of the required Disposition Hearings will be held in a
timely manner (within 30 days of the due date).

c. ex, of the foster care records will be in compliance* with
State Policy. (*In compliance with State Policy includes:
haVing appropriate service plans; documentation of the 18
safeguards established by Public Law 96-272; documen
tation of the pre-placement preventive services offered.)

2. Achievement of Goals for Clients

a. % of children with the goal of return home and the goal of
placement with relatives will have the goal achieved
within 12 months of the date the goal is selected.

b. ~ of children with the goal of return home and the goal of
placement with relatives will have the goal achieved
within 24 months of the date the goal is selected. .

c. ~ of the children who have had the goals of return home or
placement with relatives achieved* will not reenter
foster care within 12 months (*The goals are considered
achieved when custody is returned to the parent, prior
custodian or granted to a relative).

d. ~ of children with the goal of adoption will have the goal
achieveJ* within 24 months of the date of termination of
parental rights (*The goal is considered achieved when
the final order of adoption is entered.)

e. The median length of stay for children in Foster Care shall
decrease by months per year.

f. There will be a % reduction in an agency's foster
care caseload in comparison with the average agency foster
care case10ad for the years 1977 through 1980.
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EMPLOYMENT SERVICES PROGRAM

1. Compliance with State Policy

%of the Employment Services Program records will be in--- compliance with State policy.

2. Achievement of Goals for Clients

a. % of an agency's registrants will actually participate in
an active* component of the Employment Services Program
(*Active components of ESP are: individual job search;
group job search or job club; work experience; education
and training; and other locally developed employment
related activities).

b. % of an agency's registrants will enter employment.
(Different standards for different unemployment rates.)

c. % of an agency's registrants who enter employment will
maintain it for at least thirty (30) days.

d. % of an agency's registrants who enter employment will
maintain it for at least 180 days.

e. An agency's grant reduction savings for registrants who enter
employment will be % higher than its Employment
Services Program's allocation.

f. An agency's ADC caseload registered for Employment Services
Program will be reduced by % as a result of the
Employment Services Program.

g. The median length of stay for clients on ADC will decrease by
months per year.-----








