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PREFACE ; , : :
Pubhc financing for education and an array of other chlldren s services has become a toplc of
- significant mterest and political concern. Growmg skeptlclsm among a critical mass of
" American voters and taxpayers has fueled doubts about the ab1hty of government to solve -
problems and prov1de basic supports and services ‘that enhance the- quality of life in therrk -
, commumt:les Many ‘believe government is too big, that it’s. too expensive, and that it doesn t
work very well. : o ' o
‘Despite steadily’ mcreasmg pubhc expendrtures for health educatlon, welfare, human '
services, and public safety over the past two decades, seemingly mtractable problems persrst
- Nearly a quarter of the chxldren in the US. are poor and 11ve in families and commumtles that
are unable to meet their _basic needs. Schools have become increasingly expensrve, but
student achievement has not matched the rising costs and dropout rates Temain unacceptably
" high. ‘Health care costs continue to'go up, yet many: Americans can ‘'t get the: services they
" need, and with each passmg year their health care dollars buy less. Cnmmal justice demands '
. a dramatlcally increasing share. of public dollars for pohce offlcers, ]udges, and ]arls —but -
. neighborhood streets don’t seem any safer. ' _ ' ;
_ Voters have spoken clearly. -They ‘want more for their money more and better: _.
. servrces, yes, but also balanced budgets and cuts in income and property taxes. After more
than:a decade of chronic deficits, they" want govemment at all levels to operate more
effectrvely and efficiently.. They don’t want to dlsmantle govemment but rather they want
'.government to meet vital pubhc needs and make a more v1srble difference in their lives. L
_Elected' officials and other policy makers have responded to ‘public concern and -
dissatisfaction by, focusmg more exphcrtly on the results of the programs and initiatives that
" they develop and fund. Reformers have sought to redefine the missions of public programs
and agencres, to modify- how. sefvices are delivered, to measure how well government
programs and agencres are perfonmng, and to feed information about performance back into
planmng, budgetmg, ‘management, and accountablhty systems While the federal
govemments National Performance Review ‘and its initiatives to “reinvent government’
may be the most prominent examples of this focus on results, there are countless other efforts .
at the state and local levels that span the divisions of rdeology, polrtlcal party, and the
-executive and legrslatlve branches of government _ : - :
, “Focusing on results i is part1cularly important for programs and pohcres serving children
- and their faiilies. The future well- bemg of the nation is obvrously tied to childreri's healthy
.~ development. - Yet pohcy makers and citizens alike may be mchned ‘to reduce their
' commrtment to cntlcal supports and services wrthout strong evidence that these- investments; -
. yield results that society cares. about, such as healthy children,. chrldren succeedmg in school,
- strong’ families, and safe homes and nerghborhoods X : . ‘
Unfortunately, many of the efforts to implement a results framework — for publlc E
programs generally, as well as. those targeted to children and their families— have been’
“marred by confusion about terms and basic definitions, insufficient political understandmg
and support the dlfflculty of rdentlfymg appropnate results and performance measures and ‘
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the challenges of overhauling existing planning, budgetmg, and management systems.

‘Policy makers h'ymg to implement results-based systems have enthusiastically set out in

many different directions, but often without a particular destination or a map to help them
get there. ' - - '
The Finance Project, established by a consortium of national foundations, conducts an,

B ~ ambitious agenda of policy research'and development activities to improve the effectiveness,
_efficiency, and equlty of public financing for education and other children’s services. Among.

these efforts, is assisting with the important work of achieving and measuring important
outcomes for children, their families, and the communities in which they live. To guide its
work in this area, The Finance Project created a Working Group on Results-Based Planning,
Budgeting, Management, and Accountability Systems.

Under the direction of the working group, a Strategy Map for Results-Based Budgetmg ‘was

A designed as a road map for those desiring'to incorporate results in their planning and

budgeting systems. The Strategy Map defines results, indicators, and performance measures
and offers a framework for choosing them. It describes the products and competencies
required for desrgmng and putting into place a results-oriented budgetmg system and

- discusses lessons from existing initiatives to define, measure, and achieve results. It suggests
‘how to build political and commumty support, how to reallocate resources and tie them to
- results, how to integrate results-based budgeting into an existing budgeting process, and

how to avoid common pitfalls. It serves as a framework for a series of papers and tool kits

“under developnienl by The Finance Project. These tools for creating results-based planning
" and budgeting systems include a guide to results and indicators, a guide to performance

measures, a tool kit on children’s budgets and a paper presenting a cost-o f-failure/ cost-of-
bad-results prototype and analysis. o

This paper, A Guide to Developing and Using Family and Children’s Budgets, is one of the
tools that the Strategy Map spawned. It is intended as a user-friendly guide to address a
range of issues about the construction, development, and use of child and family bﬁdgetsi—’
documents that summarize spending for children and their families for a nation, state,
county, city, or community. In simple terms, fanlily and children’s budgets can help us get
better results for children and families by helping us to be businesslike in our work' to
1mprove the conditions of children and their families. They provide us with a picture of how
resources are now being used: How much is spent, by whom, for what? And they can help
us to answer more complex questions: ‘Are children receiving their fair share of revenue
growth? In times of cuts, are they protected more or less than other parts of the budget?
How does our spending for children’s services compare to other similar jurisdictions? What
investments will produce the greatest future benefits for child and family well-being? No
business would make investment decisions without such a picture. No commumty trying to
do a better job of helpmg children to develop and thrive should do less. ‘

_This paper offers both a review of existing family and children’s budgets and a list of
tesources to aid in the development of similar’ policy and decision-making tools. It is
directed to officials inside government as well as advocates and outside analysts working to
create family and children’s budgets at the state and local levels. ' A

THE FINANCE PROJECT



The paper was prepared by Mark Friedman of the Flscal Pohcy Studies Instltute and
Anna Danegger of The Finance Project. They.and I would like to thank Charhe Bruner, Sid -
Gardner, Kara Hartnett Sara Hoffman, Comehus Hogan, Sharon Kalenikiarian, Grace Kelly,
Amy Kershaw, Phil Lee; Lisa Mlhaly, Sammy Moon, Rxchard Murphy, Magda Peck, Tom
Rice; Jule Sugarman, and Art Wolf for their srgmﬁcant assmtance " The information that they
n provrded and their helpful and constructlve comments are reﬂected in the paper that follows

. Cheryl’D. Hayes B
, Execuﬁwie Dir_ecjtor .

g .- THEFINANCEPROJECT il



I. INTRODUCTION .
A family and children’s budget is a'document that summarizes spendmg for children and
their famrhes for a nation, state, county city or community. Thrs _paper is ‘about’ the_
- development and use of family arid children's budgets '
Why create a family and children’s budget" In simple terms, famlly ‘and chlldrens
budgets can help us get better results for- children- and families. If we. are serious about the
" well-béing of children, then we will be busmesshke in our work to 1mprove the condltlons of . '
children and their families. We will begm to think about the kinds of investments necessary »
" to produce better results for children and families. ‘And we will begm to build ‘and use the
decrsron-makmg tools necessary to do this well. Most bas1c among those tools i is a picture of
how resources are now ‘being used: How much is spent by whom, for what? No busmess
‘would make investment dec1srons w1thout such a picture. "No- commumty trymg to do a
better job of helping ch1ldren to develop and thrive should do less! T '
Makmg sense of spendmg for. chlldren and families is no easy task.. Spendmg for
- ch1ldren and families is spread across dxfferent levels of government (e.g., federal, state,‘_

county, city, town, school district), across many agencies within each level, and across public -

"and private sectors. It involves dozens of funding sources, paying for hundreds of different . - -

' programs * And while this system does a good job of: meeting the needs of some chlldren, it
misses others badly. This fragmented system of funding  reflects a more profound :
' fragmentation of services, based on categories of ch11dren, categories of service, and. a
. division of responsrblhty between funders accumulated from years of polrtlcal deals morel'
‘than.any sensible way to pay for and provide s service.’ '
. A family and. chlldrens budget is a pollcy tool that can help unravel this complex

. -system, understand how services, are now prov1ded and funded, and make better. decrsmnS'

about how to use our limited resources to advance the. well-bemg of chlldren and families. A
. famrly and ch1ldren s budget can help answer seemmgly simple’ questlons like: How much is '
spent, for what service, by what agencies? How much are ‘costs ‘increasing or decreasing?
How are spendmg priorities changmg over time? And also more complex questlons like: Are °
children receiving their fair share of revenue growth" In times of cuts, -are they protected '
more or less than other ‘parts of the ‘budget? How does our spendmg for children’s services
compare fo other similar )urrsdrctlons" Are we using our resources efficiently? What
investments will produce the greatest future beneflts for ch11d and fam1ly ‘well- bemg and
2 reduced cost of remediation? - oo :

' In total, we are spendmg a lot of money on children-and -families. And a large_' »
percentage of that spending.is for remedratmg problems after they occur, not in investing in-
the healthy ‘development -of chlldren and families necessary to prevent ‘or reduce these
,problems . This means, in s1mple terms, that we’ are’ almost certamly paymg more for
remediation ‘than we would if we approached the well-being of ch1ldren as a matter of
m_vest_;nent. There is a growing consensus, if not yet a fully conclusive body of evidence, that
substantive investments in child development, family sup’p_ort, and prevention is, not only

10



good social policy but good fiscal policy as well. Family and children’s budgets can help us
‘understand our choices and act on our investment opportunities. ‘

A surprisingly large number of states and localities have created different forms of
- family and children's budgets in the last 20 years. We identified over 30 states, counties, and
~ cities that have, at one time or another, produced such a'document. (See Appendix A. ") Such
tools are gaining attention and importance in work on child and fanuly well-being at the state
and local levels across the country. .

The sections which follow address a range of issues ab0ut the development and use of .
" such tools, share examples from family and children's budgets that have been produced, and
offer what we hope will be practical advice to those considering investing time and energy in
this complex but important work. ' ‘ '

- Il. STARTING POINTS : '
Before tackling the tough questions about how to.construct a fanuly and children's budget

. let'scover some basics: What is a family and children's budget? Why produce one? How does

such a document fit with the larger set of tools necessary to support work on 1mprovmg'
results for chlldren and families?

'A. Whatisa Famxly and Children's Budget?

- Perhaps surprisingly, there is not a simple answer to this sunple question. Fanuly and
" children's budgets have taken different forms in different places, covered dlfferent territory,
and served different purposes. This is as it should be. Our social and political institutions
are too complex for any single version of a family and children's budget to be universally
applical')le. But there are a few basics about creating family and children's budgets that tie
together different efforts, and some lessons that can be gleaned from the last' dozen or so
years of work. ‘ ' '

First, a family and c}uldren s budget is a supplement to=not a subshtute for —existing
budget documents. Family and children's budgets add to the set of tools used in the budget
decision-making process. They allow us to see in one place a broad array of spending (up to
and'including all federal, state, local, and private sector spending) for children and families.
They can help make sense’ of our spending for children and families. And, perhaps most
importantly, they can be used to steer our strategic use of fiscal and other resources to
improve results for children and families over the long term.

Second, famlly and children's. budgets are developmental efforts. They tend to start out-
as sxmple inventories of spending for family and child programs by one level of government, '
for one or two years. These first efforts usually include only the most basic analysis, showing
the proportion of total spending by agency and type of service. Over time, such budgets can -
grow to include spending from both public and private sectors, and from multiple levels of
_ government, with enough data for presentation of historical spending baselines. They can

1 Additions and corrections to this list are welcome.
2 See the definition of “result” in the next section.
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‘ become documents that contain more" sophisticated analyses of trends in spending, of
“spending across agencies for similar. functrons and of the cost-effectiveness of mvestments in
preventlon (Sectron I below offers a developmental typology for family. and chlldren s
- budgets, which reflects this progressxon in content, structure, and utility.). e

" The developmental nature of thls work is important in ‘managing expectatlons A
useful family and children's budget can be created in one year. But it takes more than one.
' year for-the budget to become a sophlstrcated decision-making tool. Public* pohcy-makers
should set realistic expectatlons for ﬁrst-year family and children's budgets and press for
conhnued improvement'in future budget cycles N '
“"What a fam1ly and chrldrens budget is not is also 1mportant It i§ not a ganacea The '
- mere production of a famlly and children’s: budget will not, by itself, change anything. The o
- document must be conceived and developed as a part of the budget process, ‘with
h mformatron and analyses that are useful to decision-makers. o
- A family and chrldrens budget 1is not an accounting too It cannot and should.not,

. dlsplace the detailed, down-to-the-last-penny budget documents used for approprlatron of
: pubhc funds. It cannot; and should ‘not, substitute for the frscal-control functions of - -
. traditional lme-ltem budgets that are necessary for basic ﬁnancral accountablhty Farmly and
t chrldrens budgets should help 1dent1fy the b1g-p1cture, not the httle-plcture, cholces about"' '
mvestment and spending. -
_ - And finally, it is nota Qlace to give cred1t fo T every last contrlbutron to the well-bemg of
chrldren and families. Creating a useful family and children’s budget document ‘will require
decisions about what is included and what is not mcluded and this may confhct with. the :
impulse to “give credit.” The prmcrpal purpose of the document is - utility for. decrslon- 3
~ making, and other purposes Wthh diminish this ut111ty should be Kept at bay
Slmply put, a family and children’s budget is an analytic, pohcy, and, yes, pohtxcal tool
 that can support serious work to improve results for chrldren and famlhes
O B Why Bother witha Famxly and Chlldren s Budget" :
While there-is growing interest in famrly and children's budgets producmg one can be a lot
_of work. Are they worth it? We touched on some of the reasons for producmg a famrly and
children’s budget in’ the mtroductxon, buthere is'a qulck summary of pros and cons.

1]
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_TO CREATE, OR NOT TO CREATE, A FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S BUDGET -

ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR
Better Decisions, Better Resultsi A family and children’s budget could lead to more informed (and

maybe better) decisions about financing family and children's services and supports. This, in turn,
could lead to more effective use of resources and better results for children and families.

Improved Coordination and Efficiency: With better information about common services and funcuons,

" a family and children's budget can help make better sense of spendmg within and across service
systems, and perhaps lead to more coordinated and more efficient dehvery of service.

A Shift Toward Prevention Investments: Better information about the financial (and political) stakes of

investing, or failing to invest, in children and families can help make the case for a shift to an

investment approach to family and children spending. Investment in prevenhon could help reduce
long-term costs of remediating bad results. .
Support for Building Partnerships: A family and children's budget can provide better information

about the many players, across and within state and local boundaries, involved in fa'mily'and
children's services. A family and children’s budget can help identify shared policy and fmancnal
interests, support existing partnerships, and help build new ones.

More Effechve Advocacy: A family and chlldren s budget can serve to educate decnslon-makers, the

media, and the general public about issues of child and family well-bemg It can make the budget

process more accessnble, and advocacy for children and families more effective.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST

It's a lot of work. Family and children's budgets may not require much in the way of new spendinglfor
staff, but they will add to the workload of people already in the system.3

Data are often hard to get. And even when obtained, data are often not comparable across systems or

jurisdictions or levels of government.
It is difficult to define boundaries between what should be included and what should be left out.
Everything can be considered ’ relate_d to families and children” by some definition.

It might embarrass someone. A family and children's budget might touch a nerve or two. It may show
where we are spending too much, as well as too little. It moy show where we are spending mooey
‘for the same things in different organizations. It may show one jdrisdiction's efforts as inadequate
compared to another. ' ' -

And what's so special about chlldren (anyway)? Why not have an elders budget, or a middle-age
budget’ Why children?¢

3n Oklahoma, a half-time position was devoted to development of the fu-st children's budget In subsequent cycles,
the workload was closer to 1/4 time: This did not account for the time of agency personnel who gathered and
submitted the data used in the budget. According to Grace Kelley, “If the children’s budget were to become the
document/ process it could be, a full-time person would be needed.” In addition to direct staff workload San Diego
and Los Angeles both spent ume and money on surveys of private-sector spendmg

4 There is growing interest in using the concepts of results accountability to improve the well-being of elders, the
disabled, and other populations. Results-based accountability is about the well-being of populatxons An "Elders"

budget could certamly be part of that work, but that's another report.

Tl;lE FINANCE PROJECT ’ i | 1 3




So where do we come out on thrs" As you uught suspect we here at The Fmance Pro]ect -
thmk that producmg a famrly and children's budget isa splendrd 1dea, provrdmg that o

o It is part ofa larger tool kit to improve rtesults for chlldren and'famrhes.
e It is a multi-year undertakmg, not a one-shot deal :
It eventually gets past a Stage | budget to include analyses by function and by result R
across public and private- sectors, and beyond a smgle level of government and a
- single year o - : ‘ -
C Famlly and Chlldren s Budgets as Part of a Larger Tool Kit - !
If family and chlldrens budgets -are to make any dlfference, they “must be concerved :

* constructed, and used as part of a larger tool kit and, indeed, as part of a larger strategy to
flmprove results. As isolated documents they are of limited use And if they somehow |
‘become an ‘end in themselves, they are likely to bea short-lrved document of limited use. A .
.'Strategy Map for Results-Based Budgetmg offers-a prcture of f1ve essential tools:for 1mprovmg
results ' : o - - ol AR

e A Results and Indlcators List that reﬂects the condmons of well bemg we want for
~_children and families and how we would recogmze these condmons in measurable
terms. ) ‘ o ’

An Indicators Report that shows how we are. domg on. the mdrcators of child and
family well- bemg ' :

. _ A Famxly and Chrldren S Budget that shows how resources are used for chrldren and
Co families. ' : . R '

_ A Cost of Bad Results Regort that shows the costs assocrated wrth not gettmg the
results we want for children and families (and that prov1des the financial base for
con51der1ng potenual savmgs which m1ght be. ach1eved by mvestmg in Chlld and L
- family well-bemg) _ : B _

* A "What Works” Comgendlum that makes access1ble the successes of others in ..

' 1mprov1ng the measurable well-being of children and families. '

Creatmg each of these tools isa developmental effort in rts own r1ght But they can be -

used together to support a more coherent process’ for choosmg a course “of action and-
alrgmng the use of resources to support { that course ' '

_  Other tools figure in this work as well. In-addition to the tools hsted in the Strategy L

Map paper, other tools - m1ght mclude performance measurement documents .which show
how well agencies and their programs deliver service and work.to improve the well-bemg of -

. their clrent populahons ( "client results”) Others argue for a range of :additional tools
necessary ‘to create the "capacity” for changing service systems for children and families.

These might mclude new contracting and program morutormg processes geared to achieving. . T
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client results; worker-based data systems that support work with children and families across
service systemsj and tools to suppbrt publiceducation and leadership development.

The full development of such a tool set is clearly a multi-year undertaking which some
might find daunting. In truth, we have 50 badly neglected these basic tools for so long that
we have some catching up to do. Some have found a family and children’s budget a good

- place to start because it helps create the partnershrps necessary to do this other work. It

brings together people around a tangible project in which all have a common interest. The
work of creating and using new decision-making tools is, however, parallel and not
sequential work. It is not necessary to finish one before going on to another. The Strategy
Map paper qffers ideas about how to approach the parallel development of these products
and processes. ‘ -

D. Choosing a Common Language (one more timel)

As we get deeper into this business of family and children's budgets, ‘we will be'talking more
and more about results-based stuff: results-based budgeting, family and children's budgets
by “result,” etc. What do we mean by “result?” Answering this question requires that we
address certain conventions of language that can help us communicate more clearly about
this complex work. - :

There is an astounding lack of dlsc1plme in the use of language in the current work on
child and famlly well-being. It is qulte common to find people working on these problems
who are ‘using the same terms in different, sometrmes contradlctory, ways, and then
wondermg why they aren't making any progress. A

~ The following definitions help keep. three- critical ideas separate, and allow us to.
communicate more clearly. These are the same definitions used in earlier work about results-

.based budgeting and decrslon—makmg

Result (or outcome)’: A “result” is a bottom-line condition of well-bemg for children,

adults families, or communities. Results are matters of common sense, above and beyond -

the jargon of bureaucracy. They are about the fundamental interests of citizens and the
fundamental purposes of governments and private institutions. Results are not “owned” by

. any smgle agency or system. By defmmon, they cross over agency and program lines.

Results are things such as: children born healthuhlldren ready for: school, children

. succeeding in school, yvoung people avoiding trouble, stable and self-sufficient families, and
" safe and supportive communities, '

Indicator (or benchmark) -An “indicator” is a measure, for which we have data, that

4 helps quantify the achievement of a desired result. Indicators help answer. the question:
. ”wa would we know a result if we achieved it?” Rates of full inmunization help quantify -

the result, “Healthy Children.” Reading scores, math scores, and high school graduation rates

5 In some parts of the country, the term “outcome” has taken on a political meanmg very dlfferent from the way in
which we use the term here. We use “outcome” and “result” interchangeably to describe conditions of well-being for
children families and communities (such as healthy children, stable families, and safe communities). This use of the
term “outcome” stands in contrast to its use in debates about outcome-based education where it is used to describe -
approaches to measunng and demonstrahng a student's knowledge and skills.
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_ help quanhfy ”Chrldren Succeedmg in School y And crime’ rates help quantlfy "Safe
- Communities.” - - .
Performance measure: - A ”performance measure” is a measure of how ‘well pubhc or
_ pr1vate agencies and programs are working.. ‘Typical performance measures address matters .
"of timeliness, effectrveness, and comphance with standards. Performance measures include:
_ the rate of child-abuse mvestrgatrons initiated within 24 hours of a report the cost of chlld- .
. - support collections for each dollar collected, and police and fire response times.* .
_ The most ,important distinction in this set of definitions is between’ ends and means '
" Results and indicators have to do with'ends. Performance measures and the programs they
: descnbe have to do with means. The end we seek is not “better service”” but better results. -
_ These dlstlnctrons Relp us describe decrsron-makmg and budgetmg processes based on clear
thrnkmg about what we wish to achieve and how we choose to get there..

. ‘THE DEVELOPMENTAL NATURE OF FAMILY AND CHILDREN s BUDGETS ’
One of the most important a and least-understood aspects of famrly and chrldren s budgetmg is
- the developmental nature of this work. There is a tendency to think that one year ought to be ,‘ ‘
plenty of. time to develop a children's budget and whatever can be. completed in this time
will sufﬁce This partly explams why most examples of chrldren s budgets are the relat1vely' )
, undeveloped “Stage I” budgets described below S .
""" There is often- consrderable pressure to produce a famrly and chrldren s budget qulckly
Thls is'due in part to ‘the urgent needs of ‘children and farrulres, and in part to the nature of
the budget process, which allows only a few wmdows for exercrsmg influence. A one-year-
and-stop approach, however, will leave a family and children's budget largely undeveloped
and its utility limited. A children’ s and famrly budget must be. burlt up mcrementally over .
. ‘several years. -
To help capture thls idea of famrly and chrldren s budgets as developmental entities, we
describe three stages in the development process These stages represent rough groupings of
' charactenshcs along'the dimensions.shown i in the chart’ below. -The ” defmmg characteristic
. of each stage is the- perspectlve offered on spendmg That perspectivé can evolve from a .
simple inventory of spending by program, to cross-departmental and cross-sector prctures
" of spendmg by function, and, stxll later, presentatron of spendmg and strategres for .
1mprovement by result. ~ .

6 See A Guide to Developmg and Usmg Per_fomxance Measures in Results-Based Budgehng, The Finance Pro;ect May 1997
" foran m-dept.h look at performance measurement. .-

7 Or mtegrated services, reformed service systems, etc. —all possrble theans (rather than ends)
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An Overview of the
Three Stages of Development for Family and Chlldren s Budgets

Stagel Stage Il . Stagelll
Budget by Budget by * " Budget by
PROGRAM- FUNCTION : RESULT
Perspect_ive Program: Lirie—item Functional view Results view across
ihventory -| across agencies and | systems and
v " programs’ : sectors
Sponsorship- Informal (or One branch of Both branches of
V outsideof = . | government , e govemmeht
- government) " (Executiveor . (Executive and
' Legislative) - Legislative — based
, ' in law) -
Scope Only one level of Two or More - | ‘All levels of
" | government/ privat | Levels (Federal, govemment/
CL esector spending | State, Local, private sector
| (Federal, State, Private) " | spending (Federal,
Local, Private) . State, Local,
; ' Private)
Time .| Point in time (1 or 2 | Historical baseline | Baseline with
' years) ' S - forecast

Following is a more con'\plete. description of each stage. Appendix F shows
excerpts from actual budget documents that include examples from the three stages
below '

Stage I: Budget by Program Inventory:

Definition:
A Stagel budget is an aggregation of the program line items associated with spendirig
for children and families as they are represented in the current operating budget.
Stage I budgets are usually about the spending of just one level of government and '

~ usually exclude private-sector spendmg, except as it shows up in the form of contracts
between govemment and private-sector agencies. Stage I budgets are sometimes

- produced by advocacy agencies outside of govemment They most often make use of

" one to three years of data, drawing on one or more of the following: last year’s actual
spending, the current-year' appropnahon (or estimated actual) and the proposed
spending level for the next ﬁscal year. -

€

® See the discussion in section VII B. on the compellmg reasons why such budgets should be produced by the budget
office.”
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 Production:
. Stage I budgets are the “easiest” to produce because they mostly involve the use of line-
- item spendmg totals already produced in an ex1stmg budget document or process. Stage
1. budgets sometimes start' as informal, behmd-the—scenes summaries produced by -
. _ N advocacy organizations outside govemment However, they can also be more formal -
oo - . official government documents. Stage I budgets involve 1denhfymg programs which are
' 'b B wholly devoted to chrldren and families, or the clear shares of programs which’ serve
larger populations. Smce they usually involve. only one level of government and usually
‘ -only public-sector expendltures, the problems of duphcatlve counts are minimal. - And
~ ‘such budgets use multi-year data already ahgned in an existing- document where '
. ’comparablhty between years is not usually a srgmﬁcant problem _ :
: 'I'he Kansas Cluldrens Budget pubhshed each year with the Govemors budget
submission, is an- excellent example of this kmd of summary (see Kansas entries in .
Appendix F). Such budgets have lmubed but unportant uses in assessmg changes in
total spending for children. An analysrs wh1ch compares: growth rat:es in state revenue -
'.‘Wltl’l growth rates. for children and famrhes can answer ‘questions hke, ”Drd chlldrens
‘programs get: the1r fair share of growth in general fund: reriources"”9 : . _
* . Inone state'® the famlly and children's budget was prepared for several years as -
‘an ungubhshed Stage I analysrs for use by the Ch11dren s Cabinet. It never progressed N
béyond this form to become a useful tool in the public budget process. " Still another *
state's first attempt at a children's budget was prepared as a sunple spreadsheet with
~ no narrative explanation. The document was correctly thought to be too difficult to.
understand and therefore' it was not released Informal famlly and children's budgets -
can pose certain risks if they are not thought of, developed, and presented as the
political documents that they are: With no context or explanatlon, such mformatlon o
L canbeeasﬂy mlsmterpreted and mrsused "

: StageII: Budget by Function:
Deﬁmtlon - :
A Stage I budget goes beyond a srmple aggregahon of exlstmg program lme-ltem
spending and presents spendmg across agency and categorical lines by function. By .-
function,” we mean groupings of related services within the overall family and

. children's. service system,'such as the cross-agency“set of .child care, health care, or

5 Asan example, an analysrs completed in Kansas for the FY95 budget showed estimated state revenue growth of
4 4%, while proposed children's expend:tures mcreased by only 1.2%. See Appendrx F and the discussion of fair .
_share analysrs below. .

10 In all references to problems or mxstakes, states or localmes will remain anonymous throughout this paper
. M See the discussion of ”backlash" in section VILA. below < :
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- community development services, or the more difficult summation of prevention vs.

_ remediation services.'? Such budgets begin to account for spending of more than one -
level of government (federal, state, and local) and spending in both the public and
private sectors. And such budgets begin to show historical baselines of spending, not
just spendmg at specific points in tlme

Production:
Production of a Stage II budget requires additional data gathermg and analysxs
" Gathering and reconciling data from more than one governmental level involves
removing duplicative 'counts of spending in" jointly funded and pass-through
programs. ‘As discussed below, ”undnplication” is best done by working from the
“inside out,” that is, starting with. a solid analysis of one level and then removing
duplicated counts each time the circle is expanded to include another level or sector.
Creating functional analyses requires the development of agreed-upon conventlons'
about what functional categories will be used. (See Section VIII for the Los Angeles
‘eight categoriés the Oklahoma 11, or the Indianapolis 500.13) And the development of
historical baselines requires both accessing past data, and addressmg matters of
_comparabxhty between fiscal years.

Examgle(s) :
Oklahoma. and Los Angeles County show some charactenstxcs of a Stage II budget

(see:Oklahoma and Los. Angeles. entries in Appendix F). Oklahoma's budget shows
spending for child tare, mental health, and-other functional categories. This kind of

" picture makes the bndget somewhat more useful because it allows a preliminary
assessment of how program expenditures fit together within the service systém, and
how well they combine to meet needs. '

The Los Angeles County Children's budget summanzes spendmg above the line-
item level, classxfymg expenditures into the functional categones of income support,
protective services, health services, juvenile justice, mental health, Chl.ld care, and
prevention. Such functional distinctions can set the stage for efforts to improve

coordination of service delivery within these functions. Los Angeles’ classification of
program expenditures by functional . service area helped advance coordination across
county departments by showing areas of related investment and common interest, The
most recent work of the Los Angeles County Children’s Planning Council, Laying .the
Groundwork for _Chlznge, Los Angeles County’s First Action Plan for its* Children, Youth, and
Families (February‘l998) is one of the few documents that links three of the key tools in
results-based budgeting: the children’s budget the indicator report and an action plan of
“what works” strategles : : :

12 See the “cost of bad results” section below for a discussion of pmvenhon remediation analysis.
13 Couldri’t resist. -Actually, Indianapolis is developing a Youth Investment Budget with eight to ten funchonal
categories. . .

10 THEFINANCEPROJECT = o . o 19

Q _ 7




Q

'ERIC"

JAruntoxt provided by exic [l

' Stage IIl: Budget by Result: '

. N
‘

San Diegos Future Scan, a one-time effort produced in 1993, shows one of the broadest ‘

p1ctures of functlonal spending across the federal, state, local, and private sectors of any

family and ch11drens budget. The San- Dlego entries in Appendrx F show ‘spending - .

separated by public-sector government private sector, and education. Public and private
sector fundmg is further drsaggregated by fund source’ (federal, state, county, c1ty and

“private). )

Funchonal classifications also. ‘becomé._ useful in creatmg an ‘investment “case " for
chxldren s spendmg as discussed in the “cost of bad results” section below.'* Colorado’s

_ Children’s Investment Prospectu (1997) uses six functional categor1es to advance -the’

potential benefits of investing i in the well-being of chlldren ages six and under.

N

Deﬁmtlon

Stage I budgets are the final frontier in family and chlldrens budgetmg A Stage III, :

family and, chlldrens budget builds on ‘the previous two stages and provrdes not just’

_program and functional p1ctures buta results based view of expend1tures as well.

We are )ust begmmng to understand what a results-based budget document looks

~like. Such documents «could have separate sections or volumes devoted to- different -

perspectlves Volume 1 would present the hrghest-level view- by result across. agenc1es
and across the commumty The document would present indicator baselines:that describe

‘the extent, to which each result is bemg achreved along ‘with-a summary of - current

strategles to 1mprove results, mcludmg the work ' of both public and private’ partners.

Volume 2 would present the program components of these ‘strategies and prov1de o
| mformahon on the performance of each. -These volumes together provide for both cross-
. agency accountablhty for results and w1thm agency accountabrhty for performance (See .
-the Results- based Budget Schernatlc at the end of Append1x F. )
. Production:
Production of a results- based famxly -and- children's” budget is not’ )ust a, matter of -
reshufﬂmg and recategorizing items m the line-item or functional stages. Programs mayf e
“be presented as part of more- -than. one result’ for. wh1ch they make up an important
- strategic component. This means that unlike line-item and functional summar1es the

results summaries may. involve countmg a part1cular program-in more. than one place.

- "The productlon challenges in a Stage III budget mvolve data gathermg on spend1ng and.

,}J

BEST COPY -l:émmbftﬁ

M As drscussed in the paper Trading Outcome Accountablllty for Fund Flexrblmy we may be able to make better sense
. out of state/local fiscal relationships if we begin to think about funding in terms of “natural clusters”. Natural

clusters can be either functional clusters (e.g., all spending for child care, job training, etc.) or “managed care” type

clusters that link prevention and remediation expenditures for a’given population (e.g., spending for.out of home .

caré and prevention of out of home care). Stage 11 family and children's budgets give us a beginning picture of
functional clusters, which in turn provrde a startmg point for discussions about using dollars within clusters more
efficiently.

15 See A Guided-to Developmg and Using Perfonnanm Measures in Results-based Budgetmg, Fmance Pm]ect, May 1997, for .-
more mformahon on the relahonshxp between results and performance measures. : ’
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investment across all levels of government across public and private sectors, consensus
forecasts of spendmg trends, and politically useful ways to present strategic choices by
result.

Example(s):
There are no existing examples of fully’ developed Stage i famxly and ch11dren s budgets.

But there are some efforts that shed light on what such documents might look like.
' The Contra Costa County, California, Children and Family Services Budget for 1997-98
- shows some characteristics of a Stage Il budget. It includes both a functional summary of -
spendmg and a set of charts linking county programs to results and the costs of bad
results. - '

In Flscal Year 1995, the budget for Multnomah County Oregon, began showing the

' relatxonslup of the county agencies to the County's urgent benchmarks, and provided a
summary of both ongoing and new efforts to address each “urgent” benchmark.

Vermont's Agency for Human Services budget for FY 1998 incorporates some analysrs -
of spendmg for results-across the human service and education systems. These efforts are
the precursors of what results-based budgets and results-based family. and children's

. budgets will look like in years to come. -

IV. HOW DO-YOU BUILD A FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S BUDGET? -
_Issues of Content and Construction
We here at FPL (Finance Project Laboratorles) have gathered as many family and
children's budgets as we could find. And we have used the most modern scientific
methods to extract lessons from these budgets. This has led to significant advances in our .
_ understanding of family and children's budgets' and most importantly, a list of
_ construction issues that you may wish to consider in creating your own family and
: chﬂdrens budget

A. "What Do We Mean by Children and Families? . . °
This s.ounds like a simple question, but it is not. '

Defmmg “children’16
There are many differences across the states in the legal definition of child, w1th age range

" (0-18 or 0-21) being the most 1mportant In some cases, programs — like welfare, social
security, and special education — consider recipients of benefits to be children up to age
21 if they are in school or training, and up to age 22 if disabled. Conversely, there is a .
growing and controversial trend to count children below 18 who have committed certain
serious crimes as adults i in the criminal justice system. '

16 And youth. Some budget efforts refer to duldren, youth, and farmhes because young people do not hke to be
called children. .
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<Defmmg ”famtltes » N N
- The matter of defmmg families i is even more complex than chlldren ‘We are a soc1ety of .
.-many different kinds of families, and sm‘lple defxmhons don't work. In some benefit

- programs (such as TANFl7 and Food Stamps) the definition of family. (or household) is

tied directly to elrg1b111ty and the definition can get quite complxcated dealing with
“ varying degrees of relationship and combmatlons of hvmg arrangements Aside from
ehglblhty defmmg fanuhes can be a politically charged undertaking. -

_Allow multzple deﬁmtzons to coexist. : . _
There are a few simple thmgs to. keep in mmd here to keep from gettlng lost in this
definition and data forest. First, be practical. Don't get. bogged down in trying to craft a

? perfect set of . defxmhons of children or families. The nature of thlS work requires some ;"

ambiguity about t]:us and you might as well get used 'to that at the start. lt will, in fact, be

o necessary to-allow dlffenng, even contradictory, deflmtlons to.coexist.- The simple rule of

" thumb is to count expendltures for children and farmhes using the.definition of the
'program in question. It is not necessary (and, in fact, it is not poss1b1e) to reconc1le
- differing - definitions’ across programs. If you use common sense about - matters of

‘ 'defi.niﬁon,"the' product willbe OK. : SRR :

Opt for mcluswn ‘ e -

A miore important issue has to do wrth whether we mclude all chrldren and fam111es or

just some children and ‘families. Some family and children’ budget efforts have taken as

‘their subject not all cluldren, but “at risk” chlldren or children with special needs.'® Others

o have argued that we can and should leave out certain kinds of expenditures, such as a

elementary and secondary educahon, because they are 'so large they will dwarf other

. expenditures or will give the impression that we are already spendmg "too.much”  on
children (see the backlash discussion below) _ : : - )

These are not technical arguments about what we know, or what we can produce

-'They are-political arguments about thé purposes and uses of family and children's .

budgets "We do not impugn the motives of those who advocate such posmons But we

argue for inclusion, for two reasons. First, credrb1hty Everybody knows that education )

~ spending is about chlldren To leave it (or any. major category of spending) out of such a
.budget srmply detracts from the credibility of the product. If readers/users of family and
children's ib'ud'_get,s' feel that they are- being manipulated by the deliberate exclusion of

(I

v Temporary ‘Assistance to Needy Famxlxes, the new federal pmgram which replaces Aid to: Famxlxes with Dependent
" Children (AFDC).
" 18 In South Carolina, a FY 1989 summary was produced for At-Risk Youth Expendltures Utah produced an Eshmated

Children and Youth At Risk Budget for FY 97, pursuant'to a requirement of the 1996 General Session of the Utah - c

Legislature. In this budget, “children and youth at risk” includes persons up to age 18 (or age 21 if in custody, or 22.

* if disabled) who may at times require “unique intervention to: (a) achieve literacy; (b) advance through schools; (c)
achieve commensurate with their ability; and (d) parhcrpate in socxety ina meamngfu] way as competent,
productive, caring, and responsible citizens.” -

S See the discussion of commumty investments in the well -being of famxhes and children below. -
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_ important information, then the document won't be credible and it won't be used. (As

noted below, education spending can be treated separately within the budget. It is often

" helpful to show totais with and without education spendlhg ) -

Second, when ‘we choose to count only programs for “at risk” children, or “low |

income” children, or “disadvantaged” children, we further the kind of distinctions about

- children that have gotten us ‘into trouble in the first place. These distinctions, and the

terms we use to support them, reinforce categorical thinking about children and lend:

credence to the divisive idea that the “problem” with children is about “somebody else's

children.” Family and children’s budgets can serve to advance the notion that we have a
stake in the well-being of all children.

Give speaal not exclusive, attention to sub-populatwns

., ‘Within a broadly constructed family and children's budget, there is good reason to g1ve :
special attention to certain sub-populations of families or children. If we intend to
improve overall results for children and families, then special efforts will be required for -
children with greater needs, such as chlldren in state custody, ch11dren in special '
education, and children in low-income families. '

It is appropriate and- helpful to use the ”platform" of a famlly and children's budget
to report on the well-being of these children and to assess the adequacy of efforts to
imprbve their well-being. This can take the form of special breakouts of data by sub-
population and special sections of the budget document devoted to recommendations and )
action plans. However, it is best to think of such sections and analyses as supplements to,
not substitutes for, a broadly based budget for all families and children.

B. Th_e Basics of “What's in?” and “What's out?*?*® . C
Given an answer to what is meant by children and families, the next question involves .
what programs and expenditures are to be included. Since a family and children's budget
is a summary of the financial (and other) resdurces devoted to families and ‘children, we
need a good working definition of ” resources devoted to families and children.”

In truth, just about all governmental expenditures can be connected to children in
some way. The transportation depaftment builds roads on which children travel. NASA
produces plctures of Mars.that children watch on television. The defense department

_ protects children along with shlppmg lanes. So where are the useful boundaries for a
budget about chlldren and their families? There are several parts to the answer to this
question. - : : ' :

Utility bottom line

Going back to first purposes, family and children's budgets are mtended to create a more
complete and coherent picture of spending for families and children, so that we can make
.bet_ter'ldécision's about the way we spend money, structure services, and invest in well- -

® See the Einahce Project's report on Fashion-Based Budgeting,
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being. So it makes serise to have a dividing line between what will help do that, and what
will not. Including a-part of the NASA or the roads budget will generally not help.

: Asortmg process Lo

It is useful to think about thrs work as a sortmg process that makes use of three large_

] categories: (1) Things that are definitely in; (2) things that are definitely out; and (3) things -
" that could go either way. The reason that - this- seemingly common-sense (but often

missed) approach is so 1mportant is that it allows the parues involved to reach agreement ,
quickly- on what is definitely in and deﬁmtely out, and then to- concentrate their

* discussions on the items in the rmddle . .

It is essential to understand that decnslons made in'this part of the process are not"

. carved-in-stone matters of ”rlght and wrong.” Such decisions may be rev1srted over time,

. and they may be reﬁned as the development process proceeds. Whatuls in and out” is as ."
" much a political ]udgment as ‘a factual judgment. The test, agam, is ‘utility. Does the.'

information help us make better decisions about spendmg for: chrldren and fam111es7 If
yes, include it. If no, don't. . :
Followmg is a general look at each of these categorles

:. Pretty Deﬁmtelv In: .

Expendltures which duectly beneflt chlldren, or that benefit chrldren through-_

investments in therr famrlles o

" -~ These expendltures mclude direct. spendmg such as elementary and secondary L
educatlon, child care and early childhood education; child welfare and juvenile - -

‘justice services; income ‘supports for. families with children "(such as TANF,
Supplemental Securrty Income (SSI), ‘and Food Stamps); Medicaid, Child Health

Insurance Program Fundmg, and other spendmg for medical care, and housing -

~.subsidies and supports . : :
" This category also . mcludes indirect spendmg on commumty building and
* community development, in other words, investments that beat on the quantity and -
‘quality of community. supports for famrlres raising children (e.g., economic
development targeted to families with children, businéss development supporting
families- like child care facllity funds), and community development initiatives such
¢ as family centers and playgrounds. . - o

<

.2 Itis surprising how this simple trick can break a logjam in the early stages of development. In fact, it continues to
" be useful throughout the life of the dévelopment process. Processes that try, to reach agreement without this first-
stage sorting process often bog down, and sometimes stop, when they reach the first tough gray-area item, «
2 One staté person summed up “what's in?” this way: “Education and Medicaid! After that, it's all peanuts.” Atthe -
local level, other categories of spending might dominate the picture. In most California county documents, ]uvemle
probahon is the largest category after educatxon o

“. . THE FINANCE PROJECT

15

4



 Pretty Definitely Out:
Expenditures for mfrastructure that benefxt all members of the community more or

less equally.

" 'These expenditures include such things as roads, bridges, sewer and water
services, environmental protection, etc. It is generally not going to help us make
better - decisions about investing in children and families to tally spending on
infrastructure. ' |

To be Decided:
Many parts of government which serve the, general populatlon have specxﬁc
components that relate. directly to children and families: ‘Although pohce '
~ departments tnight appear' to be “pretty definitely out” at first, tbey often have special
o units devoted to child abuse or domestic violence. There may be an important benefit _
B in askmg police what portion of their time they spend on youth. One county
" participant noted, “...you ask how many of thexr‘ arrests are youth, and the light begins
to dawn. They’ve been into the geography of precincts so "long,that ‘the age break
rarely occurs to them as a budget tool. We broke out the percentage of patrol that is
- devoted to youth suppression and arrest, community pohcmg dedicated to youth, etc.,
“and it is a 20% base of a.very large budget.” .
Most state and local court systems have special coverage ‘of family and juveniles
matters. And family courts are becoming more common. In these cases, it is possible-
and desirable to allocate a portion of the cost of these services.
For many other services, it is possible, but-probably not desirable, to allocate a portion
of expendltures to children and families. A family and 'chlldrens share of
" expenditures for fire and rescue services could be identified, based on the percentage -
of households with children in the service catchment area. But does' including this
information help us improve the conditions of well-being for children? One could
make the case that fire safety should figure in our work on child safety, and that the
. fire department therefore has a useful role to play. But is it necessary for a portion of
the fire department's budget to be in the famlly and children's budget for this
connection to be made? Probably not.

One way to take the edge off the decision about what to include or exclude is to write .
about the decision process in a section of the budget document itself. It is possible to list -
those services, supports, capital -investnients, etc., that indirectly benefit children and
families for which detailed expenditure information is not included. ‘This allows some of

: the important connections to be acknowledged without burdening the budget document
“itself with mformatlon of questlonable utility. V

C Us1ng Rule Sets for What's In and What's Out
A second, more disciplined, way to look at the question of ”what's in and what's out”’
through “rule sets” that help guide the process. (See Appendlx D.) While there are no -

1
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hard-and-fast ‘rules, we have leamed some tlungs from lookmg at many dlfferent .
‘ chlldren s budgets, by observmg the process, and by actually domg thrs work ourselves in
cconstructing a database of federal spending for children.
Consrder the followmg summary of two rule’ setsas a startmg point.

Basic rule set i - E ‘ T . ,
This rule set envisions a three-step sortmg process that 1dent1ﬁes pubhc-mterest
X expendrtures beneﬁtmg chlldren and families with cluldren ‘
A 3_32_1' R , : SR _ | |
Separate ‘public interest” from other spendmg Include spending of federal, state, local, or
" private non-profit funds which serve interests relevant to the public life of the- commumty
as a whole. Exclude private, for-proflt spendmg, and personal spendlng by mdrvrduals or =
: famlhes for their chlldren ' ‘
' Separate services that benefit famthes and cluldren from umversal services: Does ‘the
-‘ pubhc-mterest spending i in question constitute a universal service that benefits all citizens
© more or less equally? If yes,. exclude such services. If the spendmg addresses chrldren or -
families with chlldren in some umque way, then include it. ' o
. Step3:
3 . Identu’v the full amount or apportxoned share that beneflts famllxes and chrldren For the
remammg expendltures, include the full amount if the Spending is fully attrlbutable to.

families and children. ‘For other expenditures, include an apportioned famlly and-
children’s share. Apportlon on the basis of client/customer population: share of, where
avallable, the proportlon of expendrtures devoted to cluldren and famrlres

Other sorting rules and categorres
Database software. is sometimes used as a - tool in the ‘construction of a famrly and
children's budget. When it is ‘used; the array of data fields, definitions, and codes used in .
database constructlon constitutes a rule set for categorizing expendltures
s A more complex set of decision rules is illustrated by the work of The Finance Pr0)ect‘
’m developing a database of 1994 federal spendmg for children, families, and commun1t1es .
This work' required -that federal spending -across many agencies and programs ‘be
. 1dent1f1ed and dlfferentlated on the basis of its- relevance to the well-bemg of chrldren and
the families and communities in which they live. : '
The database included three data sets: '

'« Investments in child well-being (programs that directly benefit 'children); .

> In Medrcard for example, children and their parents hrstoncally make up about two-thirds of total enrollees, but b ) ,
acoount for only one-tlurd of total expendrmres - _ LT
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e Investments in family well-bemg (programs that directly benefit families with
children); and

o Investments in commumg well-bemg (programs that indirectly benefit cluldren,
and families with children, by strengthening the communities in which they
live). :

Separating these three categories served to ease data collection, sorting, and
" apportionment, and allowed greater ﬂexibility at the time of analysis. Expenditures could ..
be combined from any of ‘one, two, or three data sets, dependmg on the type, purpose,
and scope of analysis.
The data-entry process also allowed for 1dent1f1cation of other distmguishmg
_ program characteristlcs, such as:

e Target eligibility: Who is eligible for the program or service? What spec1al rules
apply to individual eligibility? (i.e, means-tested or spec1al needs eligibility);
. e Type of service: What type of service is prov1ded7 (e-g- educatlon, health,
literacy etc.);and ' : )
e Program function: What is the primary function of the serv1ce7 (e.g. pnmary

prevention, remediation, training, etc.).

Information of this nature helps to specxfy how dollars are mtended to reach their
benef1c1ary populations. For each program, the database also included information on the
administering agency, the funding mechanism, fund allocation formula, and fund match
requirements, if any. A complete set of data entry formats is provided in Appendix B.

*D. The Importance of Community Investments :
'A family and children's budget should also include those resources invested in
community well-being which indirectly benefit children and families. It is increasingly

~ clear that the characteristics of the neighborhood/ commumty environment in which

o children live is critically important to their chances of healthy and successful growth.
~ In 1990, 17 percent of children under age 15 in the nation's 50 largest cities lived in
”distressed” neighborhoods (defined as communities with high concentrations of poverty,
female-headed families, unemployment, and’ welfare dependency).”*  Economic ‘and
community development investmenis may‘ be among the most important investments we
can make in children and families. These kinds of investments can and should have a
prominent place in family and children's budgets.

But community investments, like mfrastructure, are usually investments that span
beyond families with children. In some cases these can be directly attributed to families
and children, as in the case of low-income housing -for families with children, job
'developmehf targeted to families on welfare, or school-to-work transit_idn. _Cothunity

» City Kids Count, Data on the Well-Being of Children in Large Cities, The Annie E. Casey Foundatioi_'i, February 1997.
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development components like development of parks playgrounds, recreatron centers, and

~ family centers are also closely tied to family and child well-bemg, and may fit cleanly

" within the inclusion categorres noted above. -
But ‘other economic and commumty development efforts - such as those targeted at ‘

more general business development safety, or strengthemng of community. institutions —

' are vitally important to ‘the well-being of ch11dren and: famrlres but are not exclusrvely .
“about children and families. In these cases, it is not useful to allocate a share of such

investments in the budget document. .
As an alternative to allocatrng pieces of commun1ty bulldmg and development Stage

I budgets ‘could. inventory such ' investments “where' they - occur (e.g.,
‘Empowerment/ Enterprise grants, Economic and Comrnumty Development grants) In

Stage I budgets it would then be possrble to show these 1mportant efforts as ‘a separate -
“economic and comrnuruty development” function, presentlng an analysrs of mvestments

'in communities, parallel to surular presentations for ‘other functlonal areas (such-as

income supports, child protectron, child-care and early childhood educatxon, etc). Stage 1

-+ budgets couid then include sections that focus on turning the curve on mdrcators of.
; community well-being. These investments will ﬁgure prormnently in the act:on agenda DRI

and' budget components of. such sections.

~ The matter of 1dent1fymg spendmg on commumty well-bemg is, or can be, closely' _ '

linked to the work of communlty ”asset mapping,” as advanced by John McKrught or

‘ ”Youth Mapping,” developed by the Academy for Educatlonal Development and others.".

»__The 1dea of approachmg communities as places with assets to be preserved and enhanced; -
, not deficits to be remedied, is a powerful and compelling idea. And it changes not only
" what is counted, but also how it is presented and used. While this brief reference does not

do justice to .this 1mportant body of work, there are srgmfrcant beneflts to lmkmg these

, efforts particularly at the county, city, and neighborhood level.

‘Whatever approach is taken, the. evidence about successful change’ strategles (from

.Empowerment Zones to Community Pohcmg) suggests that the economrc and community
..development perspectlve is vitally important to successful efforts to improve results for
~ children and families. And family and children's budgets, at each stage of development,
. should place this perspective front and center, along w1th the more traditional defuutlons‘

-of programs associated with child and family well-bemg This kind. of analysxs is now -
' largely missing from the work on family and children's budgets, and represents one of the - -

* most 1mportant ”frontxers” for development in the future

E The Matter of anate-Sector Expendrtures _ :
The same “definitely in,. deﬁmtely out” rules generally work with- the pr1vate sector, but

. the "to'be decided” category can get somewhat more complicated. - This is due i in part to

the diverse ‘array of orgamzed pr1vate-sector spendmg —from charities, phllanthropres

* non-profit service providers, and volunteer, civic, and business orgamzatlons — and the

largely unquanhﬁed expendltures famrlles make duectly for their ch11dren

28
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o Two criteria, one of which is discussed above, will generally serve to sort things out.
Is the spending a matter of “public interest” or public policy? And, is the spending
“material”? Materiality is a principle of accounting and, sometimes, law. Is the spending
significant? Does it amount to anything? Can it be left out without affecting anything
important? .

Not everything will spht cleanly along these lines, but the basic prmc1ple of

identifying “material, public interest” expenditures should help guide the work. United
Way spending on recreation is an unambiguous public-interest expenditure on behalf of
children, and in most communities is large enough to warrant inclusion. The sponsorship-
of children’s sports teams by local businesses is less clearly a matter of publie interest,
and, in any event, is generally small enough to leave out. ' ‘ '

The matter of parental spending on children deserves some special attention.
Parental- spending on children actually makes up one of the largest categories of total
. spending. This includes such spending as basic food and shelter, recreation, family shares

of health caré, and education. A U.S. Department of Agriculture study estimated the cost
~ of raising a child, born in 1996, from birth through age 17 at $241,440 for middle-income
families.”” But .does information on parental spending constitute a matter of public-
interest spending7 Can it be separated from clear public-interest matters associated with
the adequacy of family income? Does information on parental spendmg belong in family
and children's budgets?
_ As a practical matter, it is probably best to exclude parental spendmg from budget
 totals, unless there is a clear relationship between such spendmg and pubhc policy (such.:
as the co-payment shares of child care, health insurance, or other services). A decision to -
exclude parental spending should not be construed as a }udgment that such spending is
somehow unimportant. Good data on such spending is extraordinarily difficult to get.
And this issue could easily. bog down the development process. Private parental costs can’
be referenced in the budget document, and available mformahon presented as part of the
analysis, not budget, sections. - .
The place where private spending by famxhes and pubhc policy clearly intersect is in
 the area of tax policies designed to supplemen_t and/or encourage private family spending
" for children. As noted"_below, tax expenditures, such as child care subsidies, and earned
income tax credits belong in the family and children's budget. It generally makes sense to
include the public, but not the private, share of such expenditures where they occur.

V. DATA CHALLENGES IN BUILDING A FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S BUDGET "

We have described the three stages of family and child budget development and
addressed the basic process of sorting what's in and what's out. But actually building
family and children's budgets is about data. And even where it.is possible to clearly

3 As reported in The World Almanac'1998, page 734 Estimates are for the younger child'in a 2-parent family with 2
children, for the overall United States. The correspondmg estimate for a low-income family is $178 080, and for a high-
income family, $350,920. ‘
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1dent1fy what to -count, gathermg the data is another matter. The following sections
.address some of the most important data challenges .Don't be discouraged by this hst It
is 1mportant to start with what you have and i 1mprove over txme

.A. Geographrc Boundaries :

‘In thrs country, we have a paper-mache form of govemment The overlappmg govemmg '
’ structures of federal, state, county, - city, and school district sacrifice clarity of - .
' accountabrlrty for overall strength of the system. But they make for a mghtmare when"

you are trymg to gather data for a partlcular area. Some of the blggest dlsconnecls

e Federal spendmg data (SSI for example) is usually avarlable by state but may be -
_ L ' drfﬁcult to get by county, crty, or ‘other ]unsdrctlon When such data are orgamzed by
Y : L zip ¢ode or census track, they can be summed to lugher levels, but often only with
o considerable effort and expense % . : ’
.o Where county data can be obtamed they are often not broken out by crtles, towns, or-
- school districts inside the county Health and human service expendltures, for .
- example, are often available at the county level, but are difficult to get at sub-county
‘ levels (say, for acity children's budget). C
¢  School-district boundanes often do not match’ county or crty boundaries. There are
_ i'about 15,000 school ’ drstncts in’.the United States and about 3, 000 countles 7
o L Boundanes match inonly a few states.

Where poss1ble, famrly .and chrldren s budgels should be constructed with ”clean
' geographlc boundaries, for the simple - reason that public decwlon-makmg bodies are-
- organized by geography If geographlc boundaries are not clear, then accountablhty for what -
the budget shows is clouded, and decision-makers who m1ght otherwise use. the document‘
‘will be given a reason not to. ' . Y o
' " One interesting solution to this problem is 1llustrated by the indicators report produced
for,local s¢hool districts in Vermont (produced annually by the Vermont Agency for Human -
_ } Serv1ces in collaboratlon with. the Vermont- Department of Educatlon) The report shows
o " trend information on education, health, and social - serv1ce data at the school district level
where this information is avallable or can be- produced Where the data cannot be split outf
o by school dlStrlCt the next-hlgher level of aggregatlon (either. county or reglonal grouping of -
school districts) is shown. This allows readers to see the data for their spec1f1c school district
ot the next larger area of which they -are a part. Both views allow for.some * ownershlp of

T %n 1995 The Finance Pro;ect developed a reasonably complete mventory of federal pmgrams (unpubl.lshed) with
_ . expenditures for children and families for internal analyses. Others, notably Jule Sugarman from the Center on
- - Effective Services, have authored summaries of federal spending for children. (See Appendix A.) Many states have
designated agencies that serve as cleannghouses for census data and that can help run specxal reports by defmed
- geographic area.
4 ngest of Education Staushr'.s, 1995, Natronal Center for Educatron Statistics, Table 88. And County Government
Fmances 1990-91, Bureau of the Census, Table 2 R )
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the data by policy-makers and citizens alike: -A'lthough this report is not about expenditures,

the same principle can be applied to expenditure presentations.

~B. Double Counting

It is quite common for the same money to show up in more than one budget This is almost
always the result of joint or pass-through fundmg between levels of government, or
contracting between agencies of government and prxvate-sector agencxes The extensive use

_of Medicaid to fund a wide range of health-related serv1ces across state and local agencies is

one of the most complex double-counting problems.’
Several family and children's budgets have dealt with double-counung problems by
showing total spending where it is budgeted and then taking out the estimated double

. counting from the bottom line totals for the entire budget. The Utah Children and-Youth At

Risk Budget uses this method and provides a’ detailed estimate of “duplications” mostly
attributable to revenue transfers. _
There are several choices' to be made here. First, is it possible to unduplicate

. expenditures and is it worth it? Generally, unduplication is worth the effort, but it is almost

never possible to do this completely. Ad]ustments and estlmated adjustments are OK.

Second, if we can identify double counting, should we reduce the duplicated amount
from the fund source agency or the fund use agency? As a general rule, the expenditure
should be left in the fund use agency and reduced from the fund sour&:e agency. This is for
the simple reason that for most analyses, fund use is more 1mportant than fund source in-
showing what kinds of services are provided to whom. ,

~ For example, consider the widespread practice of using Medicaid funds to support

 special education services. If these expenditures were removed from the special education:
~ budget and shown only in the Medicaid budget, we would lose the picture of total spending
“on special education. 'And special education use will be lost in the vastarray of other.services

supported by Medicaid. It is better to show the expenditure in Special Education.and to 3
show Med1ca1d as one of the fund sources within Special Education. In other words, the
fund source analysis is subordinate to the fund use analysis. The display of fund sources for
a given program or function will typlcally show the split of federal, state, and local funding,
and may also show individual fund sources such as Medicaid.. In this Way, both fund use
and fund source pictures can be presented without dlstortmg the more 1mportant fund use
analysxs ' ' '

One process that helps address this problem is to construct the budget from the inside

. out. That is, start with spending information from the smallest level of government to.be

considered in the budget construction process. Then successively add information from
larger levels. ‘This convention allows the best use of summary reports on [federal to state;

‘state to couhty' county to city grants and transfers]; which can be subtracted as part of the

unduphcatlon process. :
A more complete solution to the d0uble-count1ng problem requires the creation of new
reporting of disaggregated spending by jurisdiction and program. The current state of most
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' automated govemment systems makes this type of analys1s d1ff1cult 1f not 1mposs1ble But
‘as such data systems 1mprove, the task . may fall w1th1n reach.

C Sphttmg Program Expendltures , . :
- In ‘many, if not most, cases, expendxtures for chrldren and, famrhes w1ll break cleanly by
) i 'program That is, whole programs and their expendltures can be counted in the famlly and
' chlldren s budget without ad)ustment or modification. But many ‘programs, important to
' famlly and child well-bemg, serve other populatlons as well. Medlcard Food Stamps, -and
SS], for example, provide assistance to elders, single adults, and ch11dless couples. The
~ education system serves adults without ‘children ‘in adult education  and vocatlonal .
rehabilitation programs " And h1gher-educat10n expenditures clearly include both children
and adults. In some programs, it can. be difficult to separate child and family expendltures
- from other expenditures. This'is sometimes a thomy problem with no easy answers. But a
few simple guidelines may help. ‘ ' '
"~ First, let the program prov1dtng the mformatlon make the split whenever poss1ble Thls
" cuts down on the work of producing the family and child budget document, and adds to the
credibility of the data. -Make sure, however, that the program prov1des information on the
methodology. used, so that you can make ]udgments and answer questlons about the
: resultmg numbers. - : : : : _
" There are a number of methodologlcal choices. when it .comes to spllttmg program )
expendltures It is best if there are data systems within the program which separate :
’ expendltures for services to children and families: with children from other: expendltures
Where this is not the case, total program expendltures can be allocated based on ‘one of . -
. several percentages '

1
t

e Percentage of clients, students, or customers. who are*children and parents of l
children, or o . C
. Percentage of dollars spent for chlldren and parents of chlldren

Of these two, it is much better to use the dollar percentage, if it is available. It is often .
the case that children represent a" disproportionate use. of resources in a program
‘Sometimes, -this difference is dramatic. In Medicaid, for .example, ch11dren and parents of
» chlldren make up about two-thlrds of the total client population, but only about one-third of
- program cost. Expensive long-term care costs for the elderly and disabled' adult populatlons '
_ . are resp0n31ble for this difference.- ‘ '
; o . Where program data are not available, 1t is sometimes possible to Spllt programs onthe -
“ . ' basrs of the percentage of children and parents in the general populatlon, or to use splits
. which have been established in other )urrsdlctlons with better data. These are, of course, last ‘
: resorts 'Whatever method is’used, it is important to carefully record the approach in the
" notes to the budget ¢ document so that readers can make their | own )udgments about the data, '
., and future budgets can improve on past work '

THE FINANCE PROJECT , 23




C 24

D. Time Boundanes Part 1: Fiscal Years : :

Just as there are different geographlcal boundaries, there are different time boundarles used
by different organizations. The federal fiscal year runs from October to September. Forty-six
of the 50 states’® and most local governments operate on a July-to-June fiscal year. And

. many non-profits operate on a January-to-December fiscal year. School districts operate on a.

school'year, which usually, but not always, corresponds with local government fiscal years.

Producing a family and children's budget for 199X could mean any one of these
(calendar 199X, or fiscal 199X by any" one of four possible definitions). There is actually a
fairly simple solution to this problem, but it requires some (Zen-like) compromise in
precision: Take whatever is available, and treat calendar and fiscal 199X as the same for -
aggregation, display, and analysis purposes. The alternative to this solution is to try to
allocate expenditures to a umform time period. This can be done, but you will drive yourself
crazy doing it.

E. Time Boundaries Part 2: Baselines, Trends and Disconﬁnuiﬁes
. Most. famlly and children's budgets are point-in-time budgets But the most lmportant'

questlons we need to ask are about spending trends. And, of course, there can be no trend
data without more than one year—and two years isn't much better. Take, for example, the
children's budgef effort in one state that compared spending for two points, 10 years apart.
The analysis showed dramatic shifts in spending patterns toward remedial costs and away
from,preVention. This is clear and useful information, but the more recent trend information,
particularly at the program or bfunctio‘n level, would add considerably to this ‘picture. Did’
expenditures peak during this period and begm to decline, or did they bottom out and begm _
to increase? ' : .

Generally, we need bu'dgets to go back three to five years, that is, show three to five
years ' of actual expenditure history. ** This problem, of course, takes care of itself,
prospectively after a few years. But the utility of a family and chlldrens budget is greatly -
enhanced if you can get multl-year data from the start.

One important limitation in collecting multlple years' data is comparability across fiscal
years. Not only do programs and organizations change, but definitions of data and budget
categorles change within existing programs. This can make comparability of data a problem
even within the same program and the same jurisdiction. »

There are two responses to this problem—one is usually rlght the other is usually

‘wrong. ~ The “usually wrong” response is to try to adjust the data sq_that they are .

comparable. This can sometimes be done where programs have simply been renamed, or

‘where program components have been realigned in a clear way that allows an easy

crosswalk between the old and new system.‘ But usually more complex at:tempfs at making

= Budget Processes in the States, National Association of State Budget Officers, September 1997, page 4.
2 We were not_able‘to afford a computer programmer to fix the century problem in this paper.

% Note the difference here between the three years of dataina typical stage I budget: one year of actual data, one of
appropriation, and one of proposed spending. With only one year of actual data, trend analysns is on shakier ground and
can be harder to interpret.

t
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“the data comparable are necessary, and they are. generally not worth the effort. The usually'
right” way to deal with this comparablllty issue is to treat it as an analytrc, not data problem.
Allow the: dlfferent definitions to coexist in the presentation of spendmg totals by agency, . ‘.
program, and .function. And then con51der ‘any changes in program policy, budget
alignment, and data definition as part of the process of analyzing and presenting multi-year
trends: (Se¢ the menagerle of analyses in Sectlon B below.) ’ -
' One other lesson Telates to the matter of multl-year data ltis generally a good idea to - '
gather as many years worth of data as you can for a grven program at one time— for the
s1mple reason that it will be easier than if you have to return to the task later. Gathermg, .
multi-year data in one pass means that you need to open source documents fewer times,and '
. thus.you will have an easier time identifying and understandlng comparablllty across fiscal .
years. Most annual budgets present three years worth' of data (actual data’ for the past
budget year, the current budget year appropnatlon, and the proposals or approved budget - -
5 'Afor the next year). _Biennial budgets typically present four to six years of data. Multi-year '
- data is essential for analysrs of spending trends, one of the most 1mportant types of analys1sv R
~ that can be developed with famrly and chrldren s budgets ' ‘ »

,F Fundrng w1th1n the Pubhc Sector - :

. Within the pubhc sector, thereare many fund sources that support services to. families and
children. 1t is useful to have at least a basic- spht of federal, state, and Tocal funds. And more -
detailed fundmg mformatlon by spec1f1c fund source will be useful in later stages of work.

- Such mformatlon allows 1mportant analysis of spendmg by fund source '

_e  Assessment of the fiscal stak&s of current pohcy for various funders What is the
" _county’s general fund stake .in spendmg for the well-being of children and ‘families?
.~ How much does the federal government contribute to ‘services. for children and
. families? How much of this is for remedxanng problems? How much is for preventing
problems" S
e _Analyses of cost shrfts between funders over time. Such analyses can shed light on the -
well-known shifts of costs from the federal to the state level (such as those that result -
from cuts.in block-grant funding) or shifts from state to county government resulting
_ from realignment or other changes i in state law govemmg joint funding; responsibilities. .
' o Fundmg information by fund source ‘also ' may offer opportumtles for refinancing and'_'
o revenue maximization, when current fund combmatlons are not the most advantageous
.7 .7 ones available ' !

Most 1mportant here is the separatlon of * general funds” from other fund ‘sources L

General funds are the funds over Wthh state and local decrsmn-makers have the most..
Y .

» See The Cosmology of Fmancmg, Center for the Study of Soaal Policy, 1994, and Fmancmg Commumty Partnerslnps K
Jor Protechng Children, Center for the Study of Socml Pohcy, December 1995. ,
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discretion.”? The utility of the family and children's budget as a decision-making tool will tie
closely to its ability to inform or illuminate general fund decisions in the budget process.

G. Fundmg within the Private Sector
Getting anything near complete information on private-sector spendmg is one of the most

* difficult challenges in constructing a family and children's budget. This is due in part to the .
‘many different kinds of private organizations that exist in a given state or locality. But, more

importantly, it is due to the fact that there is no place where all of ‘this mformahon is
routinely brought together.

A The easiest way to deal with this is to bu1ld on the work of one or more umbrella
organizations that support services for children and families. Organizations such as the
United Way can be valuable partners ina family and children'’s budget effort. And in some

"places, like San Diego, the United Way has played a leading role in developing such budgets. '

It is also possible to conduct a special survey of the agencies in your area or to create a

~ process for regular reporting. This approach has been used successfully in Los Angeles. But

there is an important caution to be raised if you intend to do this:-Make the best use of
existing information before you ask people for new reporting. And keep new reporting as .
simple as possible. If 'you create complex new reporting requirements for already

. overburdened private organizations, you won't get what you want anyway, and you'll creaté
. a lot of resentment in the process.

v

Finally, it is possible to use the results from somewhere else to’ estimate private-sector

. Aspendmg San Diego used the results of the Los Angeles survey to estimate San Diego -

private-sector spending. There are also rough national estimates available in the Statistical
Abstract of the United States™ and from other national organizations. (See Appendix D.) - '

H. The Matter of Tax Expendltures

-Another mportant way in which money is- spent” on children and famxhes is through the -
- tax system. Tax credits or tax deductions are used by both federal and state governments to
' prov1de direct fmanc1al beneﬁts to families w1th children. Among the most unportant of

these:

o The dependent care deduction, bart of all federal a;d state income tax calculations. .

¢ The federal child care tax credit. Twenty-two states also provide a state tax credit,
usually calculated as a share of the federal credit, and four states provide‘é separate
state income tax deduction 3 ' -

32 This does not mean that all or most general funds are freely available for use in the budget process. State and local laws ]

establish spending requirements that consume the vast majority of general funds, so that true discretionary spending is a

small fraction of the total. One could argue that the most mnportant budget dxscmuonary power lies with the leglslanve
branch’s ability to  change spending requirements.

' Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1994, Tables 609 and 610.
3 Financing Child Care in the United States,. An lllustrative Catalog of Current Stmtegtes, Anne Mxtchell, Lomse Stoney,

and Harriet Dichter, The Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundanon and ﬁ\e Pew Charitable Trusts, 1997, PP- 33-34. (Do

‘yourself a favor and get a copy of this report.)
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" also may | be ded1cated to chrldren and famlhes Examples mclude .

‘e The federal Eamed Income Tax Credit (EITC) is one of the most important income
transfer provrsrons for low-income working families. In 1994, 17.2 million families
" received approxrmahely $18.7 billion3 A number of states ‘have also enacted state—
only EITC provisions, mcludmg New York and Wisconsin. % :
e ' The $400-per-chlld tax credit and specxal tax allowances for tmtron, enacted i in 1997.
' Tax expendrtures for chxldren and famrhes belong in famlly and chlldren s budgets but
may require ‘'special explanation, and should be carefully separated from tradrtlonal _

' expendrture information.

I. The Matter of Caprtal Expendrtures
: Capltal funds are often: overlooked when it comes to 1dent1fy1ng fundmg for c}uldren and'
« their’ families. But. caprtal expendltures play an meortant role in the overall fmancmg of'
. services for chlldren and families. o ‘

The- -single most important child: and famrly capital expendrture is school construction

‘and repair. In 1996 the General Accountmg Office found that “about one-thu'd of the schools. -
- nationwide.. reported at least one entire bulldmg in need of extensive repair - or
‘replacement " “Moreover, about 60 , percent of schools natronwrde reported needing

extensive. repalr, overhaul, or replacement of at least one major building feature...” The GAO

‘ report went on to estimate “that schools nationwide needed to spend’ about $112 brlhon to -

repair or upgrade them into good.overall condition.””’

Other caprtal expendrtures related to chrldren and famrly services are also 1mportant

~ Some states have. used capital funds ‘to support start-up costs for child care fac111t1es or

homeless shelters. And even the basic capital costs of adequate office space-for family and

' children’s services canbe mportant to track. In addition, the capital budget is a sometimes
forgotten part of the budget process where new résources can be “won” for children and

families. Family and children’s budgets should mclude a capital funding summary as a

separate sectlon or as part of the summaries by type of serviceor functlon ‘ ‘o

' ] ‘The Matter of Revenue

There are also times when revenue is" dlrectly connected to children and families. .The

* . Clearest examples are the Children' s Trust Funds that have been set up in many states. These
 are often funded through tax check-offs or other spec1al revenue provrsrons 'Other revenue

)

v

3 1996 Green Book, Commiittee on Ways, andzMeans, U.S. House of Representaﬁves, page 809.
% Ready, Willing and Able?, National Association of Child Advocates, page6.

37 School Fadilities, Ameérica’s Schools Report Differing Conditions, General Accounting Office, June 199, pages5and 12

. Note thata companion report, School Fadilities, Profiles of School Conditions by State (also Juné 1996), offers a detailed-
* state-by-state assessment of the adequacy of school faulxtxes, mcludmg a useful summary of the drffenng roles that states

play in schoo! facility fman:mg )
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o Florida, which has special taxing districts in three couﬁti&s that raise funds from a
percentage of the property-tax levy and use the funds to finance services for children.:

o California, which devotes a percent of the tobacco tax to smokmg/ drug-use prevention

- for young people. -

e  San Francisco, where Proposition ] puts money aside for investments in youth

o  Massachusetts, in which money was raised for chlldren s services as a 5% rldel’ ona
revenue bond for prison construction.

o Insome places, fees are devoted to special purposes, such as the use of marriqge-license
fe&s for domestic-violence services.

Raising the issue of specnal-purpose revenue is not mtended as an argument for or

against this approach to revenue generation. But jurisdictions with these types of provxslons

will need a section of their family and children’s budget devoted to revenue matters.”®

K. The Matter of Inﬂahon and Populatxon Growth .

It is important to take account of inflation and population growth (or declme) in analyzmg
and presenting family and children's expenditures. This is typlcally done with the Consumer
Price Index and population totals from Census actual or estimated data. The ‘reason is-

simple. If spending is growirig more slowly than the combined effects of population and
inflation, then it is actually declining in real or “constant” dollars. Analyses of spending

trends are 'oftéh most meaningful when presented in terms of “constant dollars” or “constant
dollars per child.” ' -

- There are a number of technical challenges w1th this kind of analysis that we will touch
on only briefly here First, the CPI is a blunt instrument when it comes to inflation
adjustments for family and children's services. There are three big components of spendmg

“on family and children’s services that do not track well with the overall CPI: (1) Medicaid \
_ “expenditures and other medical costs have been rising faster than general inflation for many

years. While this rate of growth has moderated, it still does not match the overall CPI. (2) For
the salary component of education and other public and private services, cost growth is often

‘tied to salary increases set in the public budget process, which are often unrelated to actual

cost of living changes. And, (3) the components of government spending for the purchase of -
supplies and service bear no relation to the market basket used to compﬂe the CPL. Itis quite
common to find that these components of family and children'’s services grow much faster or
much slower than'the CPI as a whole, .thereby seriously- distorﬁng a CPI-based analysis. It is
possible, and probably desirable, to use the separate medlcal and * govemment consumption
expenditures” price indices as adjusters mstead of the CPL.”

3 For a more complete discussion of family and children's revenue issues see Money Matters, A Guide to Financing
Quality Education and Other Children’s Services, The Finance Project, January, 1997; and Financing Child Care in the
United States, An Illustrative Catalog of Current Strategies, Anne Mitchell, Louise Stoney, and Harriet Dichter, 1997.

¥ The monthly source of this data is the Economic Indicators report published by the Council of Economic Advisors,
available though the Government Pnntmg Office. (Just i unagme if wehad a monthly Family and Child Indicators
report.) .
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L. The Matter of Software

- Last, but certainly not least, among the technlcal questlons is'what kind of software to use to °

support this effort. Famlly and children's budgets involve a-forest of information, and any

"+ -effort beyond the most basic mventory will quickly mvolve the construction of a very large
database. The ”s1mple” answer.is to use one of the many software packages ‘that has data -’

~ base, spreadsheet and graphics capabilities. The database. components wrll be most useful in -
| gathenng data. Database software will allow the data-gathering effort to add data fields over

. . time as the work becomes more inclusive in later stages of development 'I'he spreadsheet -

“and graphxcs components will be most useful in analyzing and presentmg the data. In

addmon, there will sometimes be a need for statistical packages for analytic and forecastmg '

- work. And ﬁnally, Internet, formattmg and’ presentatlon software wrll enhance access and
. drsmbutlon o

- .VI: WHAT DO YOU DO WITH A FAMlLY AND CHILDREN'S BUDGET?
" Issues of Use = . : ;

«

"The’ most 1mportant queshon to answer in the deslgn and constructlon of a family and:

_ children's budget is, “What in the, world are we gomg to do w1th it once we have 1t7”4° Often,' ‘

this question gets asked too. late, after all the work has ‘been done to gather and present the .,

data. . Then you drscover that the most 1mportant questlons you want to answer can't:be .

answered with the data you have.
So ask this queshon first. Imagme that you had the famrly and ch11drens budget of
' your dreams already completed ‘What kind of -analysis would you do? What questions

would you try to answer with thisiew. tool" What audience would you try to address? What .

specific kinds of arguments (eg. invest in prevention, improve coordination, fill critical gaps,

. etc.) would you try. to craft? What would be the most powerful kmd of presentatlon you .

" could make to support this posmon"“

. The intent of this section is to stimulate thinking : about the answers to these queshons, oL
ot to show every conceivable type of analysis that can be done. Appendlx F shows some of

the best charts, graphs, tables, and other presentatlon formats actually used in exrstmg famlly
* and children's budgets. : :

- The following section presents some ideas about the kinds of analyses that can be -

" created from increasingly - sophlshcated and mcreasmgly complete family and children's
'. budgets “This presentatlon is. not exhaustive, although it may be’ exhausting. The

. progression is cumulative, that is, analyses that can be completed w1th Stage I budgets w1ll

usually also be contained in ‘succeeding stages of development

L Appendlx F contains copies of all the analyses referenced in the text Appendlx Fis

: orgamzed in alphabetlcal order by state, and by ‘county/ city w1th1n state.

© If thisis the most important quesuon, why does it not appear f unti two-tlurds of the way through this paper?

" 41 These questions could be used to structure a bramstzormmg sessxon for the partners mvolved in developmg the fanuly
and chlldrven s budget
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"A. A Menagerie of Analyses for Stage I Budgets

Spending by agency, type of service, and fund source

'What are the relative proportionsof spending by agency, type of service, and fund source?

Stage I family and children's budgets almost always include a table or pie chart showing
these proportions, since this is one of the relatively few things you can do with a Stage I
budget. But these charts don't tell us much that is surprising. They tell us which agency is

largest, which service is most expensive, which fund source pays the most. When education

expendltures are included, they are (surprlse') the largest (usually more than 50%) part of
total spending. . '

Proportional agency, service, and fund source spendmg charts give us a rough'sense of -
the shape of spending, and can be helpful for educating a public accustomed to thinking that
cash welfare payments are the 1argest portion of total government spending on families and
children. And these kinds of presentations can shed light on the many different agencies,
organizations, and funders with a financial stake in the well-bemg of families and children.

- Pie charts and other proportlonal displays .can also help explain why some fundmg,
issues are more important. than others in a partlcular jurisdiction. In many California

_ 'countres, for example, the largest smgle category of county spending (net county cost) for, h
families and children is juvenile ]ustrce ? At the state level education is the largest category.

These differences are important indicators of mcentrves and pressure points in the budget
process o

Fair share of growth
Are families and children receiving their “fair share” of growth in resources? In times of cuts,

) are they protected more, or less, than in other parts of the budget? These are among the most

basic questions that can be answered by a Stage I family and children's budget.
The analysis is usually done separately for Total Funds and General Funds. Total

Funds are all the fund types mcluded in the budget, and they encompass federal, state, local,

special, and other” funds. The total-fund analysis tells whether total-fund resources

' avallable for family and children's programs are increasing or decreasmg

However, the rate of growth questron for general funds is often more important than
the total fund analyses. General Funds®, for most levels of government, are the principal
form of discretionary money Decrsrons about general funds are, therefore, often the “real

42 In the Los Angeles County FY 1994 Children's Budget, the table on page 10 shows that Juvenile Justice is the
largest area of local net-county spending, 30.4%. In the Contra Costa County FY 98 Family and Children's Services
Budget, Figure 2, page viii shows “Safety and Justice” as 52% of net-county cost.

43 The number and kind of fund types vary from budget to budget. Some budgets have as few as four fund types.

* For example, Maryland's state budget uses four basic fund types: federal, general, local, and special funds. Its -

“special fund” category is a ‘catchall for many different sources, such as fee collections. Other budgets have many
fund sources and special-purpose funds that are separately displayed in the budget.

4 The term * general fund” is the most common appellation for funds under the primary control of the state or
locality. Other names are used, however. In California, for example, the county budgets refer to “net county cost,”
which is the cost to the county after other fund sources have been taken into account. Where property-tax levy funds
are used in county govemment or local education agencies, the term “levy fund" may apply.
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- decisions” in the budget process Total-fund analyses sometimes reflect matters wholly .
-beyond the control of the state or local jurisdiction. ‘Increases, or cuts, in federal funds can
‘sometimes be the .overwhelming determmant of whether total spending goes up or down for

- many fam1ly and children’s programs. Econormc and demographic factors can dramatically -
'affect total-fund. spendmg for programs, such as welfare. General—fund spendmg, however,

* " is more directly- under the control of the stateor locahty in .question. - And general- fund
analyses can tell the extent to whxch decision-makers are puttmg the1r money where their

~ mouths are. ; - . s

1

General funds are not the only’ source of dlscretlonary money, however, and falr-share -

B analyses can be designed to Took at other discretionary fund sources: as. well These mclude
federal sources such as capped federal block grants (e.g., Social Services Block Grant, Child

.. Care Block Grant, etc.), and special trust funds that are sometimes financed with recelpts )

. from tax check-offs or fees. In one state, these fund sources were combined’ with general

B -funds to create a category called “General Fund Equrvalent (GFE)” used for assessmg the

. total set of funglble dxscretlonary resources.

o The analysis of general funds fair share can be 1llustrated by work done followmg.
, pubhcatlon of the 1993 Kansas Children's Budget (See Appendlx F.) This analysis showed .
that state general funds increased.by 4.4%, while chlldrens spendmg mcreased by only
1 2%. * The falr-share analysis posed the snmple question, \Why did children’s programs"

recexve less than the average growth of ‘all state government?” This analysis was ‘used to
press the case for more investments in children in the budget delrberatlon process.
An- 1mportant and surprising, point is relevant here - ralsed by a state Senator,

_followmg a presentatlon to the Budget and Tax Commrttee in Maryland "You know,” he
. said, “It's not always a good tlung for spending on children to go up. Don't we want

' spendmg on things like juvenile crime and foster care to go down?” The answer is'yes. The

- section’ below on the cost of bad results addresses this perspective. In fact ‘it would_ bea .

f good thmg if spendlng for bad results - went down, so that there would be more money to
' spend on matters vital to healthy ¢ child and youth development — like education, child care,
and health insurance for children. See M1ch1gan s analysis, Table 1 in Appendxx F. This table

presents general fund spending by- servrce type for FY 1991 and FY 1996. Incarceration of. -

' youth in adult prisons went up by 121% (an atea where growth is not desxrable) Early
.. chiildhood education services went up by-110% (an area where growth is desuable)

Maybe someday, we will get to the pomt where we can point.to * good” reductions in
spending; for-children. Until we are able to produce these more complete pictures, the fair-
share analysrs will continue to be an 1mportant tool. : :

'The high cost of remediation: Cost per Chlld served

- One fairly simple analytic tool that helps make the case for mvestments in preventxon is the _

' _(dramatlc) difference'in spendmg per child in remedral programs vs. preventlon programs

 Kansas ‘Funding for Famzly and Chlldren s Programs FY1993 to F Y‘l995 unpubhshed analysxs, Center for the Study of
Social Pohcy, ]anuary 14,1994, .
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An excellent example of this analysis appeared in the New York City Gap Projebt FY 1992,%

and served to make the case for “ pay me now or pay me later” investments in children. The

last chart in this pubhcahon shows ”Average Expendxture per Youth,” with the Department
of Corrections exceeding $35,000, and the Parks Department coming in under $3,000. A

similar analysis is presented in the San Francisco report Follow the Money. (Both analyses

appear in Appendix F.)

This kind of analysis anticipates the cost.of bad-results approach (which is possible in
later developmental stages), and- makes the simple point that broad-based supports for '
families and children are cheap compared to the_ costs-when things go wrong.

: Intended and umntended shifts in spendmg pnonttes

With two -or more points in time, it is possible to show shifts in spendmg priorities by
department, and therefore by implication, by type of service. The Child and Family Policy
Center conducted such an analysis for Iowa expenditures between FY 1983 and FY 1992,
showing a sxgmﬁcant shift in de facto budget priorities, away from education and human
services, and toward corrections and property-tax relief.*’ (See the Iowa entry in Appendxx .
F.) Similar analysis in other state budgets show the well-known increase in the proportion of

spending on corrections and. Medicaid in the late 1980's and early 1990's at the expense of

,elementary, secondary, and higher educahon

B. A Menaéerie of Analyses for Stage II Budgets

Fundmg by functwn

The defining characteristic of Stage II budgets is the ablhty to show spending by function
across agency, governmental, and sector lines. This means that we can see, for example total
spending in a state or locahty for defined types of services such as Chlld care, education, or

juvenile justice; or for defined classes of services and supports, such as remediation and
prevention. ' , :
The ability to look at spendmg by function allows a very dlfferent kind of discussion
about spending to take place: How could we make better sense of spending within a
functional category" For example, can we make better sense of the funding and service

system for child care, job development and Uauung, and juvenile justice? Can we make

better sense of preventlon/ remediation functions that span service categories? These are’

.complex discussions, and no single analytic view will do more than start the process. . But

without functional spending information across sectors, progress is confounded by missing

~ basic information about level of effort by whom for what.

Functional summaries also play a'somewhat simpler role. They illuminate the fmancxal
stakes of dlfferent players in specific functlonal_areas_ When people realize that they are -

% Gap Project FY 1992, Fundmg Allocations for Youth in N.Y.C. Agencies, N.Y.C. Inter-Agency Coordmatmg Councﬂ on
Youth (ICC), June 29, 1993.

V7 “State Budget Trends - lmpixcauons for. Prevenuon, Iawa Kids Count Quarterly, Summer 1994.
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~ will be used for purposes.unrelated to children: and famrlres '

and children services and supports

BESTCOPYAVALABLE 4o

“we are in this together, and perhaps they have a new incentive for- workmg together
Such analyses also provide an opportumty to face up to the possible duplication.of
servrces which our current: fragmented system may allow. to go'unnoticed. When more than

one agency is providing the same service, it may not mean that there is too much money in.

the system. But it may well mean that there is a better way to conﬁgure the service delivery

1

“ Revenue maximization i :
- Functional summaries. also . support another rmportant kmd of analysrs reve'nue

maxlmxzabon The idea of revenue. maxumzatlon is. srmple fmd ways to maximize non-

funding sources (mcludmg Trtle XIX Medrcard in states that have: not adopted quasr-caps

' paymg for similar services for similar populatlons and purposes, they face new evrdence that -

system: Functional summaries of spending can help identify where fragmented services can .-
" and should move toward more coordinated and integrated servrce systems.

- general fund revenue, so that general funds can be freed up. Revenue maxrmlzatlon efforts |
draw on the fact that a given service can sometunes be financed i in many different ways. For
e instance, when financing: can be shifted to one of the few remammg open-ended federal

-

under waivers or managed care provrsrons, or Title IV-E. federal foster care and adoption -

assrstance) this can in turn free up. general funds’ for remvestment irito- 1mproved or
g expanded services for’ farmlres and chrldren ‘Revenue maxlmrzatxon efforts should ‘not be‘
B attempted without a strong comnutment to reinvest, since otherwise the freed-up funds-

¢

The reason why funct:|onal summaries. help wrth reventie maxrmrzat:lon is that they .

provrde a prcture of the drfferent ways the same or similar servrces are being funded. Thrs

sometimes pomts toa way to refinance the services so. that they make greater use of open-.

ended fundmg sources. This is complex, technical work, which goes far beyond what would

typically be ‘included in a family and chrldrens budget But if a _strong remvestment‘
. commitment can be secured, then refinancing candrdates that show up in the famrly and

chrldren s budget may )ushfy further explorabon

: Farr share of the load: fundmg by conmbutor/payor

 As. Stage it budgets begin to include complete expendrtures from more- than one level of -
: government and from public and pr1vate ‘'sectors, it is possrble to begin to showthe relative

: contnbutlon of each contributor to spending for children and families. The Stage 1 analysrs _
-descrrbed above showed this prcture for the funds that happen to flow through one level of '

government only. This is far from a complete picture. State budgets usually show only_those v

federal funds that are allocated to or.administered by the state. County and city budgets

_ usually show only those'fu'nds from the federal and state goyernments that flow through'

their budget processes Neither show much if any, of the private s sector’ s fundmg of famrly

T . See The Cosmalagy af Fmancmg, and A Smke for Independenoe, both by the Center for the Study of Socral Policy, 1994
, for more information on refinancing: -, .
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Stage II budgets can begin to show the contributions of many different players, the

proportion of funding from different sources, and the changes in these proportions over time. -

© This in turn can then be used to support analysis of cost shifting between funders and
between sectors.

~ Cost shifting

. When family and children's budgets get to the point that they have fundmg from all sources
 (federal, state, local, private) and they have multi-year information, then we can begin to look ‘
at the relative share across sectors, and we can look at trends in cost shlfts between sectors.
This information has potential utility in the advocacy process and in the process of ]ockeymg
“for the best budget position in intergovernmental relations. It can helpAmake clear who is
pulling their weight, and where weight is being left unpulled. When information about fund
source is combined with information by function, it is poséible to look at cost shifting by
function. This perspective will become increasingly important as the federal block grant -
structure enters the next recession, and federal funding begins to decline as a percentage of
total spending for welfare and other block-grant-supported programs.

Need and gap analyses
Since Stage Il budgets provide pictures of spending by functlon across departmental and
across funding boundaries, they allow us to begin to see the nature of our total investment in
certain types of critical services and supports for familiés and children. ‘
Currently, for example, it is extraordiharily difficult to see total spending for child care
at the state or local level. If a family and children's budget can come close to surh_mlng child
care spending across the community, then we can develop a more credible assessment .of
" how available resources stack up against need.  Similar kinds of analyses ulay become .
possible for affordable housing, job training, health and mental health services, etc.
Currently, expenditurés for these functions are spread across many different agencies and
‘budgets, and making sense of the total use of resources, and its relation to total need, is
difficult.

Adequacy in relation to other ]ur:sdtchons .

Functional summaries -open up the possibility of new kmds of cross-]urxsdlctlonal
comparxsons Since different states and counties organize and fund services differently, such
‘comparisons are often a matter of apples and oranges. But as more ]ul’lSdlCthl’lS begm to
- summarize expenditures at the total functional level, we may xmprove our ability to compare
levels of investment. ‘ : B

This is more than an academlc matter " As businesses eorisider where to locate, the

’ _degrees of local investment in educatlon, workforce de‘velopment and child care are
~ becoming more important considerations. Jurisdictions with advanced family and children's
budgets may actually gain a competmve edge through their ability to demonstrate favorable
comparisons, or comtmtments to remedy under-investment.’

THE FINANCE PROJECT



" Per caprta analyses are partlcularly useful for assessmg the relatlve adequacy of fundmg j
for famlly and’ children's servrce functions.- Such analyses can compare one state to another,
local jurisdictions to other ]unsdrctlons within a state or m other states, or local jurisdictions
to state averages Per capita analyses are usually done in terms of toml populahon, since
such data are more current and easier to obtain. But, where data are avallable, analysxs ona
per-ch1ld basis may be more compelling. ‘ ‘

. It is important to note’ that such’ comparxsons may need to be ad]usted to reﬂect
dlfferences in cost of hvmg and wage rates; which can account for significarit drfferences in
the relative cost of service between ]urrsdrctlons It is possible to. use state or city consumer "
price index or income data to make such adjustments. Per capita analysis (without-cost of
'living ad)ustments) is 1llustrated in the Illmors budget Dallars and Sense. (See the Illinois

. entrymAppendle) ’ : -

‘- Camitdates for ﬁmd pool consohdatton ‘
.Another important by-product of a Stage I fam11y and children's budget is the possiblé
. ‘analysxs of candidates for fund consohdatlon Consrderable work is under way across the
. country on the matter of ”devolutlon of funding ‘and decxslon-makmg from state to local
‘.levels Much of t}us work is hampered by a “throw it all in the: pot and hope for, the best”" -
. approach to the creahng of fund pools to promote ﬂex1b111ty A dlfferent approach involves
‘the systematlc consrderahon of “natural clusters” of fundmg which are good candrdates for. ",
o fund pools. .A natural cluster is a package of funding that brmgs with it a natural set.of
: mce,nhves.to ‘do better. There are two kinds of natural clusters: preventlon/ remedrat;on
clusters and functional clusters. With prevention/ remediation clusters; the natural incentive -
is to save on remediation-so that there is- more to spend on prevention (or so that total
» N expendrtures may be reduced) The :most ‘commonh ‘prevention/ remedratlon cluster in “the
" current service system is found in health managed care. We have come to understand some
- of the power of this incentive in the ways that managed care has worked, or.not worked, to
, promote money for preventlon and profrt in the health field. Other preventlon/ remedratlon_
~ clusters have. been used to change incentives in Chlld welfare, mental health, and juvenile
justice. Wrth functional clusters, the natural mcenhve is to provide service more efﬁcrently,
so that we can provrde more of it. Stage II" budgets allow both functional and_
>preventlon/ remediatiori clusters to be presented and used as a basis for consrderahon of
devolutlon ‘

4 See demg Outcome Accountabxhty for Fund Flexrbzhty Negohalmg New State Local Denls for (Core) Family and
Chtldren s Service Dollars, The Center for the Study of Social Pohcy, Mark Friedman, Décember 29, 1995, pp 12-15.
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S C A Menagerie of Analyses for Stage III Budgets

_ Cost of bad results

The single most lmportant analys1s made possible by Stage III budgets is the “Cost of Bad
Results Analysis.” This includes analys1s of the total cost of bad results as well as such costs .
by payer. .

The idea of costmg “bad” results starts w1th idea of “good” results. As discussed in
Section II, results are conditions of well-being we hope to achieve for children, families, and

‘communities. They are such things as children born healthy, children ready for school,

children succeeding in school, and children staying out of trouble. . :
* Bad results are the opposite, that is, results we hope to avoid. Much if not most,
government spendmg for children and families, other than elementary and secondary'

‘education, is to remedy bad results: children born unhealthy, children not ready for school,

not succeedmg in school, not staying out of trouble. The costs of these unwanted results™
show up in both governmental and non-governmental expenditures. It is possible to

‘measure and track these expenditures, and to begin to frame our social and fiscal pohc1es in’

terms of reducing the growth of these costs. :
One approach to doing this work involves answering the questions, “What costs exlst
today because we are not getting the results we want?” or “What costs would go away if we
got 100% good results?” This does not mean that we can ever eliminate the costs of bad '
results. The matter at hand is progress, not utopla In this case, the deﬁmhon of progress
will be our ability to reduce or “turn the curve” on the cost of bad results. o
This, in turn, leads to a second question: “What expenditures’are embedded in the total

- cost of bad results that are now devoted to turning the bad results cost curve?” This starts to

get at the portlons of our agenda for children and families that could be part of the solution
and not the problem. - . '
By itself, an analysis of the cost of bad results may not mean or do much. As part ofa.

larger effort to reshape budgeting and decision-making systems to focus on results, it could -

be a powerﬁil new tool in a more disciplined approach to deciding about investments in
families and children. The cost of bad results shows what the financial stakes really are —no

" punches pulled: What are we paying each year” Is this an acceptable amount? What can we,
“and what should we do about it? It sets up the most important part of children's budgeting:

consxderatlon of what it means to invest in real solutions at scale.’'
There are only a few examples of cost of bad results type analyses in state and local
family. and children's budgets. These are based mostly on a prevention/remediation '

' categorization of spending. Contra Costa County divides county programs .into three

categories: Prevention/Early Intervention Services, Crisis/Safety =Net Services, and
Remediation/Self-Sufficiency Services. The latter two categories make up nearly 95% of the

. total spending. included in the 'family and children’s budget, and are presented, as costs’

% The Georgia Policy Council for Children and Families uses the term “unwanted” results, instead of “bad” results.

s1 Lizbeth Schorr once said, “We must either raise our investments, or lower our expectations.”
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* incurred “when positive outcomes are not achieved. z A srmrlar analysxs can be found in the,
'. ' _ . children's budget in Los” Angeles, whrch includes * preventlon as one of erght functlonal
| i categorres, and in the analysis in the Iowa Kids Count Quarterly Summer 1994, which’ shows -
i o o o preventlon spendmg as 28% of total non-educahon spendmg These analyses are the -
precursors of the mult1-year cost of bad results trend analysrs discussed above. . ' .
.Cost of bad results analysrs provrdes a chance to avord an 1mportant trapassociated
l" S0 with classrfymg programs as prevention programs or remedrahon programs. The rhetorrcal :
o ' commitment to. prevention is so w1despread that-every manager of every service hkes to
IR . think: of their program as contributing to preventlon in some way. Even “deep end” services,
o like pnsons, have program components devoted to rehablhtahon, -education, . and )ob
preparahon which can be viewed as prevenhng rec1d1v1sm, and therefore, crime. L '
So when we pose questions in terms of prevenhon and non-preventlon, every
’ program claims that ‘it should be counted as a prevention program. The dxscussron can =
quickly. descend into a’ useless debate about funding for* ‘good” programs vs. “bad”
programs., Havmg programs compete to be desrgnated as prevenhon—orlented completely '
misses the point of the cost of bad results analysrs e LA
_ The cost of bad results analysrs is_intended to 1dent1fy the costs assocrated wrth badf.‘ ‘
" results which-we wish to reduce. It is possible to_think of this analysrs in two stages First
ask and answer the queshon “What expenditures exist today because we are not getting the
- results we want"” When the queshon is asked this way, then the costs we must 1dent1fy ‘
include whole programs ‘which exist because children are not healthy or not succeeding in
school or because families are not stable or- self-sufﬁcrent The TANF program, for example ’
exists in its entirety because all families are riot self-sufficient. Another way to think about -
. this first question is to consrder what expendrtures would drsappear entlrely if we achieved .
, o all good results. ‘This total set of expendrtures represents the cost curve we wish to turn.
- R " The second question to be asked is: “What expendltures, embedded in. this total are
' - now devoted to turning the cost curve?” This is, the point at which we consrder the

employment and training components of TANF devoted to reducmg the long-term costs of |
dependency, or the immunization program w1thm Medicaid devoted to reducmg long-term
costs of remedlahng health problems, etc.. o
We have, in essence, 'asked the prevenhon/ non-prevenhon quest]on ‘in‘'a way whrch :
_does not stigmatize programs or create false incentives to categorize expenditures one way or
another. It moves us beyond the potenhal trap of labehng whole programs as erther
prevenhon or not SRR co /
A _ Tummg the curve on chtld and family well-bemg - P :
- ' " . Another ma)or contr1butlon of Stage III budgets - could be the presentahon of coherent
- o strategies for turning | the curve on: mdlcators of child and famrly well-being.- Family and .
children's budgets aTe one place where the many components of such a strategy mlght be

21997 98 Cluldren and Famlly Services Budget County of Contra Costa, page i.
_ 5 “State Budget Trends lmphcatlons for Preventron, lowa des Count Quarterly, Summer 1994 page 1.

. T
[
)
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brought together. We are beginning to understand how such a presentation might be
. structured. ’ ’
This presentation would include the followmg four sectlons

e Baselines: The history of our track record on the two or. three most powerful -
indicators for a given result, along with a presentation of our best forecast of where
these indicators are headed if we stay on our current course.

o The story behind each of these baselines: Why do the baselines look the way they

" do? What got us to where we are now? What are the forces at work? What is our
reasoning behind the forecasts?*’ '

¢ What works: What does our experience tell us about what works to do better than
the baseline? What does research (if anything) tell us? What has worked in other
jurisdictions? '

. Strategy What have we done and what do we propose to do to improve? What is
the cross-agency, cross-sector strategy to do this over the next several years?

~ The last page of Appendix F presents a fo_rtnat that could be used to display a turn-the-
curve strategy and related analyses for a results-based budget.

VII. ISSUES AND LESSONS
Following are some of the issues associated with the perceptlon reception and use of fanuly

‘and children’s budgets

A. The (sometimes le'giﬁmate) Worry about Backlash

“Golly! Look at all the money we're spending on children! There must be some
way we can shave a couple of million here or there to do some more important
things.”

Yes, some people n{ay react this way. And it is reasonable and prudent to worry about
this reaction. What can you do about it? First and foremost, it is important to recognize thata -
family and children's budget. is a political document. And. it needs to be developed,
presented, and used as such. This does not mean that it should slant information. But it does
mean that we should pay a lot of attention to how it s presented, whether it is

" understandable; and what kind of message it sends.

Two brief stories to illustrate the point:

5 Taken from A Guide to Developing and Using Performance Measures in Results-Based Budgeting, The Finance Project,
May 1997, page 15. :
55 For those with a pubhc health background, this section is the epxdenuology part of the work.

THE FINANCE PROJECT - -

4.7.



Lo

. Sto tory 1: In one state, the work on the “children's budget" took the form of a ‘computer

years. ‘Down the left side was a listing of departments and their programs. The problem
with this presentation was that no one, except budget experts, could understand it. ‘It was
" filied with acronyms and cryphc names. There was no narrative to explam or to put the ‘
* numbers in context. Should people worry about such a document becommg pubhc, and
v ‘being rmsmt:erpreted by legislators? Deﬁmbely, yes. But it is not too hard: to imagine that

©  this same content could be put into a document that worked to explain the nature of

spendmg on families and chrldren, and that helped make the case for v1ewmg thls :
- spendmgmmvestment terms X » Y ;L

j Story 2: In Los An‘geles County 'home of the longest-running children's budget m
the country the large bottom line to the budget helped make clear the large'
finanéial stake the commumty had in children's spending (and child- ‘well-being).
This brought attention to the need to make spendmg for' chlldren and families -

" more effective. The size of current spendmg made clear that new mvestments
v deserved tobea front-bumer issue. .

So yes, worry about backlash. But more 1mportantly, do somethmg about it. Plan the - N

development of budget documents with the users in mind. Anticipate pohtrcal reactlons and -

address them in the presentatron ‘The best way- to cast a famrly and children's budget is -
“around 1dea of investment in children and families. But the use ‘of this or other approaches o

requlres an understandlng of the polmcal context in’ whrch the document will be used _

. B. It Matters Who Produces the Famrly and Chrldren s Budget - : -
. Should the family-and children's budget be produced inside or outside of govemment’? There-

" are. several reasons to hold a strong preference for producmg the children's budget m51de

. govemment and specrﬁcally by the executive branch budget office. - ,
"The first and most 1mportant reason is credibility. Credibility is a necessary, though not
: sufficient, condmon of effective advocacy. And there is no reason to waste energy in budget
‘dlscuss1ons defendmg the numbers themselves. ‘If the family and children's budget is '

produced by the official budget agency, then the numbers will (usually) be accepted and real )

discussions about policy choicés can take place _ .
Second and perhaps more importantly, the fact that the executrve must present a family

and’ children's budget canhave an important influence on the formulation of the budget

itself. Advocacy for children inside government can sometrmes be as.important as the more
‘vrslble advocacy outside of government It is meortant to thmk about the way in which
budgetmg tools create opportunities for those within ‘government to make good decisions for
children and families. Inside production of such a document, of course, has a double edge. It
creates a new political risk, which will not be lost’ on chief executrves This may make it -
“" harder to establish as a formal part of the process, or to retam, once establxshed

S S  THE FINANGE PROJECT
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The argument for inside production of family and children’s budgets is not meant to .
diminish the extraordinary work of the advocacy organizations that have produced these -
documents, or to suggest that we have no choice but to wait for governments to take the lead.
But we believe that, as a matter of first preference, family and children's budgets should be
established in law as a responsibility of the government budget agency in its production of
the annual budget. This will institutionalize the process and lead to the growth of more
credible and more widely used documents on which advocacy organizations can build. -

C Strengthemng the Role of Advocacy Orgamzahons
The - “inside” production of a children's budget can strengthen the role of the advocacy

‘community in several ways. Perhaps most importantly, the resources that advocates devote

to production of basic budget summaries can be put to other uses, including the development
of analyses and advocacy tools. And it becomes possible to propose improvements in the
children's budget presentation (such as the mandatory inclusion of an annual cost of bad

results analysis) without having to staff this work directly.

It is important to emphasize that the “routine” public development of a famrly and
children's budget does not replace the work of advocacy groups. Rather, it gives them a
starting point for serious analysis of issues and rec_ommendations for action. This is an
essential role that must continue to be supported and strengthened. Publicly produced
family and children's budgets will not usually' include recommendations strongly critical of
the status quo.

A number of the. family and children'’s budget documents prepared by advocacy

, oréamzatrons provide excellent examples of this kind of work. The Children’s Advocacy

Institute in California-has produced several years of excellent summaries and analysis of
California’s state budget and state funding choices. Making Change: The Cost to Michigan
Children produced by the organization Michigan's Children analyzes the state's budget for

~ FY97 and takes a stand on a wide range of issues bearing on the well-being of children and

families in Michigan (from welfare reform to managed care to devolution). In New York,
Statewide Youth Advocacy Inc. produced an excellent summary and analysis of the New
York State FY 1993 budget.*® Child advocacy organizations in many parts of the country have
become more sophisticated in their work on budget issues, and this work has been supported
directly by a number of national foundations and organizations, notably the Ford Foundation
and The Annie E. Casey Foundatlon, and by the National Assocratlon of Child Advocates
”Budget Watch Pro]ect . '

- D. The Crucral Role of the Legxslahve Branch
* The importance of the legislature in developing family and children's budgets spec1f1cally, s

and results-based budgets in general cannot be overstated. Legislators, like executive branch
leaders, need to think’ about long-term accountability for child and family well-berng In
addition, legislation provides the-authority and stability for new budgeting approaches to be »

% And possibly for later years.

THE FINANCE PROJECT

49



- tried and adopted A solely executlve branch approach often lasts no longer than the next
election. : J
With. regard to famrly and ch11drens budgets there are two- 1mportant roles for the

leglslature First, the legislature sh0uld use the family and children's budget in its budget

+ déliberations and should amend and reissue ‘the budget analysis following legislative action
Cor on the budget. Secondly, the. productxon of a family and children's budget by the executive -
_’ ~ branch should be requued by law, so. that the budget is produced at the same time, and- with '
. the same quahty as the regular budget and so that its productron is not sub)ect to the .

,‘ vagaries of executwe branch comrmtment and capaclty

'E The Flve Most Common Mlstakes : 4
' All right, so maybe this sectlon is a little repetltrve of stuff weé've already covered A mlstakel L
is, after all, the oppos1te of the right way to-do something. But, thls may be the only section-
~of the paper you actually read.. Who actually reads whole papers from start to ﬁmsh these ' -
' days7 : : : , ,

Think about analyses after the fact o ' :
This is the number one mistake. People do all the hard work of gathermg data 'and then ask
themselves, “What can we do with this?” This is mile backwards. You need to think about -
‘what you want to do with the budget before you start gathermg data. The smgle most”
important step in the’ ‘construction process should be to 1mag1ne that you have the perfect
family and children's, budget completed in front of you. “Think about-what kmd of analyses I

‘you want, for what audiences,. with what message Then use this as the starting point- for -
mappmg back to the data construction process.. See the section above on types of analyses o

_A fam:ly and children's budget as an end in 1tself ’ N
“If only we had a children's budget, ,the world would be'a better place “ Famlly andf‘-
children's budgets by themselves won't change much, if anythmg. They must be conceived

of as part of a larger tool set that is actually used in the budget decision-making process.

" Family and children's budgets can inform the discussion, of current policy and investment
choices. They ¢an help dec1snon-makers make better decisions. They can serve as catalysts to
‘'strengthen existing partnershlps and build new ones. ‘But they can do these thmgs only if
they are part of a larger- strategy Processes that sxmply set out to produce a famlly and

L ,chrldren s budget as an end in itself w1ll hkely end up stoppmg there. ) ' , Y
Stage one and stop )
> The developmental nature of chlldrens budgets has not been w1dely understood or
recogmzed in past. work.’ Most prior efforts conceived of the document as a smgle-stage. 4
. effort. "The sheer complexlty of this. work makes it unhkely that a full Stage II — let alone
~ Stage m - budget could be produced on the first try.” So ‘the trap mvolves setting © .
) : expectatrons that what can be produced in the flrst year is the best that can be. produced The :
_ .expectatron becomes a self-fulﬁlhng prophecy :
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by result. It comes from the idea that the development of a results perspective on famlly and
-children's spending is about “accounting” for all results-related expenditures. Someone will

The point-in-time trap

~ We need to know trends i in child and famlly well-bemg, and related spending, not just data

for one point in time.- Many family and children’s budgeting efforts gather data for one or
two years, and that's it. The most important questions about spending for families and
children have to do with trends. Are things getting better or worse slowly or quickly, or off
pace with population growth and inflation? These questions cannot be answered with one -
point in time, and usually not with two. The need for trend data means that the construction .-
process should capture multi-year data from the start, where possible, and should grow over
the years to build an historical database of spending for txend analysis.

The roll-up trap
This mistake is applicable only to those workmg ona Stage I family and children’s budget

" ask the innocent-sounding question: “How much are we spending: on children ready for

schoo!?” They are expecting an accounting “roll-up” by result. The reason why thlS is a trap
is that it is not possible to create a meaningful unduplfcated roll-ﬁp by result. Unduplicated
counting is a cardinal rule of good accounting. But, in this case, an unduplicated count by
result requlres that we arbltranly assign -programs to just one result.. And since most

'programs make important contributions to more than one' result, roll-ups based on such
“arbitrary assignments don’t mean much. The way out of the trap is to show programs under

as many results as necessary. Each result section of a Stage ITI budget should encompass all

- the elements of our strategy to improve the well-being of children and families for that result.

’

Assignment-based roll-ups might look nice, but they don't mean anything.

VIl WHO'S DONE IT?
Some Relevant Experience from the Field

s

" In this section, we highlight four places in the country which have produced a children’s

budget on a regular basis. (See Appendix A for a listing of family and children's budget '

. documents, and Appendix F for examples of presentatlons from these documents.) These

brief descriptions highlight some of the ways people have actually solved both the polltlcal

- .and technical challenges of producmg a family and children's budget

Los Angeles Countv, California, has the longest-known continuous history of producmg a
children's budget, with budgets going back to the work of the Los Angeles Roundtable for
Children's report in May 1986. This initial report was the- product of a two-year .
cooperative effort of advocates and county officials, and presented expenditures for FY .
1981, FY 1982, and FY 1985. The Roundtable's ‘work established an analytic framework
that enabled the regular production of a comparable report by county government The
Children's Budget has been produced every year since by'the budget section of the
| , Countys Chief ‘Administrative Office. The current report format provides a picture of
. - federal, state, and county expenditures that pass through ‘.the county budget related to
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’ chlldren The budget shows expendrtures from all of the county departments plus a:

summary of expendltures in eight functional categories (income support, protective
services, health services, ]uvemle justice, prevenhon, mental health, and child care). -
In its most recent work, “Laying the Groundwork for Change, Los Angeles County s

. First Action Plan for Its Chxldren Youth and Families” (February 1998), the Los Angeles
. County Children’s Planmng Council has developed one of the few documents which links
three results-based budgetmg tools: the children’s budget the mdrcator report (card) and

an action plan of “what works” strategles

: Oklahoma produced 1ts first chlldrens budget in 1990. The Ofﬁce of State Fmance_
‘.requests and compiles budget information from . state ‘agencies, and transfers this

information to the Commrssron on Children and Youth, which analyses and publlshes the

‘_report The budget document is orgamzed by departmental line item within 11 functional

categorles” (positive famlly life, responsrble parenthood positive youth' development,

¢hild care in' our communities, healthy hfestyles, promotmg positive mental health, - -

schools and communities together for kids, ba51c needs’ within communities, public and.
private leadership for chxldren, Oklahoma awareness, and | prevenhon) A ﬁve-year
picture is presented w1th trend. mformahon in the form’ of ﬁve-year bar graphs. The

. . docutnent also mcludes a brlef summary and contact person for each program mcluded

Kansas" children's 'budget. was established as a requirement in law in‘1993 The budget' is

o desrgned to present a picture of “the state's efforts in meeting the needs of chlldren ” The
budget shows three years of -expenditures (actual prior, estlmated current, and

requested/ recommended next year) for all relevant line items in the budgets of the state's

agencies. The budget also. provides an analysrs in eight finctional categories. (prevenhon e

' serv1ces, maintenance services, mshtutlonal ‘and treatment services, medlcal and health

services, education and training programs, social servrces, correctional activities, and chxld' .

-care services). The children's budget has been "published each year as part of ‘the

‘Governor's formal budget submxssron to the leglslature

Contra Costa Coungg, Cahform has produced a Famtly and Chlldren 5 Servlces Budget. for ,
{ four years: FY 1995 through FY 1998. The budget is produced by the- County

Adnurustrators Office and presented to the Board of Supervrsors The budget presents

 one year of data for the ”Recommended Budget

~ The. Contra Costa County family and children's budget is one-of the most advanced

in the country It has many characteristics of a Stage II Functional budget, with. summarles B

in eight functional categories. (basic needs, economic stability and self-sufﬁcrency, family

~ functioning, health and wellness, child enrichment and educatlon, altematlve homes for‘ :
'~ children, safety and ]ustlce, and mtegrated serv1ces) :

It also shows some of the charactenstlcs of a results (Stage III) budget One chart -

_- shows the hnkage of county programs to the ﬁve community outcomes mcluded in the
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recently created “Children's Report Card.”s” This is another (rare) example of the
deliberate development of linked family and children's results-based budget tools. ‘
And, while the budget does not (yet) prov1de trend data on indicators or spendmg, it
. does provide a simple but useful summary of the cost of bad outcomes. - The county's 102 -
programs are sorted by “Crisis/Safety Net Services” and “Remediation/Self-Sufficiency
Services” which together make up approximately 91% of total spending and
approximately 95% of county general fund spending. “Prevention/Early Inter\'/ention :
Services” make up the much smaller balance. And the document provides a summary of
each county program, including a “Systems Savings” entry under each program which
describes how that program helps reduce the need for crisis or safety net services, as well ‘

1"

as the program’s mherrelatlonshxps with other programs
IX. FINANCE PROJECT RESOURCES
. In the course of preparing this paper, and thanks to the generous assxstance of many people :
The Finance Project has gathered a sizable collection of family and children's budgets from-
around the country. For those thinking about creating such a document, we are happy to’
make our files available to you. And, while it is difficult to copy more than a small portion of
these documents, you are free to visit us in Washington and spend some time in our
”lxbrary ' ' '

And of course, we welcome additions and corrections to this paper, and other ideas you
_ may have on this subject. If you have produced a family and children's budget which wel
‘missed, we would appreciate hearing from you. If you can summarize your experience in a
short two- or three-page summary (“What we did; How we did it; Lessons”) then we will try
to make it available with future copies of this paper

X. CONCLUSION
The future of our children will be influenced, for good or 111 by the decxslons we make today
about their well-being. Our abrhty to make the right decision depends, in part, on our ability
-to craft decxsron-makmg tools that clearly present both our chorces for investment, and the
‘consequences of our failure to invest. :

Family and children's budgets are one such tool. If done well, they can: proVide a

_ summary of spending across services and fund sources, across pubhc and pr1vate sectors,

and across fiscal years. . They can prov1de a picture of trends in spendmg, gaps in services,
and opportumtles to improve the current categorical service system. And they can provide a
clear picture of the compelling need to shift our current spendmg patterns away from

"+ remediation and toward prevention.

Family and children's budgels are multl-year undertakings that require dlscrphne and
patience. They require partnerships between public and private sectors, bet_ween executive

57 This is one of the very few budgets to show this linkage without trying to establish a one-to-one relationship
between a program and an outcome. A simple chart in the budget (pp- xiv - xv) crosswalks each program to the
achievement of outcomes. See the discussion on the “roll-up trap” above.
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: : and leglslahve branches, and between those from the serv1ce commumty and those from the
' o * financial community. ‘ ' : : . .
‘ A - But even the best budgets will not subshtute for achon Tools mean nothlng unless they '
j } ... are used. We need to bring businesslike dlsc1phne to the discussion of ‘what future we want
o - for families and children. The approach. to’ budgetmg described in thxs document—and
A related papers—can help advance state and local. efforts to 1mprove the well-belng of
| . . chxldren and fathes in the next year and the next century :

Y
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APPENDIX A -

A Partial Ixiventory of Family and Children's Budget Documents

Children’s befense Fund =
Children in the States (Annual)
The State of America’s Children: Yearbook (Annual)

. Children’s Defense Fund 25 E Street, NW Washington, DC 20001; 202/628 8787

www.childrensdefense. org. .

' Deborah A. Ellwood and Steven D. Gold , ~
‘The Distribution Among States of Federal Spending on Children (]ammry 1995 — Federal Fzscnl

Year 1993)
Center for the Study of the States 411 State Street Albany, NY 12203-1003; 518/443 -5285;

» http./frockinst.org/css.html.

Steven D. Gold and Deborah Ellwood

Spending and Revenue for Children's Programs (1995)

The Finance Project, 1000 Vermont Avenue NW, Suite 600, Washmgton DC 20005 202/628-4200
wuw. financeproject.org.

Jule M. Sugarman '

FY 1995 Appropriations for Ch:ldren, Youth and Their mehes Selected Fedeml Programs
(October 21,1994).

Center on Effective Services for Children, 1560 Overlook Drive, St. Leonard, MD 20685.

STATE '

Colorado

~ Office of State Planning and Budgetmg .

Children’s Investment Prospectus (1998)

- State of Colorado, Offfice of State Planning and Budgetmg, 200 East Colfax, Room 114, Denver, CO

80203; 303/866-3317.

California o ' N

'Robert C.Fellmeth;, Sharon Kalemkiarian, and Randy. Reiter

California Children’s Budget Data Report 1996-1997 (April 1996) |

Children’s Advocacy Institute, 5998 Alcala Park, San Diego, CA 92110; 619/260-4806 or 926 ] Street
Suite 709, Sacramento, CA 95814; 916/444-3875 or 3313 Grand Avenue, Suite 202, Oakland, CA
94610; 510/444-7994 WWW.ACUs. edu/chzldrenszssues )
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, Illmozs
- ,Vmces for Illmms Chxldren

» Vo:ces for Hllinois Chlldren 208 South LaSalle, Suite 1580, Chlcago IL 60604 312/456 0600

’ 'Years on file: flscal Years 1994 1995. .

Connecticut ’

‘Connecticut Department of Chlldren and Families

Department of Children and Fannhes Budget Departmental budget for bienniuin. 1997 1999
(1997)

: Department of Children and thul:es State of Cormechcut 505 Hudson Street, Hnrtford CT 06106-

7107 860/550-6347

)

Georga
Georgians for Children

- Children and Georgia’s FY 1995 Budget A Prtmer (1994)

Georgians for Chzldren ‘3091 Maple Drive, Suite'114, Atlanta GA 30305 404ﬁ565 8948

i, Offlce of Plannmg and Budget and the Georgla Comnussmn on Chlldren and Youth
Children's Budget in Georgia FY 1990 '

: Oﬂ‘ice of lemmg and Budget and the Georgia Connmsston on Clnldren mzd Youth
‘Hawau ot
Dr. David McClain, Greg Sakaguchi, and Scott Croteau

State Funding for Children: A Report to the Strategies for Children Commtttee Sponsored by B
the Hawaii Community Foundation (February 6, 1995).. -

. Sponsored by the Hawaii Communzt_l/ Foundatwn and prepared at the Unwersrty of Hawau College of
: Busmess Admznzstratwn » ; : o v

Dollars and Sense: A Guide to Spendmg on Chtldren and Famthes in Illmots (Sprlng 1995)

. 1 owa’

Charles Bruner | : ' :
State Budget Trends-Imphcattons for Preventton, Speczal Report Iowa ths Count Quarterly
(Summer 1994)

Chlld and Famzly Pol:cy Center, 218 Szxth Avenue, Sulte 1021 DesMomes IA 50509-4000

Kansas ,
The. Chtldren s Budget: A State Program Summary

. . . N - Voo . ..

Offlce of the Govemor of Kansas

. . The Kansas Children’s Budget (as found in the Governor’s Budget Report) ( ]anuary 8, 1996)

Kansas State Division of the Budget, State Capitol, Topeka, KS 66612-1590; 913/296-3232. .

Maryland

- Office of Chlldren Youth and Famlhes o '
-~ Children's Budget Summary: Appendix K in Governor’s 1999 Budget (January 1998 )

Office of Children, Youtl and Families, 301 West Preston Street, 15"' Floor Baltimore, MD 21201;
410/767—4160 :
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Michigan
Michigan's Chlldren :

Making Change: The Cost to Michigan Children (1997)
Michigan’s Children, 428 West Lenawee, Lansing; M1 48933; 51 7/485 3500.

Mznnesota
Governor’s Office of the State of anesota

' 1996-1997 Minnesota Biennial Budget Children and Family Services (1996) :
Presented by Governor Arne H. Carlson to the 79th Legislature; See also Minnesota Children's

Initiative 1993 Resource Inventory of all public funding for children's programs.
Budget Office of the State of Minnesota.

Nebraska .
Elizabeth Hruska -

Nebraska’s Programs for Children and Their Families: A Guide for Legislators (January 1995) B

Nebraska’s Legislative Fiscal Office, Room 1007, State Capztol PO Box 94604, Lincoln, NE . 68509;
402/471-2263 http/funicam.state.ne. us[ﬁscal htm.

'

New York
_Statewide Youth Advocacy, Inc.

New York State Children's Budget Book, 1992-1993 (1992)

What About the Children: The 1998- 1999 Agenda of the New York State Chlldren S Agneda and

Budget Project (1998)
Statewide Youth Advocacy, Inc., 17 Elk Street, Albany J, NY 12207; 518/436-8525.

Oklahoma

Oklahoma Commlssmn on Chlldren and Youth

Children: Oklahoma’s Investment in Tomorrow ’96 ( 1996 Also produced for ﬁscal years 1993, .

and 1994.)

" Oklahoma Commission on Children and Youth Office of Planning and Coordinating for Services to
Children ‘and Youth, 4545 North meoln Boulevard, Sulte 114, . Oklahoma Czty OK 73105

www.nationalcasa. org/oklalmmn htm

Pennsylvama
Pennsylvania Partnershlps for Children and Phlladelphla Citizens for Chlldren and Youth

The Children's Budget Book 1995-96 State Budget (March 1995)
Choices for Children: Priorities for the 1997-1998 Pennsylvama State Budget (January 1997)
Pennsylvania Partnersths for Children, 20 North Market Square, Suite 300, Harrisburg, PA 17110;

800/257-2030 and Philadelphia Citizens for Chzldren and Youth 7 Benjamin Franklin Parkway,
: thladelphza PA 19103; 215/563—5848 : '

Rhode Island : ' '

The Rhode Island Pohcymaker s Team and The Chlldren s Cabinet

FY 2000 Draft Children’s. Budget (1998)

State of Rhode Island, Department of Admzmstratzon Budget Office, One Capltol Hill, Provzdence, RI

~02908-5886.
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South Carolina

. Internal draft '

* South Carolma At-Risk Youth Expendttures, FY' 89 Agency Totals and Ma]or Service
Programs (1988) .

: Utah '
 Estimated Chzldren and Youth At stk Budget FY1997 . '
Increases and Decreases for Children and Youth At Risk; FY 1998 Governor's Ongomg Budget
Recommendations Compared to Executive Appropriations
- Executive Branch, with" coordination from ‘the Department of Henltl; prepared as reqmred b Yy 1996 :
'General Session of the State Legtslature ' . '

LOCAL (County and Clty)

: Chzttendcn Countu, Verniont e L
Richard Heaps and Arthur Woolf = : - a S SR
Funding Streams for Human Services and Public Educatzon in Chet'ttendcn County A Report of

. the Burlington Community Pro]ect (Juné 21, 1996: Fiscal year 1995) . A

- Northern Economiic Consultmg Inc.,669 Cambrldge Road, Westford VT 05494 802/879—7774

L Contra Costa County, California : :
T 'Contra Costa County, California, County 'Administrator’s Office
1997-1998 Chzldren and Family ! Serozces Budget: County of Contra Costa (1997)

. Contra Costa County, California, County Admmlstrators Oﬁ‘ice 651 Pzne Street 100 Floor,
Martmez CA 94553 1229 510/335 -1090." . .

District Of Columbia .
DC Acbon for Children

What's in it for Kids?: A Program and Budget Analy51s of the DlStﬂCt of Columbta FlSCﬂI :
Year 1998 Budget (April 29, 1997 — Also produced for FY 1994, FY-1995, ‘FY 1996 and FY 1997) o
»DC Actwn for Children, 1616 P street, NW, Suite 420, Washmgton DC 20036 202ﬂ34 9404." - )

- Los Angeles Countu, Cahforma
County of Los Angeles, Chief Administrative Office T ' 4
Countywide Children’s Budget for Los Angeles: County/Los Angeles County Children's o
. Budget, Fiscal Year 1994-1995 (September 14, 1994 — Produced for FY 82 and FY 85 to present) . '
" County of Los Angeles, Chzef Administrative Office; 713 I(enneth Hahn Hall of Admmlstratzon, Los -
+"Angeles, CA' 90012; 213/974 1101 B :

New York City.
Gap Pro]ectFY 92: Funding Allocatzons for Youth in N.Y.C. Agencies ( June 1993)

Contact: Richard Murphy, Director, Center for Youth Development, Academy- for Educatlonal :
Development 1875 ConnectzcutAve NW Washmgton, DC 20009-1202 Col e

i Ramseu County, Minnesota S ' ' S S ,
Federal Expenditures in Ramsey County, F Y. 1994 (June 5, 1996) o

- Minnesota’ Extension Service, Department of . Applied Economics, Umver51ty of anesota
Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, Umver51ty of Minnesota. :
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San Diego County, California
United Way of San Diego

. San Diego County Children’s Future Scan (1993)

United Way of San Diego, . 4699 Murphy Canyon Road San Diego, CA 92123; 619/492-2000;

- www.unitedway-sd.org. ,

" San Francisco, California

Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth

Follow the Money: An analysis of how San Francisco spends its money on youth, showmg B
how funding policies affect youth development programs (Approximately-1994)
San Francisco’s Children, One—thth of Our Populatxon, All of Our Future (February 1990 and -

February 1991) |

Youth Time, a campaign of Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth, 2601 Mission Street, Room
804, San Francisco, CA 94110; 415/641-4362; http //thecity.sfsu.edu/~coleman.

Santa Clara; Cahtorma

Children and Youth Services Joint Conference Commlttee .
Investmg in Children, The Santa Clara County Children’s Budget (June 1991 )

Sedgwick County, Kansas

- Sedgwick County Family and Youth Comnussmn

Composite Graphical Report of Children's Sermces and Children's Budget for Sedgwrck County
(November 1, 1993) . ,
Sedgwick Couuty anlllj and Youth Co;;zn;15510n
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AF_'PENDIX- B

Descnptlon of The Finance Pro;ect s Federal Database and Data Template _ o
" Following is a summary of ‘the decision rules used to construct a federal database of 1994
g expend1tures for chxldren, famlhes and their commumh&s ‘

. A ﬂrpose of Investments

. - The first shep to creatxng a database of spendmg for chlldren, families, and commumtles is .
- . - to define what benefits “children,” “families,” and ”commumtles “ The Finance Pro;ect used the .
' followmg decision rules:

.1. Children’s. programs are defmed fa1rly shalght-forwardly children’s programs“
serve children~ they are investments in the public interest, the investments thata - .
‘ S ‘community makes in its children at large or without drscnmmahon They are not
B co . investments that support one specific Chlld such as child support payments or .
' ‘ other direct familial support. . ‘

~ Taking into.account this strmgent set of ”what’ s in" and ”what’ s out rules, -
some expendltures that do not benefit .all children or families' were found to be . ..
_ relevant and are included in the database. This includes$ programs for children'with
- disabilities or families that have purchased and mortgaged a home (by including .
the mortgage income tax expenditure) because these are broad pohcy dec1sxons on -
investing in chlldren (thls includes child care mvestments)

o ‘2. Programs for Fanuhes mth Chlldren serve famllles identified as havmg children. = -
- (They do not include programs for families that may or may. not.have children.
Allocations for.families that may serve a famﬂy with no children are de51gnated as
‘ .commumty expendltures ) . .

- Again, some expenditures that do not .beneﬁt all cluldren or famrhes are included in
the ‘database. This includes, for instance, programs for families that have purchased and
: mortgaged a home (by mcludmg the mortgage mcome tax expendlture) :

o 3 Commumtv programs must benefit the whole community, not ]ust individuals
' within the community .(e.g., small business loans are included).” Community
allocations include spending for: pubhc safety; public health (mcludmg substance
.abuse, but not environmental health); education .and training (including public :
libraries); reécreation . (including. park operation, but not land. purchase or ' - '
~1nfrastructure) neighborhood revitalization; economic/ commumty development
§ _ R (mcludmg housing and business infrastructure for the community); community
SR L support/mamtenance if there is a chance ‘it could serve chlldren/yOuth (e.g.
: S OASDI SSI mth numbers for chlldren broken out) and nutrition.

" B. Investment Onglnatlon and Documentatlon

Investments in child well bemg come in many forms. They come fromi all layers of

"- - government (e.g., federal, state; county city, school districts, specnal districts such as parks and -
recreation), and from the ‘private for-profit and not-for-profit sectors (e.g; corporations, -

philanthropies, private individuals). They may be direct currency investments (including- direct '

)
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operatmg, program, or capital outlays; or fees, charges, or co-payments), tax expendltures,
deductions, or credits (in some ways these may.be tracked similarly to direct investments), or

- they may be goods or services (e.g., loan underwriting or backing, .or donated time, space, or

materials).

The Finance Pro;ect’ s database on federal spending for chlldren and famlhes limits the
investment source to the federal government and the form of investment to d1rect spendmg
and tax expenditures, It tracks outlays according to the following: "

1) I admrmstratlve costs are a separate line item, they were excluded and 1dent1ﬁed
as such, . .

(2) Pro-rated numbers are used (and de51gnahed as such) but new allocation
algorithms were not created for the instances when such breakdowns did not
already exist; and '

_(3) All outlay fxgures are in current year dollars.

I Where Investments Flow

Once it is determmed what purposes of investments and fund ongmatxon sources will be
mcluded it becomes relevant to decide the grantees for which data.can and should be tracked.

The federal database of spending tracks grantees in the followmg manner: the eligible
grantee is the original grantee to receive funding (not the sub-grantee and not necessarily the’
program adrmmstrator or admrmstenng agency— although this mformatxon isalso recorded).

It is important to note that .both the grantee (eligible grantee or sub—grantee) and the
administering agency or. organization may be any of the following: a government, an
educational organization or district, another autonomous or dependent special district (such as
parks and recreation), or a private (for-profxt or not-for-profit) organization. Sometimes the
initial grantee is a pass-through grantee, in which case, the federal database does record the

. initial grantee.

D. i’ugpose or Fun‘cﬁonai Categogg

Functional categories help to make data useful —both as it is tied to community or state
goals and as it is evaluated over time. The Finance Project’s federal database collects data that is
classified by the following functions or types of programs: e :

- 1. Early childhood care & early educatlon
Educahon, o

Recreatxon & youth development

B wN

Income support & job training (theracy, ba51c educatxon, and vocatxonal educatxon
fall into this category)

Health & Nutrition,
Mental health & Substance abuse,
Family support services, .

S ® N o w

Housing,
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. . 2 'Child Welfare&l’rot'ectiveservi'c_es,' )
I o o o 10. ]uvemle]ustlce,and : N ' . :

11 Trammg and Techmcal assrstance (mcludmg support for service prov1ders)

E Proggam P_gpose ( Phllosophy

I . . .A program- purpose ‘classification supports the development of a Cost of Bad ReSults
Co o Analysxs Its principle purpose is-to identify .the financial stakes of current actions, and to - '
Co .~ support the use 'of investment coricepts in planning for future spending on’child and family
© " supports and services. The following schemeé helps The Finance Project’s dambase lay the' -
framework foracost of bad results analysrs . . I

R A T 1. Thmgs "we'd - like to. spend less money on -in the long . run/mvestments in
5 o -, -remediating bad results for children or families (e.g., ]uvemle detentlon, welfare, ;
' ' -efc.) —crisis 1ntervenhon and support & maintenance. .

[ T - S B 2. Investments embedded in_the total proggam cost_that are devoted -to- reducing .
' B . " remedial costs or -“turning_the curve” (e.g, family: preservation, drug abuse

o ; counselinig, etc.).  These investments are- classified as primary or universal .
l T prevention’ (e.g., prenatal care, immunization); and secondary prevention (ie.,
' ' ' prevention for special needs, but not crises). (If a program is not universal or means
S - tested, but rather there are “other defining characteristics” determining eligibility,
| S ... . "theé program is generally secondary prevenhon because there is some 51tuatlon that
: ‘ * requires special/additional attention.) =

i : .7 Note: Wellhavetospendmoretogettolesswhenweturnthecurve
3. Thmgg we'd like to smnd more money on. These investments are classxﬁed as - -

, o " general supports and services’ (non-physical development—generally universal
F o , .. °  ‘programs such as education and recreation) and training and techmcal assrstance
' ' T to 1mprove supports and serv1ces for children and families. ' :

E_ ‘. E K S F. FurtherDecrslon Rules for Analy

, o After general data are collected and the sources of funds to be exammed have been
[ - L identified, data for specific analyses are recorded Within each data set, mult1ple populahons are *

o : served for many different reasons—and these populations ‘and reasons may be of particular

. : o interest for any number of reason.. The féderal database used the followmg categorles of -
‘ . L ‘ o mformatlon decrslon rules to separate and clanfy data further: ’

1. Age Served V

l oo 0 Ifa program is targeted to chxldren or fanuhes with chlldren, the age of child is defined
o I " or categorized as. unspecified (e.g. conversely, if a program is for. the commumty ‘the-
I R , . ageofthe child is not chosen) Ages include: -

_ ’ - "Zero to flve (including preschool neonaml care, early care, etc. )
I - . . o _ e Sixto 13 (including elementary and middle school, pre-teen years, etc.), and
| e 14to18 (mcludmg high school, teen years; tran51tlon to adulthood, etc). .

I L , . S o o " THEFINANCEPROJECT - 53




I programs serve all ages of chlldren, Unspeuﬁed age is chosen (rather than
de51gnateallages)

.2 hg;brhg[
~ (Universal or Means h&sted)

If there is means testmg for program eligibility, than the program is keyed as “means
tested.” If the program is a community program and there is means testing for

.. commumty eligibility (e.g., Community Development Block Grant) then the program is
also identified as means tested. It is important to recognize, however, that’ community
programs that are designated as means tested may benefit individuals that do not meet
the income requirement (in other words, some wealthier people may live in the
nelghborhood and may benefit from the program). When a program is designated as
means tested, high-risk is not automatically chosen—in order for it to be designated as
such, the allocation must be specifically identified as high risk, as defined below. If a
program is means tested for the majority of its recipients, it's also categorized as means

_ tested (e.g., Head Start must serve 90% low income mdlvrdua]s and is categonzed as
means tested). :

3. Other Defining Charactensucs

ngh-nsk includes: neglected/ delmquent/abused chrldren mxssmg children; high
infant mortality rates, abandoned infants; children at risk of maltreatment; children
whose parents are substance abusers; pregnant women and children at nutritional risk; -
* children in adult correctional institutions; victims of abuse; low-income area residents;
incarcerated youth/adults; homeless persons; school dropouts; substance abusers

. residents in ‘public ‘housing; individuals with HIV/AIDS; disadvantaged persons;

- medically underserved persons; AFDC recipients; dislocated workers; unemployed
persons; needy persons in charitable institutions; individuals.in need of food assistance;
families at risk of welfare dependency; members of groups with partlcular
disadvantages in the labor market or in certain segments. of -the labor market;
- economically depressed neighborhoods; neighborhoods with high 'unemployment;
urban communities; distressed areas; criminal offenders; low-income business owners;
_businesses located in areas of high unemployment/economic downtum, and
communities and areas adversely affected by Defense realignment.

If a program is focused at a brlmgual individual/neighborhood or is an Hrspamc g
. program, then rmrmgrant;/mlgrant is chosen as a defining characteristic.

‘Projects for territories are be categonzed as Nauve populauons

63'
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* APPENDIXC
: "Organizational'Resources for Data on Federal and State Children's Expenditures

", 1" American Public Welfare Association: 810 First Street, NE, Suite 500, Washmgton,‘
B DC 20002-4267; 202/682-0100 www.apwa.org. -’

R - 2, Bureau of the Census: US. Department of Commerce Merrt Assrgnment Offrce, “
S . Room 1412-3, Washmgton,DC 20233 301/ 457-4608; www.census: gov '
3. Center for the Study of the States: 411-State Street,. Albany, NY 12203-1003 -
' 518/ 443-5285 gp [ [rockmst org/css. htm ' ) :

4.. Center for Youth Development Academy for Educational Development 1875 o
L Connectrcut Ave, NW, Waslungton, DC 20009—1202 202/ 884—8000 ’

www.aed. org[ s/youth. htm , ,
"~ 5. _Cluld Welfare League of Amerrca 440 Fn‘st Street NW, Thrrd Floor, Washmgton,
- DC 20001-2085; 202/ 638-2952 www.cwla, .08, - . '
6. . Children’s Defense Fund: 25 E Street, NW Washmgton, DC 20001 202/ 628-
8787, www. chrldrensdefense org. - '

: 7. Congressional Budget Office: Second and D. Street SW, Ford House Offrce/
Building, Washmgton, DC 20515; 202/ 226-2628 www .cbo. gOV.

. 8. Councrl of Chref State School Offrcers One Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Waslungton, DC. 20001- 1431; 202/408-5505 WWWw.CC550.01¢g. *

9 ,-Natrona] Assocratron of Chrld Advocates 1522 K Street NW Surte 600‘
‘ Washmgton, DC 20005; 202/289-0777 www childadvocacy. org

© 10. National Association of Countres 440 Frrst Street NW, Washmgton, DC 20001 ,f -
<1202/ 393-NACO WWW.Naco.org. .

Tl Natronal Association of Staté Budget Offrcers 444 North Caprtol Street, NW, -
' 'Surte 642, Washington, DC 20001; 202/624-5382 wwwnasbo org.

-12, National Center for Education Statrstrcs US. Department of Educatron, 555 New .
~Jersey Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20208-5650 800/ 424-1616 WWW.nces. ed. gov..

13, National Conference of State Legrslatur'es 1560 Broadway, Surte 700 Denver, CO i
80202;.303/ 830-2200 www.ncsl.otg. :

’ o : o . 14, National League of Cities: . 1301 Pennsylvama Avenue, NW Washmgton, DC .
- : 20004-1763; 202/ 626-3000; www.nlc. org: : :

o - 15. The Urban Institute: 2100 M Street, NW, Washmgton, DC 20037; 202/m72m
" . ’ _ T www. urban.org; Assessmg the New Federalrsm” .
’ : o t_tp / (newfederalrsm urban. org/

r I .16, United States General Accountrng Offrce 441G Street NW Washmgton, DC
: T 20548; 202/ 512—4800 wwwgao gov .

i o T remamoser 5
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APPENDIX D

Bibliography

A, Some Of The Most Important Source Documents For National And State Data:

Gold, Steven D Ehzabeth I Dav1s, Deborah A. Ellwood David S. Llebschutz and Sarah

. Ritchie

How Funding of Programs for Children Varzes Among the 50 States-

Describes how much states spent on children's services in 1992 and the changes that have
occurred in that spending since 1970. Shows national trends for spending on chxldren s
programs and describes how the trends vary from state to state.

Center for the Study of the States, 411 Statc Strect, Albanl/, NY 12203-1003; 518/443-5285; -
hittp //rockznst org/css. html#pub (]anuary 1996). : R

‘Gold, Steven D. and Deborah Ellwood

Spendmg and Revenue for Children's Programs '

Provides overview of financing patterns and mechanisms for education and other serv1ces for
children. Highlights priorities for research and analysis. '
The Finance Project, 1000 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 600, Washzngton DC 20005 202/628-4200
www. ﬁnanceprolect org.. (1995). .

- Gold, Steven D., Deborah A. Eliwood, Ehzabethl Davis, David S Llebschutz Sarah thchle
- Martin E. Orland, and Carol E. Cohen

State Investiments iri Education and Other Children’s Serutces Fiscal Profiles of the 50

. States
Presents ‘state-by-state proflles of patterns of spending on educatlon and other key health,

welfare, and social services, and of significant economic and demographlc factors influencing
spending.

The Finance Pro]ect 1000 Vermont Avenue NW, Suite 600 Washmgton DC 20005 202/628-4200
www. ﬁnanceprmect org. (1995)." . ,

Knitzer, Jane and Stephen Page :

Map and Track: State Initiatives for Young Children and Families

Tracks state efforts to promote the healthy growth and development of young children.
Includes critical indicators of state investment for young children and families (e:g., Medicaid
eligibility level, Head Start supplement) and for the well-bemg of young children and thelr
families (e.g., child poverty, low birthweight rates).

'National Center for Children in Poverty, Columbia University School of Publzc Health, 154 Haven

Avenue, New York, NY 10032; 212/304-7100; http /cpmenet. columbia.edu/mews/childpov/. (1996).
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, Sconyers Nancy, Donna Lang111 Ketan Kharod Amy Frles The Natxonal Assoc1atlon of Ch11d

Advocates Multi-state Children’s Budget Watch Report, 1996 ‘

Ready Willing Able?- What the Record Shows About State Investments In Chzldren 1990-1 995

Examines state and federal expendlture trends for child and family programs.” Outlines and

- draws arialyses from data 'on “indicators” of effort (e.g., expendltures on AFDC/cash benefits)

.in eight service areas: selected income supports/économic security, child care/early childhood
education, education; chlld welfare ]uvemle ]ustxce, youth 'development, health, and child

- nutrition. - ' o

National Association of Cluld Advoeates 1522 K Street NW, Suite 600 Washmgtmt ‘DC 20005 '
_ 202/289 0777 www. chxldadvocam/ org (1996). _ '

‘o

. E The Anme E. Casey Foundatxon - :
) Czty Kids Count: Data on the Well-bemg of Chtldren in  Large Cities

" Tracks the. educational, social, economic, and physlcal condition of. children in the Umted ;
States’ ﬁfty largest cities through the use of ten key indicators of child well being. Details

.- background .demographic, -economic, and social information for the cities. Includes city

ranks by indicators and child poverty rates in these cities from 1969-1989. :
. "The Annmie E. Casey Poundatzon 701 St. Paul Street Baltzmore MD 21202; 410/547-6600 '
‘ 'www aecf. org (Annual) : . . . o

" The Anme E. Casey Foundahon ) ' ‘
+ Kids Count Data Book: State Profiles of Chzld Well-bemg

“Tracks the status of child risk and well being in the United States- through the use -of ten’
indicators, ranking states’ performance in each area.. The indicators appear in national and
state profiles, accompanied by background mformatxon such.as demographic statistics and .
"soc1al characteristics. A list of prlmary contacts for state Kids Count pro]ects is also included -
- in this national publication.
The Annie E: Casey Foundation, 701 St Paul Street Baltlmore MD - 21202; 410/547-6600 '

www. aect org (Annual)

v

L Child'ren’s Defense Fund o

Children in the States | . : : T .
" " Provides statistics to help gauge the well-bemg of chlldren in the ﬁfty states Includes
~information on the numbers of children that rely on the federal safety net (e.g., the number of ‘
+ children that rely on Medicaid) as well as general information on the status of children in the '
" state (e.g., percent of children in poverty, births to teens.as a percentage of total births). - .
" Children’ s Defense Fund, 25 E Street, "NW, Washmgton, DC 20001; 202/628-8787;
WWW. chrldrensdefense org (Annual) o - SR S
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Children’s Defense Fund
The State of America’s Children: Yearbook

Provides an overview of the status of children, touching on issues of equality and the role of
federal support. . Reviews in detail the status of children as determined by: income and

‘poverty; child health; child care and early childhood development; education; adolescent

pregnancy and youth development violence; and the, occurrence of crisis situations for
children. The appendix tracks relevant data for these areas of 1mportance, both at the federal
level and at the individual state levels.

Children’s Defense Fund, 25 E ~Street, NW, Washington, DC 20001; 202/628-8787;
www.childrensdefense.org. (Annual). :

Committee on- Ways and Means

. The Green Book

Background material and data on programs within the ]urlsdlctlon of the Comnuttee on Ways
and Means of the US House of Representatives. Provides program descriptions and historical
data on a wide variety of topics including welfare, child support, and families with children.
Committee on Ways and Means, US House of Representatives, Washington, DC;
www.access.gpo.gov/congressfrwm001.hitml or http .//aspe.os. dhhs gov/96gb/mtro htm ( Bzmmunl

. latest version 1998).

- Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics

America’s Children: Key National Indicators of Well-being

Provides a view of the well-being of America’s children as determined by 25 indicators (e.g.,
percentage of children in poverty, infant mortality rate). Tracks data across multiple years
(generally to 1980) to provide trend lines for analyses of current 51tuat10ns and basehnes for -
evaluating 1mprovemenls in services.

Federal Interagency Forum on Child ‘and Family y Stahstlcs, Washmgton, DC http j[chzldstats gov.

,(1997)

National Center for Education Statistics . :
Youth Indicators, 1996: Trends in the Well-being of American Youth
Compilation of social statistics concerning the nation's young people.

" National Center for Education Statistics, 555 New Jersey Avenue, NW, Washmgton, DC 20208 —5650

www.ed.gov/NCES. (SeptemberS 1996).

. Us Census Bureau

Census on State and Co Expenditures, USA Counties: 1996

County data (e.g., education, health care and human services, births) from the 1994, 1988, 1983
County and City Data Books and the 1991 and 1986 State and Metropolitan Data Books ‘

US Census Bureau, Dcpnrtment of Commerce, P.O. Box 277943, Atlantn GA 30384-7943; 301/457- '. '

- 4100; Www.census. gov/statnb/zmuzg[ (Amuml)

f

us Census Bureau .

The Statistical Abstract of the US: The National Data Book .
Statistics on.U.S. social and economic conditions (e.g., populatlon, health and nutrition,
education) together with select international data.

 US Census Burea, Department of Commerce, P.O. Box 277943, Atlmttn GA 30384- 7943;:301/457-.

4100 Www.census. ,qov/statnb/qu (Annual).
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B. Other Documents Which May Be Useful In Developing A Family And'Children's Budget .

"{.Kretzm‘an John and]ohnMcnght _ , T _
Building Communities from the. Insrde Out: A Path To'wai'd' Finding and Mobil_izing a
Commumty s Assets -

* Presents methods to map commumty assets— the gifts and talents of local people, mobrhze the -
- .power ‘of local associations/ orgamzatrons and move toward asset-based commumty

_ development ‘

* ACTA Publications, 4848 North Clark Street C}ucago IL 60640; 800/397 2282 (1993)
(Spauwned Asset-based Community Development Institute, Center for Urban and Policy Resedrch,
Northwesteru University, 2040 Sheridan Road, Evanston, IL 60201-4100 847/491-8711;. .

i m @rww nwu.edu/urban. a&mrs/urogrm Ls/abcd html or; www cpn. org/ABCDI/ABCDI html )

" C. Reports On Results Based Budgehng ‘And Performance Accountabrhty
Brizius, Jack and The Design Team

Deczdmg for Investiment: Gettmg Retums on Tax Dollars Allzance for Redesrgnmg
.- Government .

Defines investment dec1sron-mal<rng and outcomes based budgetlng and provrdes examples '

of how to mplement these strategies. Includes call-out definitions of important terms.

- Allmnce for. Redesigiing Government, National Academy of ] Publzc Admmzstratwn 1120 G Street,
< NW, Washmgton DC 20005 20%47-3190 (1994) ‘ : .

_ Bruner, Charles, Karen Bell; Claxre Brlndls Hedy Chang, Wllllam Scarbrough
Charting a Course: Assessmg a Community’s Streng'ths and Needs

Describes a community assessment as both a ‘product—a measure of the strengths and
'weaknesses of a community —and-a process—a method to collect* information. Outlines
primary goals and a framework for conducting a community. assessment.’ Identifies baseline

information that would form preliminary data collection objectives, and highlights the
" importance of informal citizen interaction, the establishment of partnerships. - Finally, -

__highlights the 1mportance of hnkrng information systems to. results or goals. Examples are
intermingled.

The‘National Center for Service Integratron Resource Brief 2. Avazlable through the National. Child

and Famzly Policy Center, 1021 Flemmg Buzldmg, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMomes IA 50309-4006; , -

: 515ﬂ80—902 7. (1 993)

¢

Friedman, Mark ' B
A Guide to Developing and Usmg Performance Measures

- Charts one critical path in the development. of a results-based system: the selection of

performance measures that.reflect the contribution of pubhc agencies toward achievement of
valued results or goals. Focuses on. policies and programs serving children and their
, vfamrhes Draws heavily on the experiences of federal, state, and local governments. and

_presents, a -framework for evaluatlng the qualrty and usefulness of performance\

measurement

The Finance Pro;ect 1000 Vermont Avenue NW, Suzte 600 Washmgton DC 20005 202/628-4200 ',_'

www, ﬁnancggrozect org. (May 1997)
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Friedman, Mark .

‘ _ A Strategy Map for Results-based Budgetmg Moving from Theory to Practice
. Provides a road map for those embarking on the path of results-based budgetmg ‘Defines

results, indicators, and performance measures, and offers a framework for choosing them.
Discusses lessons from state, local, and pr1vate initiatives to define, measure, and achleve

results. Suggests how to build political and community support, how to reallocate resources.
. and tie them to results, how to intégrate results-based budgetlng into an existing budget

process, and how to avoid common pitfalls.
The Finance Pro]ect 1000 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 600 Washington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200
www financeproject.org. - (October 1996). .

Melaville, Atelia
A Guide to Results and Indicators

Describes how to develop and define the results and indicators that set out the levels of well-
being that people seek for their nation, state, or community. . Examines major federal, state,

and local initiatives to deﬁne results and indicators, extracting lessons about citizen:
involvement, the characteristics of a sound results and indicators framework, and ways to
‘link the results and indicators to planning, budgeting, management, and accountability.

The Finance Project, 1000 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 600, Washington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200

unvw ﬁnancenrozect org. (May 1997)

Murphey, Dav1d :

The Social Well-being of Vermonters 1998: A Report on Qutcomes for Vermont's Citizens .
As Vermont works to improve the well-being of its children and families, ‘it defined both
results it intended to work toward, and indicators for measuring its progress. This report
presents 53 indicators that are focused around nine broad results. The indicators are
described and are measured over time and against the US. at large, providing baselines for
analyses and comparisons.  The.report also provides some costs associated with results,

,spendmg trends (as dollars are attached to results), and a comparison of the state’s rank in

well-being as compared to the state’s rank in expendlture to measure the cost-effectiveness of
programs. : : _
State of Vermont, Agency of Human Services, 103 South Main Street, Waterbury, VT 05671 0204;
802&41 2220; www.dsw.state.vt. us/ahs/ahs htm. (February 1998). .

Pratt, Clara C,, Aphra Katez, Tammy Henderson, Rachel Ozretlch

Building Results: From WeIIness Goals to Positive Outcomes for Oregon'’s ChtIdren, Youth,
and-Families ;
Provides a broad overview of the importance of "linking goals to outcomes,” noting methods
for making use of existing research, determining indicators of progress: through links to

Oregon’s Benchmarks, and performance indicators and measures. Outlines five critical goals .
__to improve the well-being of Oregon’s children and families, along with key characteristics of
. those goals (e.g., whatis a strong, nurturing family) and measurable interim outcomes for the

characterlstlcs

Oregon Commzsszon on Children and Families, 530 Center Street, NE, Suite 300 Salem, OR 97310
503/373-1283 or 800 NE Oregon Street, Suite 550 #13, Portland OR 97232; 503/731-467
httpy/fwww.ccf.state.or.us. (April 1997). .
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‘ - Young, Nancy, Sid Gardner, Soraya Coley, Lrsbeth Schorr; and Charles Bruner
l .~ . '+ Making a Difference: Movmg to Outcome-based Accountabzlzty for. Comprehenswe Service
) ~ Reforms (Resource Brief 1 #7) . ‘ :
o - Provides .background mformatlon for. movmg toward outcome-based accountability: a
l .- conceptual framework, an overview of the rationale for outcomes-baséd systems. with a
‘ "' preliminary list of child outcomes. measures, and a dlscusslon of both the need for outcomes
.7+ - measures, and the dlfflcultymmeasurmg outcomes. '
l ’ S The National Center for Service Integration, Resource Brief Available through the National Chzld and .
. , .. ' Family Policy Center 1021 Flemzng Buzldzng, 218 Szxth Avenue, DesMomes, 1A 50309—4006. .
}~ o 515ﬂ80—9027 (1994) : r
Center for the Study of Social Pohcy ' ' : S
- From Outcomes to Budgets -An Approach to Outcome Based Budgetmg for Pamzly and .
Children’s Services - : "
" Provides a step-by-step approach to developmg outcomes based ‘budgets, mcludmg .
-appendices with worksheets, sample cluldren s budgets and outcomes based budget’
- agendas. ‘
- . Center for the Study of Soaal Polzcy, 1250 Eye Street NW Washmgton DC 202/371 1565 (]uly‘
©-1995). _

Georgla Pohcy Counc1l for Chﬂdren and Families
Aiming for Results: A Guzde to Georgia’s Benchmarks for Children and Pamzlzes
- Outlines a framework for improving results (e.g., commumty-drlven dec1srons and ,
. government streamlining) and uses 26 “benchmarks” as a key piece of the effort to improve
results. (The benchmarks were developed to measure progress toward achieving the state’s’

" five key results for ¢children and families.) . Provides, for each benchmark, a’definition, - -
significance, baseline data, potentlal data .sources, other relevant consrderatlons, and related
measures. -

Georgia Policy Counczl for Chzldren and Famzlzes, 47 Trmzty Avenue, SW, Suzte 501 Atlanta, GA L
30334 404/65 7- 0630 http //www pccs.state.ga. us/results ( 1996) .

. Georgia Policy Counc1l for Cluldren and Families :
' On Behalf of Our Children: A Framework for Improving Results

Outlines a framework for: achieving the Georgia’s five key results for cluldren and families -
" (ie, healthy children, children ready for school, children succeeding 'in school, strong
| I families, - and self-sufﬁcrent families). . The elements of the framework are: - results -
' accountablhty commumty -driven decisions, innovative strategles government streamlining,
v . - and redirecting resources. Identifies 26 ”benchmarks” to measure progress toward achlevmg .
I o - the, frve key results. : .
o ‘ Georgla Policy Coincil for Chzldren and ‘Families, 47 Trmzty Avenue, SW Suzte 501 Atlanta GA
30334; 404/65 7-0630; httv //www pces.state.ga. us/results (1 996) )
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’ Harvard Family Research Project

The Guide to Results-based Accountability: An Annotated Bibliography of Pubhcatwns,
Web Sites, and Other Resources

. Includes annotated resources on results-based accountability. Summarlzes papers, reports,

and books on: budgeting and financial considerations; choosing outcomes and indicators;
developing data systems, federal, state, and local initiatives; and evaluation and education as’
they relate to results accountability. Provides information on how states and localities are
developing and reinventing their accountability systems. Lists useful Internet resources.

" The Harvard Family Research Project, 38 Concord Avenue, Cambridge, MA. 02318; 61 7/495- 9108

http 2:/fhugsel. harvard.edu/~hfrp. ( June 1996 — Updated periodically).

Minnesota Department of Human Services, Community Services Division

‘ Focus on Client Outcomes: A Guidebook for Results-oriented Human Services

Presents.a method for moving from a compliance-orientation (measuring inputs, activities,
and outputs) to a results-orientation (measuring outcomes). Provides a framework for
reform, reviewing the premises of reinventing government and the challenges of attempting
to measure outcomes. Details methods to identify client targets, specify client outcomes, and
select outcome indicators. By specifying narrow client targets and identifying pefformance

'targets (e.g., what percentage of fathers failing to make child support payments will be

meeting their full child support obligations within six-months of intervention?), this guide
generally ‘and. broadly moves through 1dent1fymg results and mdlcators to. touchmg on
performance measures. _
Minnesota Department of Human Services, Community Servzces Dwtswn, 444 Lafayette Road, St.

Paul, MN 55155-3839; 612/296-7031. (March1996).

- Multnomah Commission on Children and Famxhes

A Vision, Mission, and 15 Benchmarks (with Implementation Schemes) to Reach Four
Primary Goals for Children and Families . '

The Multnomah Commission on Children and Families was established in December 1993 .
and was charged with creating a-vision, preparing a plan, and taking action on behalf of
children, youth, and their families. Fifteen benchmarks, clustered around early childhood;

" preventing violence, abuse, and . neglect .capable adults and families; and juvenile
~ justice/child welfare were adopted in July 1994. Presents descrlptlons of benchmarks w1th'

objectives and implementation schemes.

Multnomah Commission on Children and Families, 1120 South West Fifth _Avenue, Room '1'250,~
Portland, OR 97204; 503/823-6990; wunw.multnomah.lib.or.us/mecf/mecfbns.html. (July 1994).
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o . Oklahoma Commission on. Children and.Youth, Oklahoma Planning and Coordinating
I : -+ Council for Services to-Children and Youth and Ofﬁce of Planmng and Coordmatmg for
: . Services to.Children and Youth
Children’s Agenda2000: A‘State Plan for Services’ to Chtldren, Youth and Famzltes

I' - o , ‘Builds off of Chzldren, Oklahoma's Gift to Tomorrow, A State Plan for Servzces to Children, Youth .
~ and Families (1992) which began the process of identifying and ‘establishing goals and’
o ob)ectlves to improve and coordinate’ services for children and families in. Oklahoma.
I. . ©. .+ Presents strategic directions to improve the well-being of children and families, including a
e " vision, and methods for moving. toward state and local goals as.defined in strategic plans.
: o . Oklahoma Commission on Children and Youth, Oklahoma Planning and. Coordinating Council for .
l : Services to Children and Youth, and Office of Planning and Coordmatzng for ! Servzces to Chzldren and
Youth, 4545 . Lincoln  Boulevard, Suite: 114, .Oklahoma ~ City, - 73105
u)ww.naﬁénalchsa.org/oklahoma.htm. (Déc;e_inbe‘r 31, 1995). ' LT

. C- 'Oregon Progress Board , '
l o . . Oregon Shines II: Updating OregonsStrategtc Plan : o '
- _ ‘Assesses Oregon’s progress in implementing its strategic plan, updates the orlgmal Oregon .
‘ _ Shines vision and revises the Oregon Benchmarks. (New goals were adopted, and the number '
! e of Benchmarks were reduced from 259 t6 92 Prlorlty Benchmarks were reduced from. 39 to 22.)
. Oregon Progress Board, 775 .-Summer . Street, NE, - Sdlem, OR 97310;. _503/986 0039; -~
o _iuww.econ.strzte.or.us/OPB.'(]anuary 21, 1997). ' T : e

{ S | Av U. S Department of Health and I-Iuman Serv1ces — -
A o . Trends in the Well-Being ofAmenca s Chzldren and Youth _ : .
! : o Records natlonal trends for 74 indicators of child well-being, falhng into the categorles of :

. population, family, and neighborhood; economic security; health conditions and care; social
- development, behavioral ‘health, and teen fertlllty and education.and achievement. This -
l_ - : report also discusses the trends in and consequences of change.in both the populatlon and .-
o . characteristics of children.and families.
. Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluatwn, 200 Independence Avenue SW Room
! o . . .450G, Washzngton DC 20201, 202/ 690- 6461 httv//aspe 0s.dhhs.gov. (Annual) '
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APPENDIXE ~ ~ =

Overview Table of Family and Children’s Budgets

Family and Children’s Budgets
Stages of Development |

“Stage | ~ Stagell. |  Stagelll
. Budget by - Budgetby ' Budget by
PROGRAM FUNCTION RESULT
. PROGRAM' | FUNCTIONAL | - RESULTS
Perspective - | - = Lineitem View across agencies |  View across public
inventory -~ | - and programs and private sectors
| INFORMAL ONE BRANCH | BOTH BRANCHES ||
Sponsorship (or outside of | Exec. or Legislative | Exec. and Legislative || -
' . govenment) | - Few Partners : Many Partners -
' ONE LEVEL ONLY -“TWO OR MORE  ALL
Scope . .(Federal, State, - (Federal, State (Federal, State
o Local, Private) . .Local, Private) Local, Pn'vate)
. POINT IN TIME . HISTORICAL | BASELINE
Time | OneorTwo Years  Baseline, |- - with Forecast
" 64 THEI?-'IN.AN\CE PRQJEC.I‘V
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|

|

l

~ APPENDIXF

_ _A . Selected Examples of Ch'arts Graphs and Other Formats from.
* .. State and Local Famrly and Children's Budgets. : : _
. The followmg pages are some of the best examples, from actual farmly and children's i_, p
. budgets, of the kinds' of charts, graphs tables and other presentation formats and analyses ‘
. that can be produced. The examples do not generally include the narrative analysis
* associated with each chart, graph or table The examples are in’ alphabetrcal order by
: state and county or city. .
-Our thanks to the orgamzatrons and mdrvrdua]s who produced thls work

‘ TABLE OF C_ONTENTS

CALIFORNIA

Contra Costa County Chlldren and Famlly o o
- Services Budget, 1997-98 E K

- Figure 1: Gross Expenditures by Servrce Category T T 69
Figure 3: Breakdown of Gross Expenditures and Net County Cost N 70
" Chart 3: Breakdown of Programs by Prrmary Type of Servrce PRI 4
Chart 4: Programs by Community Outcomes e . 720
Sample Program Entry: Neighborhood Preservation Program : 73
Sample Entries: Adult Economically Dlsadvantaged . o " _
: Employment Trammg and Child Care = .-~ . _ 74

Los Angeles County Countywrde Chlldren s
*"  Budget, Fiscal Year1993-94' . - .
. Budget Information and Summiary of Adopted Allowance L

- for Children’s Programs = . S o 76 .
Figures: Annual County Funding by Functlonal ‘ ST s
- Area and Annual Expenditures by Functional Area , : L 77

Table: Countywide Children’s Budget (showing expendlt-ures by X
department program, and function for four years, , _
. andasa percent of the' county budget) _ I 78

San Diego: Chrldren s Future Scan, 1992.
Tables: Funding for Children and Family Servrces by Servrce
~ Area'and Public Sector/ Government Funding for Chrldren A
and Family Services by Service Area - ' S 80
Tables Projected Expenditures by Area (e.g,, Educatron, Pubhc Sector, i
~ Private Sector) and Private Sector Fundmg for Ch1ldren and Famlly
Servrces by Servrce Area . ‘ _ 81
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San Francisco: Follow the Money, FY1994 .
Charts, Figures, and Text: ‘General Funds Allocated for
Children and Youth Overall versus Youth Development
Figure and Text: Allocation of Youth Development Funds
Table: Allocation of Youth Development Funds

‘ California Children’s Budget Data Report 96 - 97

Table 1 and Figure 1: CCPIIndex: California Children Public

Investment Index 1989 - 96 : -

Table 1-A: Total State Spending Plan

Figures 1-A and 1-B: State Budget by Source of Funds, 1995 - 96
and California Spending by Source of Funds, 1989 - 96

Figures 1-P(1) and 1-P(2): State Funding by Expenditure Area,
FY 1995 - 96 and State Spending on Children’s Programs
by Area, FY 1995 - 96

Table 4-B and Figure 4-A: California Trends in the Uninsured

by Age, 1989 - 93 and California Uninsured Children Under 18 '
Figure 4-D: Largest Children’s Health Programs by Size of Budget -

Figures 4-J and 4-K: Total Medi-Cal Spending and Estimated
Med1-Cal Benefits for Chlldren

COLORADO

; Chlldren s Investment Prospectus

Estimated Colorado Expenditures on Chﬂdren Ages Six and Under
Charts and Text : Children Ages Six and Under i :

: GEORGIA

Children and Georgxa s FY.1995 Budget :
Tracking Sheet for Program Descriptions of Education Programs
SFY 1995 Budget Tracking Sheet for Education

ILLINOIS

Dollars and Sense: A Guide to Spending on Children
and Families in Ilinois, Spring 1995
Table 1: States Ranked on a1993 Per Caplta Expenditures
in Selected Areas
Chart 11: Expenditures on Domestic Vielence Services -

)

82
83

85
86

- 87

88

89
90

91

R

- 93

94
95

9%
97



| .IOWA

Iowa Kids Count Quarterly, Summer 1994 '

© State Budget Trends: Implications for Prevention and Chart 1:
Public Non-education Spendmg on Children. and Famxhes

. in Fiscal Year 1992

-Table 2: Changes in lowa General Fund Expenditures and
' Share of State Spending by Spending Category, 1983 ~ 1992

Table 3: Changes in Demand for Public Services and State
Spendmg Growth in Selected Areas, 1982 1992

' KANSAS

" The. Chrldren s Budget A State Program Summary, Flscal Year 1995
Overview: The Children’s Budget o
L Table Expendltures for Chlldren s Programs by Agency and Achvrty

} 'Prepared by the Center for the Study of Social Pohcy for

the Kansas Corporatron for Change, ]anuary 14,1994 :
" Table: Kansas.Funding for Famlly and Chlldren s Programs,
FY1993toFY1995 o S

NEW YORK :

’ New York Crty GAP Pro)ect FY 1992
" Figure: Average Expenditure per.Youth, FY 1992
Figure: Total Agency Budget vs. Youth Budget, FY 1992

FY 92 Individual Agency Information: New York C1ty Puhhc lerary '

Companson Charts FY ’92 Agency Data -

'New York State Chrldren s Budget Book 1992 93
Table:. Ch11d Care Budget Summary" :
Table Child Welfare Budget Summary

MICHIGAN

Making Change 'The Cost'to Michigan Children FY 1996 - 97
Table 1: Percent Change in Michigan General Fund/General
' Purpose Spending for Selected Children’s Services '
. .Chart 2: Juvenile Justice and Ch11d Welfare Expendltures
by Service Type
~ Charts 3 and 4: Percent Change in Ad}usted Grossand
General Fund/General Purpose Appropriations.and
. General Fund/General Purpose Appropriations for
) Med1ca1d and the Department of CorrectJons A
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MINNESOTA

- Ramsey County: Federal Expendxtures in Ramsey County FY 1994

-Table 2: FY 94 Grants and Other Assistance (County and State)
NEBRASKA
Nebraska’s Programs for Children and their Families,
A Guide for Legislators, January 1995

Program Entry for Dental Health

OKLAHOMA

Children: Oklahoma’s Investment in Tomorrow ‘94

A Snapshot of Oklahoma, 1994 .
" Table: Basxc Needs w1th1n Commumtles

SOUTH CAROLINA

~At-risk Youth Expenditures, Agency Totals

and Major Service Programs, FY 89
Draft Table: Agency Totals and Major Service Programs

UTAH
Estimated Children and Youth At Risk Budget, FY 97 .

- Table: FY 97 Estimated Funding Sources and Expenditures
(All Depamnents) for Children and Youth at Risk

VERMONT

Chitténden County: Funding Streams for Human®

- Services and Public Education in Chittenden County: A Report
- of the Burlington Community Pm]ect June 21,1996

.Tables 1 and 2: Human Services and Public Education Expendltures
by Broad Category and Revenue Sources of Human Services
and Public Education Funds : :

NATIONAL

Spending and Revenue for Children’s Programs ‘
Table 3: Federal Spending on Children .

‘A Results-based Budget Schemaﬁc
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o Flgure 1 o -
Gross Expendltures by Serv1ce Category

-

Safety & Justice '

" Child Enrichment & S dee . Harnes
. : : ‘13.% _'.Alternatwe_Hor.nes, Integrated Services - -

" Education

T 8% . . h
2% ;- e oo e

TR

Family .
Functioning -
- 4%

Economic -
Stability/Self
- Sufficiency. :
3%

-- $39'7,'344',346‘ -

8

_'-'Co_n'tra;Cos_t*a County, -Californié

_Children and Family Services Budget

- 1887-88, page vi

- County Administrative Office -

 BEST GOPY AVAILABLE
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Flgure 3. Breakdown of Gross Expendxtures and Net County C
Targeted Primarily at Children, Famxhes and Parents

Primarily Children 25.4%|

[ Pﬂnvt'ruy Parents 4.7%.

| Contra Y}Cost'a County, California Q,

b

. Children and Famity Services Budget

1997-98, page xii

- County Administrative Office

I Prim arily Families 37.0% l

llrhnatﬂy'?:rentc 4.2%
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| ‘ Chart 4 ‘
Programs by Communlty Outcomes(1997 Chlldren s Report Card)

PROGRAM
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W e

N Funding Sources:

line is answered 24 hours a day and the caller is connected to a person v»ho can
then refer them to the approprlate services or to a Multi-Service Center. _

o |nterrelat|onsh|ps Through HUD funding, the Shelter Plus Care program'has-l_

received additional funding that will support ten households over the five-year grant

_ period. The housing will target individuals and families who are dually dlagnosed' L
with HIV/AIDS and a substance abuse or mental health dlsablllty

Nelghborhood Preservatlon Program

- Bulldlng lnspectlon Department

Descnptlon Provndes no. mterest or tow lnterest loans for low and moderate .
income’ families to do repalrs to bnng their homes up to code Dlscretlonary i

program
' .Goals: - Lo 'Increase the number of chlldren & famllles w1th

N = " - .. adequate basic housing - .

‘No. of Clients: .~ 50 per program year * SR «

- Outcome Indicators: . Increase in number . of homes meetlng code
S L - specifications. ‘
. Outcome Data: ‘Average of 35-40 loans are funded per program year '

.. 50 loans are stgned dunng program year

: 'Gross Expendltures : $650 000
Financing: - 8650, 000

NetCountyCost: =~ § 0 ;

& Program Income ($400,000)

._Budget BaSlS - Estimated - 20% of Recommended Budget

Budget Reference ' Communtty Development Block Grant Fund

'lmtlatwes ’ Outreach to publlc through 'video on CCTV and bus shelter_; '
.advertlsements ' Lo . _

System Savmgs Homes rehabllltated help remove bllght and bulldlng code

violations from. nelghborhoods

" . Interrelationships: Work with Code Enforcement OfF cers to offer assistance with -
- funding-to code violators for repairs of public nuisances. Work with’ Communlty- R

Development for mterpretatlon of land use permlts

“Contra Costa '_C0unty, 'Californla

~ Community Development Block Grant Fund ($250 000) ‘

- Children and Family Services Budget

1997-98, page 5

County Administrative Office

" e, 3%
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\_ Econ_omic Stability and Sel_f'SufficienCy

7.  Adult Economlcally Drsadvantaged Employment Trammg
_ I _ Prlvate lndustry Council
Descnptron Assrsts economrcally dlsadvantaged adult partrcrpants in developing

and obtaining employment through vocational assessment counseling, training, job
~search -and placement, work expenence and on-the-job tramlng No program"

Contra Costa County, California

dlscret/on |
' Goals:_ "~ Increase the economic stablhty and self suffi crency of : |
ST youth and their parents -
No. of Cases: - 256 ' -
Outcome Indicators: 90 day employment rate and weekly earnings. - I
Outcome Data: | * Minimum 58% retention rate and $283 weekly eamings. :3;'
Gross Expenditures: $ 998,250 8 l
Financing: _ $ 998,250 E g
~ Net County Cost: - I ¢ o 12 2 |
- Funding Sources: Federal JTPA Title lIA E"f g
Budget Basis: 55% of Program Budget 1z S |
Budget Reference: PIC £ %
g . 25
2. Child Care 523l
i Social Service Debartrhent o | | L | |
. Description: The Chlld care program consrsts of 4 subprograms Vely l/mlted - |
- program discretion. ,
1)' State Department of Education Alternative Payment Child Care - Child - |
care payments for children in the Child Welfare Services system. Funded B
by state Departrnent of Educzuon funds wrth a requrred county maintenance _ '
of effort. ‘ o _ _ _ o |
2) Title IV-A Child Care - This is the "workrng poor” child care program for o I
: those .parents who are employed but at risk of going on AFDC (TANF) {;. i
without child care help. Funded by state and federal funds with a requrred N
~ County maintenance of effort. . » " ‘:w” i
: : C ' L

15
o 84




3) - Block Grant Child Care - Thls is. the child care program for Teen Parents g
C specral needs chlldren‘and former Chl|d Welfare Services cllents Funded 1

by federal funds..

| 4) . Chrld Care and Development Block Grant Expansuon Funds Chlld care

for children in Chlld Welfare System and for famlhes recelvmg AFDC, '

" (TANF). Federal Block Grant money.

| .»Goals: : ' f o lmprove health and safety status of chlldren lncrease',

* number of children who succeed in schodl; increase the
economic stabnhty and self sufficiency of famllles

'No. ofChents 800

-Outcome Indicators: Fewer bamers to successful jOb search; tralnlng and }
... - - employment;, more successful Chlld Welfare famlly’

o o ' maintenance,
. Outcome Data:. = Not avallable
' .“"Gross Eipenditures; : $ 2,023,902

Financing: I $ 1,967, 721 S

~ NetCountyCost: -~ -~ $ 56,181 .
Funding Sources: .= Federal, State & County General Funds .
- --Budget Basis: = Actual - 100% of Recommended Budget: _
' . Budget Reference: ' Social Servxces Admnnlstratlon and Serv:ces Chlld‘.‘j
' - " -Care - o . : o

_ Initiatives: We are tralnlng specnf c workers to oﬁer Chlld care counsellng and to.

- .act as resources about child care, both for. our clients and the employment services
_ staff. In addition, we are looking for ways to strengthen the child care system and

increase its ablllty to meet the. needs of worknng parents and those in tralnnng for
employment

- System Savings: Lack of Chlld care is the greatest bamer to steady employment ',

" for many parents. The demand for welfare payments, the juvenile court system, the

; Contra.\Cos‘t’a. County._ Cal_ifornia

- Chidren and Family Services Budget B

.1897-98, page 18

. County Administrative Office.

child welfare system, etc becomes less as more parents beoome employed and self o

- sufficient. -

Interrelatnonshlps The GAlN program is collaboratlng wnth Head $tart and Child’ .
. Development Programs, State Preschool at Community Services, ROP (County .
" Department of. Education), Richmond Adult School (Serra School), Housing

* Authority and the Child Care. Council to train Head Start and State Preschool -

parents, especially those in GAIN, to be child care providers. We currently have

" two classes with a total of 28 participants. We plan to expand the program to East

. County in the Fall, with a goal of 200 total participants in West and East County.

~ We also coliaborate with our local ohlld resource and referral agencxes to educate '

~parents and develop quallty child care.

,16_
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| LOS ANGELES COUNTY 1993-94 CHILDREN'S BUDGET

BUDGET INFORMATION

" The Fiscal Year (FY) 1993-94 Countywide Children’s Budget of $3.8 billion represents a

5.9 percent increase over the FY 1992-93 estimated expenditures of $3.6 bilion. The -
ely 35 percent of Los Angeles County’s

' $3.8 billion budget accounts for approximat
- $10.9 billion budget. (The final FY' 1893-84 County budget is $13.7 billion. However, this

amount has been reduced to exclude special purpose funds such as Special District
Funds, Debt Service Funds, Other Enterprise Funds, Agency Funds and Special Funds.
These funds are to be used for specific purposes and, therefore, should not be used in

the comparison. The $13.7 billion has also been reduced by Hospital Enterprise Funds
revenue which is double-counted for accounting purposes because they are alsoincluded

separately within the Department of Health S'ervig:es' budget.)

The programs contaihed_ in the Countywide Chi‘ld'ren's‘Bud'get are primérily to serve
children at risk from the effects of poverty, physical/mental iliness, handicaps, child abuse

and neglect or conflict with the law. Only a few programs prqvided by the County are

offered to children from the population at large.
The Countywide's Children's Budget is categorized into seven functions: Income
Support, Protective Services, Health Services, Juvenile Justice, Prevention, Mental Health
and Child Care. . L - - '

'SUMMARY OF FY 1993.94 ADCPTED ALLOWANCE FOR CHILDREN'S PROGRAMS

i

s

| ‘% OF | w%oF
2 GRAND | NET COUNTY . |. GRAND
'FUNCTIONS .| APPROPRIATION | TOTAL cosT | TomaL’

6031. | 82363804 | 1506

Income Support - 2.3-15,'973.878

Protective Services - 701776705 | 1828 | 102717436 | 1878
Health Services T sa7770200| 1140 | 144399300 26.40
Juvenile Justice | 235,899,485 614 | 18608533 | - 3036
Prevention g2553810 | 215 | 12,852022 | . 235
Mental Health " eser20m3| m | 38,457,082 7.03
Chid Care | e 199,604 .01 98,000 02
| cranoToTAL - | _ 3840045846 | 10000 | 546,972,978 100.00

“The details of these numbers can be foIUnd‘be'ginning on page 11. :

eh;ldbud.ut _4 . . . . ’
’ - aaa1aaa 86

T

Ln= Angeles County, .CalifOrnia _

Fiscal Year 1993-94, page 1
Chief Adminisirative Office.

- Countywide Children's Budget




Annual County Fundmg* -

by Functlonal Area
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‘| 1080}
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Annual Expendltures
by Functlonal Area ~
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1550

. % X
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1992-93 - - . . 1993-84
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Countywide Chidren's Budget” . A
Fiecal Year. 1893-94, page 10 - - -
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;.g-!r‘ FUNDING FOR CHILDREN & FAMILY SERVICES
4" . SAN DIEGO COUNTY: FY 1991-92 (EXCEPT WHERE NOTED)

| San Diego County, California 'I

) PUBLIC SECTOR PRINATE ) »OF
SERVICE 4RE4 ~ - ) : GOVERNMENT SECTOR EDUCATION TOTAL TOTAL
1 Protecuve Services - S4837TLIST . STTBIG _— L S9.349321 16
. 2 Juvende Justice Services . 43.059.474 *02.431 oo 43761905 S
3 Youth Development Recreation and Culrure 4468360 . 117HOSH0 16.248,900 05
4lmwppmm\«dsvﬂnphﬂm5ewns 624.616.401 139235 .- , 026.015.63%6 28
SChid Care - T T 41.200.730 1120000 S +5.380.730 15 -
'6.Hc.dxh Senvwes - . 362477 1.256.684 . ‘ . resn.an 93
= Menta! Health Sérvices : . 17.100.000 T15.846 . ' 17815846 06.
8 Ecication (Formal) ' 239.062 186203 S19%0.100.198' 1930825463 . 62
Touals , R - 51.059.677.611 $18.439.103 $1930.100.198  $3.008.216912 -1000°

BT lm.r'nm s rtmars sor 512 @ FY 19091 i 03 whrd Werats, ac §203.000.00 ctaewd Rl COMUARLION (OEL

PUBLIC SECTOR/GOVERNM FUNDING FOR CHILDREN & FAMH.Y M
SAN DIEGO COUNTY: PY199192(E.‘(CEPI‘WHER£VOTH)) . -

- SERVICE ARE4 COLNTY- gms- . STAE . FEDERAL TOTL  %OFTOTAL.
. ~ ADMINISTERED ADMINISTERED ~ ‘DIRECT) - DIRECT}
1 Protevtive Services $47.900.000 $221.157 J $250.000 S8.51157 46
2 juvenile Justice Services © 41400000 1.659.474 ' o R09474. 41
3 Youth Developmeny/ ' . A NN .
Recreation & Culrure ~'4.000.000 - 468.360 : 4409360 . 04
Emplovment Services 605.100.000 '530.000 . $2.500.000* 16.486.401° 624.016.401 589
 5ChidCare 3%.000 - 909239, D4T2040 ¢ 20843451 +#.20.730 42
6 Health Services’ 36.700.000 13000 23435530000 . 629642 1 IT0dT T2
= Mental Heulth Services © 17.100.000 : o/ T 1°.100.000 16
3 Education (Formal) ' 39062 o : LY C00-.
~ Touls ; 752.236.000" $4.040292° | $5259,525.040 S387679  S10Wo—6ll 1000
"I s, Dcounmes of Heakth enue, 10 1.90-9 09, - : C
 Cdmme Uwrervase Gp. Y 1991AL : /

A 1ANP 100 b G ] TTPA Sommmmey Vouh FY' 199192 .-m.and U mn“m‘sn IR T 1K LR
‘M--Wmnmnn.ﬂn-‘mwu-n-n 199,

U Lpumrt «f Hoh e W0 [ Mim s @9,

'\-hnuu\' Oukiren 2) Pasmdy srvnes, PV 99091,

* 1 eI (I - e v e (9 Seagh Y (99294

BEST COPY AVAILABLE:

United Way of San Diego

1992

" Children’s Future Scan




_mojtcrm7mmm' BY AREA .

SAN DIEGO COUNTY: FY 199192 :
NG ACTUAL ™ PROJECTED ~ &OF . ..
CATEGORY DOLLARS DOLLARS . - TOTAL" -

. Educstion * - $1.930.100.198 . $1.930.100.198 .- 3%’
Public Sector ~ 1.059.677.611 . 108787445 . 1% -
'pmesmr 18439103 91296233 Ig
C TOTAL  $3.008.116714  $3.509.73087 . 100~

'PRIVATE SECTOR FUNDING FOR CHILDREN & FAMILY SERVICES ~ * .

SAN DIEGO COUNTY: FY 199192 (EXCEPT WHERENOTED)  ° -~ . | e ~

f

’ Nn“anﬁumw-mhnhwmn

Chidren's Future Scan -

" United Way of San Diego-

San .Diégo County, .C:'awli_fornié —_I

1992 -

COMMINITY | PARKER - JAMES RVINE GHILD ABUSE SELECTED S

: : i - . FOLD- . FOUND- ’ FOUND- SAN DIEGO PREVENTION . UNTTED. WAY OTHER . -
' SERVICE AREA . ONTTED WAY " ATION ATIOV - ATION  [RBAN CORP . FOUNDATION ACENCES FOUNDATIONS = TOTAL .
1 Protective Sesvices $244623 . .$100 2400 R 8510902 - $220139 : 978164

" 2 juvenile Jusice Services - 156821 2500 2000 Y5110 02431

- nguum-&cum 1658.&9 ToSula . 93500 $151.000 B 8658007. - $125.000°  11.780.540

Needs/Emplovment Services 378235 15.000 30.000 - $976.000 - _ 1399235 -

S5ChddCare - . 858600 %600 9800 S 250000 1.120.000
6 Heakh Services M- 6885 - 91675 255.000 164000 435000 - 12%6.684

* Mennl Heakh Services” 293058 . 24031 50000 g M85 ‘ 1584
8 Educanon (Formal) 100411 3092 15000 . o . 48203
Toals Se913461°  S619352° ST T SH06.0000  $976.000° $510902  $9.932.013° $805.000 - 518.439.103

* 190t M Kaner Pumb fontamenn d . Sul-m )
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. more sense to assure thot there is appropriate balance in the distribution of funds.
Services to youth after they are in trouble have taken precedence over services
that can prevent youth from entering the high-cost systems

- Relative Cost Per Day for One Youth
at Rec and Park vs. Juvenile Probation

$45.00 T
$40.00 \ $42.15
$35.00 ' '
© $30.00 _ _
$25.00 - - - . _| "©Recand Parx
$20.00 : _ : :DJuvenile Probation , -
$15.00 '
$10.00
' $5.00
$0.00

$3.29

' Thete numben are based on the Children’s Budget developed by the City' Controller ond lrom city deparments cited.

1 Low Enforcement includes Juvenile Probation, SFPD's Juvenile Division, Gang Task Forte ond Youth Activities, attorneys
in.the Public Defender’s, Disrics Amomey's and City Anorney’s Offices nvoived in Juvenie Counveloted cares. 1 does

Q Mhm&ﬂoho&momhdmdn‘m‘udnw&v oge 18 that ore difficule 1o colcviare as.

General Funds Allocated for Children and Youth ' « ‘
_ Overall vs. for Youth Development g :
" Youth Development o $11.5 million &
Other Children & Youth Programs - $74.5 million ' % '
_ Toful _ $86.0 million )
' léud on 1994 Budgot Expenditures of $86 m‘illion' 8 ‘
35% — ' ' DN
I - -0 Orher, WomF Progroms >
o 30% _ me,,, _‘ 5
Youth . Other Youth o -
Program‘ Development  Progroms :25/‘—’ ] L.
Low Enforcement? 0.5% 31.5% o | =
Public Health 05%  31.0% 20% c‘B
MOCYF . 5.5% 11.5% 15% |
Rec & Parks 50%. ‘5.0% y IE—
Social Services @ 0 % - 5.0%-. - 10%
Public l.ibrcry ’ 1.0% ) 2.0% o . g
Mayor (MYEEP?) 0.5% 0% - 5% s
Miscellaneous 0% 1.0%; - g
»Totcl~ ST 13.0% 87.0% . 0% - : 5
L . . © lew Pblic  MOCYF  Recd Seciel Public Mayor Misc. 5
m Hoalth . Parks Services  Librory {mYZeP) 3 2z
Youfh Developmanf Programs are more Co:f-Effachva 1% i
than Youth Punishment gg ‘
' § =
The numbers are obvious. It costs @ great deal more to repair problems once - 25
they arise than it does to prevent these problems. We would never question the v
need for health and juvenile justice services, However, it makes a great deal ‘ .
H.‘-r—
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Page 4

| Some of San .
need n'eigbboﬁ
| | very fow youth

development
| funds. ‘

| Francisco’s high-| -

hoods receive |

- 20% - | % of City's Youth Population

0%
- &%
C 0% - o = ¢ : o e e < LSRN
5 ’ - . £ T ©
§ £ & & £ % £ 2% 2 = £ 3 £ ¢
£ £ 5§ 3 g6z 2 % TS e 22
« -z . 8'¢g 3 : S & o = &8 %
3. : ;

Youth De nrelbpmen'f Funds Are

E Ineqwfably Dl:frlbufed

10 The County Planmng Department divides San. Francusco into 15 planmng dutnds '

Public and private funds for youth’ development are.concentrated in the North-

east, Mlssaon dnd Waestern Addition areas of San Francisco. This illustrates the

“success of three well-organized communities to develop resources for their.youth. -
~ The South. Central, Richmond, Sunset, and Ingleside districts do not receive Funds .
“~in proportion to the youth population. This is_ not to 'say they do not receive any

funds. City wide programs such as Recreation and Parl:s ‘Public lerary, and
Private lndus’ry Council serve fhese areas. - S :

Comparison of Youth Pepulcmen to Money Spent |
‘on Development Programs, by Nelghborhood‘ :

2%

0 % of Youth funds - -

The data i in the chaﬂ above is merely suggeshve of youth development Fundlng -
" patterns for a number of reasons, including the fact that sometimes programs.. '
‘funded in one nelghborhood have outstahoned services in another | ;
_ -neughborhood .and sometimes programs that are established without @ -
|. geographic target actually end up.focusing their services to a speclﬁc S
. neighborhood. 'In addition, the chart does not reflect the most recent changesin' . -
" funding that have occurred. Nevertheless, despite the difficulties involved in '
- tdentlfylng funding by neighborhood, we believe that the numbers do reflect
‘general funding patterns, pamcularly with regard to the nelghborhoods at elther

extreme of the contlnuum

' Whlle many vanables must be tal:en into consideration in determining what -

neighborhoods to fund, it should be noted that high-need youth live in all *

" neighiborhoods of the city. Funders seem to be aware of some of the
nelghborhoods that are pamcularly poor|y served. They pomt out that many of

_-.9_.),‘

" U Folow the Money, FY 1984,

83
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Allocation of 1994 Youth Development Funds

San Francisco, California

Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth

Follow the Money, FY 1994

3

# Planning Area
1 Richmond $131,500 1.50% 13,670]  11.70%
2 Masino $91,600 1.10% 2,326 2.00% 0.9
3 Northeast $1,377,000 16.20% 7,437 6.40% +9.8
4 Tenderloin $367,000 4.30% 4,258 3.60% +0.7
5 Waestern Addition $1,041,700 12.30% 5,977 5.10% 7.2
6  Buena Vista - $113,900 1.30% 2,697 2.30% .1.0
: 7 _ Central $288,900 . 3.40% 5,026} 4.30% 0.9
.8 Mission $1,728,600 20.30% 12,073 10.30% +10
{9 South of Market $373,900 4.40% 3,854 3.30% +1.1
10  South Sayshore $871,800 10.30% 8,092 6.90% +3.4
11 8ernol Heights $331,500 3.90% 4,725]. 4.00% 0.1
12 South Centrol $636,500] 7.50% 18,736 16.00% 8.5
13__ Ingleside $547,600 6.40% 10,152 8.70% 2.3
14  Inner Sunset $91,600 1.10% 6,328 5.40% 43
15 Outer Sunset $510,000 6.00% 11,532 " 9.90% [ 39
Total ~$8,503,100 700.00% 116,883 _ 99.90%
s
&
" .
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
' This number is the totol of four major funding sources: C dty Do Slock Gronts; United ch;»loenc’ﬁon‘end Pork; and MOCYF (Childn!i'l Fond)

ﬂ‘

ellocated for youth development programs by
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. z N . ’ . X ' - . . ) ’

4989 1980 1981 1992 1993 1994

A o Toms 120 pions) . | | 04e3. 3rse2 35221 $7.320 38867 40850 42883 42983
, 0-17 Population (millons) © © 7670 780 8124 8391 863 8917  0.192  94%
B [schidinaguuedroinfetion . | 297 408 434 448 a4 4S8 48 ass

' - . WW(M)' - 24T 200 252 2297 . n2s 2360 2400 - 24.41
o - Adult'Capits Personal income 26702 27963 20183 20427 20376 . 30.181 31498 32718

} oL _ " All Nos. in 1,000s uniess indicated ctherwise. '
) - . -Source: s“AecoumTabbsChaptonz-e nohthatfoodstampalndSSlamounbmdueodbpmpocﬁonof
child poputation served; See Appendix A. Adjustments by Children's Advocacy Institute.

L " .. TABLE 1-CCPI Index. California Children Public Investment lndex 1989-1996

0175 -

0.15

_Index of Child Spending to Adul Inc. .

. | FicuRE 1-CCPIINDEX. California Children Public Investment Index 1989-96

EST COPY AVAILABLE

(‘x

|sTomice personaiine. (riions) - | 5733 e177 6349 eer3 ee30 7118 789 .7eas|

Adult Perscnal Income %/Child | 1487% 1457%  183%%  15.28% u.zzx_’u.{u 18.37%  13.91% |

]

| ,Cfalifo_rri_iaf o
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Cn¥Homia Children's Budget Data Report 86-97 | :
Children's Advocacy Institute, page 1-3 ~ ~

_ Q - Y . : S o - 7
| ERIC" " _.Childxfens'Advocacylns'tftutejr_ T N 3

85



Chapter 1 State Budget
Budget Year Proposed|  Percent Change
General Fund $I0ASSETO  $A1961,468 $M4266044 $45242,188 | 121%]  23%
Special Funds $7.872,449 $11942940 $12941,821 $1333,006 | 644%]  30%|
(Govt Costs Totals) | 47328319 $53904406 $57,187,865 $S8575199 | 208%|  24%
Salocted Bond funds $1,265,997 $708,120  $688074 $2955708 | 456%| 3206%
(Govt Costs & Bond Funds Tol) | $48594218  $S4612526  $57.475.9%9 6150007 | 191%] e3x|
Fedoral Funds. $18,658,467  $31497.271 $31,598906 $31,171.231| 694%[  -14%
Federal Share oam %% 35.3% Be%| Z7Im|  48%
| Total, State & Federal $67252683  $66,109707 $89.474B45 $R2702138 | 330%| 6%
Adjusted Total 1 $91,527,560 $91,308,027 ' $89,474,845 $88,129460 |  -22%| -15%|
Adjusted State Funds Total $66,134314 . $57909,346 $STBTSI $58495799 | -125%(  1a%|
Personal income ($Siions) $5733 7118 §7559 - 786| 319e%| se%
General Fund Spending/$100 lncome $5.88 $5.90 $585  $567| -150%] 3%
- | State Spending/$100 tncome | $8.48 . §167 $7.66 770 9m%| . o0s%

California :

Dollar amounts are in sx,ooo; except per capita or as nowd. Adjusted to Cahfoma population and. deﬂamr

(1995=1.00)

Sources: Governor’s Budget.s and Govemnor’s Budget Summanu Adjusmenu by Chxldrcn s Advocacy

‘Institute.

TABLE 1-A. Total State Spendmg Plan

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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California Children's Budget Data Report 968-97
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Children's Advocacy Institute, page 1 - 5

., Kalemkiarian, Reiter

P




a-au Fundi (1 u:)

FIGURE l-A State Budget by Source of Funds, 1995—96 -

- dtud_(it.ti) o

‘$100

State Spending (BiMlons, 1995 $)

mn-oo Illo-ll 199142 1992-43 199344’ 199443 |ll5-ll 199687

-mm

: |n6¢'dﬁld mSpddFM ﬂh&dﬁndn =~ Total Spending I

'Chapter 1 State Budget

FIGURE l-B Cahforma State Spendmg by Source of Funds, l989b96 (Adjusted)

I. California
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Children's Budget Data Report 98-87
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~ Other ($17)

\

V‘:::::H

Carrections ($4)—

&

" Higher Education ($8)

FIGURE 1-P(1), State Funding by Expenditure Area, FY 1995-96

Chapter 1 State Budget

Services (87)

Services (38)

=12 Education ($17)

00 - 85

$10 . $1s $20 . 23 $30
fY 1995-96 Spandng (ﬂcm) : ’ \

FIGURE 1-P(2) State Spendmg on Chlldren’s Programs by Area, FY 1995-96

BEST COPY AVAI!LABLE ,

_ California

California Children's Budget Data Report 98-97
Chidren's Advocacy Institute, page 1 - 27

| Fa¥~ath, Kalemkiarian, Reiter

Children’s Advocacy Institute

1

00




AGE GROUP
‘Age 0-17 Uninsured
Number -

1989

- 2%

1992

1760000 1717000 . 1,706000" 1643000 1923,000

20% 19% °

. 1983

PerCent

L eaw

20%.

Age 18-64 Uninsired
Number ‘
"-Percent.”

22%

i

2%

4079000 . 4,195,000 4,227,000 < 4,618,000 4,610,000

2% 4%

T 13.0%
2%

Table 4-B. California Trends in the Uninsure

Bl

mzuwmu.whﬁwmdwwum&m&n- g T
d by Age, 1989-93.

T 2.0

25K

© 1.8

15X

; -

-]
o

. Number of Uninsured Chidren
. (Millons) -

10X

Percent of Chll&on Unlmud T

by
.- .

FIGURE 4-A. California Uninsured Children Under 18

T , -
" Cdendor Year- - . . . -

. Imw—hffm -8~ Percent—right axis I

‘| Calfornia Chitdren's Budget Data Report 96-9
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Chapter 4 Health

.. $0 $£500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000 - $2,500 $3,000 $3, 500
) 1995 Spending (MBons) - C

FIGURE 4-D. Largest Children’s Health Programs by Size of Budget
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Chapter 4. Health .
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Dotars (2Hione)

“Calfomia

i"ﬂi"“iﬂ‘“‘l“i“
Your R T

[EM ns-w)--w ]

FlGURE 4-J Total MedI-Cal Spendmg
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’-Estzmated Colorado Expenditures on Children Ages Six and Under e

SFY 1997 Actual Expenditures .
(lncludes General, Cash and Federal Fundlng)

Estimated Estimated . ‘
Expenditures Expenditures
Progrant - - Under7 ($) Program . Under7 (8) -
Medicaid AFDC Children (1) .. 27.093.728 Medicaid SSI Six and Under (18) . 14.265.870 1
Child Weifare Child Care (2)... 691.133 Child Care Services (19)....., . 2.061.252 .
Family Pres/Family Support (2)... 716.544 Employment Related Child Care (19).... e 17,866,688
Guardian ad Litem (2) 1.498.886 Family and Children's/(PAC) (20) e 9.469.113 .
Medicaid Foster Care Children (2)..... . 5.188.774 Child Abuse Registry 152.560 ] - ‘
Colorado Indigent Care Program (3) . 2354208 Child and Aduit Food Care . 25.500.000
Immunizations (4) : 4.968.811 Child Fatality Review . 23,828 - .
Health Care for Special Needs (5).....cccenneinnesnnsscananne 2.161.529 Childhood injury Prevention © 25,000 ‘ .
Migrant Health Program (6) Gouss 433.557 - - Children’'s Extensive Support DD 34.202 . |
Family Suppont Services (7) . 1.047.289 Children and Youth. 829.464 - - , 1
Case Service Payments (8) © 222,848 Colorado Children’s Trust : - 543325
_Child Health Plan (8) : 1.041.507 . Coiorado Preschool Program ............ccceeemmserensuscsesesecs 19.949.665
Child Support Enforcement (8).......ccovceenensersesssensssnaee 2,280,710 DD Early Intervention......, 2.892.464
Mental Health Intensive Child’s (8). 1.319.559 Developmental Evaluation CHRics ..........cmmssmnreerernne. 60.664 ‘
Child Weifare Placements (9) 20.650.294 Infant and Toddler Special Ed.............. i 3296132 1
AFDC (10) 22.779.962° . Medicaid BabyCare/KidsSCare ............coeveuvereeerersorecees 15.003.393 Co
Subsidized Adoptions (12)- . . 1,671,348 ' Newbomn Screening .: -’ . 792.054 1
Foster Care Review (13) 401,325 Preschool Special Education 15.041.393 o . }
Children’s Medical Waiver 200 (14).......cccoveeverceseeneen. 33.040 * SIDS, . © 36.750 © 1
Kindergarien (15) 115.792.933 Title One Preschool : 3.400.000- (3]
Comm. Mental Health Non Medicaid (16)..... ... 1943974  Well Child . ! 360.150 8
Comm. Mental Heaith Medicaid (16a)... 3.570.354 Women, Infants and Children (WIQ)............ eeeeaserionsen 45.744,188 " —— \
Youth Crime Pre/Intervention (17) 1.452.295 Total : N 397.093.563 (@] |
L es programs appropriated by the Genenal As y. A pro-razed esti is incl where p are ot ively appropriated for young chil ) ' 1
Two major approp federal programs are not incl Foodsump(lonl upendmnuofSlB‘?.S million in FY 1997) and Head Start (will expend $36.8 : }
miilion in FY 1998). Other programs may not be included . [- TN
1. In 1997. _$.:74chnld:tnlgumandundermelvedAFDC The average Medxcaldcos(perehg:ble was $1.072. N . %
2 Anaumawd"dﬂvo{cmldnnmoul-oﬁuxmphnmzmmamsuandunder C o
3 This is based upon 1.532 inpati issions and 40904 i for children ages six and under in FY 1997, ° '
4 This number is overessi d b it all expendi are for children ages six and under. This estimate does not include Medicaid expenditures. 8
5 Anestimated 41% of FY 1997 expendi on Health Prog for Children with Specul Needs are spent on children ages six and under. ! o3
6 Children comprise 70% of persons served in the migrant heaith program. An d 46% of chi 10 Colorado living under the Federal Poverty Level are F=y
ages six and under. ) % £ |
7 .1.560 families served in FY 1997 had children ages six and under. OE 1
8 Based on the 1990 Census of Colorado children (0-18) living below the Federal Povem' Level 46% of FY 1997 expendi were for chil ages six and under. s a ©
9 156%0”-7 1997 expenditures were spent on children ages six and under. g a
10 274 children ages six und under received AFDC payments in FY 1997 (point in ume count). The average upcndmue per child was $75.11 per month. i %
12 An esumated 393 children ages six and under were served at an average monthly rate of $355.52. . B = l
13 An esumated 24.5% of children in out-of-home placement are ages six and under. - [ ] g_, ‘
i4 %cmldnnng:ssumdunderwmservedmﬁlm g'o
15 This includes state and district conmbuuon based upon 25 32} FTE times !he avmge per pupil expendnum of $4.573. o @
16 1474 Medicaid eligible chil ages six and umder were served in FY 1997 at an average of $1.251 per vear. E g ‘
162 2.854 Medicaid eligible children ages six and under served in FY 1997 at an average of $1.251 per year. - |
, 17 32% of YCPI exp were dedicated to chil ages nine and under. This figure represents two-thirds of this amount. °g _g |
- . 18 An estimated 10% of SSI recipients are under age 18. Based on the 1990 Census of CO children (0- 18) living beiow the Federal Poverty Level 46% of FY 1997 Q@
° N di were for children age six and under. - . 5 on’
c. 19 l.nl997 SdS%ofchldweummmwmwloncmlmmuusuandunder . . . § (_3 g;
i 20 Includes the oid Pl Al program and Core Services. Does not include training. Reil p on children ages six and under. - . -
; 0 . 8' e R . L ~ '
4

.-
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S . Colorado State Government Expendztures on Chzldren Ages Six. and Under

I ! T SR (lndudu General, Cash and Federal Fundig for SFY 1997)
ChxldCare...- .................. e S l9927940
. : L .~ Preschool/Other- Educ:mon Scrvnces ................ 41,687,690 -
. - : - “HeahhCare ... ... ... .o .l e "85.764,227
I o ... Chid Prolecuon/Chlldren at Rxsk ................. e, 39.750.381
o Cash Assistance (AFDC) e e e e 22.779.962
s ' ' : Nutrition Assisance . ... ... R 71244,188 - -
l_ o R _ Total.............. PO P '$ 281,154,388
- ChildCare . - = . oo .

Education Services - .
15%

. . o _Nuln‘(ioh'Assislancé.
I ) . - . . i 26%

B O : . 7 Zash Assiétance_
. ; . : " (AFDC)
Co8%

o _ Health Care .

. , . Child Protection/ oo C3%

l 1o IR : - Chilaren at Risk ‘

: : S . ’ 3% -

CQIo‘radd

: Populatzon and Expendztures for Colorado Chzldren Ages Szx und Under . o -
| : ’ (lndudes Gener‘al Cash and Federa.l Fundmg for SW 1997) : 2
. " o -
l ' R e . Expend:tures Populnmm 3
o , N . ) ) . . (inmillions) (in thousands_) ol
' : L S © State Total . a0 08 8200 T 3,825 2
: Ce S Estimated Agc Six and Under. & ... ... .S 397 382 €.
) PcmemAgc Six and Undcr...‘..‘.‘....\... 5% 10% g .
Iy o - o ' R @
| L ~ - &
! - N
! blcre Expenainures Chiidren o s
~\ces Six ang- bnaer $ $ $ $ $ 5% g
o
O
o
o
]
o

Children's Investment Prospectus

‘ S S . S ° °onuxanonCHuoren' -3 O 0%
. Ages Six ang Uncer K K KT 7‘ ;‘ TT ;‘ ;‘ oo

-
‘ . [+
| ®»
v -—
! o >’ - . These wbles include pmgmms appropriated by the General Asscmbly ‘for children and their families. g
- A pro-rated estimate is applied where prog; are not exclusively appropnated for voung children. M
, . . Non-appropriated federal programs inciuding Head Start and Food St ps are not inciuded. Expendi . .
[ on Lmdergnnen are not included in- thc first gmph (topj. . _ ) -l
| - : .
] e 5
|
. N iy
- , :
3
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Tracking Sheet
Program Description: Education

s ——
—

Program Description

Option '

DOE #2 . | ® Provide funds for 3 summer school program for at-risk students in grades 4-8. Funds are for the

Summer first year of a three-year phase-in.

Program !

DjOE #1S . Pfovide funds for resource packages with information on child development and basic parenung

Resource skills. ‘ ' ' :

Packages

[jog g|5 - Pro;:ide ﬁ.mds for additionai coﬁnselors in grades four and five to bring the ratio to 450:1.

Counselors for B . ' o |
 4th & Sth : . o - : : . o

graders ' ' . o o ‘ S

DOE 18 * Provide funds for a remedial summer school program for 12th graders who did noc pass the

Remedial . Graduation Test

Summer
‘School
Program
DCYS #3 * Provide the resources needed to meet Department of Education standards and address 2
Education . .educational program deficits at Regional Youth Detention Centers. :
Program * Provide system level personnel (i.e. Vocational Education Supervisor, Special Education
Enhancement * | Coordinator) and school level staff (i.e. Teachers, Instructional Aides, Guidance Counselors).

o | = Provide saff Gevelopment opportunities for empioyees. :
OHR #16 * Provide rehabilititive services and long-term employment support to as many 1,000 students
Employment - | exiting the special education system. ' : ‘ :

Transiion | ® Provide job development and on-the-jcb support
from School to : : -

May inélud_e': _. ' o

Children and Georgia’s FY 1995 Budget

A Primer, page 14

l' Georgia _

\

_——

‘riang for Children

| N

| Werk - ' J o ' . . _

Violence : .

prevention/ ‘ * funding for purchase of school safety equipment _
safety : * funding for recommendations of the Task Force on Vioclence and the Schools.
initiatives : E : B ' o
Alternative May inciude: : - :

"eduaation : * funding for needed equipment o

programs - = expansion of existing programs to meet the special needs of students.

srarm

FY 1995 Budget Primer

-1}~ rgians for Childre 14 - |
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Education

SFY 1993 Budoet Trackmg Sheet
Issue Educatxon

Program Opdon -

Budget Request

Governor , | Houss L
Recommends - Recommends

';Semei R
Recormnmends’

C.onfcln—nce" o
Cammittee -

Report

DOE =2

" Progmam’

‘Summer School - ,

$9.717514 Saw

oce slS o

| ssa000 sawe. ¢

“Rescurce P:ekagu '

DCE. sls | ,;ld.éOé.l‘zs_séu _
Counselors for 4ch T v
& Sth graders

DOE %18~
Aemedial Summer

|- Sehool Program .

$7.110.147 Sate

peYsay
Educagon -
Progmam = ¢

Enhancement’

| s2245738 Teat

DHR 216

. Supported -

. Employment -
Transiden from
School to Work |

. V'uoloneo s

' prcvonuonlia!oq '

initiatives

+$3.136.320 Toal
| 52437577 5000

Children and Georgia's FY 1995 Budget -

| APrimer, page 15~ -

il'l”Geergia_ o

| ceorgians forcradren = " <

Altarmadyve -

‘educadon prgmms |-

8EST COPY AVMLABLE
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Comparison to Other States

One Wéy to understand spending in Illinois is to compare it to other states. The following table
1llustrates per.capita spendmg n general areas in companson to other states.

Table 1. o T
Statw Ranked on 1993 Per Caplta Expendltum in Selected Areas
(50 represents the lowest per-caplta rank) '

‘| Area J_ Tlinois Indiana Michigan Wisconsin | New York | California
General 30 39 20 |14 20 - |9
Expenditures - - v : S

| Elementary || 39 27 |10 - |9 3 |24
and Secondary || .

Education

| Publicwelfare | 22 |30 17 |1 11 12
Health and 36 19 11 | 31 7. |45
Hospitals _ o . .

Highways 19 46 |49 20 26 - | 48

: -'Correcnons 32 34 11 22 2 4

' Source Advisory Councxl on Intergovernmental Relauons._S_xgmﬁmLEc_ams_Qf_Exs_gaLEngmhsm. Vol. 2 1994 '

~ According to the Advisory Council on Intergovemmcntal Relations, 1993 per capita spending in -
~‘Illinois was lower than most states in the areas of elementary and secondary education, health and
hospitals, and corrections. Illinois ranks above the average state on highway expenditures per
capita but ranks in the middle of states in per capita welfare expendltures In general Ilinois per
capita expendltures were lower than in other states. .

Dollars and Sense: A Guide to Spending on

- Chiidren and Famities in %

f Speriding on Programs for Children and Families in.Illinbis

Dollars and Sense is focused on program area spendmg for chxldren and fa:mhes with children.
As described in the previous chapter, we divided spending for children and families into ten

‘program areas as a way to understand the different types of expenditurcs for children and families
in Nlinois. The followmg charts dlsplay the funding for the ten program areas in 1990 and 1995.

108
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- the. Ilhn01s Domestic Violence Shelters

" state-sources. Between FY1990 and.

_ Chart1l .

¥

llinois

| I - Expn. on Domestic Violence Services
" The majorxry (88 percent) of fﬁndi'rig for - . ", Adjusted for Inflation - _ |

. and Services program area comes from.

-8

- 'FY1993, total fundmg decreased 26

" percent, after adjusting for inflation: .
‘Between FY 1994 and FY1995, state - -

funding increases sli ghtly, while federal -

funding increases 38.3 percent, after =

adJustmg for mﬂanon .

$ Millions -

dars and Sense: A Guide to Spending on
hidren and Famiies in Ilinois, Spring 1995

Voices for llinois Childrer -
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L The Domestxc Vlolenee Shelter and Servme program ared consrsts of. 3 hne 1tems A detarled list can be o
R found on page 4 of the Appendxx ' . : : : o :
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 This special report of the lowa Kids Count Initiative presents '- S I

_ ten-year trend data on lowa general fund spending between FY -

1983 and FY 1992, with particular emphasis upon programs . _

-~ serving children and families. Victor Elias and Charles Bruner _ |

of the Child and Family Policy Center conducted the analysis. - '
The analysis shows the critical need to invest in prevention -

stratégies if the twin goals of meeting the needs of children and |

. families and controlling state spending are to be met.

 State Budget Trends— | |
Implications for Prevention

The 1993 Kids Count framework paper, Investing in F amilies, Prevention, and
School Readiness, examined public expenditures on children and familiesin ~ f—— |
Towa for fiscal year 1992. Looking at state, county, school district, and federal ‘
spending, Investing in Families showed the current status of public speading on
prevention-oriented services, contrasting these with spending on remediation, |
maintenance, and public protection. ' \ .

lowig

. JOWA

R
KIDS COUNT

As Chart One shows, less than three percent of non-education public spending’
for children and families was devoted to prevention and early intervention

services, with over 97 percent devoted to addressing concerns that were, at leas’
in part, preventable. - _ , - '

" This report extends the analysis in Investing in F amilies a step further, by
examining long-term trends in state spending. While there has been much
discussion of the growth in state spending over the last decade — and the need

-to contain state spending and provide tax relief — there has been limited
discussion of the reasons for state budget growth or the areas within the state
budget that have grown most rapidly. ' : B

lowa Kids Count Quarterty

‘Summer 1994, proe 1

. Chart One
Public Non-educaticn Spending on Children |
, and Families in Fiscal Year 1992
In milions ; : oo
$1,000 Il sue |
(] Federat & Local . .
$800 |
$600

Quarterly ==

. Source: Reinventing Common Sense, Kids Count Data Book, 1994 ° |
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I ¥ - - — —
| e . L TableTwo T
_ S \ Changes In lowa General Fund Expenditures 4
P R and Share of State Spending, by Spending Category, 1983—1 992
S ' ~ : in Thousands S S
" Change .
I B ’ - . : . . : Chongein ' :-Asa . Asa Percentof
- C : e ‘ | .Expenditues - Percentof Percentof Budget
ot Co ' .. FYI983 FYi992  fomFY8&ito’  FYa3 "Fr92  FromFYes
! o ) Calegory, . .~ - Expenditures  Expenditures - FY92 ‘Budget ~ Budget  foFY92
: ‘ 'eoucmon o ' - I B o R
' K-12 Ald for BudgerGrowfh ) $632.649 $998.656° - 57.9%| - 33.1% 31.2% - -20%
' . : Colege Aid  :$17.484 = §39257 .  1245% ©.09% 0 12%°  03% | g
I . "~ MergedSchook ‘- - $64.756 $101855 . 57.3%| . 3.4%. 32% - 0% | 2 '
' L S Regents = .' - $322531 $473.639 9% 169% - 148%  21% . | 5
R o . Other Education ©§22242 . C §25.494 - 14.6% 1.2% 08% - 04% | = ]
I- L . EducclionToldl _ S10§9.661 _ $1638901 S47%|| ~ 555%  S11%  43% S
: : Jusncesvstm - A RS S : D
oo Corrections $59213 - $116579 . '969%|| - 31% ° . 3.6% 0.5%
_ . . Judiciary (2) $13262 7 812,169 T 295% 07% - 05% - 02%
I . S .hsﬂce/Transporrcmon/Law o o : o L :
: : - Enforcement - $45.339 s64.489 . 422%|l - 24% - 20% 0:4%
: : " Justice SystemTotall __ §117.814 5198237 ' 683%||. 62% 6.2% 00% | -
i ' HEALTH AND HUMAN RIGHTS LT 8182 0 836691 65.4%|  12% - 11% 0.0% T
| .= HUMAN SERVICES - ‘ , ' I . . A -
- o S . Medicaid . . $121348  $258605-  N3I%fl 0 6d%  8I1% . 17% £ -
- R © ADC. | - §51.852 - 'Saas78 T225% 0 30% 7 14% . -1.6% 5‘:
! - FacllrfyBasedServlces (SSA.MHI, -~ R e o e . 162
' HosprtaISchooI Verelans ‘Home) - 587.715 $156938 . .789% - 4.6% ‘49% - . 03% ,§'°_-
SRR K s ' Chid Welfore  : * $3).7S7 $94,842 198.6% 17% 0 30%  1.3% 23
i T S .ChidCare - . | SO $7.418 - New| ~ New - 02% New, O @
' , " Field Operations - $18.621 . $39034 C1096%|| . 10% . . 1.2% 0% |8 5
" Other Human Services 515128 $22.868 - 51.2% 0.8% 07% .01% |¥E
, S : HurncnSoMceﬂdd © 783321021 .. $624282 - 88.0% 17.4%  195% *21% . 55
!1 : nopem TAX REUEF - - K ‘ 1R : D
_ K-12 Aid for Property Tax. Reliet (1) 'S0 $208.966 New - New 6.5% New ' [T
, - sCourt Reorganization (Judiciory) (2) ~ - . $0 $57006 - . New| = New. 1.8% New -
! C o Homestead - $94.344 $99.606 .. Se%||  49%  31%  -1.8%
S - Aglond . .$43,500° $41.398 +-4.8% 23% . 1.3% -1.0%
Other (Uvesrock Personal Property, o o ' o ‘ 0 -
= B Eldeny Miitary. Moneys/Credits.) _ $66357 - $84.270 - 27.0% 35%  26% 08%
I o : . Property Tax Relief Total ' $204201 . $491248 140.6% 10.7%  153% . 4.6%
" O.P.P. PROGRAMS - economc . R o ' .
- \oeva.omem o : . $3264° $28.343 - 7682%|| - 0%  09% 07%
| ] ‘ _.senemcovsmuem/omea . . §170.583 5186414 - - . 9.3% 89% . .58% - -3.1%
: GRANDTOTAL . 51909826 $3204.115  _ 678%) 1000% _ 100.0% :
i GRAND TOTAL NOT INCLUDING N I S o » .
| : ' Pkomgrvmxnsusﬁ R _.$1.705.625 $2.712.869 . 59.1% 89.3% - 84.7%°  -4.6% .
" NOYES :
I T RY 1983 includesollSchool Foundation Aid. FY 1992 esﬂmcnes the amount of school cld amibured to fhe mcreaseh
K through 12 spending. School Founddtion property taxes were compared for FY. 1983 and £Y 1992in calculating howm
of the increase in K thrm.gh 12 spending may be attributed to budget growth, ond how much to propeny tax refief.
| _ " (2) According 1o the Supreme Court Administrator's Office $57.006,000 of meFYlm expenditures resumrom Cout -
Reorgcnzcmon where the state assumed most court costs from counties. Because of this, only $17, lw.@ednnbutedt
C Judlclcw costs.in FY 1992. The remohhg $57.006.000 ot Judicldrv costs are attributed to property. tox relef ‘

| ERIC - 1 eecomoumney P

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table Three

| Changes in Demand for Public Services | |
and State Spending Growth, Selected Areas, 1983-1992

- Program Area

Child Welfare

Founded Abuse/Neglect

Out-of-Home Placements
General Fund Expenditures (in thousonds)
Share of.Total General Fund

Conections
Index Crimes, Aduh‘s

'Index Crimes, Juveniles

Index Crimes, Total

- Prison Inmates

Number Served in Communrry Corrections

General Fund Expenditures (in thousands)

Share of Total General Fund

ADC .
Totol ADC Recipients . _
ADC Benefit for Family of Three-

-General Fund Expenditures (in th_ousonds)

Share of Total General Fund

K-12 EDUCATION
Fall Student Enroliment

General Fund Expenditures (in thousonds)

Share of Total Ge_nerol Fund

REGENTS INSTITUTIONS,
Student Enroliment

~ General Fund Expenditures (in thousands)

Shore of Total General Fund

FY 1983

4,510

2,957
$31.757

1.7%

11,855 -
7093
18.948
2,675
23,025

. $59.213

3.1%

. 98,626
$360 .

| §57.552

3.0%

505.582.

- $632.649

33.1% '

60654

"3322,531

"16.9% -

FY 1992

Change
7.930 75.8%
4361 - . 41.5%
$94,842 198.6%
3.0% 78.3%
17557 (1)  48.1%
7.718 (1) 8.8%
25275 (1)  33.4%
4,485 67.7%
, 35.204 " 52.9%
1$116.579 96.9% .
36% . 17.4%
102098 = .3.5%
8426 18.3%
. 844,578 ©-22.5%
14% - -53.8%
491363 -28%
$998.656 57.9% .
31.2% -5.9%
60,190 0.8%
$473.639. 46.9%
-12.5%

- 14.8%

m These nur'\bers are for 1990 After 1990 Public Sofety chonged the way stohsﬂcs ore kept
_In addition it is known that the numbers for 1992 are under reported.
. The information for 1992 includes arrests for all crimes, not just index crimes.
Index crimes, unclude murder, non-negligent manslaughter, rape, robbery. _
oggrovoted ossouh‘ burlory Iorceny (includes shopl:fhng) ond motor vehucle theft.
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v TheChildren s Budget presents mformatnon concernmg '

the state’s efforts in meeting the needs of: children.

The information presented meets the requirements of

KSA 1993 Supp. 75-3717 et: seq.. that es:abllsh the
Onldren s Budget. -

All Funds Expendi_ture_s by F\inétion '
‘ Excluding Operating Aid to Local USDs

Public Safety 2.2%

Sulnea luoureee Ol ez
FY 1995 Recommendahons ;

) Each duldren s actmty is classlf ed accordmg to the -

followmg service categones

| Prevenhon Serv:cs ‘I'hese mglude programs to
' ‘reduce the need for services that remove a child from

. the home and avoid, if possible, the institutionalization

. of a child. Examples include Family Preservation

, ‘ervices in the Department of Social and Rehabnluauon -

- 3ervices (SRS) and preventive health services provided
by the Depamnent of Health and Envu'onment ‘

Maintenance Services. Some famzhes may requu'e' |

direct cash assistance from the state to meet théir day-
- to-day living needs. Such families -must meet a
- number of eligibility criteria ‘prior to receiving:

assistance.  Maintenance - Services include Aid to

* Families with Dependent: Children and Foster Care
plaoemem expendxmree , .

lnsatuﬁoml and Tmtment Services. This category
includes services provided by state mental ‘health-and
retardation institutions. Many clients formerly served
in these settings -are now being helped through
community programs conducted through contracts with
local provxders L

* children.
‘include a number of therapeutxc and famxly o

Medxml and Health. Sernees Medxcal services are
- provided through a number of state and federally-
funded programs. - These include the Medicaid. |
program that provides reimbursement to physxcnans o

who serve eligible patients. - Also included are services

provxded through local health depamnents xncludmg' ‘
primary care services.

'Eduauon and Training Programs ' The state -

provxdes a wide variety of public education programs
through schools’ and other governmental entities.

These activities benefit c!nldren by preparinig them to -

make their way in a competitive world. Also in this

category are training and education programs for

eligible parents, mcludmg Job Training Partnership

" Act programs funded through the Department of 4
Human .Resources .and welfare- reform activities:

provnded by SRS." These services benefit children by

~ providing parents thh skills . nwessary . avoxd,
poverty. . .

Social Services. Socxal Services provxde a number of .
support furictions designed to prevent - or relieve -

conditions of neglect, abuse, and exploitation of
Most services are provided by SRS and

preservatxon activities.

C0rrect|onal Activities. The state maintains fbur

youth centers that provide rehabilitation services for

ad;udncated youth ' ‘ - S

All Funds Expendltures by Category
. Excludxng Openung Axd to Local ‘USD's -

)

: lumuuon.l/rruuamt sz
Prmnﬂoa 20.3 4 ‘

" Education .
- & Training
Maintenance 26.2% .
: .02

) 'Child Care 3.4 X J
“FY 1995 Recommendahons :

The Chﬂdren 3 Budget |

The Children’s Budget, A State Program

I ‘Kansas

-Summary, Fiscal Yeer 1995 . -
Divisionofthe Bu «  ~ -
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KA2B

RV VY-V
’ , KANSAS
FUNDING FOR FAMILY AND CHILDREN'S PROGRAMS
Fv1ssa'ror=v1sss
($ Thousands)
| | ACTUAL - | ESTIMATED |RECOMMENDED| * = | .
| " |EXPENDITURES | EXPENDITURES | EXPENDITURES |- 93-94 |- 94-95
|- . | . Fys3 | Frs4 - 7|, FY95 PO I |
| - - , - — -
| CHILDREN'S GENERAL FUND BUDGET BY AGENCY ey _
|- | . S N ’
| GENERAL GOVERNMENT N - 5442 | [ S8AT| - . 5786 | D 38% | . 28%
| HUMAN RESOURCES | 202990 | 185922 | .. 207440 | _  BA% |. 11.8%
| EDUCATION 0 1224249 |1 - 1626307 | 1625989 |  328% | - 0.0%
| PUBLIC SAFETY.. - |+ 19588 | W45 | 20481 | u'/. | 1.5%
| AG.AND NATURAL Rssouacss 1 2 2 : 2] " 0% | - 00%
| TRANSPORTATION . - 0 0 ol . - 0] D
| TOTAL: R 1452271 | 1,838,023 | 1850668 | . 266% |  -12%
| EDUCATION BUDGET . | © - 1224249 |. - 1626307 | - 1625989 | - 328% | . . 0.0%
| NON-EDUCATIONBUDGET © | .~ 228022 ... 211.716 | ' 233678 | I2% 1 - 104%
|CHILDREN‘SSHAREOFSTATEGENERALFUNDEXPENDITURES R o
| - - - 7. .
| TOTAL GENERAL FUNDSEXPENC| 2,690,100 | . - 3144,600 | 3,296,700 | 169% | - . 48%
| I o : B N | ' N -
1 I | I S o cmeslnpcrsms
| CHILDREN'S SHARE - L. 540% 585% | - 564% |~ A% | . -20%
|- TOTAL - - . 455% | 51.7% | . 493% | 62% | - 24%
| - EDUCATION 1. 85% | 6.7%. | 71% | AT% | 0A%
CHILDREN’SSHAREOFSTATEGENERALFUNDREVENUEGROWTH o o
) | R % |'  UNDEROVER .. - -
TOTALGENERAL FUND RECEIPTSl 2,932,000 | - 3086000 | 3221000 | ~ GROWTHRATE
Tl SR K - -
GROWTHRATES I | R s |
| GENERAL FUND RECEIPTS: | i P 53% | 44% | |
| 1 . l. ¥
TOTAL - o | 26:6% | 12% | 213% | 32%
| EDUCATION . B | 28% | ¢ 00%| . 21.8% ] 4A%
] NON-EDUCATION | | T2% ) 7 104% | A24% | 0%

PmpamdbyCSSPfuhKumsCuputhhame
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. AVERAGE EXPENDITURE PERYOUTH § 1
| FY1992 BB ‘
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z : s = % § |
CDA ' Community Development Agency - ACD. Agency for Child Development .
DOC . Department of Correction o "~ CWA  Child Welfare Administration ‘ l
DCA. Department of Cuttural Aftairs . DJJ = Department of Juvenile Justice ‘
‘ ' ~ MHMRAS - Dept. of Mental Health, Mental -
-+ BOE  Board of Education S : : Retardation, and Alcoholism E ' ' |
DOE‘ Department of Education . : > PARKS Department of Parks and Recreation '
. DOH *  Department of Health e . NYPD  New York Police Department
NYCHA .New York City Housing Authority ) PROB Department of Probation _
HRA Human Resources Administration . LIBRARY New York City Public Library ’ |

DYS ' Department of Youth Services
Source: GAP Project FY 1992, Funding Allocations for Youth in NYC Agencies . : , o . .
Reproduced by: AED/Center for Youth Development and Policy Research . : ' , : ' I
1875 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20009 (202) 884-8267 - ' '
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Bilons ($)

~CDA

| f - DoC.

- DCA

\"f- " BOE .

DOE

DOH

T NYCHA
. HRa

TOTAL AGENCY
BUDGET
VS. YOUTH BUDGET
FY 1992

DOH

NYCHA
HRA
CcwW

Commumty Development Agency

ACD
. Department of Correction . CWA
Department of Cunural Affairs . DJJ
b ) } MHMRAS '
Board of Educztnon o ’ -
- Department of Education - PARKS
Department of Health . 'NYPD
~ New York City Housing Authority’ PROB
. Human Resources Administration LIBRARY

) - “oYS’

o Source: GAP Pro,ec( Y 19902 Fund/ng Al)ooauons for Youth in NYC Agenc:es

Reproduced by: AED/Center. tor Youth Developmem and Policy Research

1878 Connecuc\.n Avenue, Nw Washmglon DC 20009 (202) 884- 8267

s
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MHMRAS
PARKS
NYPD

Agency for Child Development
Child Weltare Administration
Department of Juvenile Justice

-"Dept. of Mental Health, Mental
.Retardation, and Alcoholism Services

Department of Parks and Recreation.
New York Police Department
Department of Probation -

- New York City Public Library.
" Department of Youth Services

New-York City

~

GAP ProjectFY 1992 -~ - .
- N.Y.C. Interagency Coordinating Councll on

SEST COPYAVAJLABLE
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'GAP PROJECT PART I
FY ‘92 Individual Agency Information

NEW YORK CITY PUBLIC LIBRARY

Agency Summary

The New York Public Library has 82 branches serving Manhattan, Staten Island, and the Bronx These
libraries hold book collections for take-home use, as well as for in-library use, maintain penodtcal files, non-
_print materials including LPs, CDs, audio cassettes, and VHS video cassettes, and provide a wide range of _
. free information and cultural enrichment programs for children, young adults and adults.. Films, lectures, book
discussions, plays, writers’ readmgs, concerts, exhtbtts and ‘other events are offered throughout the system

Youth Summary

Spectﬁc programs offered for young people include ﬁlrns music and dance concerts, workshops on computer '

ew York C

—

1993

N.Y.C. interagency Coordinating Council an

" Youth, June 29

use, writing, and photography. Teens can also leamn to play chess, make jewelry, or decorate T-shirts.
Selected branch libraries offer improvisational theater, films, and writing workshops on topics such as family
and school problems, drugs, AIDS, pregnancy, and life after high school. Programs tnclude dtscusston groups -
and recommended books and materials. ESL classes are offered as well ‘
1. Total Adopted FY’92 Budget ‘ ' ‘ . S .- $49.874,668 |2
2. Total Agency Budget for General Administration . S %
(PS & OTPS) w/0 Human Service Contracts, S . S N/A |5
. — ' ) @
3. Total Agency Budget for Youth: ' ' . I , - $5,949,071 3
4. Budget for Youth Programs Directly Provided by Ctty Employees . $5,949,071 |
5. Number of Youth Served by Direct City Services o : _ 672,537
6. Budget for Youth Contracts with Community-Based Organizations. - : L 0
7. Number of Contracts with Commumty-Based Organizations - . R 0
8 Number of Youth Served by Contract Services ' : - | -0
9. Total Number of Youth Served - . _ o 672,537
10. AVERAGE DOLLARS SPENT PER YOUTH o I $9

)

: ! The 1990 Census inclicated that there were 672,537 people under 18 years old living within our service area of Mnnhamm Staten
. Island, and the Bronx. The New York Pubhc Library offers. serv:cea to all, regardless of whether they own a hbrnry s.artl or not

113
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" GAPPROJECTPARTI
.~ COMPARISON CHARTS:

 FY ‘92 AGENCY DATA -
AGENCY PARKS o ' mosxnon NYC x_mmv DYs
ll_.’ Towl 'Adopted S o ——
" FY'92 Budget - sm 237340 $1,597.9_12,000 355,565.942 . \549,874,668' $53,085.092
FTomlAgencyBudgetfor R L h -
General Administration.

[' * (PS & OTPS), w/o Human
- Service Contracts o

$8,051211

. NIA

© O N/IAY

- NIA"

$7,378,453

. "Total Agency Budget
‘ " for Youth :

. $5.517.803

©$5,009,141

$17,245,524

© . $5.949,071

- $45,706,639

4. Budget for Youth
’ Programs Provided |

| New York City

= 1999 -

N.Y.C. Interagency Coordinating Coumi on-

Yeurth _he

Dlrectlyby City o o . o L S :

" Employecs T . '$4,514,803 $5.000,141 - $17,245,524, - $5949,071.

>, Number of YouthServed. . - .- T :

% "By Direct City Services 68,000 . . 153,251 39,000 672,137 0

6. Budgetfor Youthr ~ | e . T |
‘Contracts with - L , .'

| ‘Community-Based . - L S g o oo : o §
Orgamzauons ~ $1,003,000 - - 0 . S0 $0  $45,706,639 E

A Number of Contracts / ' o ' l 1
with Community-Based -~ . , Co . . &
Organizations R 2. 0 0 .0 691‘3

[8.‘ Number onoinhServéd%ﬂ [ T ; S . . L
By Contract Services 26,5000 . 0 .- -0 34,791 329,882

}9 Toul Numberonbuth . R ' ., SRR - _ N
Served - ‘ 94,500 153,251 39,000 672,137 329,882

10. AVERAGE DOLLARS - o T R
SPENTPERYOUTH . =~ . $&%. = 832 $442 X $140

FOOTNOTES

"‘“TARm OF PARKS AND RECREATION (PARKS)
I' " No footnotes ) :

.wvonxcmroucr:mn-xm'r (NYPD) L :
Asndmnmnonsemeavuy,uunnpouiblewdammethecomahdminhmﬁon. '

EPARTMENT OF PROBATION (l’ROB) ,
Madmmmnmaservwavuy. uuunpbuibhtodetermmethocoﬂaofdmmutruwn

lm-:w YORK CITY PUBLIC LIBRARY (LIBRARY)
" The 1990 Census indicated that there were 672,137 people under 18
lm-:mnmu‘r' OF YOUTH SERVICES (DYS) -

81‘20

. BEST GOPY AVAILAGLE

ymofagehvmgwnhmwrservxcemomehm:n Smen
Island, and the Bronx. ‘leewYorkPnbhclibntyoﬁenmwnn up:dlcuofwhethonhoyownllibnryu:dornot.
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*LIDC, TCC and TAP merged into one program in FY 1988.
' “Esumted State 'share based on projected use of entitlement programs. :

‘Child Care Budget Summary

Adopted Adopted

1989-90 1990-91
Special Day Care Services 42,046,000 ©+ 48.573.000
Low Income Day Care 29,104,000 " 36,866,000
Transitional Child Care - -
Teen Parent Day Care ‘ .- -
Day Care for AFDC/HR in :

Ed. and Trng. - -
Title IVA "At-Risk" Ch. Care - ‘-
CCDBG Subsidies - -
JOBS and TCC Entitlement - -
SUNY/CUNY Ch. Care Centers 4,625,600 5.048.600

" Migrant Ch. Care Program - 2,626,300 3.048,900
Day Care Start-Up (ft) 5.000.000 6.750.000
SACC Start-Up 600,000 1.200.000
Teen Parent Day Care .

Centers in Schools R -
Employer Supported ( .

. Start-Up Demo 500.000 -
‘Day Care Dev. Projects - .- -
Intergenerational Day Care ‘ : _

Start-Up 1,000.000 340,000 -
Salary Enhancement Grants 4,000,000 3 800.000 -

' Scholarships and Trng. for :

. Child Care Staff ; - -

: Cht!d Care Resource and Ref. 2,842,000 1,957,000
Early Childhood Collaborative - . -
Public/Private Invéstment Fund ) - ‘ -
NYS Prekindergarten Prog. 35,000.000 42,000.000 *

- 36.866.000

Adopted
1991-92

19,936,591
26.350.230

“5800000
* 7.888.600

3.216,700

7.460,000
1.800,000

2,000.000

' 3.800.000
4,003.000

. *+#500,000

47000000

. ***Funds for this program were previously made available from the NYS Pre-lclndergarden

program allocation.

MEW YO STATE CHILDREN'S BUDGET BOOK 1962-43 CHILD CARE

New York

39

New York State Chidren's Budget Book

1992-93, page 39

| Statewide Youth Advocacy Inc. -




SRR Chzld Welfare Budget Summary

NewYork

Statewide Youth Advocacy Inc. . - .

1992-93, page 55

'| New York State Children's Budget Book ~

192

lDepartment qf Sodal Saviws)
N © - 198990 ¢ ' 19&)-91~ 1991927
g AID TO LOCALH'IES
‘Mq.jor Fundlng Streams g o _
.Famny and Chﬂdren : 467 366 500 ' 733,068,800 . 753,676,560
Foster Care and Adoption - 648,102,000 1.313,847,000 1,.255.361.000
‘Medical Assistance .~ - 8,317.304,800 9,577,167.200 ©12,070,060.000
Medical Assistance Admin. =~ ° 208,556,000 - 216,606.000 . .+ 214,073,120
“Income Maintenance . '2,875,627,000 " . 3,026,240.000- 3.306.445.000.
Human Resource Dcvelopmcnt - 7.456,000 -~ 7,559,000 © 10,902,000 - .
_Child Support Admin. "~ 95,373,000 . 97.717.000 ° 101,127.000,
Food Stamp Admin. 235,907,000 204,302,000 252,928,000
Supported Housing - ‘ 45,950,000 © 46,600,000 - .- 23,520,000
Income Maintenance Admin. 394448000 : -, 419,685,000 .. 444,151,000
Special Day, Care Services = " 48,573,000 41,284,000
Speclal Projects : ‘ ' Seeee 5.579.200 - " -
: TotalAid To Lo’ealit!a_ C o 15741097150 . 18,479.,106,880
i} SELECTED P‘ROGRAMS
: Supportlve Services TileXX 32, 333 000 31,719, 000 : 25,449,600
. . Protective/Adoption/Foster Care ~ 87, 009,000 .- 115,458,000 - 159,749,000
‘Mandated and Optional Preventive 84,813,000 100,877,000 87,901,000
Specific Set-Aside for Optional 500 000 o 800 000 . . 800, 000
" Set-Aside Intenstve Home-Based '
- .° Preventive Family Preserv. 3000000 4.300.000
- Community Preventive Services A . ‘800,000 891,000
. Community Foster Care Prevent. . 1,375,000 ' . 600,000 . 1.300.000
. Adoption Subsidy ngram 42;661_.000 ., 48,506,000 = - 44.420.000
. Domestice Violence: . oL . By S :
 Bridge Funding = S ) . 640,000
" Prevention and Support Svs ' 3.000,000 - © 3,900,000
Children and Families Trust Fund- 2, 398 500 © 1,583,000 375,000
Comp. Empl. Ctrs. (CEOSC) - 5 000000 5,550,000 . " 4,100,000
Housing Demon. Activities and ) - Coe o
Homelessness Prethion '3.000.000 .~ - 3,000,000 7.250,000
Homeless Housing Assis. Pro. . 20,000,000 - 20,000,000 - 20,000,000 -
. Neighborhood Based In!tmt:ve e : , . 500,000 .
Foster Care Prev Housing Demos N ’ " 4,000,000
NEW YORK STATE CHILDREN’S BUDGET BOOK 1992-93 'CHIUJ WELFARE 55 -
Fow s o N

SRR " N




Qo “EW YORK STATE CHILDREN'S BUDGET BOOK 1992-93

123

New York

York State Children's Budget Book

-93, page 56

t#42-- “4a Youth Advocacy Inc.

Adopted . Adopted
1989-90 . 199091 1991-92
‘STATE OPERATIONS
Major nmdtn'g Streams
Admin. Executive Direction 18,378,644 19,851,900 17.767.800
Legal Affairs ‘ 12,270.300 13.581,800 12,537,900
Audit and Quality Control 42,997,100 45,382,600 46,371,600 -
Information/Technology 41,841,558 46,869,800 46,039,600
Welfare Mgmt. Sys, (NYC) 27,570,690 127,540,100 28,340,900
Medicaid Mgmt. Information -71,781,781 . 77,039,193 61,440,300
Child Support Admin. . 3.815,200 - 4,607,900 4,108,900
Income Maintenance o 18,008,217 - 19,037,100 19,547,200
Disability Determinations 88,986,000 _ 85,158,200 85,200,000
Medical Assistance © 1,051,442,121 © 1,209;451,900 1.321,928,500
Family and Children Svs. . . 44,739,400 57,304,200 56,054,900
Shelter and Supported Housing 1,965.240 . 1,953,600 2,110,200
Human Resources Development . . 28,926,600 37.237.000
Total State Operations 1,690,867.693 1,792,312.300
CAPITAL PROJECTS BUDGET 55.000 25,080,000
TOTAL ALL THREE BUDGETS ' - 117.432,019,843 20,296,499,180'
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
CHILD WELFARE 56
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Dollars In Millions

. Doilars in Milllons

Source:

. CHART2 _
Juvenile Justice and Child Weltare
' Expenditures py Service Type

State & Federal Child Welfare Expenditures

1990 @993 @195

$300.000.000

1250:000.000 [
z_oo.ooo.ooo =
150.000.000 [~
- 100.000.000
50000000
0 : — '
R Prevention ' - Family © Adoption Out-of-Home
‘ ! Preservation Subsidies & T Care
& Support . Services
Service Type
State & Federal Juvenile Justice Expenditures
. - : 1990 B1993 © 1995
$100,000,000 — ,
80.000.000 [~ i
60,000.000 [~ .‘ﬁ
3 ] :

0

¥
Y

ity-Based  After Care  ° Incarcenation
' o -(Adutt & Youth
Service Type . . Prisons)

Michigan Depwmm.ofw and Budget, 1996;

Michinan |

" The.Cost to Michigan Cl_)_idc'en
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Porcontcmmoo mmmmd Grouand ,
. General Fund/ General Purpose Appropncuons .
'FY1995-96 Over FY1985-86 . '

S0 0 soloolsommmm
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Making Change: The Cost to Michigan Children

CHART4 i
A General I-‘und/General Purpose Appropncmons i

For Medicmd and the Depcmment ot Conections
v FY1985-86:oI-Y1994 . .

$1.200.000.000 - -
8 E -
' i 400,000,000 [~ -
-
' 9ES00 190687 196788 190589 ' 1995-90 ° mam mm 1.9 m»o 199098
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- BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Michigén

FY 1996-97, page 10
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 YEAR ESTABLISHED: . . 1949 SR
'.zmﬁmm"-'Department of Health, X

DENTAL H_EALTH

©1943

. STATUTORY ‘AUTHORITY: * _Sections 71-193. 03, 71- -2207. and 81- 603, R.R.S.,

1

ngezal_lnf.o.ma.&mn.. The Dental Health Y

Program provides comprehensive dental services for °

- children who would not. otherwise recelve care -

because of economic or .other reasons 'beyond their 'h o '_a,\:-
control. This program is.funded by the Maternal . o
and Chxld Health Block Grant.- ' o

'jﬁeoeral

' . preschool aqe children from low 1ncome fam;l1es who do not .
:,‘qualzfy for Medzcald e

v

. "The Dental Health of Chzldren Program serves l) as an entry ')

,‘poznt 1nto the’ dental health delzvery system for eligible

-this youth populatzon._v

: wPro)ect serv1ces 1nclude e [ T I
- preventatlve services ' (
- examination and. d1aqnos1s '
- .. treatment - L
- -correction of defects L g
- aftercare . ‘ ’

In Nebraska, these proqrams located in rural areas are
structured so as to utilize the services of private dental

' practztzoners throuqh cdontractual agreement. Four community ,

action agencies in Richardson, Nemaha, Dakota and Red Willow
‘counties determine client eligibility and refer- elzqzble o

,h7 The Dental Health of Chzldren Program serves school and .Cnl‘ﬂ )

children ‘and- 2) ‘to improve the’ quallfy of services necessary
to prevent disease and restore and ma1nta1n oral health in o

'Nebraska's Programs for Children and Their -

.;Néb’ra'skau;;

‘Families, A Guide for Legistators, Jan, 1995
Legislative ©~ -+ Office -~ "~ " : -

>

.children. to one of the approxlmately 30 contract dent1sts 1n',,'

10 countzes «
. i ;

'rhls program serves approximately 366fchilqren a;year}»-

.

shown below:

‘Federal .furids from the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant
support this proqram . The funding history since FY 1991 is . -

FY 1991 Py 1992 _ FY 1993 - __FY 1994

§69.612 . . $50,154. $38,092  $37,630 .

'.113§hr ’ '<hEﬁ§5
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A SNAPSHUT OF OI(I.AHOMA 1994

During 1994 as the nauoml economy continued ©
strengthen, the Oklahoma economy, responded as
- well. The Legislatre developed the FY'95 budget
based on cautious opamism about the economy.
(Fual Year 1995 Budget Review)

To help ensure that a 5% cash reserve is generated
at year end, the Oklahoma Constitution deliberately -
vestricts state appropriations w 95% of muapamd :
Tevenues.

To aid in future decisions about budget priorities

the 1994 Legislature twok a first step o reform their

" budget process. HB 1127 institutes measures of
program effectiveness with the passage of a
budgeting pilot that will enhance the sbility o
prioritize spending needs and unpmve identification
of service duplication.

Nmnaﬂyhalthmn:ndmmemmumuof

great concem © citizens. At the state level, juvenile

justice issues were & high priority, with legislation
passed w reform our juvenile justice systems.

Olahoma also responded t© the issue of health

care with the esablishment of the Health Care
Authority. The Health Care Authority finished its
first year of work © esablish a plan for Oklahoma
A beu:t control the cost of henlth Qre. spendmg '

Key Facts S ‘
« The populaton of OKlahoma is 3 145.585 The
number of children under 18 is 869,500. (1990
Census)

« 59.4% of our population live in urban areas.
(1990 Census)

- .'28000(1/3)of0klahomasdxddrenhvemmﬂl

" areas. (1990 Census) :
- 837,000 (26.6%) children in Oklahoma are
under age 18. (1990 Census) .
* «" The state unemployment rate for the past year
has sveraged 6%, nationally the unemployment
. rate has sveraged 6.8%. (ODOC) :
« $28,154 median income for families wuh
children in 1991. (CWLA)
«" 20.3% percent of children in Oklahoma have no
health msurmce. (Kids Count) - '

~EST COPY AVABLABLE

- Pass Through . $41,331,781  L.3U%

-+ Oklahoma is ranked 8th worst in the nation for

- the number of people living in poverty. :

« 3.1% of Oklahoma's children live in aeverely
distressed neighborhoods. (Kids Coun)

« Only one of four persons assigned w

- Deparmment of Corrections are conviceed of a

- violent crime. Corrections costs have grown by
75% ($73.6 Million) over the put decde. (1995
Budget Review)

Budget nghlluhts
« The 1994 Legislature appmpmmd $3.68 billion
for fiscal year 1995; an increase of 3% ($106.4

‘million) over FY'94. This appropriation induded
" $45.5 million from the Constitutional “rainy day™
.. reserve fund. (Fiscal Year 1995 Budget Review). -
“« 'K-12-education received $1.420 billion (39%), a

415%mmeomﬂ'94:ppmprmom (Fiscal
. Year 1995 Budget Review)

: + When higher education and vocational md\mul

* schools are induded with K-12, the sute
" appropriation wal ops 57% of sate
sppropriated dollan (Fiscal Year 1995 Budget
- Review)

. Toul FY'4 satz, federal and other expenditures

for children, youth and famthes were
$3,095,023,779.

_4 « There are 198 programs listed that serve the

children, youth and families of our smte. .

. Children’s Budget |

Sate  $1,300,859,754 SB.18%
Federal  $1,083,553,042 35.01%

Other $169.280.222  S.4T%
FYS4 Total $3,095.023,779 ‘

1994 State Appropriated
‘Expenditures

Educstion $1.370.41,580 T6.09%
Mot sSisma%
.0088T
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* Double-countmg has not been completely eliminated. There may be some double counting for Medicaid funds
(e.g., DHEC spendmg on farmly planmng funded from Medxcaxd) and from other federal sources such as JTPA

and SSBG.

Sﬁ«@ﬁ\\a —

At-Risk Youth stpemdli&mma

Agency Totals and Major Service Programs
(FY89 $ millions unless otherwise speuﬁed)

- Public School 2444.85 2444.85 :
DSS* 18110
SHHSFC 12633 1242
DHEC . 6697 |
DYS 36.60 Y
DMH 15.83

Gov.'s Office 10.06 '
Cont. of Care - 551
SCCADA . 3.09

"~ $CSDB . 11.90 1190

John de l1a Howe  3.78 - 0.70
Opp. School 3.31 331
SCESC‘ 1.80 L

- VR -1.18

" ‘Guard. Ad Lit - 1.08 .
FCRB 0.64
Comm. Blind 0.46 -
Grand Total* . 291449 . 247665

1583 .

o262

33.13

10.06

551

3.09 -

3.08

180~
1.18.
1.08
0.64

. 046

'104.09

AUG 1 §1997
Ma]or Service Programs
. o Econ/Maintenance
Healh __ Sucood
158.92
11048
64.35
17483 15892
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| 5
~ Table 1 . E
Human Services and Public Education 2
. Expenditures by Broad Category g‘
Category . Spending (Smiliion) " Percent.of Total 3
K-12 Education B VO B S A 27.8% Cc)
Social Security : - $130.5 | 25.7% g
| Medicaid . $50.1 . 9.9% 2
Medicare =~ $463 9% S5
Hospital Subsidies |  $44.3 | 8.7% _
A’NPC | L $14.5 | | - 2.9% é 3E§:
Other local, state, 8809 | 159% - ﬁ""';"
and non-government 1 s g 3
Toul | ‘ sso?.j_ | 100% ?%%
1238k
o ‘ ;gg;
_ ‘ _ _ Table 2 §- gg 5
Revenue Sources of Human Services and Public Education Funds. | Emig
Source of Revenue - Amount of Revenue ($million) ~ Percent of Total —
| Federal Government 82484 - o 489% - | o
‘Local Government $115.6 . ' 22.8% i
| Sute Governmen: 385 ' 174% |
United Way | st . o 04% .
Foundations R .. %07 ‘ . 0.1% |
Donations ] 5.7 -~ _o1m (
Other I B $48.8 ' 9.6%
Total ] . s077 . C1000% |
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TABLE 3 Federal Spendlng on Chlldren (s ln bllllons)

. Total Nutrition

| [ KC THE HNANCE PROJECT

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Sugamun Sugarman Green Book - Green Book
, . _FYss = FYs5 - FY90 FY95.

Educat:on - . I '
‘Compensatory Educat:on .6.8 76 . 45 .69
SpeqalEducatmn 30 .. 33 S
Impact Aid 08 .- 08 . 08 ° - - 08
Handicapped : Ve . © 1.6 .30

" School Improvement . . - 15 S B A o

* Bilingual/Immigrant Educatxon 02 - .02

.. Financail Assistance -. ~ - 79 79

: ..FaxmlyEducat:onLoans . 28 © 1.9
- Education: Researchandlmprovement 03 03"
. Exclusion of Scholarsmp Income 08 . 09 BN
" :Other . o 14 - 36

Tota.l Educatzon 2;1.1' 246 83 143

Income Support and Employment Assxstance - - c . I
AFDC ) 2122 126 - 70 . 94

. EmergencyAssxstance - 02 . 07

- ENC@) . : ' . 6.0 - ._147

SSI - - 11 42

" - Veteran’s Compensation ~ . 05 . . 05
Child Support Enforcement ‘ 08 . 10 .. - 05 LLL 10 -
Summer Youth Employment and Tranung 08 - 09.- 07 0.7
Youth Training = - : 07 - , . 06.. . . o

Total income Support 147 ©158 . 247 - - 419

Health o : T oo : o oo
" Medicaid (3) 14.9 185 72 169

' Medicare _ _ o E e 01 02 -
Maternal and Cl'uld Health B 0.7 07 06 . .07 .
Immunization . . t 02 .. - 04

" Vaccine Injury Compensauon , 0.1 01 : S

. Family Planning o 0.2 ‘0.2
‘Mental Health : 01 .- 0.1
Substance Abuse Prevention 0.2 02 .

- Substance Abuse Treatment 02 02 -

‘Block Grant to States ~ ~ - 14 - 18~ - . - ) ‘

. - Child Health Insurance Tax Credxt 01 0. o .- 00. .. .. 06
Deductibility of Medical Expenses’ . 30 3.6 S ' ’

" Exclusion of Employment Contribution to : T _

' and Premiums (4)' ' 469 " 563 . -
Other Health (5) o .o .04 0 06

‘Total Health ‘678 . 8.7 - .85 .. 19.4

. Nutrition . R .

" Food Stamps (6) 27.1. 1277 0 - 73 11.2
‘WIC (7)- : 29 . 36 i _ e
Child Nutrition. (7) 68 . 74 71 - 103

368 387 - 144 © 218

N'étion'al |

N .

The Finance Project

Spending and Revenue for Children's Programs
‘Steven Gold and Deborah Elwood '

21 .




- National

Spending and Revenue for Children's Programs |
Steven Gold and Deborah Ellwood .
ject

The Finance.Proj

Chxld Care/ Child Development
AFDC JOBS - 0.5 0.6
- AFDC Transitional 0.1 02
At-Risk Child Care 0.3 03
Head Start (8) . ' 28 4.0
Child Care Development Block Grant . - 0.9 11 2 -
" Dependent Care Tax Credit’ 25 ~2.8 24 29
Exclusion of Employee Provided , .
Child Care’ - 0.6 0.7 :
~ Child Care (9) : 01 . 23
Total Child Care/Development 7.7 9.7 25 5.2
Child Welfare _ L
~ Foster Care - 25 . 3.0
Adoption Assistance 03 04
'Family Preservation - 0.0 0.1 :
Total Child Welfare 2.8 35 16 35
" Juvenile Justice 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 .
Housing Assistance 75 9.7
Housing Assistance (4) . \ 0.6 0.7
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance - 8.1 104,
Total Housmg Assxstance :
~ Other-
. Human Development (10) - .18 "33
Social Services Block Grant 21 21 :
: Child and Family Service Programs 0.9 09
_ Total Other : 3.0 3.0 1.8 3.3
TOTAL_ ‘ $157.0 $177.1 $70.0 $119.6 -
TOTAL less nonprorated items (12) - §78.1 $87.2 $61.9 ~$109.2
NOTES: ' .
" Indicates that the item is a tax expenditure. ‘ ’
(1) For Sugarman, spending is expressed as obligations. The Green Book gives outlays.
(2) EITC spending in the Green Book includes cash payments and tax credits. -
(3) Sugarman assumes 20.1% of Medicaid doliars are spent on chiidren. The Green Book does not include
administration costs.
(4) Includes adult share.
(5) In the Green Book, “Other Health” includes programs nun by the Health Resources and Services Administration
including healthy start, perinatal facilities, pediatric EMS, family planning, and portions of community and mxgrmt
- health centers, national health service corp, and health care for the homeless. '
(6) Includes adult share in Sugarman but is prorated for children in the Green Book.
(7) For the Green Book, child nutrition includes WIC. :
(8) The Green Book includes Head Start in its “Human Development” category. See Other
(9) The Green Book has a “Child Care” category that includes AFDC JOBS, AFDC transitional, and at-risk child care as
well as the Child Care Development Block Grant. :
(10) In the Geen Book, “Human Development” includes spending on Head Start, child abuse and fanuly violence,
runaway and homeless youth, and development disabilities. .
(11) Sugarman derives this estimate by assuming 75 percent of the Social Service Block Grant is spent on children.
(12) For Sugarman. nonprorated items include mental health, substance abuse prevention and treatment, block grant to.
states, deductibility of medical expenses, exclusion of employer contribution to medical expenses, and food
stamps For the Green Book only housing is excluded .-
THE FINANCE PROJECT
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ABOUT THE FINANCE PROJECT

The Finance Project is a national initiative to merove the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity
of public- and private- sector financing for education, other children’s services, and
community building and development. Wlth leadership and support from a consortium of
pri\'rate foundations, The Finance Project was established in 1994 as an independent, non--
profit organization. It-undertakes an ambitious array of policy research and de\;elopment
activities, - policymaker forums and public education activities, as well as support and
technical assistance activities. ' ) . ,

The work of The Finance Project is aimed at increasing knowledge and strengthening
the capability of communities, states, the federal goverﬁment,, and non-governmental
initiatives to implement promising strategies for generating necessar)} fiscal resources and

' improving the return on investments in children and their families. Its activities are intended
to:

B e Examine the ways in which governments at all levels, and the private sector;
4 finance education and other supports and services for chﬂdren (age 0-18) and
thexr families;

e 'Idenhfy and hnghhght structural and regulatory bamers that impede the
' effectiveness of programs, institutions, and services, as well as other public
investments, aimed at promoting children’s growth and development;_ _

e Outline the characteristics of financing strategies and related structural and
' administrative arrangements that support improvements in education, other
children’s services, and community. building and development

. Identify promising approaches for implementing these fmancmg strategles at the .
~ federal, state, and local levels and assess their costs, benefits, and feasnbLhty

. Hnghhght the necessary steps and. cost requirements of - convertmg to new‘
financing strategles, ‘and

e Strengthen intellectual, techmcal and polmcal capablhty to initiate major long-
term reform and restructuring of fmancmg systems, as well as interim steps to
overcome inefficiencies and inequities within current systems.

The Finance Project extends the Work of many other organizhtions and blue-ribbon -
groups that have presented bold agendas for improving supports and services for children
and families. It is creating the vision for a more rational approach to generating and

"investing resources in education, ‘other supports and services for children and families, and
communities. It is developmg ideas, options, and policy tools to actlvely foster positive
change through broad-based systemic reform, as well as through more incremental steps to
improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of current systems. It also provides support

THE FINANCE PROJECT
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A ||m Provided by ERIC.
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contact

. THEFINANCE PROJECT

g -

' Chefyl D. Hayes, .
‘Executive Director.
- The Finance Project

1000 Vermont Avenue, NW . -

. Suite 600 .

Washmgton, DC 20005

| .202/628-4200 .. -
202/628-4205 (Fax) S
' mfo@ﬁnanceprolect org (E-mall) L

o and techmcal assmtance to “reform ready” étates, communmeS, and uutlatxves engaged in’
efforts to ahgn their ﬁnancmg systems with their pohcy and program reform agendas.
For more: mformatlon about The Finance. Pro]ect and its spec1f1c act1v1t1es, please

i k



RESOURCES AVAILABLE FROM THE FINANCE PROJECT’S WORKING 'PAPERS -
SERIES

Feder_al Firtancing Issues and Options

Ftnanczng Services for Young Children and Their Famxlzes Meeﬁng the Challenges
of Welfare Reform by Cheryl D. Hayes (March 1997)

Federal Tax Reform: A Family’ Perspectwe by Mlchael ] McIntyre and C.
Eugene Steuerle [Report and Executive Summary] (]uly 1996) *Please note
thereisa $10 00 charge for this publication.

The Budget Enforcement Act Implzcaﬂons for Chzldren and Famzlzes by I(aren
Baehler (November 1995) . :

S D_ollars and S_ense: ' 'Diverse Perspectives on Block Grants and the Personal

Responsibility Act (Joint publication of The Finance Pro]ect and the American

~ Youth Policy Forum and The Policy Exchange of the Instltute for Educahonal
Leadershlp) (September 1995)

. Rethinking Block Grants Toward Improved Intergovernmental Financing for
" Education and Other Children’s Services by Cheryl D. Hayes, w1th assistance
from Anna E. Danegger (April 1995).

. . _ 'Reform Ophons for the Intergovernmental Fundlng System 'Decategorization
’ Polzcy Issues by Sld Gardner (December 1994)

State Fmancmg Issues and Optlons
o Money Matters: A Guzde to ananczng Qualtty Education and Other Chzldren~s
‘ Services (January 1997) *Please note there is a $20.00 charge for this
. pubhcatlon ‘ o -

The Effects of Economic and Demographzc Changes on State and Local Budgets by
Sally Wallace (December 1995)

Issues and ‘Challenges in State and Local Finance by Therese J. McGuirev
. (November 1995) : .

: .Taward State Tax Reform Lessons From State Tax. Studies by ‘Therese J.
" McGuire and Jessica E. Rio (November 1995) -

o "legal Issues and Constraznts Affecting. anance _Reform for Educahon and Related
* - Servicés by Thomas Trlplett (November 1995) :

' State Investments in Educatio_n and Other Children’s Services: . The Fiscal
Challenges Ahead by Martin E. Orland and Carol E. Cohen (November 1995)

- THE FINANCE PROJECT -




4

: State Investments in Education and Other Ch:ldren s Sermces Fiscal Proﬁles of the

50 States by Steven D. Gold, Deborah A. Ellwood, Elizabeth 1. Davis, Dav1d
S. Liebschutz, Sarah R1tch1e, Martin E. Orland and Carol E Cohen (October o
1995) ' :

'-Sta‘te Investments in Education and Othier Children’s Services: ‘Case Studies of }

Financing Innovations by Ira M: Cutler, Alexandra Tan, and Laura Downs.

(September 1995)

.‘Spendnng and Revenue for Children’s Programs by Steven D. Gold and Deborah
‘ A Ellwood (December 1994) ‘ o

lj _ ‘ o Local Flnanclng Issues and Optlons

Tax Strategzes for Commun:ty Economlc Development by Paul Pryde, ]r (]une ;

11998)

Money ‘Matters: A Gu:de to F:nanczng Quallty Educatron and Other Children’s o
" Services  (January 1997) *Please note ‘there is a $20. 09 charge for this -
pubhcatlon o ' T

. The Property Tax in the 21st Cen tury by Hal Hovey (May 1996)

Issues and Challenges in State and Local Finance by Therese J. McGulre
(November 1995) S : . :

l ' : - Flnanclng Comprehenslve, Communlty-based Supports and Serv1ces and Improvxng.

Servxce Delivery

" : . * THE FINANCE PROJECT

' Pr:vatrzatron, Contractzng, and Reform of Child and Famxly Soc:al Serwces by'

Shieila B. Kamerman and Alfred ] Kahn (]une 1998)

‘Develop:ng Cost Accountrng and Decision Support Software for Comprehenswe‘

.Community- -Based Support Systems: An Analysis of Needs, Interest, and Readiness

in the Field "by Robert Harrington and Peter ]enkms ‘with Carolyn Marzke _

. and Carol Cohen (june 1998)

Ftnancrng 'Strategies to Support Comiprehensive, Commun:ty—based Serwces for.

Children and Families by Mary M. O'Brien, National Child Welfare 'Resource-

Center for Organlzatlonal Improvement (March 1997)

' _Bulldlng Strong Commun:tzes Craftzng a Legrslatwe Foundatzon (December |
--1996) *Please note there is a $20 00 charge for tlus pubhcatxon o

Bu:ldlng Comprehenswe Commumty—based Support Systems for Children &

 Families: A Remew of Legrslatwe Examples by Thomas -Woods (December
~1996) -



Beyond Decategorization: Deﬁnzng Barriers and Potential Solutions to Creating
Effective Comprehensive, Community-based . Support Systems for Chzldren and
Pamzlzes by Martin E. Orland and Ellen Foley (April 1996) -

Conceptualizing the Costs of Comprehenswe Community-based Support Systems
for Children by Jennifer King Rice (November 1995)

Creating More Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems: The Critical
" Rolé of Finance by Martin E. Orland, Anna E. Danegger and’Ellen Foley
(November 1995)
Compendium of Comprehensive, Community-based Initiatives: A Look at Costs,
Benefits, and Financing Strategies by Cheryl D. Hayes, Elise Lipoff, and Anna
"E. Danegger (]uly 1995)

The Role of Plnance Reform in Comprehenswe Service Initiatives by Ira M. Cutler
(December 1994)

‘ Results-based Planning, Budgeting, Management and Accountability I.ssues‘

A Guide to Developtng and l.Iszng Performance Measures by Mark Friedman
(May 1997) .

A Guide to Results and Indicators by Ateha Melaville. (May 1997)

A Strategy Map for Results-based Budgeting: Movzng from Theor_l/ to Practice by
~ Mark Friedman (September 1996)

Forthcommg ' :
A Guide to Developing and Using Child and Pamzly Budgets by Mark Frledman
and Anna E. Danegger (August 1998)

IResults-based Planning, Budgeting, Management, -and Aécountability' Strategies:
.An Annotated Bibliography by Anna E. Danegger (Summer 1998) -

Financing Early Childhood Supports and Services

Financing Services for Young Children and Their Families: New Directions for
Research, Development, and Demonstration (June 1998) ‘

Revenue Generation in the Wake of Welfare Reform: Summary of_T'he Pilot -
Learnzng Cluster on Early Chzldhood Finance (August 1997)

Financing Services for Young Children and Their Families: Meettng the Challenges
of Welfare Reform by Cheryl D. Hayes (March 1997) .
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School. Finance Issues

Securmg Equal Educattonal Opportumttes ‘Past Eﬁ‘orts and the Challenges Ahead
by Alexandra Tan and Martin E. Orland (February 1995) '

School Finance Litigation: A Revtew of Key Cases by Dore Van Slyke,
Alexandra Tan and Martin E. Orland, with assistance - from Anna E.
Danegger (December 1994)

'

Working papers produced by The Finance Pro]ect cost $7.50. However, Federal Tax

' Reform A Family Perspective [Report and Executive Summary] is $10.00.- In addition, Money
Matters: A Guide to Financing Quality Education and Other Children’s Services and Building
Strong Communities: Craftinig a Legislative Foundation cost $20. 00 each. Please indicate the
quantity desired next to the publications you would like to receive and mail this form, along -

' w1th your payment, to: - _ : -

: : The Fmance Project

"~ 1000 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005
202/628-4200

Name:

.Title:

Affiliation:

v Address: .

City: ; . State: 1' __ Postal Code:’

-'Telephone:' - . : ' Fa}c:

Total Number of Publications Ordered: . . ' | Total Cost:

PLEASE MAKE CHECK PAYABLE TO THE FINANCE PROJECT. PREPAID ORDERS ONLY
- Federal Tax ID# 52-184-1608 July 1998
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REPRODUCTION BASIS

This document is covered by a signed “Reproduction Release
(Blanket)” form (on file within the ERIC system), encompassing all
or classes of documents from its source organization and, therefore,
does not require a “Specific Document” Release form.

This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to
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