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PREFACE

The staff of the Institute for Comprehensive Planning
would like to thank the Chairpersons of the DD State Planning
Councils, their DD staff members, and staff of the Adm nis-
trative Agencies for making this report possible. It is only
through their kind and responsible action that we were able to
collect the information contained in the report.

The information in the report is based on the information
received from each of the fifty-four State DD Planning Councils

and Adm nistrative Agencies. It should be underlined that each
of the States contributed the information, demonstrating the
ability and willingness of the DD community to respond to the

call for information and the ability to provide the requested
i nformation.

We are entering a new time for the Devel opmental Disabil-
ities Program and the State Planning Councils in particular
The ninety-sixth Congress is now history. The ninety-seventh
Congress 1s convening with new faces and new ideas. The new
Congress and the new Adm nistration will need information con-
cerning the activities of the State Planning Councils' m ssion,
program and activities in the United States.

Information is needed not only at the national |evel.
State Councils need information at the State level to demon-
strate their impact and activity independently and in concert
with the entire national DD Program

This report contains our best efforts to demonstrate the
magni tude of services, the development of the program and the
variety of activity which has been accomplished in the past
three years for the benefit of individuals who are disabled in
the country.

| would like to thank Ms. Susan Ames, Executive Director
of the National Association of Developmental Disabilities
Councils, and her staff for their assistance in providing
information and comments incorporated in this report.

This report is dedicated to the thousands of individuals
who have willingly served without pay on State Planning Councils
during the last decade. W thout their dedication and untiring
devotion, the services for individuals with devel opmental disa-
bilities would not have expanded to their present level. There



is still work to be done. Over 1,325 citizens meet on a regular

basis throughout the country to continue to set policy and
advocate for new | aws, expanded services, and the development of
new services for individuals who are developmentally disabled.

We hope that this report in some small way captures the

compl exity and enormous energy expended by the network of
Councils and Adm nistrative A?enC|es on behalf of individuals

who are developmentally disabled.
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The mandate for the Council to have individuals who are
eligible for services for the developmentally disabled or their
representatives for one-half of its membership is an increase in
this type of representation fromthat required in PL 94-103. In
the earlier legislation, PL 94-103, the requirement was that one-
third of the Council be individuals who are eligible for services
for individuals who are developmentally disabled and/or their
representatives.

The Council brings together three groups of individuals
who are concerned with the lives and services of individuals who
are developmentally disabled. PL 95-602 requires State officials
at the policy level whose departments provide and/or manage ser-
vices to individuals who are devel opmentally disabled to be
members of the Council. The law mandates that fifty percent of
the Council be individuals who are eligible to receive services
or their representatives. The law also requires representation
of providers of service and |ocal government to be on the Council

Each Council has the followi ng mandated responsibilities:

(b) Each State Planning Council shall--

(1) develop jointly wth the State agency or
agencies designated, under  Section 133(b)(1)(B) the
State plan required by this part, including the
specification of areas of services under Section
133(b) (4) (A (ii);

(2) monitor, review, and evaluate, not less often
than annually, the inplementation of such State plan;

(3) to the mxinmum extent feasible, review and
conment on all State plans in the State which re-
late to programs affecting persons wth devel op-
nent al disabilities; and

(4) submt to the Secretary, through the GCovernor,
such periodic reports on its activities as the
Secretary may reasonably request, and keep such
records and afford such access thereto as the
Secretary finds necessary to verify such reports.

PL 95-602,Sec. 137

The Adm nistrative Agency of the Devel opmental Disabilities
Program has the responsibility of aiding in the development of the
State Plan. The Admnistrative Agency also must inmplement the
program of planning and service presented in the State Plan. The
Adm ni strative Agency is also the fiscal and admnistrative State
Agency for the Developmental Disabilities Formula Grant Program
and the State Planning Council

The Devel opmental Disabilities Program is unique in human
service programs in that it contains the requirement of maximum
participation of users of services at the policy level in the
State Planning Council



The Developmental Disabilities Programis unique in that it
provides for an organized Council to constantly review the services
and life conditions of the most vulnerable population existent in
the nation. The developmentally disabled are the most severely
handi capped individuals in the nation, have the need for service
all or most of their lives, and cannot in some instances speak for
themselves. The developmentally disabled are the victims of abuse,
neglect, indifference, apathy, and exploitation. The Devel opmenta
Disabilities Program has made and continues to make a difference
in the lives of the individuals who are developmentally disabled.

The emphasis of the Developmental Disabilities Program for
State Councils/Adm nistrative Agencies was changed with the passage
of PL 95-602 from the emphasis In prior years. The change was
activated in two ways in these amendments. The change in defini-
tion of develoEnentaI disabilities has already been discussed in
Section | of this report and is the subject of this report.

The second activator of change in the DD Program was the
mandate that 65% of the Basic Formula Grant had to be expended in
services and support of services in four priority areas in FY '79
and thereafter. The four priority areas in which the 65% monies
must be expended are:

1. Child development services

2. Case management services

3. Alternative community living
arrangement services

4. Nonvocational social developmenta
services

Each State is required to select at |east one and no more
than two of the four priority areas and expend at least 65% of its
Basic Formula Grant monies in that or those areas of service. A
State may select to emphasize a State option priority service area
along with one of the four priority service areas heretofore |isted.

The Devel opmental Disabilities Program has, then, as its
catalyst, a DD State Planning Council which sets the basic poli-
cies for evaluation, provision of services and identification of
gaps in services available to individuals who are developmentally
di sabled. The State Council selects the priority area of service
and/or areas of service for emphasis each plan year.

In cooperation with the Adm nistrative Agency, the State
Pl anning Council writes and submts to the Adm nistration on Devel -
opmental Disabilities a plan which describes the DD popul ation
service network, needs and objectives for a three year period. The
Adm nistrative Agency implements the program described in the State
Plan and the State Planning Council evaluates the process of inmple-
mentation and the results of the programin order to be able to
continue the planning process which increases the quantity and
gualL%ydof services to the individuals who are developmentally

I sabl ed.



APPROPRI ATl ONS

The Devel opmental Disabilities Program is not designed nor
intended to be a consistent provider of service monies to the
devel opmental |y disabled. The programis designed to be an advo-
cate, to seek out and fill gaps in the service system to find
alternative program funding resources, and to ensure the quality
gf pgﬁg&ans provided for individuals who are devel opmentally

i sabl ed.

The funds for the Basic Formula State Grants of the Devel -
opmental Disabilities Program are authorized in Section 131 of
PL 95-602, Title V. This is the first section which appears in
Part C of the law. Part C is entitled "Grants for Planning and
Provision of Services for Persons with Devel opmental Disabilities.
Therefore, the funds provided to States in the Basic Formula are
sometimes referred to as "Part C monies."”

The Devel opmental Disabilities Program makes use of the
Hill Burton Formula for the distribution of funds to each of the
States. The mnimum allotment to any State is $250,000 regardless
of size, population or need. The mnimum allotment to each of the
four Territories which participate in the programis $135,000.

Table 1 shows the total amount appropriated for Basic
Formula Grants for FY '78, FY '79, and FY '80. The table also
contains a comparison of the percent of change in funding |evel
fromthe control year FY '78 and the two experimental years,

FY '79 and FY '80.

TABLE 1. AMOUNT OF APPROPRIATION AND PERCENT OF CHANGE FROM FY '78
FOR PART C MONIES FOR FY '78, FY '79, AND FY '80

Approp. Approp. Approp.
DD Program for for Per—. for Per-
component FY '78 Fy '79 cent FY '80 cent

Basic State Grants | $30,058,000 | $35,331,000 +18 |[$43,180,000 +44

In FY '78, there was $30,058,000 appropriated for Basic
Formula Grants under PL 94-103. The mnimum allotment to any one
State in that year was $150,000. The allotment to each of the
four Territories which participated in the programwas $50,000.



In FY "79, after the passage of PL 95-602, Title V, the
ﬁproprlatlon was increased for Basic Formula Grants to $35,331,000.
I's appropriation increase of 18% over the FY '78 level was ex-
ecut ed |nternal to the Devel opmental Disabilities Program with no
increase to the overall DD budget. The money for the $5.2 million
increase in Basic Formula Grants was transferred from Section 145
moni es.

The need to increase the Basic Formula Grants in FY '79
resulted from the provision in PL 95-602, Title v, which raised
the mnimum level provided to any State from $150, 000 to $250, 000.
é&%8’06§e amount to Territories was increased from $50,000 to

In FY "80, the amount appropriated for Basic Formula Grants
was $43,180,000. This amount represented a 44% increase from the
FY '78 level. The overall appropriation for the DD Program was
only increased by just over 5% but internal shifting of program
moni es between program components resulted in this i1ncrease in the
appropriation for Basic Formula Grants.

States had begun the selection of priority areas during
FY '79 and early FY "80. PL 95-602 provided for a transitional
period for States to come into compliance with the required four
priority areas of service. By FY '80, most States had selected
their priority areas of service and by the beginning of FY '81,
all States had selected their priority areas of service. During
the current fiscal year, FY '81, 65% of the Basic Formula Grant
monies will be expended on services and support of services in the
four priority service areas or an approved State option.

Table 2 shows the amount and percent of Federal Basic
Formul a Grant monies distributed to each of the States categorized
in the ten Health and Human Services regions. As has been stated,
the monies are distributed to the States on the basis of the Hil
Burton Formul a.

In FY '78, the Federal allotment of Part C monies totalled
$30,058,000. The States in Region | received 6.4% or just over
$1.9 million. The States in Region Il received just under 12% or
$3.5 million. The second largest single State appropriation is
made to New York, which received just under 7% of the total Basic
Formul a Grant monies. The States in Region IIl received 11.6% of
the monies, or nearly the same amount as the States in Region I|I
The States in Region IV received 18.1% of the monies, or $5.4
mllion. The States in Region V received 19.4% of the monies, or
$5.8 million. Region VI States received just under 11% of the

monies at the $3.2 million level. The States in Region VII, of
which there are four, received 5. 4% of the Basic Formula appropri-
ation, or $1.6 mllion. The six States in Region VIII recelved

3.5% of the Basic Formula appropriation, just over $1 million.
States in Region IX received 9.6% of the Basic Formula appropria-
tion in FY '78. The State receiving the largest single grant is



TABLE 2. AMOUNT AND PERCENT OF FEDERAL BASIC FORMULA GRANTS FROVIDED TO EACH STATE
FOR FY 178, FY '79, AND FY '80 PRESENTED BY HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES REGIONS

FY '78 FY '79 FY '80
Region/State $ Amount (3 $ Amount % $ Amount [
HHS Region I 1,926,673 6.4 2,225,854 6.3 2,539,260 [ 5.9
Connecticut 345,905 1.2 398,338 1.1 505,193 1.2
Maine . 178,230 .5 252,191 o7 255,790 .6
Massachusetts 951,941 3.1 819,226 2.4 1,020,801 ) 2.3
New Hampshire 150,000 .5 252,033 T 252,492 .6
Rhode Island 150,597 .5 252,033 .7 252,492 .6
Vermont 150,000 .5 252,033 .7 252,492 .6
HHS Region Il 3,557,125 | 11,8 4,327,186 {12.2 5,404,409 [12.5
New Jersey 824,234 2.7 935,727 2.6 1,164,247t 2.7
New York 2,069,527 6.9 2,570,624 7.3 3,131,645 7.2
Puerto Riceo 613,364 2.0 720,078 2.0 972,171 1 2.3
Virgin Islands 50,000 .2 100,757 .3 136,346 .3
HHS Region III 3,495,104 | 11.6 4,073,128 [ 11.5 4,906,745 |11.4
Delaware 150,606 5 252,033 .7 252,492 .6
District/ColumbiJ 150,000 5 250,837 .7 252,492 .6
Maryland 470,757 1.6 534,070 1.5 654,088 | 1.5
Pennsylvania 1,676,518 5.5 1,836,742 5.2 2,291,467 | 5.3
Virginia 687,146 2.3 755,917 2.1 955,865 | 2.2
West Virginia 360,077 1.2 443,529 1.3 500,341 | 1.2
HHS Region IV 5,441,164 [ 18.1 6,169,669 | 17.5 7,814,941 [18.1
Alabama 644,065 2.1 714,855 2.0 894,730 | 2.1
Florida 1,013,516 3.4 1,186,982 3.4 1,513,608 | 3.5
Georgia 713,464 2.4 B27,609 2.3 1,062,265} 2.5
Kentucky 613,108 2.0 670,953 1.9 837,593} 1.9
Mississippi 440,326 1.5 501,512 1.4 632,558 [ 1.5
North Carolina 875,460 2.9 980,359 2.8 1,230,712 1 2.8
South Carolina 462,382 1.5 523,923 1.5 659,797 1 1.5
Tennessee 678,845 2.3 763,476 2.2 983,678} 2.3
HHS Region V 5,840,951 | 19.4 6,444,218 118.3 8,143,885 /18.9
Illinois 1,302,087 4.4 1,441,974 4.1 1,819,644 4.2
Indiana 736,324 2.4 813,878 2.3 1,023,533 2.4
Michigan 1,173,207 3.9 1,299,667 3.7 1,645,403 ) 3.8
Minnesota 544,482 1.8 583,002 1.7 735,038 | 1.7
Ohio 1,414,841 4.7 1,583,950 4.5 2,013,187 ] 4.7
Wisconsin 670,000 2,2 721,747 2.0 807,080 ] 2.1
HHS Region VI 3,226,297 | 10,8 3,665,806 110.4 4,553,776 {(10.5
Arkansas 358,760 1.2 401,399 1.1 519,668 | 1,2
Louisiana 608,010 2.0 694,876 2.0 871,691 2.0
New Mexico 178,329 .6 252,152 .7 262,27 .6
Oklahoma 411,694 1.4 456,267 1.3 577,297 .3
Texas 1,669,504 5.6 1,861,112 5.3 2,322,849 4
HHS Regon VII 1,627,168 5.4 1,789,600 5.1 2,242,610 2
Iowa 424,866 1.4 450,260 1.3 567,711 3
Kansas 299,210 1.0 328,108 .9 418,320 ¢
Missouri 679,688 2.3 758,789 2.2 857,928 2
Nebraska 223,404 .7 252,443 .7 298,651 7
BHS Region VIII 1,060,086 3.5 1,606,695 4,5 1,695,570 4.0
Colorado 283,944 .9 346,406 1.0 414,722 ( 1.0
Montana 150,000 .5 252,033 7 252,492 .6
North Dakota 150,000 .5 252,033 .7 252,492 .6
South Dakota 150,000 .5 252,033 .7 250,000 .6
Utah 176,142 .6 252,157 .7 273,372 .6
Wyoming 150,000 .5 252,033 o7 252,492 .6
HHS Region IX 2,872,941 5.6 3,718,611 | 10.5 4,348,206 10.0
Arizona 277,927 .9 333,459 .9 404,168 9
California 2,245,014 7.5 2,780,329 7.9 3,302,708} 7.6
Guam 50,000 2 100,757 .3 136,346 .3
Hawaii 150,000 .5 252,033 ) 252,492 .6
Nevada 150,000 .5 252,033 7 252,492 .6
HHS Region X 1,010,491 3.4 1,310,233 3.7 1,530,598 | 3.5
Alaska 150,000 .5 250,000 .7 252,492 N3
Idaho 156,000 .5 250,000 .7 252,492 .6
Oregon 293,573 1.0 330,676 .9 423,662 1 1,0
Washington 416,918 1.4 479,557 1.4 601,952 | 1.3
Total United States 30,058,000 100 35,331,000 100 43,180,000 { 100




California. California received 7.5% of the total appropriation
for the DD Basic Formula Grant Program in FY '78. States in
Region X received 3.4% of the Basic Formula Grant appropriation

There was an increase of $5,273,000 in the appropriation
for the Basic Formula Grant in FY '79. This increase was an 18%
increase and provided mainly for the increase in mnimum allotment
State fundings. PL 95-602 requires that the mnimum allotment
States receive no less than $250,000 and the Territories receive
no less than $100,000. Therefore, the percentages of Basic
Formula money going into each of the States in the various HHS
regi ons experienced a slight change in FY '79.

Region | received the same percentage as in FY '78. The
States in Region | received 6.3% or $2.2 mllion. States in
Region Il received 12.2% of the Basic Formula Grant and New York
received 7.3% of the total appropriation. States in Region III
received 11.5% of the Basic Formula Grant in FY '79. The States
in Region IV received 17.5% of the Basic Formula Grant, or $6.1
mllion. States in Region V received 18.3% or $6.4 mllion
States in Region VI received 10.4% of the Basic Formula Grant
appropriation, or $3.6 mllion. States in Region VIl received
5.1% of the Basic Formula Grant appropriation. The States in
Region VIIIl received 4.5% of the Basic Formula Grant, an increase
of a full one percent of the Basic Formula Grant funding over the
percentage received in FY '"78. This increase is the direct result
of the region having five mnimum allotment States within its
jurisdiction. Each mnimum allotment State received an additional
$100,000 in funding over the FY "78 level. States in Region IX
received 10.5% of the Basic Formula Grant appropriation. Californi
received 7.9% of the total Basic Grant appropriation. States in
E$gh%g X received 3.7% of the Basic Formula Grant appropriation in

There was a 44% increase in funding in FY '80 over the
level of funding in FY '78. This increase amounted to $18, 395, 000
The States in Region | received 5. 9% of the Basic Formula Grant
funding, or $2.5 mllion. States in Region Il received 12.5% of
the funding, or $5.4 mllion. States in Region IIl received 11.4%
of the funding and the States in Region |V received 18.1% of the
funding. The States in Region V received 18.9% of the funding and
the States in Region VI received 10.5% of the funding in FY '80.
States in Region VIl received 5.2% of the funding and States in
Region VIIIl received 4.0% of the funding in FY "80. States in
Region | X received 10% of the funding and States in Region X
received 3.5% of the funding.

The increase in funding in FY '80 was equitably distributed
throughout with the exception of mnimum allotment States which
remai ned at $250,000 in basic funding. The $250,000, which is the
m nimum allotment funding, was the identical sum that m nimum
all ot ment States received in FY '79.



The fact that the Basic Formula monies are distributed
according to population and size and an analysis of need in the
Hill Burton Formula is reflected in the distribution of the monies
through the three fiscal years covered by this report. There is
not a dramatic change in the percentage received by the various
States of the Basic Formula Grant with the exception of the shift
caused by the increase to mnimum allotment States in FY '79.

PL 95-602, Section 133(3) (D) requires that "there will be
reasonable State financial participation in the cost of carrying
out the State plan."

The requirement of State financial participation is referred
to as State match. There is a requirement that the State match
the Federal appropriations by at l|east 25% of the Part C monies
provided to the State. In poverty areas and/or rural areas, the
required match is 10% of the Basic Formula Grant. The State can
either match the Federal appropriation with State monies or "in-
kind" services.

Table 3 shows the amount and percent of State matching funds
for Basic Formula Grants for each State for the three fiscal years
included in this report. It is interesting to note that the States
exceeded the 25% requirement of participation in each of the three
years.

In FY '78, the States matched the $30 mllion Federal Basic
Formula Grant monies with $12,381,405. Six and five-tenths percent

of this amount was provided by the States in Region |. Twenty
percent was provided by the States in Region Il and 12.2% was
provided by the States in Region Ill. The States in Region |V

provided 16.8% of the match of the Federal dollars and the States
in Region V provided 17.1%  States in Region VI provided 8.3% of
the Basic Formula Grant match monies for FY '78, and the States in
Region VIl provided 3.0% of the monies. The six States in Region
VITl provided 5.6% of the match monies and the States in Region IX
provided 7.9% of the match monies. The States in Region X pro-
vided 2.6% of the match monies in FY '78.

In FY '79, the percentage of match was somewhat |ess than
in FY '78. However, it must be pointed out that the increase in
aﬁpropriation was not approved and distributed to the States unti
the last three months of the fiscal year 1979. The reason for the
delay in the distribution of the increase in appropriation was the
fact that supplemental appropriations were not made to the DD Bil
until after 1t had been signed in November of 1978. The supple-
mental appropriation then had to move through the Congress and the
Admi nistration. Therefore, the basis of match by the States was
the $30 mllion level instead of the supplemented $35 mllion
| evel which was eventually distributed to the States. The match
that is dispIaKed on Table 3 is really a match of a $30 mllion
| evel rather than a $35 million level. The reader must keep this
in mnd when scrutinizing the figures contained within the refer-
enced table.



TABLE 3.

AMOUNT AND PERCENT OF STATE MATCHING FUNDS FOR BASIC FORMULA

GRANTS FOR EACH STATE FOR FY '78, FY '79, AND FY '80 PRESENTED BY HEALTH
AND HOMAN SERVICES REGIONS

FY '78 FY *'79 FY '80
Region/State S Amount % $ Amount % $ Amount %
HHS Region I 806,374 6.5 784,685 5.7 634,818 1 3.3
Connecticut 115,301 .8 119,694 .0 115,664 .6
Maine 300,700 2.1 300,700 2.2 85,000 |
Massachusetts 239,861 1.6 180,291 1.2 180,291 1.0
New Hampshire 50,000 <4 50,000 A 83,333 .4
Rhode Island 50,512 ol 84,000 .6 138,500 .7
Vermont 50,000 N 50,000 .4 28,000 o2
HHS Region 11 2,477,033 |1 20.0 3,011,343 ] 22.1 3,241,838 17.1
New Jersey 461,773 3.3 884,358 6.5 967,959 | 5.1
New York 910,512 6.4 908,472 6.7 1,055,366 | 5.5
Puerto Rico 1,089,748 7.8 1,203,513 8.8 1,203,513t 6.4
Virgin Islands 15,000 .1 15,000 .1 15,000 .1
HHS Region III 1,509,899 | 12.2 2,211,801 j16.2 2,156,731 1.4
Delaware 50,303 .4 50,0600 .4 83,333 .4
District/Columbiﬂ 56,000 .4 60,192 o4 63,227 .3
Maryland 312,758 2.2 374,741 2.7 659,800 3.5
Pennsylvania 558,839 | 15.9 597,839 4.4 600,000} 3.2
Virginia 232,802 1.6 232,802 1.7 228,127 1 1.2
West Virginia 305,197 2.2 B96,227 6.6 522,244 | 2.8
HHS Region IV 2,076,892 | 16.8 2,150,855 { 15.8 2,551,029 13.5
Alabama 269,116 1.9 260,676 1.9 298,244 | 1.6
Florida 377,212 2,7 337,839 2.5 324,162 | 1.7
Georgia 237,584 1.7 237,584 1.8 237,821 | 1.3
Kentucky 204,369 1.5 271,740 2.0 493,966 | 2.6
Mississippil 140,095 1.0 165,131 1.2 334,565 | 1.8
North Carclina 348,593 2.5 305,781 2.2 323,610 | 1.7
South Carclina 174,618 1.2 257,795 1.9 253,322 1 1.3
Tennessee 325,305 2.3 314,409 2.3 285,339 1 1.5
HHS Region V 2,121,824 | 17.1 1,960,384 { 14,4 2,566,758 (13,6
Illinols 434,032 3.0 480,658 3.5 606,548 | 3.2
Indiana 247,971 1.8 247,971 1.8 184,081 | 1.0
Michigan 563,380 4.0 357,487 2.6 543,055 ] 2.9
Minnesota 181,494 1.3 182,124 1.4 242,595 1] 1.3
Ohio 471,614 3.4 469,715 3.5 691,104 | 3,7
Wisconsin 223,333 1.6 222,429 1.6 299,375 41 1.5
HHS Region VI 1,032,330 8.3 994,835 7.3 1,294,363} 6.8
Arkansas 93,655 o 7 49,339 .4 97,164 .5
Louisiana 202,670 1.4 231,625 1.7 290,564 1 1.5
New Mexico 42,272 .3 22,974 2 B3,333 .4
Oklahoma 137,231 1.0 153,422 1.1 202,932 | 1.1
Texas 556,502 4.0 537,475 3.9 620,370 | 3.3
HHS Regon VII 369,185 | 3.0 372,590 | 2.7 763,255 | 4.0
Iowa 20,600 .1 20,000 .1 190,000 | 1.0
Kansas 99,7136 o7 102,840 .8 123,423 .7
Missouri 174,981 1.3 174,981 1.3 314,833 ] 1.6
Nebraska 74,468 .5 74,769 .5 134,999 .7
HHS Region VIIIX 687,094 5.6 460,333 3.4 602,364 | 3.2
Coloradoe 115,602 .8 115,602 .2 151,104 .8
Montana 34,689 .3 54,950 .4 88,960 .5
North Dakota 104,249 .7 93,369 .7 91,667 .5
South Dakota 51,000 .4 67,000 .5 94,661 .5
Utah 58,779 .4 74,412 .5 84,305 .4
Wyoming 323,275 2.3 55,000 4 91,667 .5
HHS Region 1IX 973,555 7.9 1,387,995 | 10.1 1,774,849 1 9.4
Arizona 97,000 .7 505,800 3.6 756,000 | 4.0
California 771,000 5.4 771,000 5.6 817,930 | 4.3
Guam 5,555 0 11,195 .1 15,000 M
Hawaii 50,000 | 50,000 -4 83,333 .4
Nevada 50,000 .4 50,000 .4 102,586 .6
Alaska 56,000 .4 50,000 .4 83,333 . 4
Idaho 50,000 .4 50,000 ) 84,300 .4
Oregon 91,0600 .6 91,000 .6 3,019,938 |16.0
washington 135,719 .9 130,205 .2 160,755 .9
Total United States 12,381,405 100 13,656,126 100 18,934,337 | 100




In FY '79, the States matched the Federal Basic Formul a
Grant funds with $13,656, 126. Of this amount, 5.7% came from the

States in Region |I. Twenty-two and one-tenth percent was from
States in Region Il. Sixteen and two-tenths percent was from
States in Region Ill. There was 15.8% of the match from States

in Region IV and 14.4% from States in Region V. There was 7.3%
match from the States in Region VI and 2.7% of the match generated
during FY '79 came from the States in Region VII. There was 3.4%
of the match fromthe States in Region VIII and 10.1% of the match
fromthe States in Region IX. Two and three-tenths percent of the
match came from the States in Region X

It must be kept in mnd that when we are displaying the
mat ch of Federal dollars to State programs, the match can be in-
kind or in program dollars and is provided at the discretion of
the State to be utilized in any category of program activity.
The point in providing an assessment of the matching dollars is
to demonstrate that the DD program has met its required fisca
obligation in each of the fiscal years covered in the report.

Al so, this display is made to demonstrate that not only has the
totality of the program met its mandated fiscal obligation, but
each State has indeed met and exceeded, in many cases, its
obligation to match Federal dollars.

In FY '80, the Federal Basic Formula Grant was matched with
$18,934,331. The State match in FY '80 was a significant increase
over the level of match in FY '79 and reflected the increase in
Basic Formula Grant monies. The States in Region | provided 3.3%
of the match. States in Region Il provided 17.1% of the tota
amount in match. States in Region IlIl provided 11.4% of the funds
and in-kind services used to match Federal Basic Formula Grant
moni es. The States in Region IV provided 13.5% and the States
in Region V provided 13.6% of the match. States in Region V
provided 6.8% and States in Region VII provided 4.0% of the match
States in Region VIII provided 3.2% of the match and States in
Region I X provided 9.4% of the match. States in Region X provided
17. 7% of the match.

Generally, looking across the contributions by the States
to the DD Program in relationship to the Basic Formula Grant
Program, there is not a significant change with the exception of
Region X States in FY '80 fromits FY '78 and FY '79 levels.

The source of the data on Table 3 is the approved State
Pl an budget subm ssion by each of the States for each of the three
fiscal years.

Table 4 contains a summary of the total amount and percent
of Federal Part C monies and non-Federal monies appropriated for
the Devel opmental Disabilities Program for each of the Fisca
years '78, '79, and '80. As can be seen fromthe information
di splayed on the table, in FY '78, $44,6115,6923 was budgeted for
the DD Program in the 54 States and Territories participating in
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Federal Non-Federal Total
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Fiscal '78 $30,058,000 68| S$14,057,923 32| 544,115,923 100
Fiscal '79 35,331,000 72 13,656,426 28 48,987,126 100
Fiscal '30 43,180,000 70 18,934,331 30 62,114,331 100




UTI LI ZATI ON OF RESOURCES

PL 95-602 requires that the funds be used in "strenghtening
services for persons with developmental disabilities through agen-
cies in the various political subdivisions of the State." The |aw
further requires that "part of the funds will be made available by
the State to public or non-profit private entities."”

In FY '78, at the time when the DD Program operated under
the amendments contained in PL 94-103, the States were requested
to submt budgets in four categories. The four required categor-
ies were:

Council Planning - This is the amount of funds used by
the Council for its staff, Council operations,
expense of meeting, and expense of developing and
producing the required State Pl an.

Ot her Planning - This is the amount of funds used for
planning activities other than those identified
in Council planning.

Adm nistration - This is the amount of funds used by
the Adm nistrative Agency(ies) to carry out its
tasks of aiding in the development of the State
Pl an, implementing the programs within the State
Plan, and providing admnistrative and fiscal
support to the State DD Planning Council. There
can be no more than 5% or $50,000, of the Federa
Basic Formula Grant used for this purpose in any
State.

Services - This is the amount of funds used to fill
i dentified gaps in the service system  Gaps in
the service systemare filled by providing seed
money for new programs, provide augmentation to
existing programs, and/or support specific iden-
tified services for individuals or groups of
individuals. In FY '78, at least 30% of the
Federal Basic Formula Grant was to be used for
programs in deinstitutionalization. In FY '79
and '80, the States were to strive to use at
| east 65% in one or more of the four priority
service areas or an approved State specific
option service area

Table 5 shows the amounts and percent of Federal Basic
Formul a Grant funds expended in each of the four budget categories
for each of the three fiscal years by the States and Territories
participating in the DD Program



TABLE 5, AMOUNT AND PERCENT OF FEDERAL BASIC FORMULA GRANT FUNDS EXPENDED FOR COUNCIL PLANNING, OTHER
PLAMNING, ADMINISTRATION, AND SERVICES FOR FY '78, FY '79, AND FY '80 BY STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE
DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES PROGRAM

Total Councl| Other Adminis~-
Fiscal appropriation planning planning tration Services
year Amount % Amount % Amount 3 Amount % Amount 4

Fiscal '78 | $30,058,000 100  $4,074,833 13.6 $2,673,384 8.9 § B8B4,598 2.9 322,425,185 74.6
Fiscal 79 35,331,000 100 6,596,444 18.6 2,118,963 6.0 805,549 2.3 25,810,044 73.1

Fiscal 180 43,180,000 100 7,537,948 17.4 1,688,991 3,9 1,068,622 2.5 32,884,439 16.2

In FY "78, the total Federal appropriation of Part C monies
under PL 94-103 was $30,058,000. Of these monies, 13.6% was ex-
pended for Council Planning, and 8.9% was expended for other types
of planning activities. There was 2.9% of the Federal allotment
used for adm nistration in FY '78. There was 74.6% of the Federa
al lotment used to provide services and support services for indi-
vidual s who were developmentally disabled. The total dollar amount
of Basic Federal Formula funds expended for services in FY '78 was
$22, 425, 185.

There was an 18% increase in the Basic Formula funds appro-
priation in FY '79 over the FY '78 level. The total appropriation
was $35,331,000. Of this amount, 18.6% was expended for Counci
planning and 6.0% for other planning activities. There was only
2.3% of the Federal funds used for admnistration in FY '79, a
decrease of six-tenths of a percent over the FY '78 level. The DD
Councils spent 73.1% of the Basic Formula monies on services for
the developmentally disabled, or $25,810,044.

There was a 44% increase in the Federal Basic Formula funds
appropriation in FY '"80 over the FY '78 level. The total appro-
priation was $43,180,000. There was 76.2% of this money expended
for services for the developmentally disabled during this year
Only 2.5% of the money was expended for adm nistration. The
Councils used 17.4% of the money for Council planning, and 3.9%
was expended for other types of planning activities.

It is apparent that the change in PL 95-602 requiring 65%
of the Basic Formula Grant funds to be expended for priority ser-
vices has not had a significant impact on the percentage of expen-
ditures for services in the DD Program  The percentage of expen-
ditures of Federal Basic Formula funds for services in FY '80

increased only 1.6% over the FY "78 level. The percentage of
expenditures for services in FY '79 decreased 1.5% from the
FY "78 level. However, these changes in percentage between the

three fiscal years do not represent a significant change in
program expenditure of funds.



It is of interest to examne the category of expenditures
by the various States over the three year period. As to the in-
formation contained on the next three tables, it is important to
recogni ze the composition of the States which are located in each
of the ten regions of the Department of Health and Human Services.
Generally, the information presented indicates that those regions
which have a majority of mnimum allotment States contribute a
| ower ﬂercentage of the Federal Basic Formula funds to services
than those States which exceed the m nimum allotment.

One major factor in the above occurrence is that in the
| esser popul ated States, there are great distances to travel and
a significant rural area to cover in the service system Also,
the required composition of the DD Council and m nimum staffing
pattern are identical within the law. Therefore, there is a mn-
imum cost incurred for Council planning and operation no matter
the size of the appropriation. It is demonstrated in the next
pages that the mnimum allotment States require a l|arger percent-
age of their Basic Formula funds to operate their Councils than
do the more popul ous and affluent States.

Table 6 shows the amount and percent of Federal Basic
Formul a funds expended by States for Council planning, other
pl anning, admi nistration, and services for FY '78 displayed in
Heal th and Human Services Regions.

TABLE 6. AMOUNT AND PERCENT OF FEDERAL BASIC FORMULA FUNDS EXPENDED BY STATES FOR COUNCIL PLANNING,
OTHER PLANNING, ADMINISTRATION, AND SERVICES FOR FY '78 DISPLAYED BY HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
REGIONS

Health &
Human No. Total Council Other Adminis-

Services of appropriation planning planning tration Services
Reglion Ktated Amount ¥ Amount & Amount % Amount % Amount &
Region | 6 | § 1,926,673 100 $ 387,151 20 $ 189,261 10 § 84,338 4 $ 1,267,983 66
Region 11 4 3,557,125 100 383,567 11 8,500 1] (4] ¢ 3,165,058 - 89
Region 11 6 3,495,104 100 397,648 11 562,911 16 87,904 3 2,446,641 70
Region IV 8 5,441,164 100 641,748 12 948,995 17 161,548 3 3,688,873 68
Region V¥ 6 5,840,951 100 718,070 13 356,223 6 212,180 4 4,454,478 77
Region Yl 5 3,226,297 100 217,21 7 50,000 2 146,503 4 2,812,523 87
Region VIf 4 1,627,168 100 43,128 3 432,416 26 44,870 3 1,106,754 &8
Region VIII 6 1,060,086 100 318,964 30 61,706 6 37,041 3 642,375 61
Region 1X 5 2,872,941 100 613,315 21 30,440 1 74,687 3 2,154,499 75
Reglion X 4 1,010,491 100 296,031 29 32,932 3 35,527 4 646,001 64
Totat 54 | $30,058,000 100 %$4,076,893 13 $2,673,384 9 $884,598 3 $22,425,185 75




In FY '78, the percent of Federal Basic Formula funds

used for Council planning ranged from 30% in Region VIII, which
has a majority of mnimum funded States, to 3% for the States in
Region VII. The 3% for Region VIl States must be viewed in the

l'ight of these States expending 26% of the Basic Formula Grant
funds for planning activities other than Council planning.

In FY '78, the percent of Federal Basic Formula funds
used for other planning activities ranged from 26% for the
States in Region VII to the States in Region Il which used |ess
than one percent for this purpose. It must be pointed out that
specific instructions as to items and activities |isted under
this budget category were not clarified, and in many cases a
State option. Therefore, a composite picture of the planning
activity for the State DD program may be seen by combining the
amount contained under Council planning and other planning.

The percentage used for adm nistration ranged between 4%
for States in several HHS regions to the States in Region Il
which did not use any Federal funds for this purpose in FY '78.

The percentage of Federal funds used for services in
FY '78 ranged from 89% for the States in Region Il to 61% for
the States in Region VIII. Again, it must be pointed out that
Region VIIIl is almost entirely composed of m nimum allotment
States, as are many of the regions which have the |ower per-
centage of funds expended for services.

Table 7 shows the amount of Federal Basic Formula funds
expended for Council planning, admnistration, and services for
FY '78 displayed by States.



TABLE 7. AMOUNT OF FEDERAL BASIC FORMULA FUNDS EXPENDED FOR COUNCIL PLANNING,
OTHER PLANNING, ADMINISTRATION, AND SERVICES FOR FY '78 DISPLAYED BY STATES
Total Council Other Adminis-

Region/State Federal Planning Planning tration Services
HHS Region I 1,926,673 387,151 188,231 83,308 1,267,983
Connecticut 345,905 135,888 -0- 16,017 194,000
Maine 178,230 -0- -0~ 40,330 137,900
Massachusetts 951,941 138,180 170,331 24,461 616,969
New Hampshire 150,000 54,360 =-0- 2,500 93,140
Rhode Island 150,597 58,723 -0- == 91,874
Vermont 156,000 0= 17,000 —0= 132,100

HHS Region IT 3,557,125 383,567 8,500 == 3,165,058
New Jersey B24,234 133,239 - -0~ 690,995
New York 2,069,527 102,270 -~0- —0- 1,967,257
Puerto Rico 613,364 122,058 -0~ -{)= 491,306
Virgin Islands 50,000 26,000 8,500 -0- 15,500

HHS Region ITII 3,495,104 397,648 562,912 87,904 2,446,640
Delaware 150,606 79,460 -0- -0- 71,146
District/Columbig 150,000 62,500 —0- 7,500 80,000
Maryland 470,757 121,143 - - -0 349,614
Pennsylvania 1,676,518 21,000 562,912 46,055 1,045,651
Virginia 687,146 66,664 -0= 313,449 587,033
West Virginia 360,077 46,081 -0- =0- 313,196

HHS Regiocon IV 5,441,164 641,748 548,995 161,548 3,688,873
Alabama 644,065 43,135 80,776 4,000 516,154
Florida 1,013,516 263,352 0= 11,966 738,198
Georgia 713,464 190,270 196,345 15,645 311,204
Kentucky 613,106 3,750 143,501 30,655 435,200
Mississippi 440,326 36,045 65,332 73,290 325,659
North Carolina 875,460 31,571 339,883 36,809 467,197
South Carolina 462,382 2,625 68,060 23,135 368,562
Tennessee 678,845 71,000 55,098 26,048 526,699
"HHS Region V 5,840,951 778,070 356,223 212,180 4,494,478
- Illinois 1,302,097 232,235 -0= 49,600 1,020,262
Indiana 736,324 78,907 318,317 35,876 583,284
Michigan 1,173,207 214,264 =-0- 50,000 208,943
Minnesota 544,482 59,567 182,685 27,114 275,116
ohio 1,414,841 181,097 ~0- 16,650 1,217,094
Wisconsin 670,000 12,000 135,221 33,000 489,779

HHS Region VI 3,226,297 217,273 50,000 146,503 2,812,521
Arkansas 358,760 38,108 -0- 1,000 319,652
Louisiana 608,010 53,168 =G- 28,551 525,891
New Mexico 178,329 21,513 =0- 9,018 147,798
Oklahoma 311,694 22,675 50,000 3,000 336,019
Texas 1,669,504 81,809 0= 104,534 1,483,161

HHS Regon VII 1,627,168 43,128 432,416 44,870 1,106,754
Icwa 424,866 10,000 148,343 5,000 261,523
Kansas 299,210 5,200 27,863 7,993 258,154
Missouri 679,688 10,000 256,210 20,707 392,771
Nebraska 223,404 17,928 == 11,170 194,306

HHS Region VIII 1,060,086 318,964 61,706 37,041 642,375
Colorado 283,944 96,926 21,637 14,100 151,281
Montana 150,000 49,886 -(Q= 5,252 94,862
North Dakota 150,000 7,500 -0- 7.500 135,000
South Dakota 150,000 37,810 30,069 2,689 74,432
Utah 176,142 99,342 ={- -~ 76,800
Wyoming 150,000 32,500 - 7,500 110,600

HHS Region IX 2,872,941 613,315 30,440 74,687 2,154,499
Arizona 277,927 50,209 30,440 13,896 183,382
California 2,245,014 407,382 -0- 50,000 1,787,632
Guam 50,000 9,990 == -0- 40,010
Hawaii 150,000 105,493 =0- 5,681 34,826
Nevada 150,000 40,241 =0=- 1,110 108,649

HHS Region X 1,010,491 296,031 32,932 35,527 646,001
Alaska 150,000 36,800 13,200 ~{Q~ 40,000
Idaho 150,000 53,656 -~ =~ 36,344
Oregon 293,573 55,491 -0~ 14,678 223,404
Washington 416,918 90,084 19,732 20,849 286,253
Total 30,058,000 4,076,893 2,672,354 883,568 22,425,185




Table 8 contains the amount
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AMOUNT AND PERCENT OF FEDERAL BASIC FORMULA FUNDS EXPENDED BY STATES FOR COUNCIL PLANNING,

OTHER PLANNING, ADMINISTRATION, AND SERVICES FOR FY '79 DISPLAYED BY HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

REG{ONS
Health &
Human No. Total Councl | Other Adminis=
Services of appropriation planning planning tration Services
Region Etateq Amount & Amount % Amount % Amount & Amount £
Reglon | 6 | % 2,225,854 100 3 594,324 26 % 18,774 1 % 56,217 3 3 1,556,539 70
Region || 4 4,327,186 100 534,415 12 9,000 0 56,000 1 3,727,711 86
Region 11| 6 4,073,128 100 983,293 24 158,740 4 74,021 2 2,857,074 70
Region IV 8 6,169,669 100 750,930 12 536,532 9 147,631 2 4,734,576 77
Region V 6 6,444,218 100 1,523,455 23 621,558 10 192,466 3 4,106,735 64
Reglon VI 5 3,665,806 100 364,314 10 225,763 & 70,497 2 3,005,232 82
Region VI | 4 1,789,600 100 93,227 5 357,395 20 62,199 4 1,276,719 71
Region Vil| 6 1,606,695 100 509,822 31 61,849 4 44,024 3 991,000 62
Region X 5 3,718,611 100 792,394 21 129,352 4 66,591 2 2,730,274 73
Region X 4 1,310,233 100 450,270 34 a 0 35,903 3 824,060 63
Total 54 $35,331,000 100 $6,596,444 19 32,118,963 6 3805,549 2 $25,810,044 3

Council planning required 19% of the appropriation in
FY '"79. The range of expenditures was from 31% for the States in
Region VIIl to 5% in Region VII. However, Region VIl had the
hi ghest percent of funds used in other planning activities, with
20% going for this purpose. Region Il States had less than one
percent of funds for other planning in FY '79.

Only the States in Region VIl had 4% of their funds ex-
pended for adm nistration. There were States in four regions
which expended 3% for this purpose. The States in Region Il

expended 1% for

There was 73% of
in FY
end to 86% on the top end of

services

' 79.

adm ni stration.
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adm ni stration,



AMOUNT OF FEDERAL‘BASIC PORMULA FUNDS EXPENDED FOR COUNCIL PLANNING,

TABLE 9.
QOTHER PLANNING, ADMINISTRATION, AND SERVICES FOR FY '79 DISPLAYED BY STATES
) “Total Council Qther Adminig-
Region/State Pederal Planning Planning tration Services
HHS Reaion I 2,225,854 594,324 18,774 56,217 1,556,539
Connecticut 398,338 89,639 -0- 17,126 291,573
Maine 252,191 45,973 i 8,912 167,306
Massachusetts 819,226 319,005 18,774 27,644 558,803
New Hampshire 252,033 67,465 -0= 7,535 177,033
Rhode Island 252,033 92,242 -0~ =0- 159,791
Vermont 252,033 ‘50,000 -(= -0~ 202,033
HHS Region II 4,327,186 534,415 9,000 56,000 3,727,771
New Jersey 935,727 161,185 -Q= 41,000 733,542
New York 2,570,624 192,230 -0 == 2,378,394
Puerto Rico 720,078 155,000 -(= 15,000 556,078
Virgin Islands 100,757 26,000 9,000 —0- 65,757
HHS Region 1IX 4,073,128 983,293 158,740 74,021 2,857,074
Delaware 252,033 54,897 -0=- -0- 197,136
District/Columbig 250,837 100,000 =0~ == 150,837
Maryland 534,070 121,143 =-0= -0= 412,927
Pennsylvania 1,836,742 593,506 =0~ 40,572 1,202,664
virginia 755,917 79,635 79,764 313,449 563,069
West Virginia 443,529 34,112 78,976 -0- 330,441
HHS Region IV 6,169,669 750,930 536,532 147,631 4,734,576
Alabama 714,855 37,298 == -0- 677,557
Florida 1,186,982 171,745 —Q- 14,800 1,000,437
Georgia 827,609 190,270 98,000 15,645 523,694
Kentucky 670,953 5,963 20,6738 30,265 614,047
Mississippi 501,512 109,780 ~{=- 17,397 374,335
North Carolina 980,359 155,559 302,451 20,942 501,407
South Carolina 523,923 10,161 115,403 23,119 175,240
Tennessee 763,476 70,154 =-0= 25,463 667,859
HHS Region V 6,444,218 1,523,455 621,558 192,466 4,106,739
Illinois 1,441,974 359,071 -~ 49,3800 1,033,103
Indiana 813,878 149,630 135,029 36,8080 492,41%
Michigan 1,299,667 412,481 62,309 41,752 783,125
Minnesota 563,002 56,525 133,663 27,114 365,700
Ohio 1,583,950 284,293 250,557 20,000 989,100
Wisconsin 721,747 261,455 -0~- 17,000 443,292
HHS Region VI 3,665,806 364,314 225,763 70,497 3,005,232
Arkansas 401,399 66,283 -(- -0= 333,116
Louisiana 694,876 165,388 =-{= 22,926 566,562
New Mexico 252,152 131,235 == 3,150 117,767
Oklahoma 456,267 20,918 146,950 2,000 286,399
Texas 1,861,112 36,490 74,813 32,421 1,707,388
HHES Regon VII 1,789,600 93,227 357,395 62,199 1,276,779
Iowa 450,260 10,000 111,710 5,000 323,550
Kansas 328,108 34,527 ~{) - 12,181 281,400
Missouri 758,789 12,000 212,941 33,848 500,000
Nebraska 252,443 36,700 32,744 11,170 171,829
HHS Region VIII 1,606,695 509,822 61,849 44,024 991,000
Colorado 346,406 96,926 18,550 14,100 216,830
Montana 252,033 83,999 —{= 7,424 160,610
North Dakota 252,033 93,533 - 7,500 151,000
South Dakota 252,033 42,239 31,299 7,500 170,995
Utah 252,157 143,125 12,000 == 97,032
Wyoming 252,033 50,000 - - 7,500 194,533
HHS Region IX 3,718,611 792,394 129,352 66,591 2,730,274
Arizona 333,459 104,459 -~ 10,300 218,700
California 2,780,329 574,003 113,638 50,000 2,042,688
Guam 100,757 19,455 -0- -Q0- 81,302
Hawaii 252,033 77,871 -Q0- 6,291 167,371
Nevada 252,033 16,606 15,714 ~-0- 219,713
HHS Regicn X 1,310,233 450,270 - 35,903 824,060
Alaska 250,000 188,000 -Q= ~Q- 62,000
1daho 250,600 82,140 ~(= =~ 167,860
Oregon 330,6/6 98,406 -(]= 14,000 218,270
Washington 479,557 81,724 -0= 21,903 375,930
Total 35,331,000 6,596,444 2,118,963 805,549 25,810,044




Table 10 shows that 76% of the Federal Basic Formula was
used for services in FY "80. Seventeen percent was used for
Council planning and 4% was used for other planning. Three percent
of the Federal Basic Formula funds was used for adm nistration.

TABLE 10, AMOUNT AND PERCENT OF FEDERAL BASIC FORMULA FUNDS EXPENDED BY STATES FOR COUNCIL PLANNING,
OTHER PLANNING, ADMiNISTRATION, AND SERVICES FOR FY '80 DISPLAYED BY HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
REGIONS

Health &

Human Nos Total Counci | Other Adminis-

Services of appropriation planning planning tration Services
Region Etateq Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount % Amount %
Region | 6 | $ 2,539,260 100 % 589,482 23 § 155,213 6 $ 55,392 2 % 1,740,073 &9
Reglon 11 4 5,404,409 100 724,834 13 37,846 1 97,576 2 4,543,153 84
Region 111 6 4,906,745 100 674,181 14 240,208 5 146,423 3 3,845,933 78
Region 1V 8 7,814,941 100 976,356 12 279,429 4 238,596 3 6,320,560 81
Region ¥ 6 8,143,885 100 1,796,341 22 399,556 5 231,040 3 5,716,948 70
Region VI 5 4,553,776 100 - 325,318 7 576,739 13 87,124 2 3,564,595 78
Reglon VII 4 2,242,610 100 396,615 18 0 0 53,842 2 1,792,153 80
Region VIl 6 1,695,570 100 544,922 32 0 0 65,526 4 1,085,122 64
Reglon 1X 5 4,348,206 100 1,097,600 25 0 0 78,559 2 3,172,047 73
Region X 4 1,530,598 100 412,199 27 0 0 14,544 1 1,103,855 72
Total 54 | $43,180,000 100 $7,537,848 17 $1,688,991 4 $1,068,622 3 $32,884,439 76

There was a range of 32% of funds used in FY '80 for Counci
planning in Region VIIl to 7% in Region VI. However, it nmust be
noted that the States in Region VI used 13% of the Basic Formula
funds for other planning activities during FY '80. The States in
Region VI through X had no expenditures in other planning activi-
ties listed in FY '80.

The percentage of monies used for admnistration remained
consistent 1n FY "80 when compared to prior years.

There was 64% of the monies in the States in Region VIII
expended for services in FY '80. The States in Region Il expended
84% of their allotment for this purpose.

Table 11 shows the amount of Federal Basic Formula funds
expended for Council planning, other planning, adm nistration,
and services for FY '80 displayed by States.



TABLE 11, AMOUNT OF FEDERAL BASIC FORMULA FUNDS EXPENDED FOR COUNCIL PLANNING,
OTHER PLANNING, ADMINISTRATION, AND SERVICES FOR FY '80 DISPLAYED BY STATES.
Total Council Qther Adminis-

Region/State Federal Planning Planning tration Services
HHS Regicn I 2,539,260 588,582 155,213 55,392 1,740,073
Connecticut 505,193 136,062 =0- 25,010 344,121
Maine 255,794 65,008 31,688 ={= 159,094
Massachusetts 1,020,801 217,633 123,525 19,882 665,761
New Hampshire 252,492 74,500 -0- 10,500 167,492
Rhede Island 252,492 66,312 -0~ == 186,180
Vermont 252,492 35,067 -Q0- =-0- 217,425

HHS Region II 5,404,409 724,834 38,846 97,576 4,543,153
New Jersey 1,164,247 302,111 ==~ 46,784 815,352
New York 3,131,645 310,784 -0- 35,792 2,785,069
Puerto Rico 972,171 66,117 =0= 15,000 891,054
Virgin Islands 136,346 45,822 318,846 -0- 51,678

HBS Region IXX 4,906,745 674,181 240,208 146,423 3,845,933
Delaware 252,492 37,136 -0=- -Q0- 215,356
District/Columbi 252,492 100,156 -0- 12,500 139,836
Maryland 654,088 23,781 -0= 25,000 605,307
Pennsylvania 2,291,467 371,518 20,000 50,000 1,779,949
Virginia 955,865 81,641 84,773 33,923 755,526
West Virginia 500,341 59,949 65,435 25,000 349,957

HHS Region 1V 7,814,941 976,356 279,429 238,596 6,320,560
Alabama 894,730 48,215 -0= 16,072 830,443
Florida 1,513,608 163,512 279,429 -0- 1,068,667
Georgia 1,062,265 237,462 - = 15,000 189,803
Kentucky 837,593 199,422 -Q0= 41,466 596,705
Mississippi 632,558 31,980 =-Q- 33,396 567,182
North Carolina 1,230,712 175,628 -(0- 48,541 1,006,543
South Carolina 659,797 47,983 =0- 318,658 573,156
Tennessee 983,678 70,154 -0= 25,463 388,061

HHS Region V 8,143,885 1,796,341 399,556 231,040 5,716,948
Illinois 1,819,644 453,460 ~0~= 50,000 1,316,184
Indiana 1,023,533 217,862 -0= 38,614 767,057
Michigan 1,645,403 516,163 155,200 33,037 941,003
Minnesota 735,038 80,056 244,356 16,389 374,237
Onio 2,013,187 58,014 -0=- 40,000 1,215,173
Wisconsin 907,080 470,786 -0- 313,000 403,294

HHS Region VI 4,553,776 325,318 576,739 87,124 3,564,595
Arkansas 519,668 48,785 -0- 10,240 460,642
Louisiana 871,691 91,706 -{)- 20,277 759,708
New Mexico 262,271 39,390 -0=- 4,607 218,274
Oklahoma 577,297 21,019 319,783 2,000 234,495
Texas 2,322,845 124,418 <56 ,356 50,000 1,891,475

HHS Regon VII 2,242,610 396,615 -0= 53,842 1,792,153
Iowa 567,711 50,711 -0- 0= 517,000
Kansas 418,320 49,007 == -0 365,313
Missouri 957,928 145,000 -0 43,961 768,967
Rebhraska 298,651 151,897 -0- 9,881 136,873

HBS Region VIII 1,695,570 544,922 -0- 65,526 1,085,122
Colaorado 414,722 203,772 -{}= 20,602 190,348
Montana 252,492 91,358 -0 7,424 153,710
North Dakota 252,492 34,352 -0- 12,500 205,640
South bakota 250,000 92,248 =-0= 12,500 145,252
Utah 273,372 73,192 - = -0= 200,180
Wyoming 252,492 50,000 ~0— 12,500 189,592

HHS Region IX 4,348,206 1,097,600 -0~ 78,559 3,172,047
Arizona 404,168 102,076 -0- 15,139 286,953
California 3,302,708 763,695 =0= 49,139 2,489,874
Guam 136,346 36,346 == -0- 100,000
Hawaii 252,492 72,561 -0- 12,500 167,431
Nevada 252,492 122,922 == 1,781 127,789

HHS Region X 1,530,598 412,199 -0- 14,544 1,103,855
Alaska 252,492 87,500 == Q- 164,992
Idaho 252,492 67,303 -0- ~(0- 185,189
Oregon 423,662 58,179 -0 = 14,5443 350,939
Washington 601,952 199,217 0= 0= 402,735
Total 43,180,000 7,536,948 1,689,991 1,068,622 32,884,439




In summary, it is apparent that a certain percent of Basic
Formula Grant monies are needed to implement PL 95-602 and get
maxi mum participation fromthe DD community. However, it is also
apparent that the DD community is exceeding the requirement of 65%
expenditures on services and service related activities and has so
exceeded this mandate in each of the last three fiscal years.



SERVI CES PROVI DED

There were a variety of different services provided to
i ndividuals who are developmentally disabled as a result of the
activity of the State Planning Councils and Adm nistrative Agen-
cies in FYy '78, FY '79, and FY '80. Approximately 75<p of every
Federal Basic Formula dollar was spent on services in each of the
three years.

The type of services which were purchased for the devel op-
mental ly disabled varied from State to State as each Council sur-
veyed the needs and explored the gaps in the service system It
I's apparent that there are a variety of services which must be
provided for the developmentally disabled since a person must have
a "need for a combination and sequence of special, interdisciplin-
ary, or generic care, treatment, or other services which are of
litelong or extended duration and are individually planned and
coordinated" (Sec.101(7)(E) of PL 95-602) in order to be diagnosed
as devel opmental ly disabled.

In FY '78, the DD Program under PL 94-103 focused on sixteen
services which were listed in those amendments to the Devel opment al
Disabilities Act. The sixteen services listed in the Act were:

Di agnosi s

Eval uation

Treat ment

Personal care

Day care

Domiciliary care

Special living arrangements
Training

Education

Sheltered empl oyment
Recreation

Counseling

Protection and social services
Information and referral

Fol | ow- al ong

Transportation

Federal funds were used to provide services in any one or
all of the above service areas in FY '78. The areas selected by
each State Planning Council and Adm nistrative Agency depended
upon the identified need and results of the planning process.

In FY "79, the DD Programwas focused and expenditures were
clustered as a result of the introduction of four priority service
areas in PL 95-602. The term 'services for persons with devel op-
mental disabilities' is stated as "priority services (as defined
in subparagraph (B)), and any other specialized services OF
speci al adaptations of generic services for persons with devel -
opmental disabilities...”



The DD community began to hold conferences on the four
priority service areas attempting to understand and implement this
new enmphasis in the DD legislation. Section 102 of PL 95-602,
paragraph B contains the definition of priority service

The term ‘'priority service' means case nmanagement

services (as defined in subparagraph chil de-
vel opment  services (as defined in su paragraph (D),
alternative community living arrangement services

(as defined in subparagraph (E)), and nonvocational
social  devel opmental  services (as defined in subpara-

graph  (F)).

The authors of the legislation defined, as one can see from
the text, each of the four priority services, listing many of the
sixteen services listed in PL 94-103 under the appropriate prior-
ity service area.

The DD Councils and Adm nistrative Agencies were given the
mandate to select at |east one and no more than two of the four
priority areas and to expend at |east 65% of the Federal Formula
apFroprhat|on for programs in that or those priority area(s)
sel ect ed.

There is broad latitude as to the type of program or support
services which can be funded under each of the four priority ser-
vice areas. The service activities which can be supported through
the use of Federal Formula funds are contained in Section 133 of
PL 95-602, Paragraph (4)(B)(iv). The paragraph is as follows:

For purposes of this subparagraph, the term 'service
activities' includes, wth respect to an area of ser-
vice, provisions of services In the area, nodel service
programs in the area, activities to increase the capa-
city of institutions and agencies to provide services
in the area, coordinating the provision of services in
the area wth the provision of other services, outreach
to individuals for the provision of services in the
area, the training of personnel to provide services in
the area, and simlar activities designed to expand
the use and availability of services In the area

PL 95-602,8ec.133(4)(B){iv)

The DD community had been providing programs and services
in the four priority areas prior to the passage of PL 95-602.
Table 9 shows the expenditure of Federal Formula monies for
services by program categories for FY '78, FY "79, and FY '80.
For the purposes of this report, the programs funded with Federa
Formul a dollars have been divided into ten categories. The
categories are:



Child devel opment

Case management

Al ternative living arrangements
Nonvocational social devel opment
Training

Empl oyment/vocational devel opment
Advocacy

Standards/ needs assessment

Public awareness

Council activities

The first four categories of service programs are the four
priority service areas contained in PL 95-602 heretofore refer-
enced. The definition of each of these areas of service used for
this report is the definition contained in PL 95-602. These
definitions are as follows:

The term ‘'child development services' neans such
services as wll assist in the prevention, i dentifi-
cation, and alleviation of devel opnental disabilities
in children, and includes (i) early intervention ser-
Vi ces, (ii) counseling and training of parents,

(i) early identification of devleopmental  disabili-
ties, and (iv) diagnosis and evaluation of such
devel opnent al di sabilities.

PL 95-602,Sec.102(8) (D)

The term 'case mnagement' neans such services to
persons with developmental disabilities as wll assist
them in gaining access to needed social, nedical, ed-
ucational , and other services, and such term includes--

(i) followalong services which ensure, through a
continuing relationship, lifelong if necessary, bet ween
an agency or provider and a person wth a developnenta
disability and the person's immediate relatives or
guardians, that the changing needs of the person and
the famly are recognized and appropriately net; and

(ii) coordination of services which provide to per-
sons wth developmental disabilities support, access
to (and coordination of) other services, i nformation
on programs and services, and nmonitoring of the per-
son's progress.

PL 95-602, Sec. 102(8) (C)

The term ‘'alternative community living arrangenents
means such services as wll assist persons wth devel-
opmental  disabilities in maintaining suitable residen-

tial arrangements in the community, and includes






