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Preface

PUBLIC FINANCING for education and an array of other children’s services has become a topic of sig-
nificant interest and po]itical concern. Growing s]zepticism among a critical mass of American vot-
ers and taxpayers has fueled doubts about the alnility of government to solve social pro])lems and pro-
vide basic supports and services that enhance the quality of life in their communities. Many believe
government is too ]Jig; it's too expensive; and it doesn’t work very well. Despite steaclily increasing pul)-
lic expenditures for health, education, welfare, human services, and pul)lm sagety over the past two
decades, seemiugly intractable prol:lems persist. Nearly a quarter of U.S. children are poor and live in
families and communities that are unable to meet their basic needs. Schools have become increasing-
ly expensive. But student achievement hasn't matched the rising costs, and Arop-out rates remain
unacceptably high. Health care costs continue to go up. Yet, many Americans can't get the services
they need, and with each passing year their health care dollars }euy less. Criminal justice demands a
dramatically increasing share of pu})lic dollars—for police officers and judges and jails—-l)ut neighbor—
hood streets aren't safer. '

Voters have spolzen c]early. They want more for their money. They have called for more and bet-
ter services and a sharper focus on economic development and jo]) creation, but t}ley also have demand-
ed balanced l)udgets and cuts in income and property taxes. In this time of l)ig pul)lic deficits, they
want government at all levels to operate more eﬁectively and egiciently. They also want it to invest

wisely and live within its means.

Across the country, there i mounting evidence of efforts to reform and restructure education,
health care, and other community supports and services in order to improve the lives and future
prospe:cts of children and their families. Among the most promising of these are comprehensive, com-
munity initiatives that have fundamentally reoriented supports and services by creating infrastructures
that link resources from many parts of the community. Though widely varied in their form and con-
tent, these initiatives are based on several basic premises: 1) that children and families have multip]e
needs that are best met in a comprel:ensive, coordinated manner; 2) that 'Eamily and neigh}Jor}wod
influences shape individual outcomes; and 3) that responsibility for the design and operation of public
programs and services should reside at the neiglﬂ:or}xood or community level.

Comprehensive, community support systems have generated signiﬁcant interest among policy mak-
ers, pohticians, and public and private sector funders in recent years. Whether or not this interest will
be sustained and whether suzcessful initiatives will become models for more ambitious systemic reform
depends to a large extent on their costs and henefits relative to more traditional categorical approach-
es to service delivery and cornmunity revitalization. It will also depend on the a})ility of state and local
leaders to create the governance structures and marshal pul)lic {:unding to support activities that do not
fit the narrow definitions and criteria of established categorical i:unding streams.

In the wake of federal welfare reform, these questions take on special impo tance, The Personal
Responsil‘.i.li{'y and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 will consolidate numerous categori-
cal pul)lic welfare programs and provide aid to states in the form of block grants. States will have much
greater diseretion to decide how services will be con{-igured and how federal aid will be spent. Beyond

Tne Finance Project i



i-unding programs to assist poor children and families, tliey are expected to place much more attention
on workforce development and the creation of new joi)s. In this context, many states will see welfare
reform and the new ﬂexil)ility it offers as an opportunity to advance their efforts to create more com-

preiiensive, comumunity support systems.

Critical to the success of these reform eH:orts, l'xowever, is state legislative action to present a vision
of how current support systems will cl’xange and to establish the necessary governance structures and
x':inancing mechanisms that will make it l'iappeu. This toolkit is intended to assist state and local lead-
ers who are writing bills and £orrnulating legislative strategies to create state/community pari:nersl'iips

that will facilitate the c‘eveiopment of comprel'iensive, community support systems.

The legislative toolkit is a product of The Finance Project’s Working Group on Financing
Comprehensive, Communi‘cy-}aased Support Systems, under the leaciersiiip of ]u&y Ciiynowetl'i. Over
the past two vears, this interdisciplinary development and design team has conducted an ambitious agen-
da of policy research and deveiopment activities to increase lznowleclge and produce policy tools to
strengtiien the capabiiily of state and local governments to improve outcomes for children, {amilies. and
cominunities through more coordinated and collaborative services. Its analysis of the barriers to financ-
ing comprelienr‘ e, con mnunity support systems l‘xig}iliglite& the extent to which statutory restrictions
frequently overwhelm efforts to link scliools, health care, and other social services, as well as the infor-
mal helping networks that are so important in the &ally lives of children and families. While new state
legislation to create state/community partnerships will not ensure the creation of effective community

support systems, it can establish the necessary statutory foundation and climate conducive to reform.

This toolkit is the product of many people's contributions. Special thanks are due to all the mem-
bers of the W’orlzing Group on Financing Comprehensive, Community-l:ase& Support Systems for
their l‘lelp in conceptualizing the project, giving it direction, and reviewing successive drafts of the sam-
ple iegislation and the tailon'ng guide. Thanks are also due to all those who playe& a role in dra&ing
the sections of the toolkit. Lynn R. Delapp, a child and family policy consultant, took the lead in
drafting the sample legislation and the tailoring guide. Thomas Woods, a graduate student at the LB}
School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas, prepared a detailed review of existing federal and
state legislation. A summary of ﬁndings from that atuciy are included in the toolkit; the complete
paper, including abstracts of more than 30 federal and state statutes, was producecl as a part of The
Finance Project’s Wor]zing Papers Series. Cl’ieryl D. Hayes, The Finance Project’s Executive Director,
preparecl the introduction. Anna E. Danegger, Research Associate, prepare& the annotated list of
resources and managed the pro&uction of the entire toolkit. A preliminar_v draft of the sample 1egisla-
tion was shared wi&e]y with federal and state leaders, program &evelopers, front-line service proviclers,
educators, and children’s advocates. We are enormously grate{ul to all these individuals for their
thoughtfnl comments and suggestions, Their l'xelp was invaluable in cra{‘ting a final product that we
hope will make the task of many state and local leaders across the country a bit easier.

Cher_vl D. Hayes

Executive Director
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About The Finance Project

THE FINANCE PROJECT is a national initiative to improve tl'ne e&.ectiveness, ef{iciency, and equity of
pul)]ic financing for education and other children’s services. With leadership and support from a co. -
sortium of private foundations, The Finance Project was established in 1994 as an independent. nonpro{it
organization. It undertakes an ambitious array of polic y research and deve]opment activities, po[icy maker

forums and pu]:)]ic education activities, as well as support and technical assistance activities.

The work of The Finance Project is aimed at increasing lznowleclge and strengthening the capa]:)ility of
communities, states, and the federal government to implement promising strategies for generating nec-
essary fiscal resources and improving the return on investments in children and their families. Its activ-
ities are intended to:
* Examine the ways in which governments at all levels finance pu]alic education and other sup-
ports and services for children (age 0-18) and their families;
¢ Identi{y and high]ight structural and regulatory barriers that impede the effectiveness of pro-
grams, institutions, and services, as well as other puHic investments, aimed at promoting chil-
dren’s growtll and development;
* Qutline the characteristics of f-'mancing strategies and related structural and administrative
arrangements that support improvements in education and other children’s services;
. Identify promising approacl'xes for 'melementing these ﬁnancing strategies at the federal, state,
and local levels and assess their costs, }Jene{'its, and feasibility;
. Highlight the necessary steps and cost requirements of converting to new E'mancing strategies;
and
. Strengtl:en intellectual, technical, and political capabﬂit’y to initiate major long-term reform
and restructuring of public [‘inancing systems, as well as interim steps to overcome inefficien-

cies and inequities within current systems.

The Finance Project extends the work of many other organizations and blue-ribbon groups that have
ptesented 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 puhlic resources in education, other
supports and services for children and families, and community development. Itis deve]oping ideas,
options, and po]icy tools to active]y foster positive change through broad-based systemic reform, as well
as through more incremental steps to improve the effectiveness, efﬁciency, and equity of current svs-
tems. It also provi(les support and technical assistance to “reform reac‘y" states and communities

engaged in efforts to align their ﬁnancing gystems with their po]icy and program reform agenc‘as.

Tne Finance Proie:: ti
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Preface .. ... ... .. .. ..
= About The Finance Project

Tab 1: Introduction ... ... .. ... .. I-1
AN opening sectiort outlining: (1) the context and rationale for legistative reform; {2)
methods for developing a relevant, useful, and practical legisiative strategy; and (3)
the toolkits purpose, contents, intended uses, and organizational structure.

Tab 2: Sample State Legisiation: Creating a Statutory Framework fo.
Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems for
Children and Famities ... ... ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... .. .2

tems for children and farmilies. This sample legisiation includes six sections:

e |egislative Findings and Intent;

= Definitions;

= Strengthening Community Support Systems;

= Building State Government Collaboration to Support Communities:  State Councll for
Children and Families,

» Creating a State Child and Family Fund; and

* Overcoming Institutional Barners to State/Community Support Systems.

Tab 3: A Guide for Tailoring the Sample Legislation to Your State ... . .. .. 3-i
A guide for tailoring the legisliation to the needs, priorities, and policy context of spe-
cific states. The guide is organized to <orrespond tc the sections of the sample legisla-
tion, providing a rauonale and overview for each section, as well as further elabora-
tion of critical tssues.

Tab 4: Building Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems for
Children and Families: A Review of Legislative Examples B
A review and analysis of federal and state legislation for building comprehensive, com-
munity-based support systems for chitdren and families, highlighting key similarities,
differences, trends over tme, and noteworthy features.

Tab 5: Additicnal Resources: Background on Comprehensive, Community-based
Support Systems and Components of the Sample Legisiation ... .. 51
A guide to references and further information related to the topic areas presented in
the sample legislaticn.
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CROSS THE country, state and local leaders are under growing pressure to improve their educaticn,

health care, and human services systems, and to make cornmunities safet, better places for fami-

lies to live and raise their children. In response, a number of states have initiated dramnatic changes in

the way supports and services are provided, and in the way they are financed. The hallmark of these
) . . . . . .

reforms has ' wen a shift toward greater local involvement in the design and delivery >f services and

greater local accountal:i]ity for acl'xieving improvecl results for children, families, and their communities.

In August 1996, Congress passen:l and the President signed [egis]ation to overhaul the nation’s welfare
system. Experts and advocates will continue to debate the effects of the new law on poor children and
their families. But few would &isagree that it holds the potential to shake up a &eepiy entrenched and
hjghly categorical system of pul:lic func].ing and service (]e].ivery. Welfare reform will also accelerate the
shift in decision maleing autlmrity to lower levels of government. The creation of block grants gives
states a much larger role in the clesign and operation of programs to meet the needs of their low-income
families.! In turn, many states are clevolving more authority to counties and cities. The }:ig question
is whether the new law and the reducti s in federal aid that are expected to accompany it will strength-
en or overwhelm innovative efforts alreacly unclerway in a number of states and communities to fun-

damentally reform their eclucation, health care, and human services systems.

Community engagement is a strategy for improving supports and services; it is not an end in itself.
Simply moving decisions downward is no guarantee that pu})[ic investments will be more responsive to
community needs and priorities. Creating community support systems that are comprehensive, fami-
lyﬁcentered, and that eHectiveiy draw on both informal helping networks and professionalized services

requires better decisions, not just decisions that are made by different peop]e.2 The aim is to engage

communities (lirectly in planning and setting priorities, aHocating resources, and maintaining account-
ability for achieving results. To do this, legislative action is needed to establish the statutory framework

and climate for reform in which effective state/community pa:‘tnerships can take shape and prosper.

Cheryl D. Hayes, Ruthinking Block Grants: Toward Improved Iaterg tal Fi g for Education and Othar Childrents Services
(Wl:ﬂin ton, DC: The Finance Project, Apri.l 1995).

Center 5:: the Study of Social Policy, "A Legislative Strategy to Support Local Governance.” Draft background paper {or the Changing
Gavernance Strategies for Action Working Group. September 1996
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i.cgisiation needs to:

* Articulate a new vision for :omprciwnsi\'e health and human services cieii\'er_\';

* Create new collaborative state and local governance structures (or vest new autiwrity in existing
ones);

* Create a new ﬂexiiuie iinancing meciianism to provi(ie start-up funds anci, over time, to enable
more ciecatigorizeci {:umiing for community-inase(i supports and services;

* Present a new approacii to accountai)iiit_v that requires states and local communities to
focus on to acilieving (iesire(i resuits for ci)ii(iren, iamiiies, and communities.

» Mandate a review of the a«iequacy of existing administrative and management systems and
processes (e.g., management information. agency structure and personnel, training, procure-

ment) and authorize investments in retooling.

\ number of states have aiready enacted iegisiation as a foundation for creating and i‘inancing compre-
hensive, community support systems. In others, legislative and executive branch leaders are worizing on
bills that will put into piace the essential components of this kind of reform. Some have initiated dra-
matic approaciies to svstems cimnge, Others have taken incremental steps, with a series of more mod-
est iegisiative actions rather than one aii-encompassing law. What is clear is that there is no singie ieg-
islative formula or prescription that will fit the needs, priorities, and conditions of all states. Leaders in

each jurisdiction will need to tailor statutes to take account of their own speciai circumstances.

Devolution: The Context for Reform

The shift toward a stronger local role in the ciesign and deiivery of supports and services for children
and families is part of a iarger movement to shift power and responsii)iiit_v to lower levels of govern-
ment. As several observers have nnteci, devolution in the domain of social weiiare has several

3
antecedents.

The first is Wiciespreati recognition that many U5, children and fainilies are faring ponriy. They are
growing up uniieaitiiy, uneducated, and unprupareci for the responsibilities of work, famiiy, and citi-
zensiiip. Their families lack the economic, socia.i, anci emotional resources to care for them. Their
neighborhoods are unsafe and unweicoming piaces. While these proi;iems are most pronounce(i for
children and families iiving in some of the nation's iarge urhan centers, ti\e_v are not confined to any
singie g‘eograpiiic location or type of community. Nor are tiiey limited to any singie racial, ethnic, or
economic group. And ci.espite steatiiiy rising pui)iic cxpen(iitures for health, education, and human ser-
vices, as well as recent improvements in the national economy, many of these proi)iems have proveci

iiigiiiy resistant to ciiange.

Second, a si;niiicant portion of the American puiiiic does not believe that government poiicies, pro-
frams, ami institutions to support and serve ciiii(iren and iamiiies wori@ very well. \\"iietiier the ii\cus

i« on schoals, health care systems, child welfare, empioyment and training, iiousing and community

: Lhd.. Cheryi ). Hayes, Rethinking Block Grants . Jp v




Llevelopment, or pul')lic salct_v, there is great slcepticism about how much government wan really de to

solve persistent social pmblems.

Tllird, tllere is a pervasive helief tha. local leaders know best what is neeclecl in their communities and
could achicve better results if tl'ley had more control over programs and l)uclgets. Highly caiegorical
programs and f-uncling streams do not accommodate the kinds of variation and customized approaches
that local leaders often want. Tl'ley are organize(l to provicle standardized responses. Tl1ey make it dif-
ficult to coordinate assistance to children and families whose needs do not easily fit narrowly-cleEined
eligil:ility criteria. Moreover, tlley rarely build on the informal lielp'mg networks that are important

resources in most communities.

Finally, state officials who are under pressure to solve complex social prol)lems with fewer pul)lic dollars
are loolziug for partners outside their own agencies and programs. More and more, tlley recognize that
some goals, such as increasing famil_v sell-sul:lf-iciency, reclucing teenage pregnancy, and enlmncing
school readiness cannot be achieved l')y the actions and investments of a single agency or program.
Tl’lcy require mol)ilizing resources across several agencies and programis and linking them el'lectively.
As a consequence, many state officials are more eager than tliey have traclitionally been to collaborate

with colleagues in other agencies and with leaders in local communities.

Talzen togetlwr, these factors have contributed to a growing consensus: improving results for children,
lamilies, and communities requires engaging communities themselves much more directly in decisions
about how pul)lic dollars are invested, who benefits, and how supports and services are organizecl and
delivered. Linlzing multiple programs and services to l'mlp address children's and families’ needs is most
el{ectively done at the community level. Drawing upon the informal luelping networks that exist among

families, friends, and comrmunity groups is more easily accomplisl'wcl in neigl'll;orlwods than in state

agencies.

Yet, as several observers have noted, local decision malz'mg is only one lze_v element of reform efforts
aimed at creating more comprclwnsive, community support systems. Developing a stronger focus on
aclxieving agreecl-upon results is also important. So is estal)lisl'ling more fexible financing systems and
strategies that link ﬁmding to results. Moreover, a commitment to improving the quality of services
and ensuring that tl'ley are connected, individualized, and lamily-locusecl is essential to l)uilcling more

effe tive and efficient support systems.“‘

Perl'laps the greatest cl'xallenge for reform-minded leaders, however, is re(lefining the roles and respon-
sibilities of state and local governments in pmvicling and paying for services. Education has a long his-
tory of local gavernance and financing. [n contrast, health care and human services have traditional-
l_v been dominated l,wy federal- and state-funded and directed programs. Efforts to el:lectively link

schools, health care prnvi<lcrs, child protection, and family support services, as well as informal helping

* Center for the Study of Social Policw, “A Luwislative Strategy " Op. it Mark Friedman, A Strategy Map for Resuhs-based Budastmg-
Mowinyg from Theory to Practroe (Washington, DC; The Finance Proiect, Seplember 1990,
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networks, will require sorti.ng out these complicaled intergovemmental iun’s&ictions and qu:.opin.;
more collaborative approaches to community engagement and oversig}it« As the Center {or the Study
of Social Policy noted:

“While this complicates the task of local governance, it is central to its promise of suc-

cess. If the process of establisl'xing local governance can increase agreement among

state and local governments on the results tl'ley want for families and childreis, and on

their respective responsibilities for achieving results, it will have accomp[ishecl alot”

Why States Meed New Leaislation

Whether or not t}ley have Begun to shape a reform agenda, most states will need new autlmrizing les-
islation to enable them to spencl federal funds they receive througl'l the welfare block grants.h In con-
trast to traditional categorical program grants, block grants consolidate a number of cate@oriLal fund-
ing streams and provicle aid in the form of 1ump sum payments with many fewer conditions on how
funds are used.” Asa consequence, states will need new statutes to delineate how federal funds ill be

allocated among agencies and programs and who will have the autl'xority to decide.

Some state leaders will un&oubtecuy conclude that the best course of action is to continue to serve low-
in~~ine children and families as they currently do—albeit less well with less money when there is an
economic downturn and poverty increases. For states that have set a reform agenc{a, however, welfare
reform may present an opportunity to expeclite changes that the governor, his or her cabinet, and the
state legislature are already pursuing. For other states, it may create an impetus to reexamine the effec-
tiveness of current systems, initiate reforms that redefine state agency rois and responsi]ﬁilities, and

build more effective state/community parl:nerslnips.

Fomm]ating an agenda for change is cl'xa“euging. But malzing it happen is even more difficult. Deepl_v

entrenched bureaucracies, rigid]y categorical programs and {*uncling streams, budgets that are hased

more on traditional funcling patterns and political negotiations than on needs and effectiveness, and
parochial, turf-conscious service professions all present impediments to reform.® Overcoming these
barriers clepends toa large extent on the ingenuity and hard work of committed polic_v makers, program
clevelopers, educators, service providers, and community leaders, as well as parents. In most cases, it
also requires legislation that articulates the vision for a new community-based system, establishes new
governance structures, creates a flexible {inancing mechanism, and authorizes investments in ’:)uildin:
the administrative and management capacity at the state and local level to make the new state/com-

munity partnersl'xips work.

I3

6

Center {or the Study of Social Policy, “A Legislative Strateay...” 2p Ct, p. 6

Council of Covernors’ Policy Advisars, “Preparing for Block Grants and State Autonomy on Social Welfare Programs A Surver of How
the States are Planning for the de}uhon Reuo]uhan" in The States Forge Ahead Despvt: the Federal [rnpaue lw‘ns}unt!nn. W Counal
of Governors' Policy Advisors, February 1996

Cheryl D. Haves, Rylln'nlzing Block Grants. .. Qo Cit

Martin E. Qrland and Ellen Foley, Beyond Docatagorzation: Defining Burmers and Potential Solutions to Creating EHatie Comprohensrie,
Commumly-lsaud Support Systems foy Childron and Famiies (W'aslungton, DC: The Finance Project. Apnl 194ni
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Across the country, there are a multitude of exciting community initiatives unclerway.q Tliey represent
creative eHorts to address citizen nee(ls, capitalize on community assets and resources, break down cat-
egorical barriers, and focus attention on the whole child, the whole lamily, and the whole community.
Most thriving comprehensive. community initiatives con trace their success in large part to the heroic
eforts of a visionary leader and at least one l1igl-1-level government protector, who has lielpecl them
negotiate the shoals of rigicl government bureaucracies and narrow categorical l'un(ling‘ streams. All too
ol:ten. lxowever, local initiatives that are l)egun with great entliusiasm, founder when their own charis-
matic leaders are gone, their cliampions in the state legislature or the governor's staff move on, and the

structural hurdles become just too much to overcorne.10

Depen(ling on the particular l]istory and circumstances of the state, legislation can foster reforms in
several ways. In some states, it presents a way of institutionalizing new ways of cloing business that
have clevelopecl quietly over several years, tlirougli the creative efforts of policy makers and local pro-
gram developers. In others, it can add momentum to a process of cllange that has luegun and is build-
ing steam. In still others, it can be the clarion call around which consensus about the need for change
and the directions for reform can be formed. As the Center for the Stu(ly of Social Policy suggests,
“In order for the ‘new way of doing business’ to become 'the way of doing business,” it must be backed

l’)y a clear pul:lic mandate and by the autl'iority that comes with such a mandate.”!!

Developing a Legislative Strateqy

There is no set formula for writing a bill or developing a legislative strategy to support the creation of
compreliensive, community support systems. The statutory language and approaclx will vary clepencl-
ing on a state’s political traditions, legislative l*iistory, constitutional constraints, and professional ser-
vice culture. Nevertheless, there are several general principles that should guicle state and local leaders

who are engage& in the process of crafting and enacting legislation [or this purpose.lz

First, altlxougl1 leaders in some states may follow Nebraska’s example and enact a single piece of legis-
lation that mandates very wicle-ranging systems reform, experience suggests that most take a more
incremental approacli to clxarige. The elements of a new system are put in place over time in a series

of statutes and amendments to existing health, education, and human service authorizations.

Second, legislation to create effective state/community partnersl1ips presents the broad dimesnions of
of a new system. It does not prescril)e exactly how the law will operate in each community. Legislation

to create new Categorical service programs specil:ies in detail the rules and regulations governing the

Cheryl D. Hayel. Eliss Lapoif and Anna E. Danegger, dium of Compreh . Communitu-based Intiaties- A Look at Costs,
Benehts, an Fmanaj Strategres (Washington, DC: The Finance Pmm:t |u|y 1998,

Martin E Orland and Ellen Foley, Beyond Dm:leganzahon . L.n_\.LL
Center for the Study of Social Policy, “A Legulative Strategv...” Qp AL,
The Center for the Eh.\clv of Social Pnlicv provuln a gmxl rlu:ussmn of tl'iese pnnnples lpgulnhve Strategy. " M
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programs. et statutes to establish a lugislalive foundation for new cummunity-l)asecl supports and ser-
vices should create the necessary governance structures and l‘inancing autlmrity, leaving it to local lead-
ers to determine how the decision maleing process will work and how supports and services will be con-

ligurecl‘

Thixd, lr:gislation to create state/community partnersl’:ips usually affects the operations of a number of
state and local agdencies and service programs, and it crosses the jurisdictions of several lecislative com-
mittees. To proceed smoothly, it must attract cl\ampions in several places—including both the state

executive branch and the legislature.

Finally, unlike legislation to create a new categorical program, legislation to establish a statutory foun-
dation for state/community partnersl'lips is lilzely to evolve over time as a new system takes sllape and
as the distribution of program responsil:ilities, planning and l)uclgeting authority, and accountal:ility for
acl’)ieviug results is adjusted and readjusted. As the Center for the S'tu(ly of Social Pnlicy has noted,
states miglxt first write legislation to encourage innovation and authorize local pilol initiatives. As
these new models of decision malzing and financing are refined, second generation legislation could
authorize their expansion tllrougl'lout the state.13 Demonstrating how systemic cl‘tange works in a few
communities can encourage more signil:icant tlepartures from traditional practice and provide a boost

to ta.leing model initiatives to scale.

In sum, legislation is intended to launch the clmnge process and create the conditions to support reform

without prescril:ing precisely how it will work in every community.

The Sample Legisiation Toolkit

This toolkit is intended to assist state and local leaders who are engaged in cralting lcgislatiun to facil-
itale the creation of comprel'lensivc, community support systems. [t is also a useful tool for those who
are Lryving to decide whether legislativc action is needed to advance their efforts to improve supports and
services for children and families in their communities. It presents sample state legislation and a gui(le
for tailoring bills to fit states’ particular needs and conditions. It also provirles a review of other exist-

ing state legislative initiatives and a list of other relevant resources.

Sample leg‘islation. The sample legislation offers a vision, written in statutory lauguage, of a new way
of supporting the needs of children and families. Ina composite hill, it presents a frameworl: for reform
and the several legislative components that are needed to create state/community partnersl’]ips. It is
not intended as a prescription or a “standardized” approacl’l to l)uilding community support systems.
lnstea(l, it ol{ers a menu ol essential elements that may l)e enacted in tllis form or some variation,
singl_v orasa pacleage. We expect that as policy malers procee(l, tl'ley will see the sample legislation as

a place lo laegin, and will atlapt it to reflect their states’ own circumstances and pre{erences.
Bopd
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Tailoring guide. The tailoring guide, which accompanies the model legislation, is inteaded to assist
state and local leaders in a(lapting the components of the sample legisldtiun. It is ur;anizenl so that
each section of the guicle cross-walks to the sections of the sample hill. 1t liigi-lliglits issues that are
raised in the legislative language and, in many cases, offers alternatives to suit the conditions of states
with different political cultures, lcgislative histories, and constitutional constraints. Tllrougliout the

guicle are examples of how these issues have been addressed in practice.

Legislative review. The review of legislative examples examines a number of existing picces of feder-
al and state legislation that are aimed at accomplisl*:ing all or part of what ix pnzscnte(l in the sample
legislation. It provicies useful l)aclzgrounci for state and local leaders who want to take account of the

legislative experiences of other states and the Congress as tliey have tackled this task.

Additional resources. This list provides an annotated l)il)liograpl-iy of other sources of information
and insigl1t that may l1elp state and local leaders as tliey set the directions for cliangc in their own rtates

and craft a lcgislative vehicle and strategv {or accomplisliing them.

Conclusion

The approacl'l to provi(iing and linancing supports for children and families envisioned in this sample
legislation is very different than the traditional f:Op-(l.OW‘n categorical system that has been in place for
several decades. It is premise(l on a belief that over the long-run, iragmcntecl, standardized services
administered l')y state agencies will not solve many of the complex prolalems that threaten children, fam-
ilies, and the communities in which tliey live. What is needed is much greater community involvement
in the clesign and clelivery of services and in decisions about how limited pul)lic resources will be allo-
cated. States and communities must he partners. Support systems must he comprelwnsive, commu-
nit_v-l)asecl, lamil_v-centered, and tl'zey must linlz both the lormal services and inlormal l’wlpin; netwarks
that are so important in the claily lives of children and families. Across the country, there are plenty
of promising models that eml)ody these characteristics. But without fundamental cliangcs in the gov-
ernance, linancing, and administrative systems that undedie pul’)lic programs, these initiatives will

never be more than promising models.

Acl\ievin; better results for children, families, and communities ultimately requires (loiug business dif-
lerently. Enacting state legislation that creates the foundation on which this clian.;e can take slmpe

and flourish is one critical step in that direction.
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(, Sample State Legislation: Creating a

| Statutory Framework for Comprehensive,

“ Community-based Support Systems for
Children and Families

E HIS SAMPLE state legislah’on outlines a new approacll to meeting the needs of children and fam-
ilies——tln'ougl] state/coramunity partnerships. It presents the basic statutory ingredients for

})uilcl'mg comprehensive, community support systems. Yet it is not a “model” bill. Because states
differ widely——in size, demograpl‘ly, wealth, economic strengtlx, political context, legislative history,
and traditions for investing in cllﬂdren, fami]ies, and communities—there is no standardized leg-
islative approach that will be appropriate nationwide. Instead, this sample legislation presents a
menu of inclividual components essential to create the statutory foundalion for more ﬂexil:le, fam-

ily-centered community supports and services. It:

L Ar!:icu]a.’::es a new vision for comprehensive lwa!tll and human services delivery;

* Creates new colla]:orative state ancl local governance structures;

o Creates a new flexible financing mechanism to provicle start-up funds and, over time, 1o
enable more decatigorized Eunding for community-based supports and services;

* Presents a new approach to accountability that requires states and local communities to
focus on to aclxieving desired results for children, families, and communities.

* Mandates a review of the aclequacy of existing administrative and management systems and
processes (e.g., management information, agency structure and personnel, training, procure-

ment) and authorize investments in retooling.

Many of these legislative elements have been enacted and successfuﬂy implemented in a number of
states, separately or in combination. Others represent ideas that are still being Jeveloped and
refined. As political leaders and policy makets pursue their own change agendas, this samp]e lc;-
islative ]anguage provic].es a place to begin in crafting a bill that fits the specia] needs, conditions,
and priorities of their states.
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Section 1. Legislative Findings and Intent

(a) The legislature finds that:

(1) A large and growing number of children in (state name) are affected by a range of fac-
tors in their communities that increase their risk of academic failure and compromise their
abiljty to become productive, healthy, well-educated adults. Unsafe li\n’ng conditions, abuse
and neglect, fami]y and youtl-x violence, clrug and alcohol addiction, &eteriorating neighlm -
hoods and rural communities, inac[equate health care, lack of clulcl care, teenage patent}wod,
poor nutrition, unemployment, and schools iu-equipped to handle changing communities,
aclversely affect {-amj.ly relationsl'lips, communities, and the a‘z)ility of children to learn and grow.
Current[y, . . . (put state stalistics here).

(2) Meeting the needs of children and {amilies affected ]::y these conditions imposes heavy
costs on all citizens of the state l'ay requiring custly special serviceﬁs', inconie assistance, and all
too often, incarceration or institutionalization. These costs are a burden on the capacity of
the state’s economy to produce sufficient revenues and an adequate taz base.

(3) The current federal ard state service de]ivery system for children and families, based on
a multitude of separate lr'unding streams and uncoordinated, narrowly targeted ca'tegorical pro-
grams, fails to address the broader needs of the child, family, and community. The current over-
regula.tcd system emphasizes short-term crisis managdement over prevention or Iong-term solu-
tions, and fails to aclequately evaluate the results of programs for families and communities.

(4) Communities are best situated to address the diverse needs of children and families.

Tra(litionally, communities have suppor’ced children and families t}lrough interconnected sys-

Bulding Strong Cormmunites  Cralting o Legisiative Foundation ]- 8




tems of family, neighl)or]’xoocl, religious, and other networks, as well as tlu‘ough formal institu-
tions such as schools, health, and social services. In some areas, however, siress, mol)ility, and
social isolation have weakened the sense of community. Residents of communities with erod-
ed community supports generally have fewer employment opportunities, a poorer education
system, higher levels of criminal activity, and more Jifficult lives. The state has a responsi})il-
ity to support communities in efforts to strengthen and re-build support systems.

(5) Comprehensi;e, community-hased child and [amily support systems Leing clevelopecl.
throughout the United States show great promise for improving the lives of children and fam-
ilies t}uough estalalishing community goals and expectations {or results, and &esigniug strate-
dies to achieve the results. Community goals typicauy include: l]ealt}ly births and llealtll_v fam-
ilies; readiness for scl'mol; school success; strong and stalale families; readiness to \vorlz; safe
and secure communities; aml economic sel[—su[-Eiciency.

(6) Community support systems are:

(A) Committed to community involvermnent and self-determination, and respensive to local
needs and priorities.

(B) Comprellcnsive and ﬂexi})le, integrating an array of informal supports; educational,
health, and human services; and community and economic development activities to meet the
l)road needs of children, families, and communities. Greater ﬂexibility in the use of Funds is
balanced with accountal)ility for results.

(C) Community based, Buﬂding on fami]y and community strengths to invest in healthy
children, strong families, and safe communities.

(D) Family centered, recognizing that the role of agencies is to support children and families.

(E) Focused on preventive and community-building activities, rather than emphasizing
crisis management or acute care services.

(F) Accessible to families, often provicling a single poinl of access or a “one stop” service

center within their neiglﬂhorhoocls.
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(G) Collaborative—with governance and resource decisions, responsil)i]ity, and risk—
shared among government, the private sector, neighborhoozi associations, and community
members.

(H) Fiscally prudent, committed to using limited resources wisely.

(7) The iegisiature finds that these new systems are most successful when state government:

(A) Works in partnersi'lip with communities to define common goais, expected resuii.s, and
benchmarks for children and families, and share the responsibility and risks for achieving these
resu]ts;

(B) Joins with communities in building capacity to accomplish shared results; and

(C) Reforms state accountai':iiity, data collection, and administrative systems to support

community efforts and meet the common goais.

(i;) It is tne intent of the iegislature to establish the partnersi—:ip for children and families to
improve the lives of children and families tiu'ougii iauiitiing and strengtheni.ng comprehensive,
community-iwasexi i:amiiy and child support systems. The partnersi'u'p shall have four components:

(1) Community-based comprehensive support systems, governed by a community council.

(2) A state council for children and families, responsii)ie for cieveiopment of a state-wide
resuits-i:aseti accountal)ility system, coordination of state resources to support communities,
and oversigiit of community support systems.

(3) A state fund for children and families to finance start-up costs and infrastructure for
community support systems.

(4) A plan for overcoming institutional barriers to state/community supnort systems.
p g P 3
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Section 2. Definitions

(a) “State council” means the state council for children and families.

(b} "Community” means a group of pecple who typically reside in one locality and are subject

3
to the same laws, share the same values, and live under the same general conditions. 4
1
(c) "Community council ' means a council established to plan, implement, monitor, and eval- 5
uate a community {amily and child support system. 6
(d) "Cummunity contract’ means an agreement untered into between tlle state and a local 7
jurisdiction that authorizes the reallocation of some portion of existing resources from partic- 8
| . .
ipating agencies to a spec1[-ic community for purposes specified in the agreement. g

{e) "Community support system” means interlinked pu]:)lic and private, formal and informal 10
structures, resources, supports, and services that promote the l'nealt]'ly development and support |1

the needs of children and families living in the community. 12

I[N IS U Y T

() "Jurisdiction” means a unit of local government, typically a county or city. 13

M L
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Scction 3. Strengthening Community Support Systemns

(@) It is the intent of the legislature that communities be authorized to dcsign and implcmcnt
plans to meet identified goals for children and families. These plans, after negotiation with
and approval by the state cwuncil, will become community contracts that permit communities
to use Fedeml. state, and local resources, bot]x pub[ic and private, to meet their goals for clﬁ[-
dren and families Ll‘xrough formal and informal supports and services. 1t is the further intent
of the legislature that state government work in partners}?ip with communities to strengthen
local capacity to identify community needs and assets, and to address them in ways appropri-

ate to those individual communities.

(h) Cne or more local jurisdictions may establish a community council to plan, implcment,
monitor, and evaluate a community gamily and child support system. At least one of the juris-
dictions establishing the council must have general govemmental responsibilitics and legal

authority to accept state or federal funds.

(o) The membersl’xip u{ tlle council s]lau be representative of the socio-economic, cu]kural, and
ethnic populations of the community. The overall meml:ership shall include a balance of com-
munity residents and leaders, local organizations proviJing supports and services to the com-
munity, and dovernment agencies. A\\em]wers slm” l)e appnin‘u:al fnr staaeercd terms. T}w
council shall iuclucle, at a minumum, a“ of' the fol]owing:

(1) Representatives of families living in the community.

(2) Representatives of local organizations, re]igious and secular, prov-iding supports and
services to the community.

(3} Representatives of the business and labor communities.

(4) Local goveenment and school officials responsil:le for public programs, services, or

funds included in the plan, appointed l')y their respective goveriing boards.

22
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(3} A member of the governing board of each local jurisdiction included i+. “he plan.

(d) Iach council shall cleve]op a plan to strengtl'len community support systemns for children
and families. The plan shall include all of the following:

{1} A statement designating either the council, or vne or more local junsdictions partici-
pating in the council, as the entity legally responsil)le for:

(A) The distribution of state, local, and state-administered federal [unds, to the extent per-
mitted l)y fecleral law;

(B) The implementation of the plan; and

(<) Compliance with the comnmunity contract to be negotiated with the state council.
1f the council chooses to assume these responsi]:)ilities, it must include a copy of agreement(s)
with the local jurisdiction(s) outlining the specific responsil)ilities of the council and the local
jun'sdiction(s).

(2) A vision for the community, identifying goals, intended results, and priorities for sup-
porting children and families.

(3) ldentification of the population and geograplﬂic area of the community to be served By
the support system.

(4) A description of specific needs to be addressed by the plan, as well as the amount and
tvpes of services and other sunn-~rts available from public, private, not-for-profit, and commu-
nitv-hased organizations. Any type of service or support for families ¢nd children may he
included in the plan, including those pzovicled by informal £amily, neighl)orl1oo(], or religious
organizations, as well as public institutional services for social and child welfare, mental and
physica] health, education, recreation, Family self—sufﬁciency, early childhood or youth services,
and ¢crime and violence prevention.

(5 A (lescription of the tvpe and amount of all state, local government, and private funds

ptopose& to be included in the community contract, and how these funds shall be used.

Inclusion of any fund, public or private, must be approvecl ’)y the governing Body or individual

legally responsiue for its management.




6) A description of federal funds that the council would like to include in the fund, if tl-ney
are available tl-xrougl'l block grants or pass-tllrougl'xs, or if waivers or cl'langes in federal law could
be obtained l)y the state.

(7) Proposed administrative, claiming, reporting, data collection, and procurement proce-
dures that differ from current pmcedures.

{8) Provisions for slm:.ring data among agencies and across levels of government, while
respecting client conﬁdentiality.

(9) A description of how proposed changes in eligibility, intake rules, and levels of services
are projected to affect the current pupulations receiving services.

(10) A description of the resources or types of assistance, if any, needed from the state in
order to carry out the provisions of the plan. If the community council requests start-up or
capacity-})ui]ding grant funding from the state child and family fuml, the council shall describe
how the community will share the resource burden t}u'ough local financial support or in-kind

contributions.

{11) An implementatiou strategy and timeline sllowing how the council proposes to imp]e—

ment its scheme.

(12) A description of an evaluation p]an that meets the fo]]owing requirements:

(A) It designates the entitylies) responsible for the evaluation.

(B) 1t is based on community needs and identified goals, and is consistent with any estab-
lished state-wide goals and expected results.

(C) It includes baseline data relevant to the pla.n's activities and services.

(D} It includes specific expected results and indicators for children and families to be
achieved tllrough strategies included in the plan, as well as performance measures for the results
and indicators.

(E) It describes what measures have been taken to ensure that resiclents of the communi-
ty with similar needs have access to equital’yle levels of service.

(F) It measures consumer satisfaction with services and supports provided by the child and

Eamﬂy support system.
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(e) The governing boards of each jurisdiction financially participating in, or signi{:icant]y
affected l'Jy, the plan shall approve both the jurisdiction’s participation in the pax'tnersllip, and

the plan.

1) :\pproval ofa community plan Iw_v the state council for children and families shall consti-
tute appmval ofa community contract hetween the state and the local council or jurisdiction(s)

named in the plan. to carrv out the provisions of the p]an.

(¢) To the extent that savings are realized as a result of the community contract, funds may
be retained by the community. These funds shall he used solely to further the community’s

plan, and shall not supplant other funds for children and {amilies.

h) Upon approval of the community contract by the state council for children and families,
each community council shall submit to the state council all of the Jc'ollowing:

(1) An annual report sl'xow-ing how federal, state, and local funds included in the contract
have been spent, and which altemative administrative eligi]:)ility. claiming, reporting, and pro-
curement requirements have heen adupted, as well as a status report indicating the extent to
which the plan has been imp[emented.

(2) Interim evaluation reports descri]aing progress toward goals and expected results out-
lined in the plan.

(3) A full evaluation of plan implementation, to be submitted no later than six months

after the completion of the fikth year of implementation.
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Section 4. Building State Government Collaboration to Support Communities: State

Council for Children and Families

(a} The state council for children and families is established in state law to develup and main-
tain community and state support systems that improve the lives of children and families, and
to develop state-wide goals for children and families. The state council, which shall be chaired
By the governor or his or her designee, shall also be responsible for strengthening coordination
and collaboration among state agencies responsi})le for services to children and their families,

and for coordinating state resources supporting community efforts.

(h) Members of the council shall include state officials responsiHe for education, public safe-
ty, health and welfare, economic and community development, employment, hcusing, trans-
portation, state administration and finance, and athers appointed la_v the governor. In addi-
tion, one mem]:)er of each c}laml)er o{ the legislature, appointed ]Jy their respective houses, slmll
serve in an aclvisory capacity. The govemor may clesignate a lead agency lo coordinate the

activities of the council.

(c) The state council shall have the following duties and responsi]ailities, which shall be carried
out either ]:)y staff to the council or loy state agencies participating on the coundil:

(1) Recommend to the governor, other constitutional officers, and the legislature, a process
and proposed ]Juclget for the clevelopment of a state-wide agenda for children and families that
will include a statement of a vision, expecte(l results or outcomes, priorities for actions aimed at
strengthening families and communities, indicators, and per’formance measures that capture or
reflect the contribution of public agencies toward meeting the desired results. This process shall
be informed l:)y a research effort to iclentify the current status of children and families on a wide
range of factors. Tt must be a collaborative effort among state and local officials; the business
community; education, including both the K-12 systems and universities; parents; and state,

local, and comrmunity leaders, agencies, and organizations that support families.
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{(2) Deve]op a plan for state agencies to coordinate state programs and services for children
and families, helping communities achieve the goals and results included in the state agenda
and community plans.

(3) Recommend a process to cleve]op a child and family l)u&get for state and state-admin-
istered federal funds, to address the goals and achieve the expected results identified in the
state-wide agenda for children and families.

4 Eva]u.ate, approve, and monitor community p]ans. Activities will include but not be
limited to the fouowing:

(A) Development of parameters and criteria for state-level review, negotiation and approva.l
of plans submitted by community councils. In cleveloping parameters and criteria, the state
council shall establish guidelines and proce&ures for state agencies to establish minimum thresh-
olds for state-funded services supporting children and families, and to facilitate alternative eligi-
Lility standards, the ]:Iemling of funds, fexible program administration, and streamlined report-
ing, claiming, and audit requirements for community child and famlly support systems.

(B) Approva.l of community contracte for child and family support systems based on plans
submitted ]:y community councils. At a minimum, community plana that include alternative
administrative proceclures or blended {un&i.ng must ensure that the needs of targetecl popula-
tions are addressed in a fair and equitai)le way; families are ensured the minimum level of ser-
vices specifiecl l':y the state; standardized data is submitted; proposals conform with federal law;
and speci{‘ic results to be met Ly the plan are included. The state council shall not approve any
contract containing provisions that waive or in any way negate enforcement of any constitu-
tional rigl')t of an individual.

Q@) Development of criteria and standards for contract revocation ard renewal, wl'l_icl') will
be implementecl if communities do not meet agreed-upon standards.

(D) Developmrent and implementation of proce&ures to determine the amounts and geo-
graphic allocation of state and federal funds distributed to and within communities.

(E) Development and implementation of procedures to work collaboratively with commu-

nities, where appropriate, to obtain waivers of federal rules and regulations.
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{F) Monitoring program compliance of communities receiving state funds and technical
assistance under this section.

(&) Evaluation of state and local efforts to administer and carry out community plans.
Evaluations shall include assessment of prograrm results and costs, as well as evidence that
resources were used wisely and pruclently. Implementation of a plan for a family and child sup-
port system shall be deemed successful if after five years, at a minimum, the results from the ser-
vices and supports funded Ly the community child and family fund show improvement over base-
line per{:ormance. If no improvement is evident, the state shall have the option of recommend-
ing corrective action up to and including non-renewal or revocation of the community contract.

(H) Allocation of funds for start-up or capacity-building incentive grants to community
councils from the state child and family fund. A local match of X% in local public or p: ate
funds, or in-kind services, shall be requirecl for all grants to community councils.

(5) Actively advocate with federal, state, and local governments to promote legislation and
regulations that permit maximum state and local ﬂexibility in implementing programs serving
children and families.

) Report to the legislature on issues relating to children and families, and to state agen-
cies, local communities, and the public on the activities and results of the partnership for chil-

dren and familics.

{d) A commission on children and families composed of private citizens representing local
communities, and representatives of local governments, community councils, the business
community, and organizations providing services and supports to children and families shall be
appointecl ]ay the governor and legislature. The commission shall have an executive directar
and an office funded tllruugh the state child and family fund. The commission shall hold at
least four pul:lic meetingds annual]y, and shall be charged with providing input to the state coun-
il during po]icy deliberations, and with reviewing state council policy recornmendations hefore
they are released. The commission shall also provide an annual report of its activities to the

governor and the legislaturu.
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Section 3. Creating a State Child and Family Fund

(@) A state child and family fund is l'lereb_v established for the purposes of supporting coramu-
nities in planning and implementing local plans for community support systems, and support-

ing state council activities.

(b) Starting Julv 1, 199X, the legislature shall re-allocate .X% of the combined state funds

for all programs serving children and families to the child and family fund.

(<) All interest accruing from investment of monies in the state child and family fund shall be

credited to the fund. The fund shall be audited annuau_v.

{d) The state council shall allocate monies from the fund for the following purposes:

(1) To assist community councils with start-up or capacity-lmilding activities included in
approvecl community strategic plans. Funds shall be limited to $X per year, for no more than
X years, and may be used to:

(A) Fund initial coordination of services, &ill gaps in services, and ensure the availability
of personnel or space for services and supports.

(B) Develop data collection and management information systems necessary to gather
information and measure performance toward results included in community plans.

(<) Deve]op innovative mu}ti-disciplinary edncation and training activities for individuals
working in collaborative, integtated community support systerns.

(D) Finance other technical assistance activities detailed in community plans.

(2) To support activities of the state council for children and families and the commission

on children and families. dministrative support for the state council shall be limited to X%

of total funds

(3) To finance services and supports included in community plans and approved l:y the state

council.
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Section 6. Overcoming Lnstitutional Barriers to State/fCommunity Support Systems

(a) The legislature finds that current systems of accouutai)ilit—y, compliance, data collection,
and proiessional and administrative (.ievelopment are tied closely to a structure of categorical
programs and i:unt.iing, and present barriers to the establishment and operation of community
child and iamily support systems. It is the intent of the legislature that the state council and
communities shall work collal)oratively to clevelop new systems that are more responsive to a

state/community partnersliip for children and families.

{b) The state council shall be responsil)le for developing and sending to the governor and the
legislature i;y (date) a plan for a&dressing some of the critical barriers to the operation of com-
prei‘iensive community support systems. The plan shall be cleveloped collai)oratively l)y state
and local officials; the l)usiness and education communities; parents; and state, local, and com-
munity leaders, agencies, and organizations that support families. The plan shall contain pro-
cedures and timelines to implement the iollowing activities:

(1) A review of state statutes and regulations concerning children and families, with the
oi)iect of initiating a new approacll to laws and regula.tion that focuses on accountal)ility con-
sistent with established results and periormance measures.

(2) Development and implementation of a coordinated cliilcl, family, and community
management information system. This system should, to the extent possil)le:

(A) Define standardized data elements to be collected from community support systems
and programs serving children and families for purposes of eligil)ilit_v determination, policy
cievelnpment, fiscal compliance, claiming, program management, and program evaluation.

(B) Minimize the amount of paperwork required of families who participate in publicly
funded programs.

(C) Provide lacal jurisriictions and service provitiers with ariequate data to aperate their pro-
grams egectively, to measure results for children and families, to i(lentiiy fiscal irregularities,

and to provide required information to the federal government.

Buiaing Strong Communties C-amng a Legslative Foungaticr

30

.y

(et}




(D) Permit data to be shared among agencies provicl'mg services to children and families,
while respecting the conficleutiality of ; articipants.

(3) Development ofa state/community system to identify the need for, and provicle, t. -h-
nical assistance or additional training to state and local administrators, professional practi-
tioners, and cormununity leaders worlzing in comprehensive, community support systems.

(4) A review of state professional licensing and credentialing requirements to identify bar-
riers to integrating services among pro{essionals in educational, health, and human services,
and recommend changes that will promote multi-clisciplinary professional pre-service and in-

service education and training.

The France Project
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-of the guude outlmes two"of the most lmporxant :ssues that pcxllcymak—
ers. face i estabhshlng communlry counali? delegatlon of power ‘and; authonty
:;and membershtp 1Secuons 3{ ) (c} and ‘dj ). At addregses the ob;ectwes K
';' feasublluty and scope of commun:ty plans (Sectxon 3(d” Ahd it outlrnes how
the leg;slauon can give communmes both the’ ﬂextbmty and the mcemwes

‘ .‘-'jneeded to try new approaches to- serwce denvery (Secnons 3{f) and {g))







\
(, A Guide for Tailoring the Sample

| Legislation to Your State
o

Overview: The contents of this tailoring guide.

THE PURPQSE of this tailoring guide is to assist policy makers in ac‘lapting the samp]e legislation
(Tab 2) to fit the needs, priorities, and conditions of their states. Each part of the guide corre-
sponds to a section of the legislation, and includes an overview for the section, followed by a discus-
sion of key issues. Where the key issues relate speci{-ically to a subsection of the legislation, the sub-
section will be identified. However, the discussion sections of this gui&e do not directly touch upon
all subsections of the ]egislation. Where appropriate, the gui&e discusses alternative appxoaches to
the issues and provides references or brief examp]es of how the issues are being addressed in practice,
R‘J
This guicle and the sample legislation are not intended to be prescriptive. While they raise some of
the l'eey issues that states are hleely to face as they develop their own comprehensive, community-
based support systems for children and families, they do not prescril)e any "right answers.” States
differ wiclely—in size, pupu]ation, history, wea]tll, political context, economic strength, and tradi-
tions for serving cllil&ren, families, and communities, Each of these factors will influence how pol—
icy makers approach legislation to create or expand child and {amily support systems. The samplc
lcgislation and this guicle to tailoriug the 1egislation offer one set of options, but cach state must
determine its own direction.

What is sample legislation?

Hhe ~amplu fegislation for wmnmnxt_\'-l\a:..-.l mmpru%wn:i\'c support svstems for chitdren and fanmilies
ul'l.ur,-‘ a vision, writlen m slatutore I.m»:vm-:u, «-i. A new way n{ supporting tlw nuul.-' nl. \lxil(lrun aml l-am-
x!ius. I h_\s ot a bramework Tor L-;is]ati.m Lo wreate a state loval p..n'lncr:]‘.ip for Biddren and fami-
lies, mcludime a statement of purpose, state and commiunity sovernanee structures, i'nm{ing. acvvount-

.x}vi]il.\'. and capacity buildine.
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M Caring Communities, a Missouri government

initiative started in 1989, provides a continuum of
preventive and early intervention programs for
children attending six schools, and their families.
The program is funded primarily through pooling
redirected state funds from four agenties—men-
tal health, social services, heaith, and education.
Local communities may use these funds flexibly.

8 Healthy Start Support Services for Children,
established in 1991, is a California grant program
to fund community-based, schoollinked, integrat-
ed services for children and families in low-income
neighborhoods. Administered by the Department
of Education, Healthy Start has the goal of estab-
lishing a prevention-oriented system for identify-
ing needs and delivering a wide range of services
to low-income children and families with multiple
educational, health, and social problems.
Planning and operational grants are available to
“collaboratives” composed of local governments,
schools, parents, and community organjzations.

B The state of Nebraska enacted legislation i
1996 to create a new health and human services
system in the state. Five state agencies—the
Departments on Aging, Health, Public
Institutions, and Social Services, and the Office of
wuvenile Services—will be abolished January 1,
1997, to be replaced by three new agencies—
Heaith and Human Services Delivery, Health and
Human Services Standards and Evaluation, and
Health and Human Services Finance and Support.
The new agencies will be designed to integrate
services, financial support, and administration
through state/community partnerships. A key
focus of the restructured system will to be the
development of a results-based accountability sys-
tem. In addition, a Health and Human Services
Policy Cabinet, consisting of the new agency
directors, will be established to d=velop pians,
prepare budgets, and establish consistent priori-
ties and policies for allocation of resources. A
Health and Human Services Partnership Council
will gather community input and serve as a link
between state agencles and local communities.

The intent of this samplc lesi-lation is to present a

camposite state-level bill that incorporates all of the
basic components needed to create a state/commu-
nity pnrlncr:'llip for comprullcnswe support systems,
[t is not a “model” hill in the sense that it presents
a standardized, "dppro\'cd” approach lo community
support svstems; no standard appmach exists.
Instead, the _~amp1c legislation contains a menu of
individual components that have been succcssﬁxlly
implcmcnlucl l)_\' stales or communitics, hut that
mayv fit together in many different wavs, on a variety
of timelines. In order to adapt the samplc legislatiun
to rcﬂect a slate’s particular governance structure
and local circumstances, pnli:_v malkers should
tlluugllt{u“_\' select and ddapt components of the lea-
islation.  These components should fit the state’s
vision, experience, and resources, and should not
dup‘licate or vonfound the aspects of staterlocal part-

nersl'lips that may alread_v be in placc,

Many polic_v makers may rcasunably find the overall
vision of {:u“v dcveluped slate/community partner-
s]lips portrayed in the samplc lc;islation to be over-
whelming. I fully implemented over a short time-
span, the legislation would require :igni[icant and
possil)ly clisrupti\'c changes in how government
interacts with and serves its citizens. Changes of the
magnitude described in tlw lcgislation, however, do
not happen overnight. 1t has taken 40 years for the
catc;oricnl (lclivcr'v system and its government appa-
ratus to reach a point of virtual unmanageal’)ility and
ineffectiveness. [t will also take vears to transform

the svstem.

Pcrl'mps the hest appnmcll to using this sump]e Jeg-
islation as a tool to resimpc the current service deliv-
ery svstem s to start with a vision—either the one
prcscnlcd here, or a state’s own —ol a new l‘dlﬂll'\'
and child support  svstem based on partncrsllip
between state goveranment and communities, and

- L] . -
then to put the operationai preces in place over Lhine.
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C . \ng wath the vision, a startine point mig‘ht be the
— cnactment of incentives tor the ticvelupnwnl of
- comrmunity support svstems, or creation ol a com-
| prehensive state policy office for childeen and fam-
= dies. Wherever a state may start, as one or two loss
controversial componerits of the svstem are suc-
;cssi:ully implcmentcd, the state will learn what
works, and discard what doesn't. With earl_\' Tuc-

= -es2, additional components can be added.

Why are state and community
partnerships to create support systems
for children and famiiies the focus of
the sample legislation?

Qver the last ten vears, many {ederal, state, and

local pulicy maleers have come to recognize that fed-

eral- and state-directed programs aimed at children

and families have, in many cases, failed to achicve
— healthier or better-educated childeen, safer neigh-
: borhoods, or more rcsponsiHe parenting.  Many
: pulic_\' makers now belicve that local communities,
using informal neichborhaod supports as well as
pu})]icly supportcci serviees, niay be more effective
than the federal or state government in i(]cntif_ving

=] and meeting the needs of their residents.

As alternatives to the current service delivery syse
tems, diverse federal, -tate, and local initiatives
have heen established throughout the country.
- These efforts place respmlsll';ilit_v on local commu-
¥ uities for the Llesi;n and provision ot \:omprclwn-
s1ve support systems for children and tamilies, and
»stablish state-level structures to 2uide and support
them. Qverall, these initiatives integrate categori-
s cal services, focus on the stren;tlas of families and
communities. and base ac;ountabi]ity on results,

A few are described in the boxes.

CChend D Haves, Eliee Lanott, and Anna 1

T T
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8 Oregon Benchmarks was initiated in 1988 to
create a 20-year strategic plan for Oregon.
Citizens from all over the state worked with the
nine-member Progress Board, chaired by the
Governor, to identify 259 benchmarks to measure
progress toward three broad goals:
(1) Creation of a diversified and productive
economy;
{2) Protection and enhancement of the
quality of life; and
(3) Investment in the capability of the states
population.
The creation of benchmarks has led to reform in
many areas. including the creation by the states
Commission on Children and Families of county-
based commissions to develop strategies for mea-
suring performance toward the benchmarks.
Currently. at least seven of Oregons 36 counties
are building on the state framework, developing
comprehensive, local benchmarks for their com-
munities. In addition, a state performance-based
budgeting systern has been initiated to evaluate
the effectiveness of state programs in meeting the
benchmarks.

M The West Virginia Governors Cabinet on
Children and Families was established in 1990
to foster more collaboration around child and
family issues among state government agencies.
Chaired by the governor, the cabinet is composed
of the secretaries of Health and Human
Resources, Commerce, Labor, and Environmental
Resources and Administration, as well as the State
Superintendent of Schools and the Attorney
General. Legislative representatives serve in an
advisory capacity. The Cabinet is responsible for
the creation and operation of local Family
Resource Networks to integrate supports and ser-
vices for children and families.

Datiegaen, Compenaim 3 Compropensn e O omene camiecd o e Neky gt N
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All of these efforts show promise in demonstrating effective new ways to respomi to e individual necLis_
of communities and to prov-iiic flexible supports and services for children and families. As tiw_v move
to expami i')eyonci relatively small-scale demonstration projects, however, tiie_v are running into sigmfi-
cant institutional obstacles, linked to the traditional categorical services system. These barriers include:
* Restrictive categoricai federal and state fumiing, ciigii’)iiit_v, and regulations;
° Federal, state, and local piaiming, i)ucigeting, management, and accuuntai)iiity struclures that
are program-specific;
* Agency cultures that do not foster collaboration, cross-agency communication, or impiementa-
tion of comprehensive svstems;
@ inaciequate, non-interactive management information systems;
* Lack of precision in Lieiining results and connecting them to measurable indicators; and

¢ Speciaiizeci professionai services that are not conducive to collaborative strategies.

Uitimateiy, the success of efforts such as those described prcviousiy in the exampie box will ciepenci on
the impiementation of new pui’siic poiicies that repiace the current catcgoricai service cieiivery system.
The sampie iegisiation for community-i)aseci comprehensive support systems provicies an approacii to
state statutes that will permit and even encourage state and local en.ities o develop and operate local
governance structures. [t will further enable the creation of more flexible i:unciing arrangements for
pui)iiciy supporteri services—arrancements that are not govemeci or financed tiirougii traditional cate-
goricai programs and funciing structures.

What is included in each section of the sample legislation?
The sampie iegisiation is divided into six sections:

7 Section 1: Legislative Findings and Intent, lays out the purpose of th: legislation. 1t describes
the proi)iem that the iegisiation is intended to address (wiiy it is needed), and presents the poiicy

arguments un&erpinning the proposeci solution.

& Section 2: Definitions, defines terms used in the legislation.
¥ Section 3: Slrengthenfng Community Support Systems, describes iecy elements require(i fora
community to iegaiiy participate in a state/community partnersi-iip for children, families, and com-
munities:

* A collaborative decision niai:aing i)oniy;

A pian for &eveioping comprei'iensive supports and services;

¢ The iegai auti'iority and resources needed to impiement the pian; and

. r\ccountai’aiiity measures for execution of the pian.

s¢ Scction 4: Building State Government Collaboration to Support Communities: State

(‘ounci[for Children and Families, lays out state government structures and roles in a partner-
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Sl‘lip for cbildren, [:amxlies, and communities. I introduces the state council for children and fam-

ilies, and describes the role of state government in a state/community partnership as:

*To support community plan:’;

* To maintain overall responsihility for the well-})eing and equitaHe treatment of the state’s chil-
dren and Eami.lies;

¢« To clevelop a statewide vision, goals, and results for c]’xildren, Eamilies. and communities;

* To coordinate state dovernment agencies that serve children, families, and communities; and

¢ To ensure pru&ent stewards}\ip of state and federal funds.

It also establishes the aclvisor_v commission on children and families to provide community input

to the council.

Section 5: Creating a State Child and Family Fund, offers a mechanism for raising revenue
and J("inancing both community and state start-up costs, and capacity-l)uil&ing for the state/com-
munity partnership.

Section 6: Overcoming Institutional Barriers to State/Community Support Systems, de-
scribes a collaborative state/community planning process intended to address institutional obstacles
to the new systems. The plan will include:

* A review of laws and regulations that are incompatil)le with community support systems;

° Development of a comprehensive management information system; and

* Provision of technical assistance and training for administratozs, educators, and human ser-

vices professionals who work in collaborative community support systems.

What are the key components of the legislation and how do they fit together?

Togetl:er, the components of the legislation are intended to form a state/community system of services

and supports. They are designed to interact in the fo”owing ways:

=

[

Community support systems, which are the core elements of the state/community partnership,
encompass interlinked public and private, and formal and informal, resources, services, and sup-
ports. They are goveme& l)y broad-based community councils responsiHe for i&entif_ving the needs
of and desired results for the children and families in the community, and {or carrving out a plan
to attain the desired results.

The State Council, an interagency policy body, develops guidelines for, and approves community
p]ans. The council also coordinates allocation of statewide resources to support the activities of
community support systems, and identifies and clears away unnecessary state-level institutional
barriers to the new systems. [t is responsible for establishing statewide thresholds for services for
children and families, and works with communities to establish a results-based acmuntability svs-

tern for the state and local communities.
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The atlvisor_v Commission on Children and Families pl’OVidCS a broad commuuily perspective

01l ssues before the state council.

The State Child and Family Fund, controlled i)y the state council, provicies a source of non-cat-
egorical funds to initiate the partnersiiip, and build state and local capacity to create and managde

child and Family support systems. [t may also prov'itie funds for non-categorical services.

\What are the benefits and limitations of the sample legislation?

The sample legislation provi{ies the necessary statutory framework for relorming linanciug and gover-
nance systems tor comprehensive, community support systems. However, it is important to recognize
the limits of state legislation. While necessary, the legislation itself is not sufficient for the development
of new support systems. State law can only encompass those aspects of community support systems

over which states have legal autllority, iuciu(ling state funds, eligil)ility criteria, and administrative rules.

State law does not have the autl'iority to cliange the iarge proportion of funds or the volumes of admin-
istrative rules govemeci l)y federal law. Moreover, in community-i)ased support systems, local commu-
nities—not the state—retain the autliority to decide how best to organize and provitle services to their
residents. Legislation can only provide autl;ority and some incentives for communities and local juris-
dictions to hoth trv new ways to deliver supports and services, and to build the management infra-
structure to support these reforms. Onl_v in combination with community commitment, leadersliip,

and collaboration will legislation be sufficient to l)ring about positive cliange.

How does federal welfare reform affect legislation for community-based compre-
hensive support systems?

Tlie recent enactment l)y Congress ol majur leJeral wellare policy ciiangcs (el{ective Qctoi)er 1, 1996)
provides states with an urgent and unprecedented opportunity to re(iesign their service Jeiivery systenis
for children, families, and communities. With the removal of many federal restrictions on pul)lic assis-
tance programs, states may discard elements of their current categorical welfare systems and structures,

and Jesign new systems responsive to the needs of their citizens.

In exploring their options for implementing federal policy clianges, states may fid that the sampic lcg-

islation’s partner-*.liip between coordinated state agencies and community-l)ase(i support systems for

children and families offers a useful model for creating new state systems that meet some of the imper-
atives of the new federal welfare policics. Cornpreliensive, community-loaseti systems could eHectively
l’)ring togeti'ier many of the services needed to assist families in altaining and maintaining economic
self—sul:liciency, such as increased ioi) creation and the provision of joi) training and child :are.
Moreover, faced with the prospect of capper:l federal icumiing coupled with increased demand for services,

comprei'iensive support svstems mav provide a useful means for stretcliing limited resources.
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Overview: The purpose of the section on legislative findings and intent.

-rHE DECLARATION of ]egis]ative f-indings and intent introduces and justifies a hill. Although in
most cases, “intent” language is not codified as state statute, it can be a power[ul tool to edu-
cate lawmakers about the issues to be addressed and the approacl*l chosen for solvin_g the prol)lcm:'.
Later, it may be used l)y the courts and lawmakers to identify the author’s purpose in carrying the
hill. The sample 1egislation’s intent ]anguage includes three items:

*A c{escription of the proHem to be addressed Ly the legislation;

* A justification for cl’xanging the current system; and

* A summary of proposed solutions, which will be explicated in the remainder of the

legislation.

The use and length of a section on legislative {‘inclings and intent vary wiclely among legislators and
among states. Some legislators use no intent language at au, pre{erring to educate fellow lawmak-
ers in other ways. Others provide only a few lines on the purpose or description of the hill. We have
chosen in the sample 1egislation to provicle a 1ong intent section, which can be shortened or com-

pletely omitted to meet the needs of specif'ic legislators.

Building the case for a partnership. (Section 1{a})

. 1 1 vt '
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& Provide a brief explanation for why the current system is not worlzing {see Section 1{as (3} of

the sarnple legislation). The sample legislation cites:

* Th: fragmentation and over-regulation inhezent in the plethora of categorical rograms;
8 g p prog

* The system’s empl’xaais on crisis intervention rather than long-term solutions; and

¢ The system’s failure to measure program effectiveness l)y examining results.

== Describe the basic principles underlying community-hased support systems (see Sections 1(a)
(4), (5) and (6) of the sample legislation). To the extent pussible, relate these principles to specif-

ic examples of promising collaborative community-l)ased programs in the state, such as {amily

preservation and family support, Title 1, family resource centers, etc,

o 1ist state responsibilities and actions needed to implement a new system. Policy makers must
know how the resources and programs they control will be changed by the bill (see Section 1(a) (7)

of the samp]e legislation).

Establishing the parinership for children and families. (Section 1(bj)

This section provides a succinct statement of the vontents of the legislation. This type of brief state-
ment is invaluable to legislators, committee staff, and other readers who are trying lu quicHy describe

or analyze a l)lH
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Overview: The purpose and content of the definitions section.

DEFINITIONS section of a bill is optional. Genera.uy, it is used to define only those terms that

ight be unfamiliar, confusing to the reader, or used diﬂerently from common usage. In the

sample legislation, we define only six terms. “State council,” “community,” “community council,”
and “jurisdiction;” which are relatively generic texms, are given speci{ic definitions pertinent to this
legislation. The terms “community support system” and “community contract” introduce new con-

cepts, described in greater detail in Section 3 of this guicle.

What is a community and how does it differ from a locality?

Although a short definition of conumunidy s included in Fection 2 of the 5‘1111]11; esizlation, it niav he
lw}pl-ul to more i.u”_\' deseribe how the term is nzed in this instance. This fegislavon horrows its cone
wept of community from one of The Finance Project s internal \\-urlcin; pdpcrs,: which 1 tum relies
upon b‘m/‘:ling k‘mnmunity,*‘ l\\' ]ulm Gardner s desenbed l\_\' these nm_mnsmpl]s, communities take

diverse forms. They offer:

ts A\ sense of common placo, iruu_uuntl'\', but not nuccs:ari]y, a guugmphn..l”_\' coherent residential
community: the placc may also he a neighborhood, o rural district, a town. a school, a church, or
a community center;
. i Poag . 1 - 1 - - e B it
¢\ site for common activities 1or work, worshin, education, social actvitios, or other functions:
: |
Lo .‘}mrcu vore \'alucs. :’(mls, and PUTPOECs;

by

. . e 1 M .
Rl Tnlcralum o (llhvruwc: and wetehration ot decersity:

-

+ An alm.wplwrv_- ol coaperation and caring;

-

N T . . i ; .
e UTpen channels of effective communication amone their members and beoween the community

and the outside world,

\ e 1 ' ; ' . | | )
v\ k'”‘»[‘hv]?l? on preserving then own ulcnllly while reachime out to plas an ctectne roiean Lhe

' .
arger otarcnment, and

-~ - 3 [
to Fale, secure environments that suppaort the (lcvclnpmcnt ol voung people.

. : . . . [ . !
Paing these desenptors, coninumt g wred 1ot :Jmplu lug'..-'.almu. i broader than st a ;uu:mpl\-

i !m.lllly. In addition o >]1l\h\'. i connotes mtur".wr:unal ties, assovabions, interests, and sentiments.
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Overview: The purpose and content of the section on community support
systems,

THIS SECTION of the sample legislation defines commuunity support systems and describes the
elements tequ.u'ed to legaﬂy establish community support systems authorized to offer state-
funded services. They include:
» Establishment of representative councils to pla.n, imp]emen t, monitor, and evaluate support
systems;
. Development of community plans based on specific criteria; and
s Execution of community contracts negotiated between a community council or local juris-

diction, and state government, which prcrvicles the 1ega1 authority to enact the plan and
spend pul)lic dollars.

The importance of community support systems.

Based on the assumption that communities are hest situated to ulcnti{_\' and meet the needs of their
residents, community support svstems comprise the core clement of » atecommunity p.n'tncrsl)ips for
children and families. Support svstems encompass a variety of formal and informal -tructures,
resources, supports, and services, ranging from networks of fdnli]_\- and friends to community and reli-
Sious organizations. the business sector, and pu‘nlic services and institutions. To the extent that these
resources and services can he inl::nlmm“_\' and purpusc{n“)' linked together to support {amilics and
communities at a very local level, families and communities mav be strengthened and more children

! .
aall crow up to he nca]i]].\' ani] prm]mh\c citizens,

Delegation of power and authority: Establishing community councils. (Sections
3{b) and 3{d) [1}}

Some ol the most difficult srues with which puliu_\' makers must gmpplc in establishine commuinity
councils are those concerned with the dc]utdtiun of governmental power and .mllwril_\'. k_‘urn.-ntl_\', maost
S0y urnmcntﬂl aut]mrity 15 held cither }3_\' guncm‘l sovernment enbities sucll as cities and counties, which
.ulmmislur a lammll range u{ programs in 'lnnilc(l ,:un;r.\plllh arcas, or }v}' :pccml \liﬂn\b‘ [T -Llum‘s.
transportation, water), \\ith lldl'rﬂ\\l_\’ (lci'inud .mtlmril.\, =ome slates (in\'lm!.m-_' k‘ull!‘wl'llu. \irginu,
and Wisconsing delegate si:ni{icanl dutlmril_\- to county sovernments that act as divect agents of the
state to administer state programs, Other stales ‘lirc\;tl_\- administer state-himadd programs

. \
N nmmun1[_\'-‘\1:‘0(1 support svstems raise a set ot new yuestions rc.:m-llmg gmx—rnnwnldk authorty

G ammity
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Which entities should establish community councils and approve community pians?

The answer to this question will Liepenci iargeiy on which services and supports are expected to be
included in community pians, and which local iurisdic’cions are currentiy responsii:oie {or their adminis-
tration. Common sense would dictate that jurisciictions that currentiy provicie ieey services to children
and families, and that would be significantiy affected i:)y a community pian, should bz involved in ere-
ating the community council and approving community pians. In fact, the involvement and support
of these jurisciictions over time may be critical to the success of the community support system. In
states winerc counties act as agents of state government in ti’xe administration of most iieaitii, i]uman
services, and juciiciai activities, county government must be included, as well as school districts. Other
local jurisdictions, such as cities and special districts responsiiaie for child and family services, should

also be involved.

What is the appropriate role for a community council? How much authority should the
council be given?

In cra&ing state iegisiation on communitywi:;ased support systems, poiicy makers must define the role

of the community council, and decide the extent of the council’s authority. Various options are avail-

able. Tiiey include:

=3 Pianning and oversigilt. One option is to invest the council with a pianning and oversigi'xt role.
The community council would he responsiiaie for deveioping, monitoring, and e\-aiuating a com-
munity pian, but would (ieiegate the autiiority to administer sgecii:ic programs and spend pui:)iic
funds to one or more local jurisdictions, such as a county or school district {or, if approprate, a
state agency). Under this option, the implementing jurisdiction(s) would contract with the state
council to administer the community pian, sui)iect to formal agreements with the community
council. There would he no need to create alternative iegai spending autiiority ¢r administrative

mechanisms for the community council.

Poiiticaiiy, planning and uversigilt organizalions may be seen as weak, subject to the power and
authority of the organization(s) holding the purse strings. In practice, however, the depth of com-
mitment of the council’s collaborative memi’)ersilip to the community pian and the community
support system will determine its strenglii and ai;iiity to set and maintain the directions delineat-

ed in the community pian.

w [mplementation authority. A second option is to give the community council authority to
impiemeut, as well as pian and oversee, the community pian. Legisiaiion could give the council,
in one of two ways, the auti‘iorit_v to (iirectiy administer programs and services included in the pian,
and to spen(i pui’aiic funds. The community council could he given the power to execute a com-
munity contract directly with the state counil, compieteiy i)ypa.ssing agencies currently cilargeci
with programi administration. A.itemativeiy, the council could negotiate agreements with the local

or state agencies to "pass-ti’xougil" specific funds and responsibilities to the council.
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Implementation autl-lority would confer substantial power on the community council, but also may
require esta]o]ishing legal and administrative mechanisms, such as joint powers agreements, to carry
out the community plan. Politicall_v, giving community councils implemcntation authorit'y runs
the risk of ]:)eiug cheracterized as Luilding another layer of government in competition with exist-
ing agencies. However, increased autonomy of the council would not expan& bureaucratic systems.
Instead, it would allow greater freedom to create new, potentia“y more effective systems to serve
the community, moving community-]ouilding away from top-down agency controlled activities to

bottum-up activities, allowing local design and operation.

Selection and membership of community council. (Section 3{c))
How should the community council be selected?
There are various ways to select members of a community counil. T}ley include:

& Appointments ]:)y the jurisdiction(s) esta]olis]:xing the community council, with nominations from
the various groups represented on the council. This process is relatively quxcl’c and inexpensive, but
runs the risk of appointing members who are not comumitted to the concepts of community-based
support systems.

¥ Election ]oy the community to he represented lJy the council. If this option is chosen, procedures

for the election should be included in the hill.

Should the council include public- or private-service providers who might influence deci-
sions concerning services they provide?

Althougl-l the sample legislation includes provi&ers, there are strong opinions on both sides of the inclu-
sion issue, as well as different traditions in various states. Some argue that provi&ers frequently have
the best knowledge of the population to be served, and can offer experience and insig]lt on ‘10w services
can best be provi&ed. Tt is claimed that potential conflicts of interest can be avoided l)y l-laving coun-
cil members declare possib]e conflicts of interest and excusing themselves from related votes. Others
argue that any council with authority over funding decisions should categon’cally exclude provic[ers,
because they are unable to make o]ajective decisions: experience and expertise can be provitled })y cus-
tomers and po]icy makers. In practice, many councils include a balance of providers and non-providers,
with a majority of non-provi({ers.
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Community plans. (Section 3{d}}

The overall objectives ofa community pla.n are to:
° Identify desired outcomes or results for children and families living in a specific community;
* Devise strategies for aclaieving those results;
¢ Identify the resources to be used—-including pu]:)lic and private funds, formal services, and
informal supports; and

¢ Determire whether the plan accomplished its objectives.
Shouid legislation restrict the breadth of plans?

The sample ]egislation is written to permit community councils to focus their efforts on virtuany any
set of results or outcomes pertaining to children and families, and to &eve]op strategies of any size or
scope to mest these resulta. Essentially, any state-supportefl service can be included in the plan; any
{:unding stream aimed at children and families can be blended; and broad changes in program admin-
istration and eligibﬂif:y can be identified. The breadth of services and administrative ﬂeubth:y includ-
ed in the ]egi.slaticn allows community councils to select whatever results best fit and are most impor-
tant to their community. The breadth could also allow councils to develop Ear-reach.i.ng strategies that
will signiﬁcantly change service delivery, and permit broad-based support systems that target commu-
nity results and support family and community empowerment.

What are the practical limitations to plans?

While the breadth of the sa.mp]e legisla.tion allows community councils to undertake wide-ranging
reforms, one should not assume that the broad scope will necessarily lead to broad-based community
plans. So far at least, experience with broad ena]aling legislation in California and elsewhere has shown
far more limited results, due to a variety of factors:

& Federal and state restrictions. Federal regulations and match requirements that restrict the use
of state funds may preclude the ability to signiﬁcantly blend jEunding or change eligibi]ity and
administrative requirements. Unless and until federal programs and [‘unding requirements are
changed ljy block grants or broader waiver aut]:xority, local and state ﬂexil)ility will be limited.
Similarly, a p]ethora of state rules and practices must be changed before full-scale community sup-
port systems can be accommodated l)y state government structures.

Difficulties inherent in collaborative agreements. Broad]y inclusive plans are the result of
broad agreements among agencies that administer funds under well-understood rules. Particularly
in the eariy stages of Luildi.ng community councils and community plans, it is very difficult to reach
agreements on spending scarce resources in new and different ways, especially when accountability

and compliance rules are in the process of Leing changed. Most councils start with very limited
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changes——ofﬁen on]y involving “new money"———for only a few services adc]ressing well-defined, lim-
ited popu]ations. These councils plan to expand their plans and services graduauy, contingent on

success with their limited first steps.

e Limited experience. Expertise is clevelopecl over time. Currently, most policy makers and admin-
istrators have relative].y little experience with creating new and comprehensive fun(ling, adminis-
tration; and service systems. Moreover, few communities have resources to devote to the creation

of large new systems. Most communities decide to start small.

Limiting the scope of community plans.

An alternate approach to a broad-based statute is to limit the focus of community plans and state sup-
port by requiring a community to focus on speci{ic populations, or by limiting a community to its
choice of one or more broad outcomes. This more limited approacl'l permits state agencies to concen-
trate efforts around a few areas of statewide concern, rather than attempting to respond to multiple
communities with a wide range of needs. For example, North Carolina’s Smart Start initiative aims
specificaﬂy at improving the health, education, and wel]-being of children under the age of six, and
Washington’s Community Public Health and Safety Networks targets youth. Towa's de-categorization
program focuses on reducing out-of-home placement for children and youth.

How legislation can give communities flexibility to try new approaches to service delivery.
(Flexibility through community contracts.) (Section 3{f))

A Izey function of [egislation creating state/community support systems is to permit communities to
experiment with programs, standards, funding rules, eligibility criteria, and administrative procedures
that differ from current state law. Several statutory options to give communities this ﬂexibﬂity are
available:

e “Notwithstanding” language. This language, frequently used in bills and statutes, allows excep-
tions to specific or broad existing statutes. California’s Assembly Bill 1741 creating the Youth
Pilot Program, for examp]e, used "notwithstanding" language very broadly to allow six counties to
blend funds and change administrative restrictions. However, the mechanism did not work; state
agencies found the language to be overly vague, potentia].ly sul:jecting them to court cl’lauenge on
any cl’lange made to existing statutes. Asa result, the statute was later amended to permit greater

use of state waivers.

& Waiver proce(lures. To the extent that existing statutes permit waivers, waiver procedures can be
clevelopecl to permit communities to request exceptions to regulations, rules, or statutes. However,
waiver processes are limited (for the most part) to rules and regulations. rather than statutes. For
example, West Virginia's Governor's Cabinet on Children and Families has broad authority to
waive any rules or regulations that “impede coordinated service delivery,” and Minnesota's intera-
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gency Children’s Cabinet is ciiarged with assisting local collaboratives in o]otaining waivers from
state or federal regulations that impecle implementation of local plans. While waiver proceclures
are useful, tiiey may prove onerous. Tiiey typically put the burden of researciiing individual waiv-
er requests on local communities, which rarely have the resources, time, or expertise to u.nclertalze
such tasks.

| o Repeal of state law. In the long run, repeal of specif'ic sections of state law that present obsta-
cles to impiementation of community plans will be necessary. For the present, iiowever, with each
community focusing on different outcomes, services, and populations, there is no way to identify
| the sections of laws that should generauy be repealed.

[ = Negotiatecl contracts. The sampie legislation uses a negotiateci contract to allow communities or
jurisdictions responsible for plan implementation to come to a legal agreement with their state,
specifying each party’s duties and obligations for plan implementation. Instead of requiring com-
munities to specify waivers, negotiatecl contracts can obligate the state to find legal ways to permit
flexible {'uncling and program administration. Negotiate& contracts can also specify sanctions or
plans for corrective actions up to and inclucling contract revocation or non-renewal if contract con-

J ditions are not met.

Savings and other incentives. (Section 3(g})

| What incentives are available to encourage communities to develop comprehensive sup-
port systems?

; Policy makers who wish to encourage communities to develop comprehensive support systems can build

incentives into legislation. The sample 1egislation includes four explicit incentives:

w Flexible use of funds. Permission to shift funds to better meet specific community needs has

strong appeal for local policy makers and program administrators. As an example, the incentive
! created i)y flexible fund use is an important component of Virginia's Compreiiensive Services Act,
. which folded eigllt categorical grant programs into a single pooi.

| & Permission to change administrative rules and eligi};ility standards. Many communities

chafe under rules that are ciesigned to address a whole state, but rately fit any one community.
! Permitting greater freedom in program design and administration—a critical feature of enai)ling
statutes such as lowa’s Decategorization Statute and Ohio’s Fami.ly and Children First Statute—
has encouraged communities to initiate local planning processes.

‘ s Retention of savings. Auowing communities to retain savings realized from more efficient use
! of funds, rather than to retumn them to the state at the end of each fiscal year, pwvides f'umling to
p further community plans for children and families. West Virginia uses this strategy, permitting any
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savings resu_lting from coordination of programs and services }Wy Family Resource Networks to be
re-invested in child and [a.mily services.

New money. Small amounts of funds for start-up and capacity-building grants are included in
the sample legislation. Often even small amounts of “seed money” will tip the balance toward mov-
ing in new directions. This strategy is being used in North Carolina’s Smart Start program, which
provicles grant funds to counties on a competitive basis to fund a broad range of educational and

support services for children under six years of age.
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Co mumtl.es State"Council't_',.or _Chlldren _nd Families

Overview: The state governments role in the partnership.

THIS SECTION of the sample Iegislation describes the state government role in the partnership.
It creates both a collaborative council composed of representatives of both the executive branch
(the governor or histher designee, and state officials responsible for child and {:amily services) and
the ]egis]ative branch of government, and a citizens’ a.dvisory commission. The council has four
major responsi})ﬂities.
¢ The first three involve policy development, to:
- Develop and recommend a statewide agenda incorporating a new results-based account-
ability gystem for children, families, and communities;
— Devise a plan for state agencies to work with communities to achieve the goals of the
state agenda and comrnunity plans; and
- Recommend a process for developing a state child and fami]y budget.
* The fourth responsibility requires both policy development and 'u‘nplemen\‘.ation, to:
- Evaluate, approve, and monitor community plana.

Altl-lougl) all of the functions are integzai and essential components of the partnership, each repre-
sents a significant change in the ways that state government traditionany governs and budgets for
human services. Each requires a signiﬁcant commitment of staff time and energy, and may be prac-
ticaﬂy and politicaﬁy difficult to implement. FPor that reason, states will need to move careguuy and
slowly in initiating these activities. They may choose to graduauy phase in the four functions to
ensure that state policy makers are not overwhelmed l)y the magnii:ude of the effort.

Why is state government given a strong role in the partnership?

A strong stale row 1s ecessany to:
- ) . N . i
*» Coordinate state agency nnp]cmcntahnn ot apprm'ml communitye puans:
o [ o -I TlOTs l. ] i
emuove state barriers to the plans;
. .
» Muaintain statewide qua]xt'\' thresholds tor services, and

.- 1 N
® | onanre oversidht over state frds,

\‘Himu.:'h Section 3 ,‘I- t{;\ Wy ‘lL e - l.mnn HIlll LGS Ot Lo ":_:'.x.i Q.u:uz.,- .zm} Propoesc pro
aram nml .ulmnn:tl'dh\\- Lhanee-, :;w-v Ln.m»:c_- \\'1[1 prove diHiunl Lo eneaiiie v itlln'lll G oatate Stradture
promotine mleracena cooperation, State covernment l-.-mlw-}np 1z J‘l:n Becessdrt o Teinove or mod-
i{‘\' matitutional barrier '.ilcv‘ly te constrauan commummty p'hm-, A as “‘l!c;\\l'l\.ll ~tale Imul,;u'\.\ orostan-

Jardized reporting reguirenients.
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Aitiwugii ﬂexii)iiity is necessary to the success of community pians, state government has the oi)liga-
tion to balance this ﬂexii)iiity with concerns for equity and the protection of health, safety, and indi-
vidual rights. The state must also ensure access to a minimum level of services for all citizens, and
maintain mintmum stanciards jEor: i'lea,l'tii, saiei:y, and weil-iaeing. Moreover, the state must work close-

iy with communities to coordinate community and state goa]s and results.

Who should be in charge at the state level? (Section 4(a)}

The state role may be carried cut in a variety of ways. Three options are a i'ligln-level policy council,
the governor's office, or a department of child and iamily services.

% Policy council. The option selected for the sampie leg'islation, the state council for children and
families, is a high-ievel policy advisory council composed of state agency heads responsii;le for child
and {amily services (education, health, social services, juveniie justice, etc.) and iegisiative repre-
sentatives. Particuiariy if chaired i)y the governor, a council can provide an effective forum for pol-
icy discussion among participants with different points of view, and a strong impetus for poiicy
implementation in members of the council. The disadvantage of policy councils is that ti'ley usu-
aily do not have direct aut]iority to execute decisions. Tiiey must re]y upon the governor, legisia-

ture, or individual agencies—eaci'l which may have its own agenda——-to impiement poiicy.

& Department of child and fa.miiy services, Autixority for the state role in the partnersimip may
also be piaceci in a cousolidated state agency responsii)ie for ieey programs for children and fami-
lies, such as education, health, social services, and juveniie justice. This conﬁguration increases
both the ease of policy making and the likelihood that policies to promote compteiiensive child and
famiiy support systems will be impiementeci, since they are internal to one agency. However, there
are several pitfails to this approaci‘z. Depending on the size of the state iaureaucracy, as well as con-
stitutional provisions for separately elected state supcrintencients of education, it may not be feasi-
ble to consolidate many functions under one roof. Key agencies may be left out of state poiicy
maizing on child and famiiy services. ln any case, state agency reorganization can cause major

practicai and poiiticai headaches.

& Governor's office. A third option is to manage the state initiative tl'irougi'x the governor's office.
While it is extremely valuable to have the leadership and authority of the governor's office, two
proi:iems may arise. First, iegis]ators and other elected officials such as the superintendent of edu-
cation and the attormey general may not participate in programs led and owned solely by the gov-
ernor, due to poiitical differences. Second, if the initiative is exclusiveiy identified with one gover-
nor, it may not become adcquate]y institutionalized. There is then a danger of state collaborative
initiatives i:aciing away when a new gdovernor comes into office with new ideas, eager fo distinguisi‘l

his/her actions from a pre(iecessor's.
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How shouid the state council be led and what are its staffing needs?

Whether the state council is chaired liy the governor or l)y ancther individual, strong leaclersl'iip is crit-
ical. In order to implement a unified, collaborative state policy agemla for children and families, the
council should operate on a consensus model. Skilled lea(lersl'rip is needed to work ttu'ougli the diffi-
culties inherent in collaborative decision making. Altention must also be paicl to naming a respecte(l
and credible lead agency or individual to take responsil)ility for estal:lisliing regular meetings, setting
the agenda, recorcling decisions, and, most importantly, monitoring the implementation of policy deci-
sions. Equall*' important is atlequate, iznowledgeal)le staff to carry out council functions. Staff may

be essigned directly to the state council or loaned to it by participating agencies.
g y y p p g ag

Who should be included on the state councii? (Section 4(b))

A rule of thumb for meml)ersliip on. the state council is that state officials should be included if:
(1) Their programs and funds are likely to be included in community plans for comprehensive
services and supports; or
(2) Tliey are responsil;le for overall state administrative activities or l)uclget activities that could
be affected either loy community plans or l)y the statewide agencla for children and families.

In most states, meml)ers would inclucle, at a minimum, state ott:icials responsil)le for put)lic eclucation,
health -2ad welfare, iuvenile justice, economic and employment clevelopment, llousing, transportation,

and state administration and finance. Legislators or local representatives may also be participants.

w Legislators. State tradition and politics will probably determine whether legislators should par-
ticipate as council members. In some states, councils sponsore(l lJy the executive branch—such as
in Wasllington's Family Policy Council and Marylantl.'s Governor's Task Force on Children Youth
and Families Systein Retorm—explicitly include legislators, usually as non-voting members. These
states find that inclucli.ng legislators in collaborative policy decisions l'ielps them move authoriza-
tions and appropriations tlirougli their state legislatures. In other states, legislators are not includ-
ed, due to traditions of complete separation between the executive and legislative branches of gov-
ernment, lack of trust preventing honest discussion between legislators and state administrators, or

partisan politics.

= Public or community members. State practice may also determine whether community mem-
bers serve on poiicy ma.laing councils. Private citizens, and business and community representa-
tives regularly participate on policy councils in some states, l)ringing a local perspective not shared
l)y state administrators. In other states, private citizens do not nom'lally serve on panels with
autllority for spencling pul)lic funds. If pulalic members are not included in the state council, how-
ever, it is extremely important to obtain community and pul)lic perspective either through a citi-
zens' advisory commission to the state council, as in the sample legisiation, or thmugl-i some other

continuing process.
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What is a statewide agenda for children and families, and what is its purpose?
{Section 4{c} (1}}”

The purpose of a statewide agenda for children and families is to determine what results the citizens of
a state want for their children and families, and then to map out a p]an to measure the results, Most
programs, services, and supports currcntly do not ;atl'mr in[ormation on tllcir outcomes. State and
local programs for children and families are evaluated primarily l')_v measuring program inputs, such as
how many units of service are offered, l')y whom lllcy are offered, and for how long. The statewide agen-
da establishes new accuuntdl)ilily criteria that cmpllasizc the results of services, such as healthicr chil-

] . 3 .
drun. S\.‘l‘l()(,\l rL‘d(llnL‘:‘S, ar FﬂlL’ communitics,

The agcnc]a for children and {amilies:
¢ Establishes a common overall vision for the state’s children and families (_Step Onels
* Identifics a set of desired results toutcomes) for children and families {Step Twol: and
[ ]

Qutlines a process for communities and state agencies to identily indicators of results and per-

. - s
formance measures (Step Three).

Step One: Creating a statewide vision for children and families.

A vision statement provi(les a succinet declaration of a state’s overall goals for its children, fami-
lies, and communities. [t creates the conceptual {ramework for a new polic,\' agunda. The sim-
plicit_\' of these one- or lwﬂ-paragraph statements belies the c]iﬂ:iculty of coming to agreement in
craftin: them. [t iz not unusual for consensus on the vision statement to take time and care{:ul,

tlmu;l')t{ul nedotiation.

N The state of Nebraska developed the followmg vision for its Partnershlp for Health and
Human Services:

* Each Nebraskan will have a quality of life that reflects safety, self-sufficiency, respect,
health and well-being, and opportunities for maximum participation through new part-
nerships between the state and local communities.

'AAn( -hl!\“ll“t |\\hl|] mav ln- |!\ru'lc<‘. vnlwr "1_\' ‘.lu- state u--unul m cenfunction wnh thu J(l\‘uur\- SO =<0 0mn .FJJN“'. .n‘q‘ :’.u'n:u"
or }n\ -Llnr ur.amza'wn-

Devel. \prm.m of a ~Ia||“u|g cision. remwits and benchmarks or indicators tor Chilidren and la|n|||e~ A 'mvu s process that canniot he fuily
descrbed here Wo fer oniv aden highlichts Please sov the Adiitional Resources ~ection of thie document (Tab 31 tor recommenda-
tions ob other matenals

The termun, |!n.z|u of resulta-hased acvountabihity are nnlxu.‘ with lthnlllt‘lldl antusion There are o standard detimtions of results or
suteomes. mdicators, benchmarks. ar ne rhlrm.mu mcasuires, and states ary using 4 rariely of language to desenbe these wneepts. Lo l‘hlt:'
-tates sort ut appropnate (grmmu|u.) and inttiate results-based acoountability svstems. lh; Finance Prorect s J-nh\pm. a cunde to puer-

Lormanee measurerment, which wibl be pmduu-J i owinter, QUG
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Step Two: ltlcnlif}'ing‘ cxpcctccl results.
The second step in the asenda l hroad nd Aed
1w second slep in the agenda s Lo agree upon the most mmportant broad, -tatesude expected

!'L':'lllt:‘-. or outcomes. Tlu-sc l'L‘rLlll:’ {U“L)“' tlu‘uutl_\' lmm ilh‘ vision staiement.

® The following statewide results for children and families were developed by the Georg’a
Policy Counci! for Children and Families, and adopted by state legislation:
* Improved child health: healthy children.

Improved child development: children ready for school.

Improved school success: children succeeding in school.

Improved family functioning: strong famiiies.

Improved family economic self-sufficiency.

Step I'hree: ldentifying indicators and pcr[()rnmncc measures.
. . - . \ . |
For cach hroad result, there nay he many different tactors, or mdicators, that can be measured to

:[ww \\'iwtlwr llw Lr(»ad rc:’u[t 15 1r\cing met

W If “improved child health” was chosen as a statewide result or outcome, some of the indi-
cators might include:

* An increased number and rate of healthy babies born at full-term and normal birth-
weight.
* A reduction in preventable childhood disease.

* Anincreased number of families with health insurance.
+ Fewer teen suicides.

o x 4! . . . 1 . .

tortormance measures capture or reticet the contribution to the indicators made l‘_\- g‘uHu' tor pri-
. ) 1 ot H . 1. N ] [l

valel agencies. r‘.w_\' may mciude mea-ures of hoth tae quaity and yuanlity ol resources devoted

toa program linputs), as well as the prmluds and services toutputs) of the agena

B Performance measures related to the indicator listed above regarding increased healthy
births might include:

* The number of pregnant women seen in a neighborhood clinic.

* Percentage of women entering care in the first trimester.

* Percentage of women applying for prenatal care seen within three weeks.

Percentage of live births to clinic patients that are low birthweight.

Percentage {or number|] of pregnant women receiving counseling on medication issues.
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Afence. here are many wavs Lo aciiieve and meastire resuits Fhe chailenge of a statewide agen-

: ) [T j ' ' 1 ’ 1. .

via s o u:lnl‘-!w:\ %‘-rum”_\' supported resnfts and then nrovide o.al;-q'.m.lu !!u.\:[nlll\' o commuiities Lo
1 il ], ‘ . d 1 . s ll HE

pursae and measure those resulls mowavs best swnted to thar circumistances. State and docal o
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mglwr clucation icadurs, nml organtsations that support fammlics .-nun:d .‘.H I 1:1»;uulul 1 tlu-

- . 1 . - 1 . .

ot liu‘u u\.Llusmn may ‘»c ul\l’.u.-tmtul t!lrungh L)\.'\‘Ll puMl\.’ meetings or nearings, it mect-

o . -} 1 i .
s eb e ~tale counci and the advisory commission, cte.

& The Minnesota Milestones initiative offers a vision and pracess to guide Minnesota pol-
icy for the next 30 years. Over 10,000 citizens participated in public meetings to define their
vision of Minnesota in the year 2020. Their responses were compiled by the state Pianning
Department into 5 main principies, 20 broad goals. and 79 specific milestones. The
Childrens Report Card gathers and reports county-by-county data ors 21 indicators related
to the milestones concerning children, including poverty, school dropouts, and runaways.
In addition. the Childrens Cabinet, composecw. of state agencies with jurisdiction over chil-
dren, takes responsibility for attaining the milestones relating to children. Each agency is
responsible for developing strategies for the milestones related to it miss'on. Minnesota has
also developad a Performance and QOutcome Reporting and Monitoring System.
Performance measures are incorporated intoc annual Performance Reports.

B8 Vermont issues an annual report on “The L .ial Health Status of Vermonters” that shows
perforinance data for the state in efght categories: citizen well-being, including famities and
children; teens; public health; economic security; education; the elderly; safety/crime/cor-
rections; and people with physical or mental disabilities. Statewide | 0-year trend data are .
presented for more tihan half of these irdicators. In addition, in 1995, the Agency of Human
services and the Depanment of Education jeintly issued a set of Community Profiles that pro-
vides information on education and heaith status for every school district in the state.

i . . . 1 F—- N
Vithough commuiity input s essential, the le:\'k‘l(lplﬂk‘l\t of state and communty rezults, indicators,
| - 1 1 1 M .
GaGpertormance measurees et alse be hased on engoms resvarch and data colleciion. in vrder tor

H ' ; . e 1 . 11. ) '
resue - and performance measures to be meaningful, data collection systems must he established.” and

<

1 H . . . - . . , ] 1 1 .
bascinre intormation collected for L‘v_\' results, indicators. and measures. .\ start roward wentitving
1 ' | 1 . 1 S ! - -

thees sdata bas beon made ereneh @ fen ational tate, and foval cltore cuct s R Clant and i

. 3 ! 1 ! L 3 B i S Y

erpres—ive Profies of Los Anooles Countu. However, relatis ul,\' fow states and cmmunitios corrently ol

t 1 1 1 t ' . N

wot data o results, he wapacity to coliedt and share data must e '.lc\'c,m]n-({ over tme. I the mean-
! ~ t a1 ! . .

tne, <lafes sucit as CUregon aml Texas that are c:tal‘]lslnng l'L's'Lll'\:--!m:'L‘(l a mm‘.ahxhlv sstems: lm\'u

. teathv veed o ord | i akle 1o develor indica? i !
cracmatically vied whatever data thee have available o develop indicalor: and periormanae measures,

1} [ i . B . .
wndd vy wonked o :r.ulv.hnl)' increase their data capaciiy,
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How are state agencies coordinated? (Section 4(c) (2})

) . , ] . i
The primary role of the state counal is to llL‘\'L‘ll‘P and maintain communicy =Apport svitems, and te

establish correlated goals. The second major role ot the state council is to ccordinate state agencey

R Loe . . . . H ) 1
involvement in the parmerslmp. Onsoing collaboration among azencies 1s needed to vaemp procedures

. - . 1 . . [ 1t
to resolve CrOss-agency issues raised lw_v community p[ans and the statewide agenda tor children and tam-

ilies. \gencies will also have to work vut leadersl'xip, sta“in,_:, and budzet issues:

. 1 o | 1 : ] AT
° HOW mucll time, resources and stal{ }rom ua\:h ageley SIIUIHJ ]1&,‘ devoted Lo councdit activities?

¢ Vho shauld take the lead on various tasks?

* How are joint decisions to be made?

Cunslstent, coordinatecl work will also be rcqulred to gradua“_v :‘llih, from categoricﬂ[ program man-

agement to results.hased accuuntability,

\What role does resuits-based budgeting
play in creating comprehensive supports
and services for children and families?
{Section 4(c) {3}}

The state }Judget is prohably the most important pol-
icv-setting tool in state government. [n practical
terms, the distribution of funds virtually alwa_vs dic-
tates state priorities and practices. s long as the
majority of state and federal funds for child and fam-
ilv services are hudseted in a categorical fashion,

. - .1 .
comprehenswe FErvVIces dﬂ(.l suppo:ts W‘lll remain an

alterthought to the heavily funded “mainstream”

cated oncal programs.

In order to chan;e this empl‘lasis. the >ample legisla-
tion provides for the state council, in collaboration
with communities, to develop a process to move
away from categorical l)uclgetme towards results-
hased laudgcting. This rcsponsibility is hased on ini-
tiatives in several states lo institute perl:ormance
lrcsulls)-bascd lmcl:v:lin:. H

1

® Arizona requires all state agencies to develop
three-year strategic plans with performance mea-
sures. Regular program reviews will be conduct-
ed to determine whether programs should be
retained, eliminated, or modified.

& Oregon has devised a process in which each
state agency tracks program funding by the
benchmarks (results) established by the state. The
intention is that state budget allocations eventu-
ally will be based on agency and community per-
formance in ineeting the benchmarks. At the
local level, Oregons Mulinomah County is cur-
rently farthest along in implementing the new
performance-based budgeting system.

M In Texas, state agencies select performance
measures that are used by the Legisiative Budget
Board and the Governors Office tc make annual
budget recommendations.

‘\'nre mfnrm.‘ltmn on t}ww inmitiatives Jnd (U1 pv.rlnmmm.c lusul ,vuJ.dln. th unlu Jnd ‘.Hnm rt u- 1= dv ) 'l- et o
Prenect papers: A \lmlum Map tor Resurts. Bused Budaevna. Sioving trom i eory to ivactne o Mare i ecdman, o 2 mu (YU I
‘hanive measurement. e to he released aanter. l\)“ﬁ Another exedlient esoung irom the \;nhr P e =i o Soods biey e

Arait paper {ram Cuteormas to BBudgets An Approuch to Outeome 1ased udacting 1or i and e deem s S

areT AOPY AVAILARLE

56 - s e 3.23




How does the state council interact with community support systems? (Evaluating,
monitoring, and approving community plans.) {Section 4(c} (4})

In many ways, this section of the sample legislation is similar to any legislatiun la_ving out slate respon-
sibilities for lccauy administered programs. The state: '

* Sels up parameters for community pians:
* Provides state data to enable local planning;

* Approves pl.ms that meet the guio’.e]ines;

b Establishes sanctions {or communities that deviate from state standards and g‘uide]ines;

e Monitors program compliance;
. A.l.locates start-up i:unds; and

» Provides {or evaluation.

The similarities to standard state legislation, however, are somewhat misleading. [n state/community
partnerslnips, state agency responsil:ilities for eva'uating and monitoring local plans will involve new and

complex ways of managing programs and funds. A few are described below.

5 Collaborative multiple agency involvement, Most community plans, in order to meet identi-
tied results and implement strategies, will rely on funds and programs from more than one state
agency. The state council, therefore, must establish and institutionalize collaborative procedures
among all the clepartments affected Ly the commuunity p].ans for:

. Development of plan guidelines;

e Negotiations with communities;

* Plan approval;

* Data couection; and

* Other activities.

Comniunity ﬂexi]:;ility rather than standardized programs. Traditional categorical programs
were standardized as one-size-fits-all; little local flexibility was permittec‘. Community plans, how-
ever, will be clesigned to meet local priorities, fit citizens’ needs, and achieve desired results. Tlxey
will vary widely. State agencies will have to adapt program and [-unding management procedures to
allow greater ﬂexiljility. In some cases, laws may have to be c}manged‘ Agency staff will also have
to figure out how to deal efficiently with plans that differ widely one from another. During the
transition from categozical to comprehensive services, provisions will have to be made to adapt cur-
rent programs to community plans. The establishment of minimum standards of services to ensure
equity of services will also have to be explorecl, in order to maintain integrity and (wersight for state

goals and results.

Federal waivers. With the emplmses on local ﬂexilai]ity and results-based accountal)iiity that come
with these state/community partners}'\ips, there are lilzel_v to be increased numbers of requests for
clmr._.;es in regulations governing federal programs and their Func{ing. State agency staff may find

themselves either (1) spending significant time explaining to community representatives federal
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waiver rules and regulatiuns, and the laws that undeclie federal Jruncling, or (2) ac'tually unclergoing
the rigorous, time-consuming, [rustrating process of seelzing federal waivers. States will have to
weigli the value of ﬂexil)ility and state alternatives to federal waivers with the clitticulty (aml often
impossibility) of obtaining those waivers. (However, as federal block grants are becoming law, such
as in the welfare reform overhaul—the Personal Responsibility and Work Qpportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996—there is less need to pursue federal waivers.) p

New compliance, evaluation, and accountability mechanisms. In addition to assessing
whether pul:)lic funds have been spent prudently and appropriately, agencies will have to learn how
to evaluate program effectiveness l)y examining the results of state and community supports and
services. State agencies, in collaboration with communities, will have to clesign new compliance
and evaluation procedures that promote better results, ensure program quality, and still guard

against fraud.

1% Limited expertise. Altliougli many communities and states are starting to build results-based,
comprehensive, community support svstems, tlie_v have mainly had to learn l)y (ioing. Current
management experience is based on the administration of categorical programs and funcling. Few
community or state agency leaders have expertise in l)uil(ling new systems of services and supports,
particularly ones that compreliensivel_v respond to community needs. There is a great need to cap-
ture existing state and local lznowledge, and use it to benefit others. States and communities will
benefit from worlzing togetlier to identify lznowleclgealale individuals and create a technical assis-
tance network to llelp build both state and community capacity to manage the planning and admin-
istration of community support systems.

Why involve the state council in advocacy and communication?

Many state administrators are uncomfortable with the role of advocacy. They believe that their prop-
er role is program administration, and tliey leave advocacy to legislators, lol)l)yists, and the governor’s
office. The advocacy role included in the sample legislation recognizes that the state council must
actively promote cl'ianges to state and federal laws that constrain the development of flexible, commu-
nity-base(l child and tamily support systems. Without education and encouragement to pursue alter-
natives to inflexible categorical programs, lawmakers are unlili'ely to promote legislation that will pro-
vide either the ﬂexil)ility or the results-hased accountability upon which community-l')ased support sys-
tems are Jepenclent.

The sample legislation involves the state council not only in aclvocacy, but also in pul)lic communica-
tion. Extensive communication is essential to promote the cle\'elopment of community support sys-

tems, and to remain accountable to communities for the results of services supportecl liy pul)lic and pri-
vate resources.

58 The & marce Proect  3-28




What is the purpose of a commission on children and families? (Section 4{d})

Community input from local government, community and religious leaders, the business community,
education officials, and the general pul)lic is critical to the success of the partnership at the state level.
The sample 1egislation, recognizing the practices of many states, does not include citizen representa-
tives on the state council. Instead, local citizen input and the community perspective are provided by
a separate commission on children and families. (If citizen participation is included on the state coun-
cl, a separate advisory commission may not be needed.) In order to give the commission adequate
stature and credibility with the state council, the sample legislation requires that the commission meet
regularly and pul)licly, both to advise the state council, and to review and comment on the state coun-
cil's recommendations before the recommendations are released. In addition, commitment to the com-
mission is demonstrated through provision ofa Ludget, an executive director, and an office. Details on

the speci{:ic composition of the commission and its other duties can vary from state to state.
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Overview: The origin and purpose of a state child and family fund.

THIS SECTION of the sample legislation lays out £i.11ancing options and uses for the state child
and £im1ly fund. The purpose of the state child and famJy fund is to provide:
* A source of non-categorical monies to serve as incentives for communities to Aevelop com-
prehensive support systems for children and families; and
* A dedicated fumling source for state and local start-up and capacity-building.

The sample legislation calls for the state child and Eamily fund to be financed l)y redirecting a por-
tion of existing monies for child and family services. Acl&itimmuy, states may collect and appropri-
ate new funcls, or expand the use of other funds. As the pértnemhip matures, to the extent that cat-
egorical monies are gradua.uy replaced l)y more comprehensive blended funds, states may choose to
allocate an increasingly larger portion of their budgets for direct services to the child and family
fund. The resources of the fund can then be distributed to conununity-]:asecl support systems.

The rationale and political perils of a child and family fund.

Estalw[isllin; any new fund for child and [amily services should he nppmaclw({ cautiuusl_\'. In recent
vears, <tate ]cgislaturcs, faced with the glld“t‘ll;;‘g": of halancing their l)ll(lg‘t’t:‘. have been more nclined
to cut child and l-amil,\' services than to establish new line items. Too often, legislators, governors, and
cven slate hudgct o“icials lmvu onl_\' a vafue idea about overall spcndin-:‘ patterns ll)r the millions uf
dollars budgeted for the hundreds of federal, state, and local categorical progtams for chiid and famil_\
~UTVICeS, administered throug‘h mulhplu state agencies. Tllcy also have little L‘no\\'ludge 0{ lww 111ucl1
1= spent for services and how muadch for program administration. Without these data, it is difficult to
|\nlgc the alwility of current budzets to support the Jegitimate needs of children and families. Many fog-
islators lcm] to focus on program inul.{iuiuncius, .1ml tlu:n tllc}' use tlu.‘ir L‘no“'!udgc ull im.*“iuix.-nuiu:' to

iu_—'lil..\' cuts in lunding.

[n order to convinee legislators and other polic_\' makers about the value of a child and famil_v fund, the
need for non-categorical funds should be documented. One stralegy is to prepare summary budget data
that capture existing :‘pcmling for children and families across agencios and programs lvy broad categories
such as education, health, hild welfare, ete. 1 pussil)l-:. this luulgct data should include estimates of
the percentaste of overall administrative expenses allocated to pmvﬂle the services. Administrative inef-
ficiencies and u\'crlaps identitied in current .;pvmlin; patterns are lil\'cly to go far in an‘inz‘ the case for
pm\'illing non-categoncal state dollars to support a results-hased, ».‘omprt.'hcnsi\'o. \'Ulllllllll‘lll.\,-l.\h.'llsu.’ll
service svstenn.

N

Clnee pnllcy makers are pcrsuanlc(l that a lund is necessary, llw_\' must he pursud(lc(l tor mluquatcl_\' finance

it. The pdr{ﬂurship. like any new inhative, will require money. Dedicated funding is needed for:
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. l)lannine;

o Coordination activities;

¢ Technical assistance;

. Develupmenl of state and lucal -1ccnunlal)i]it_\' aml data svstems; and

° Support for the state council and the commission on children and families.

In planning the plmsed imp]cmentatiun ol the partnersllip, the start-up costs for new svstems (for com-
nwirty p}dn (le\‘c]upmcnt and appmval. accmmlal')i]ity, [u-rf'.ormancc-]msv(l l'm(];cting, data collection.
cte.) should he carcfu“y considered to determine the amount of dollars to he placv(l in the fund during
the fiest and succeeding vears, ::tmtegina“_v, it s u:’ua”,\' casier to start ¥mall. ch:islaturs often have

less trouble supporting small ol\ligations of funds than large ones,

As more efficient staterocal systemns are de\'eloped, the percentage of the state child and {amiiy fund
needed to administer the par’!_ncrship should decrease. The total amount of money in the fund, how-
vver, 1s lilccl_\' to increase su]astantia”y over time as support builds for the part~ ,rsllip and as more

money {rom catcgori\:al prosrams is rechanneled into blended funds.

Establishing a fund. [Section 5(b}}

Monev talks. To a large extent, the crcdil)ilit.\' of the partncrslvip will he jlulgcd B_\' how and to what
extent it is funded. Fimlin; reliable, stcady revenue sources to finance a child and l-amll_\' fund. how-

ever, 15 a (lif{icult task. Some oplions include:

e# Redirection of existing funds. The salnplc lve-
R The Maryland Systems Reform Initiative
directs the state interagency Subcabinet for
Children, Youth and Families to estaplish a fund
that includes all state funds for out-of-home care
and for services that prevent out-of-home place-
ments. The fund is designated to facilitate intera-
gency planning and the :hifting of resources from
out-of-home care to prevention.

islation does not assume that there will he auy
“new monev’ Lo fund partners'wip activities. It
directs the lcgislaturu to re-allocate a portion o
existing funds for programs for child and famil}'
services into the state child and {amil.\' hund.
This appmach requires state agency directors
adminislcrin; child and famil'\' SErvICes Or pro-
grams to undcr;o the pain{'u] process of diverting

Py Virginia’s Comprehensive Services Act folds limited lunds to the new system. Commitment

eight categorical programs into a single pool of these leaders to results-based community sup-

which is distributed among the counties based on
their populations of children in need of muitiple
services. Community Policy and Management
Teams may use most of the funds in whatever
way they choose, although some funds must be
used to reduce the use of residential care facilities.

3.28

port svstems will he umportaut for the success of
this funding strategv.  Moreover, sclection of
funds to be diverted is also critical. l)cpcmlm:
on how the child and famil_v fund is defined, state
funds could bhe used ima.-:inati\'c]_v to draw down
additional federal funds, or the utilization of fed-

cral fumls could lw prcc{utlcd allo.:cllwr.
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' .
t: New revenue. 1n niost =tates, ll)u Mere suegSes-

_ . . ) L
lon of new taxes or tees 15 political anathema.
Hon of new t { fitical anathema
. '

Some states, lm\\'c\cr, have ml:u(l taxes, or llcvul-

aped spucia] taxing districts to raise new revenue

1 . 3 . . \ .

chlxmtcLl to iumlms sOrvices tor \.Illlkl ren.

- ¢ . Ty,
v+ Larmarleed lumlmg. .\\.u‘._\' ~tates (lclll\'dlc
extsting or new Junds for Jhld and fanuly ser-

AN v 1 .
vices.  Programs may be hinanced 11}' creating or
.. r 1 . ' .
rusing tees on rclalc(l SCrVICes, st as resistra-
on o I dld dets, ar hint
tion or licensure ot Child care providers, or birtn
or marriade certilicates. In addition, muore cre-
. . 1

ative, \'nluntar_\' options have heen cmplu_\'ud.

cuch as contributions trom income tax “check-

ol o tees for .~pu‘in] license plntcs.

Althoush tllcy are intendud to he rc‘lati\-u;_\'
"painlcss" wars to raise money, carmarked [und-
ing sources have several disacl\-anta:cs. I-ivst,
dedicated funding sources limit the discretion
and ”cxil)i{ily of zovernors and legislatures o
utilize state funds where t]m_v are most needed.
Moreaver, revenues based on voluntary contribu-
Lions may varv widciy from vear to vear, as citi-
sens change their :‘pcndin: prcllcrcnccs. Fina”_\‘.
~pecial or carmarked finds may lead to cump[a-
Ny on the part of puii-;_\' makers, who may
believe that once an carmarkeed funding source
has heen established, the nead for funding a par-

ticular service has heen met in perpetualy.

* Uses for the state child and family fund:
A rationale for allocating funds.

r- ! . . B )
Fhe sample lesislation perimits the child and Lmnl_\'
fund to be used o
- . 1
* FFund comniunile start-ap amd capacity-

lmiltling grants:

' ; . .
oetates Beanill Comeirenas Cneitutoman o sataton tas and
con s Iarkng iy SR L Dot o1 Ce e v
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# In the mid-1980s, Florida enacted legislation to
permit local communities to create special taxing
districts to finance special services for children
and their families, Special taxing districts have
been established by Palm Beach and Pineilas
Counties to plan, coordinate, fund, and evaluate
programs to address the needs of children.
Funding comes from an ad valorem tax assess-
ment of up to one-half mill {$0.50 per $1000j of
nor-exempt vatuation on the local property tax.

B The Kentucky Education Reform Act, which
revamped the states entire education system,
instituted a minimum property tax rate for all local
education agencies (LEAs}, and permitted LEAs to
increase their property tax rate above the mini-
mum level and to impose taxes on local utilities.
The statute also increased the sales tax by one
percent.

™ California’s Proposition 98, passed by state vot-
ers in 1988, dedicates approximately 40% of the
state general fund to education, including many
child care and development programs. California
raises additional funds for specific children’s ser-
vices through special fees for "Kids Plates” license
plates.. Since these license plates compete for
funds with other special plates, however, they
cannot be relied upon to provide a steady source
of funds.

B An income tax check-off has provided one of
several sources of revenue for the Missouri
Childrens Trust Fund. However, contributions
from the check-off have steadily declined over the
last six years, due to increased competition for
check-off contributions, and no procedures to
inform ciuzens about the use of the Fund.

B The Texas Childrens Trust Fund, which
awards grants to prevention programs across the
state, is partially funded by the states marriage
license fees.
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. Suppnrt the activities of the state council and the commizsion on children and Tamilic=: and

; , ‘ . ! .
» Over the long term, fund non-cateaorical communtty supports and services. -

1 . . . . . H
he uunplc legislation permits Srants won ll_\' community councils with appw\'c(l plans to he used to

* [-und initial coordination activitics:

o Develop data collection and management inlormation systems aligned with state efforts;

¢ Design and imp]cmunt training and cducation activities for admimstrators, educators, and

l'llll'lh‘]ll services \\'nrlcur_-‘: :.Hl(l

* Suppert ather technical assistance activities.

@ Since 1991, <Californias Department of
Education, in conjunction with the interagency
Healthy Start Support Services for Children
Council, has provided planning and operational
grants to local “collaboratives” serving 890
schools in 53 of Californias 58 counties. The
$400,000 three-year operational grants are
intended to fund start-up monies and coordinat-
ing or "glue” money for schoollinked, communi-
ty-provided integrated services.

W North Carolinas Smart Start Pragram was
enacted in 1993 to make early childhood educa-
tion and support services available to all children
under six. The program provides competitive
grants to broad-based local county partnerships
to fund a wide variety of early childhood services.
The partnership is responsible for developing a
plan that identifies target populations and deter-
mines the scope of services to be provided.

A

State: may also choose to nee separate wrants for the
. : 1
|\[anmn-_‘ ol conununit, support svstems, .1|lnuu:l1
| < ar Juded 1 the sample legisl
such grants are not mctuded i the sample legisla-

tion.

Tllc sl .lml nuniber ni. srants {o he li’i:lri‘\ulul \\’l”
vary ‘!7'\' the amount of funding available, hut ll)cy
should he time-restricted and require a loval match
of llumling or in-kind services. This match i
intended 1o (liscuum:c long-lurm LlL‘pL‘l'I(,lUnCL‘ on
state funds and to ensure a community s commit-
nwent to lwui]([ing its own support svsten. Ater a
drant pcriml i3 over, ongoing resources for commu-
nity support svstems should come from more cffi-
cienl use of (lL'-L‘dlL’EUI'iZU(l l'umlin:, and from local

puHic an([ private resources.

Money from the state child and fanuly fund mav
Moner | the state child and fanuly fund

also he used to support the operation of the state
coundil and the comnussion on children and fam-

. . 1 " +
]w:‘. dll(l to {inance llc\‘L‘lUme‘llt of the >tatcrlncal

-1 ’ . - . .
Juumﬂdlm:t_\', management imtormation, lhla \.'u”c\.'lmn, ‘.vclmlcal assi=lance, 1'c>'ull>-,m.~u(] "H(leuhn:‘.

and other svslems necessane to implwmunl the full [mrtncr:llip. nxliliua”_\', it s very important to cap

“tate administrative costs, so that the p.lrtncrsllip i= not viewed as another ;usll_\' In_\'cr of government.

]-‘ilm”_\', over time, the child and lldmil_\' fund mav he a wseful vehidle for (lud(u:nri/nlg other program

funds that are \'urrcnll_\' subject to narrow program restrictions. In order to give communities mory

dizeretion in choosing which supports and services theyv will pru\'i(lc, how they will be delivered, 1\\'

\\'lmm, aml to \\']mm, tates mas .~ch‘ to create greater ﬂuxll\ilit_\' in ulicgorn.ul prowram .ml[mrilic:‘ and
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i)urigets. As the Center for the Study of Social Policy and others have suggested, one way this can be
done is for localities to have the autimrity to use “clusters” of related pul;)lic dollars and program author-
ity to address community needs, guideci i)y community pians iointiy agreed to i)y the local governing
entity and the state.!3

States could ciia]lenge localities to identify critical prol‘)lems that warrant special attention and devel-
op strategies to address them. Tl’irougii this process of self-assessment and planning, communities
would deveiop a clearly defined set of target results for children and families. To support their efforts
to achieve desired results, states could i&entiiy “clusters” of categorical program funds which could be
bundled and decategorizeci. In exchange for greater ﬂexiisility in the use of these funds, communities
would accept greater responsibility for ensuring that target popuiations receive needed supports and ser-

vices and that the desired results are alc:i'iieveci.14

The child and {amily fund could be the vehicle for receiving, bun&ling, and allocating &ecategorizeci
funds to communities. As resources are decategorizeci, however, the state would not give up all control
over these funds. State statutes should define how much ﬂexii:ility localities have in the use of the
funds. As empl'iasizeci earlier, the state must also maintain essential protections for vulnerable popu-
lations and set standards for access to services and for service quality. Any local governance entity opt-
ing to take advantage of these flexible funds would agree to adhere to these protections and safeguards
as a part of its plan.l5

Undouiate&ly, states will differ in how and to what extend tl'iey use their child and ’Eamii_v fund for decat-
egorization. One possibility is that state legisiation could speci{y the general clusters of related fund-
ing streams that could be bundled—for example, eariy childhood education, child care, {amily support,
iamily preservation, child protection, and emergency services; or teen pregnancy prevention, substance
abuse prevention and treatment, ruaaway youth, juvenile justice, and adolescent mental health, etc.
State statutes could also specify the terms and conditions under whtich communities are allowed to
apply for and receive these funds.'®

Because decategorization raises the political sensitivities of many constituencies, it may be best to ini-
tiate efforts to 1 se the child and {amily fund for this purpose as demonstratious or pilot projects.
Experimenting with more flexible use of a few related program authorities in several communities will
help state and local leaders learn how to implement decategorization so that it is most respousive to
community needs and attracts the broadest possi]ale support from affected political interest groups.
Based on their experience, states then might take steps to expand the number of communities that can

receive access to decatcgorized Funding and the number and tvpes of categorical program funds that can

be combined.

Ccn(cr for the .':ludy of Sacial R\iicv “A Legislative \lraleqy to Support Local Governance.” Draft backeround paper for the Changing

- 4 Governance Strategies for Actian Working Uroup,  September 1996; National Contmission on Children. Bewond Rhetone- A Neu

American Agenda for Children and Families (Washington, DC: National Commussion on Children. 19911,
‘5 Center for the Study of Social Policy. "A Legislative Strategy...” Qo Cit,

ihnu,d‘

6 4 Tre Fnarce Project 3-31




Overview: A plan to overcome institutional barriers to state/community support
systems.

!N ORDER to transform the service clelivery system from one based on categorical programs to a
results-based system supporting flexible community plans, this section of the samp[e [egislation
describes a plan to be developecl by the state coundil in collaboration with others. Activities in the
plan include: . '

* Identification and review of state statutes and :egulations that inhibit community-based

support systems, with recommendations for appropriate cha.nges;
. Development ofa compatﬂale data collection/mahé.gement information system;
* Creation of a technical assistance network; and -

* A review of progessionai education curricula, and state professional and credentialing stan-

dards.

The reason for a plan,

For the past {.ort_\' vears, cate;urical programs have s}xapucl this country s service dc]i\'cr_\' svstent. T}Ie.\'
resulted in a m_\'rio.d of narruwly-fxvcusccl, p(mrl_\--connectud services {or children and families. ley also
:‘igni{if;antl_v slnapecl the puHic infrastructure that administers and operates these programs and ser-
vices. s a result of this service nleli\'eq' svstem and its infrastructure, there are many harriers to com-
pl‘clwnsi\'ﬂ state/community supports and servizes. Each program is ;m-ernml lwy separate statutes and
rc;ulaliun-s, monitored lﬁ_\- spccializcd staff with limited L‘nuwled;c of other prodrams, and subjcct to
]\rogmm-lmsed reporling requirements and separate data svstems. Most front-line workers and admin-
istrators are also spccialists. TIIC}' have heen prufessiuna“y trained in a :pc;i“c Jisdplinu. and are

accustomed to wur‘:ing uu]y within the catc;urical confines of their training and programs,

L‘lmugin; the infrastructure i order to support uommunil)‘-lwasc(] cnmprc]wnsi\'c apport systems
rather than categorical programs will he a long-tcrm process that will require the involvement of many

p]a_\-crs. Each state il have to prnccud at its own pace.

Review of statutes and regulations. [Section 6(b)} {1}}

To move away from categorical programs, many narr()\\'l.\'-f.(lcu_«.‘(l laws will peed to be clmngul.
l)c\-ulupmcnt of a methadical multi-year plan with timelines, assignccl rcspnnsilﬁililics, and resources
will be needed to ‘u{cntif,\' statutes and regulations that are candidates for rcpual or amendment. The
first step of the plan mx;ht be to review commumty plan:‘ submitted to the state coundil. The com-

munity plans will itlcnlil‘y arcas where changes in the law are needed cither to blend funds or offer ser-
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vices in alternative ways that will meet community and state results. Proposeo‘. uhanges in the law would
then be brought before the 1egis]ature. (Although federal law cannot be changeci unilaterall_v lay a state,

it may be advantageous to track federal statutes that present substantial barriers to comprehensive.

community-based support systems. This data may prove valuable in convincing Congress to mo&ify

such statutes.)

Strategicaﬂy,' in addition to inclu&ing state administrators, state and community council representa-

tives, and others in the review of statutes and regulations, it is essential to include legislators and leg-

islative staff in this process. [t will ultimately be up to them to persuade their colleagues to enact statu-

tory changes.

Development of a coordinated child, family, and community management

information system. (Section &6{b} (2))

The second activity in l:)uilding a supportive infra-
structure is the &evelopment of a coordinated data
system for community-based. support systems. In
many states, current data systems are narrow and
program-focused, inegective, cumbersome, and
expensive; changes are needed. A new, integrated.
data system would:

* Collect and share standardized data on ser-
vice utilization, qua]ity, cost, eligibilify deter-
mination, and results across service systems
and levels of government;

* Provide required federal reports; and

* Protect client con[‘identiality.

However, the mere thought of creating and funding
a new system such as this is enough to prematurely
age hundreds of state and local administrators. Yet,
u.ltimately, such a system will be necessary in order
to track state and community results, and to ensure
that communities are meeting minimum standards

for services.

The development and creation of an effective man-
agement information system should be approached
carefully and incrementally. [t will probably take

years and many dollars to implement. It should be

B In 1995, Missoun enacted the Missouri
Coordinated Information System Statute,
which directs the Department of Social Services,
Department of Mental Health, Department of
Health, and the state courts to coordinate their
information system to permit individual children to
be tracked by any of the agencies. The coordina-
tion may invelve creating uniform case identifiers,
consolidating databases across the agencies, cre-
ating electronic linkages between automated
information systems, or developing a single sys-
tem that meets the needs of all four agencies.

B Delaware has created a Master Client Index
that electronically tracks client records across a
variety of heaith and human services prograrns,
including Medicaid, food stamps, child support,
AFDC, and pubiic heaith. In addition, the system
contains all census data for the human services
program. Although the system does not provide
detailed cas< information across programs, it noti-
fies caseworkers regarding the paricipation of
clients in the various programs. Delaware is pur-
suing plans to create a common front-end process
for assessment and intake, and to develop an
Information and Referral kiosk.
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based on data s}mring across secure networks, using up-to-clate network technulogy, which can mitigate
some of the costs of speuific hardware or software. Paperworlra for families and local agencies should
also be minimized. While creating a new system is a major unclertalzing that requires signiﬁcani time,

effort, money, and state-of-the-art expertise, sume states have approacl'lecl this task in innovative ways.

Creating a technicai assistance and training network. {Section 6(b} [3))

Professionals in state government and communities who are engaged in developing comprehensive sup-
port systenis for children and families occasionaﬂy find themselves overwhelmed ]3y the magnituc[e of
changes that may be required. W’or]:zing on a leam-as-you-go basis, tl'ley must deal with multiple new
concepts such as collaborative service (lelivery, commmunity governance, and results-based accountabili-
tv. While many workers find these changes exciting, they are acutely aware that they have not been

appropriately preparecl for them ]3y either their pro£essional training or experience.

The samp]e legislation calls for the state council, in collaboration with communities, to develop a plan
to fund and implement a state/community system to iclentify and meet the technical assistance needs
of state and local administrators, community representatives, and workers in comprehensive comimu -
nity support systems. This plan should ensure that all members of collaborative teams, including com-
munity advocates and representatives, are provi(le(l the opportunity to (levelop the skills that are need-
ed to participate effective]y and to work coﬂa]:oratively across professional domains.

Buil(ling a technical support system where expertise is hoth new and wicle]y scattered is clxauenging.
The 1zey is to link individuals who have gained specific areas of lznowledge and experience with those
who need the knowledge, and then to make this information wiclely accessible. In order to be effective,
a technical network must also be flexible. It must have the capacity to provide a variety of types of
assistance, including:

* Large in-person or Internet training sessions to address general technical needs;

* One-on-one coacl’ling to meet individual needs;

. Troulz]e-sl’xooting teams of experienced state and local administrators; and

* Networks of local and state counterparts who can be called upon infom-xa]ly.
And, like all the components of the infrastructure plan, it should be aclequate]y funded to ensure that

technical assistance is sufficient to meet community needs.

keviewing and re-designing professional educaticn, licensing, and credentialing.
(Section &(b) (4))

In addition to meeling short-term technical assistance needs, the infrastructure plan includes a review

of professional education curricula, licensing, and credeutialing requirements. Professionals must have

access to training that will prepare them to work in community-l:ased, collaborative settings. Workers
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& The California State University (CSU) system is
developing a systemwide effort on its 21 cam-
puses to promote interprofessional training at the
undergraduate and graduate levels. lLeadership
for this effort is provided by ti-ree programs cur-
rently developing and implementing interprofes-
sional programs: the Center for Collaboration for
Children and Families at CSU Fullerton, the
integrated Services Specialist Program at San
Francisco State University, and the brand new
interdisciplinary  Institute  for Community
Collaborative Studies at CSU Monterey Bay.

@ Miami University of Ohio is developing inter-
professional graduate and professional develop-
ment programs among faculty from nursing,
social work, family-child studies, and a variety of
education-related programs. Undergraduate lib-
eral education courses are also being redesigned
to prepare students for community collaboration.

B The University of Washington Human Ser-
vice Palicy Center’s Training for Interprofessional
Collaboration Project brings together masters and
doctoral level students from education, social
work, public health, nursing, and public policy to
learn the skills necessary to work as a coliabora-
tive team. The program views interprofessional
collaboration as a process in which organizations,
families, and communities with diverse knowi-
edge and resources join in partnership to address
issues related to family and community well-
being.
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The recent federal overhaul of the welfare systemm marks a signifxcanf change in how government views

its role in serving childeen and families and ]:)uilciing communrities. 1t clears aw-v many ;:ategoric.xl
restrictions, offers great ﬂexibility to states tc clesigu programs responsive to local needs, and \:iearly
sets out the desiced results: putting welfaze recipients to work. Despite putential flaws in the law, it
offers states the oppostunity to sxgnificantly restructure much of the current pu]:)lig child and family
services system. This sample legislatiun for community-baeed, staie-guided comprchensive support sys-
terns pruvides a useful foundation for putting in p}ace the essential components of a re-formulated svs-
term—a system in which communities and the state join tog::t}wr to 't.-m.»;iHy improve the lives of chil-

dren and famibies and the communities in which 'they live.
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{, Building Comprehensive,

Communlty -hased Support Systems

CR for Children and Families:

A Review of Legisiative Examples

i HIS SECTION provicies an overview of federal and state legislative efforts to (lu\'eiop comprelien—
sive, community‘base(i support systems for children and families. The basis for this overview
is a representative sample of 31 hills and statutes (10 federal, 21 state). The section addresses the

potentia.l roles for legislation in the (levelopmen't of comprellensive systems; the major elements of

system reform that have been incorporated into state and federal legisiatiou ; and some notable sim-
ilarities and differences in the approaches to reform illustrated by the sample legislation. It con-
cludes with an assessment of some themes that emerge from this sampie that could be the subject
of future research or legislative activity. Attachment A provides a matrix indicating which of the
major com.ponents of comprel'iensive support systems are addressed i)y each of these statutes.

Attachement B providcs a list of all relevant legislative citations.

Legistation in the Context of Comprehensi

¢ System Reform

O

ver the past decade, comumunities, states, and the lederal covernment have created o wide rance of
imitiatives designed to male erices and supports [or children and fanmilies more unnpruliunsi\-u, pre-
ventive, cilicient, and aceountable.” These initiatives \iu\'ulnl) i a wide variety of ways, Some begin
A u)llalmmhuns ainong pul)lig agencies i a community, ilwn grmiually t'\]mml to imllulu‘ a \\'itlk'l‘ range
ol pulwlic and private service pm\'i(lcrs. and eventually (lc\'clnp a governance capaaity of their own.
Some start as pllot projects or dermonstration programs that pur new rcintinmlnp: and husiness
Processes amongd serviee pru\'i\lcrs: such initiatives can pmtlucc svetemic chanaes that far outlast the
onginal pilnl ar demonstration stage. Other imtiatives be cin al the instication of Citizens or commu-
nity organizatons. Some inttatives are (ln\(n lw\ appartunitics or eenties nlluul by lg |~lalmn
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some Ccases a smgle imtiative can (lramahcany reshapc entire governance, financing, and administrative

svstems.

These initiatives involve changes not just in the services provided, but in the way that c.lliH-serving
organizations do business: how decisions and policies are made, how digerent agencies and levels of
government work toget}wr, and how individual programs are evaluated and funded. Tlis means that
in addition to new policies, regulations, and programs, comprs‘}:ensive systems require new governance
structures, fuml'mg svstems, and management and administrative practices. Cl\anges of this magni-
tude are difficult to accomplish under any circumstances, and compre}uensive system reforms often
must proceed using whatever tools are available to them at a given time. \’oluntary cooperation may
be ac]cquate to establish collaborative relationsl’lips aniong service proviclcrs in ¢ community. A new
program or flexible f‘umiing source may be necessary to build on these relations]’xips by stimulating
interagency planning. Citizen or community activism may be needed to inform this planning process
with a comprellensive assessment of community needs. And noi}u’ng short of 1eaclership from the polit-

ical spl‘lere may be able to knit to-.;u'tlwr all of these activities intc a compre‘nensivc svstern.

As one o{ the tools availaHe to thoee who seck to devel;)p compre]zensive systems, 1rgislation has come

into play in a wide variety of ways:

Some state and federal statutes have followed an up-f-ror:*. comprehqicnsive strategy, initiating a

. . . ‘ . .
comprehenswe reform process or creating enurely new structures ot goverrance, Emancmg, and

ac{ministl.'a‘cio'.1.2

Other statutes have followed a more incremental strategy, ma]zing changes in the Jovernance
and Einancing of selected programs, creating vehicles for interagency collaboration, or testing
some category of reforms Ly way of pilot projects. These statutes may be driven by a compre-
hensive vision of reform, but the_v advance that vision one step at a time rather than all at

onge.

Finally_, some statutes have built on, rather than established, cumpre}mnsive svstem reforms.
Where states or communities have a]rea&y managed to change the way they do business
through other means, legislalion can serve a vital purpose L)y lending them the political sup-

port, institutional identity, and resources t]xey need to survive and grow.

Innovation, collaboration, and the Jevclopment of more preventive, compre]-xensi\'c services do not nec-
essarily require a }egislativc framework to lwring them into Being. But legis]ation can be a puwergul teol
to encourage and support such initiatives or to help them achieve recognition, acceptance, and perma-
nence. Legislation is not always a sufficient condition for Eringin,z about svstemic chaugc, but it is

often a necessary one.

N

“ Tt w worth noting that whle_ comprehenpive nurpcr! Vatems idull_v hlend both publnc and private resources (o mect the neede of the com.
m\_mlly. loﬂinlatiun tends to tocus araely or exclusively on publnc rervice de ivery sysle ns To the extent that community ordanizations and
informal support systems are the subsect of !equhhon. (}w_v are as partners or lupplerneuh to puHu"y pmvu]m{ formal sersaces.
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The Finance Project’s Roundtable on Creating Model Legislation identified five broad clements of legis-
lation that can help to build comprel’lensive, communj’ty-based support systems for children and families:

Building State/Community Partnerships. Within their own borders, communities should be pri-
marily responsible for i&entifying the services, supports, and service delivery methods that are neces-
sary and appropriate to llelp families meet their needs en& those of their children. The federal govern-
ment and the states should be responsil)le for setting broad goals {or child and fami]y weu-being; giv-
ing communities the resources, assistance, and ﬂexibﬂity they need to achieve those goals; and hol&ing
communities accountable for the results they achieve, rather than the resources t}1ey use or the
approaches they take to service clelivery. This kind of strong, results-oriented partnership between com-
munities and the federal and state governments can make service and support systems more flexible and
responsive. Legislation can create mechanisms for coordinated planning between communities and a
broad range of state and federal agencies that serve the children and families in those communities.
These mechanisms should encourage investments that are responsive to local needs and priorities; iden-
tify shared goals; create shared risks and responsil)ilities; and provide ﬂexibility in the funding and
administration of community-based systems.

Ac}lieving Measurable Results. Child- and fami]y-serving organizations that receive pu.‘)lic funding
are ’cypica].ly held accountable for how much tl'ley spend and what activities they spend it on, but, too
often, the question of what results they are actually acl'xieving is never asked. This leaves the public
uncertain about whether or not their taxes are reaﬂy }Jeing weu-spent, policy makers unclear about what
services and supports are most deserving of funding, and service proviclers unable to demonstrate their
effectiveness. Service and support systems should be focused on and leld accountable for achieving
improvecl results for children, families, and the communities in which they live. Results accountabili-
tv should include three major elements:

1. clear gaa,s or obijectives for the system as a whole, to help define overall priorities;
2. measurable indicators to gauge progress toward ac]-xieving those goa]s, and to prm'ide clear,
ol)iectivc- information about the system's effectiveness; and

3. speci{:ic, realistic per)(ormance targets for programs and service proviclers that link their activi-

ties and services to the overall system goals.

Legislation can promote results-oriented accountability l)y adopting broad goals for children and fam-
ilies; creating mechanisms that enable communities to assess their ovm needs and goa]s; and promot-
ing the development of meaningful indicators and performance targets for programs, service systems,

or community governance systems.
Reforming Systems of Governance. Too many child- and family-serving organizations must work

within governance structures that vrganize different types of services in separate, insulated agdencies and

systemy; that centralize too much decision making at a level that is {ar removed from individual chil-
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dren and families and their particular needs; and that fail to reflect the close connections hetween the
needs of children, their families, and the communities in which tl'ley live. Builtl'mg «:omprel‘xensive,
community-l:lased support systems requires that polic_v makers reconfigure those governance arrange-
ments. chislation can meet this need ]::y restructuning programs for children and families to make
them more responsive and flexible; Ly creating new governance relationships across both agdencies and
jurisdictions; and by realigning the roles and responsil)i.lities of pul')lic agencies so that they can focus

on meeting the neecls of chﬂdren. families, and communities.

Reforming Systems of Financing. Most funding for existing service systems is categorical and nar-
rowly targeted, linked to provicling defined units of services rather than con'ectly iclentifying an! meet-
ing the needs of individual children and families. Because so many children and families have a host
of interrelated needs rather than one or two discrete needs, this type of categorécal f-unding can make
it difficult or impossﬂ)le to responcl appropriately to neecly children and families. For this reason, com-
prehensive, community-based support systems must be able to blend funds from different sources.
Legislation can remove an obstacle to the deveiopment of comprehensive systems ]::y shifting categori-

cal i:unding streams into a more {lexible, results-hased ﬁnancing system.

Ruilding Administrative and Management Capacity. Comprehensive systems also require closer
coordination and communication among child- and family-serving agencies; more sharing of informa-
tion across fecleral, state, ]ocal, and private Loundaries; more flexible and community-]:)ased adminis-

trative procedures; and improvecl policy and management expertise, particularly at the community level.

These capacities constitute the “platform system” necessary to support comprehensive reforms in gov-

ernance and ﬁnancing——to successful]_v make the transition to a comprehensive, community-basecl sys-
tem. Existing systems must develop these capacities in order. Legislation should support initiatives to
improve information management, progessional development, monitoring, and evaluation capacities

across the spectrum of child- and {ami]y-serving agencies.

Most comprehensive legislation addresses several of these components simultaneously. For example, a
statute may create a state/community pa.rtnership, as well as new governance structures and ﬁnancing
arrangements to support that partnersl'lip. Others focus on on]y one or two components at a time,
cither as elements of an incremental reform stralegy or as a way of institutionalizing reforms that have

evolved without the aid of legislation.




The 31 examples reviewed for this analysis (see attachments A and B) represent a relatively small cross-
section of the literail_v hundreds of pieces of state and federal legislation that have he]ped to build or

support comprehensive svstem reform. All of the examp]es used here address at least one of the five

components of comprehensive legislation discussed above. Otherwise, the examples represent a wide

variety of approaches and experiences:

¢ They have been proposed or enacted in different eras. (The oldest examples are the New York
State Council on Children and Families, established in 1977; the Education for the
Handicapped Act Amendments of 1986, which established comprehensive services for pre-
school-age children with disabilities; and the Texas Children's Trust Fund Statute of 1985,
which is fairly i:ypical of statutes in most states that ! ve created new funding mechanisms for

child abuse prevention programs.)

Some examp]es address all five components of comprel'iensive reform, while others address one

or two.

. Many have been enacted into law, while some have not (e.g., the Youth Deve]opment

Community Block Grants Act, the Texas Child and Youth Partnerships Act).

* Some represent a very comprehensive approach, others an incremental approach, and still oth-

ers the legislative establishment of an existing initiative.

* The examples vary in their environments, coming from different levels and sizes of government
(i.e., federal, large states, smaller states), cliHerent governance structures (i.e., centraﬂy admin-

istered and locaUy administered systems), and different regions of the country.

. They vary in their characteristics, digering in scope (i.e.. aHecting all children and families, or
only certain populations), permanence (some are pilot projects, while others are permanent ini-

tiatives), and longevity (i.e., some are new, while others are well established).
It is i'iopccl. that this diversity of experiences and approaclies will provicle richer lessons about the place

of legisiation in the broader scheme of refoming service and support systems for children than could

oti‘ierwise ]39 gieaned {'rom a SmBH number 0{ examples.
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Based on these examples, this report will attempt to identify similarities and differences among the

issues they address, their approaches, and the pulitical and implementation obstacles that some have

encountered.

Building State/Community Partnerships

Embedded in nearly all of these statutes is a commitment to the principle of community governance.
This reflects a wi&ely held belief that communities are the best judges of their own needs and should
have the ﬂexibﬂity, tools, and authority to tailor the service and support systems in their area to address
those needs. The state and federal governments are thought to be best equippecl to provide an overall
governance structure, clea: system-wicle goals, and financial and technical resources that communities
can use ﬂexil)ly within that structure to achieve those broad goals. Two related concepts are also reflect-
ed in these par’tnerships. First, compre}lensive supports require collaboration among different entities
at the community, neighl:orhood, and even iniividual-case ]eve]s; it follows tha.t the terms of t}le
state/community partnership must enable rather than obstruct collaboration at the local level. Second,
creating and sustaining compte}]ensive systems requires support and commitment among service
providers, policy malzers, and citizens at every level; tllerefore, new collaborative governance structures

are needed in state and federal governments as well as communities.

The statutes vary in the ways and extent to which t}'ley incorporate these principles. For example, both
the California Youth Pilot Programs Statute and the Oregon Child and Family Services Commission Act
(a related bill to the Benchmarks Act) create broad-based community governance boards to design and
administer a wide range of child and family services. The California statute sets rather hroad guidehnes
for the specif-ic services that local governing bodies must oversee (at least four service categories out of fif-
teen specif:iecl in the statute), but is quite speciﬁc about who must participate in those bodies (at least the
county superinten&ent of schools, county officials for any agencies participating in the pilot programs, a
juveni]e court representative, and representatives for local service provi&ers and pub]ic emp]oyee unions).
In contrast, the Oregon statute is quite speciEic about the services that should be planned and coordinat-
ed l)y local interagency councils, but more fexible about the memloership of those councils.

The statutes in this samp]e also vary in the level at which tlley create community authority. The
Virginia Compre}lensive Services Act, for example, requires local governance bodies to operate at the
county level, while the [owa Decategorization Statute allows for local governance l)y some municipali-
ties and by consortia of counties. Similarly, the federal Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Community
(EZ/EQ) Initiative establishes local governing boards that adhere to neiglﬂ:orhoocl boundaries, even if
they straddle jurisdictional borders, while the federal Family Preservation and Support Services (FPSS)

Program requires the creation of state-level interagency governance bodies.
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There does not appear to be any reason to categoricaﬂy prefe: one model of local governance over
arsther. The different approac}zes described above are Largely explained by the existing governance
str ictures in place in different settings. For example, the federal community and economic develop-
ment programs participating in the EZ/EC initiative are currently organized to deal directly with com-
munity-level organizations, while the child welfare programs participating are required by law to deal
onl_v with a single, statewide agency in every state. lrying to adopt the same local governance frame-
work for both initiatives would create unnecessary dislocation and confusion during the hnplementa-
tion pl*xasc. The lmgislative examples examined here indicate that local governance structures should
not be assessed against a single “hest” approach, but rather on their ability to support flexible, respon-

sive, community-driven support systems.

Achieving Measurable Results

Most of the examples (24 out of 31) include some element of results measurement or accounta}:)i.].ity.
This reflects strong interest in finding some way to ol)jectively demonstrate to policy makers and the
puLlic that service and support systems are working. There are, however, some major obstacles to be
overcome, such as: selecting appropriate goals; ﬁ.nding measurable indicators that accurately reflect
those goals; setting realistic, achievable performancc targets; linlzing results to programs or interven-
tions that can reasona}:}ly be expected to impact them; and determin'mg the costs and benefits of achiev-
ing specific goals.

While most of the examples address the identification and measurement of outcome goals, only a hand-
ful adopt explicit outcome goals in the legislation itself (tl’xe EZ/EC and Youth Development
Community Block Grant Acts at the federal level; the California Healthy Start, Minnesota, QOregon,
and West Virginia statutes at the state level). The federal Education for the Handicapped Amendments
of 1986 {P.L. 99-457) and the Florida Early Intervention and Prevention Statute represent an older
and somewhat different avenue to results accountability: creating a system of individualized service
plans that must include service goals for each {amily, rather than a commnunity or statewide plan that
sets goals for the system as a whole. In the area of education reform, some statutes create new account-
al:i]ity mechanisms at several levels simultaneOusly: the Kent‘ucky Education Reform Act and the com-
bination of the federal Goals 2000 and Improving Aunerica’s Schools Acts establish new student

assessments that serve as the basis of results accountability for sc}mols, school districts, and states.

Much more typical are the Georgia and North Carolina statutes, which delegate the identification of
outcome goa]s and measurements to interagency execul.ve boards or the federal Local Empowerment
and Flexil:ility Act and the Towa, Texas, and Virginia statutes, which require community governing bod-
ies to define and track outcome measures of their choosiug. These examples veflects the view that local
officials and service providers are best suited to identifying local needs and priorities. It is worth not-
ing, however, that communities oftea need time and assistance to implement results accountahility.
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For exampie, ciuring the impiemeutation of the Compreiiensive Services Act, Virginia's localities have
expressed much interest in results measurement, but are iiizeiy at least in the initial stages lo focus their
attention and research efforts on more immediate questions of governance and financial management.
To some extent, the ciiaiienges of results accountability are technical issues that can be alleviated
tin'ougix capacity-i:uiiciing measures, such as i)uiiciing comprei'ier;sive management information systems
and (ieveioping improveci tecimiques for program evaluation and cost-benefit anaiysis. As initiatives
like these continue to grow and cieveiop across the country, tiiey should continue to experiment with

new approaci}es to results measurement and accountai)iiit_v.

Reforming Systems of Governance

The thrust of the governance ciianges in most of these exampies is toward improving coordination of
services across existing system boundaries, and iwroaciening the involvement of private and communtity

interests in the design of programs and poiicies.

Coordination and integration: Coordination of prograins and services may be appiie(i iwrizontaiiy
(across different service systems at the iocai, state, or national ievei) or verticaiiy (across different lev-

els of government and the private sector, within one or more separate service systems).

* Horizontal coordination typicaiiy involves aligning the program priorities, pians, rules, and
i)ucigets of separate programs that serve the same popuiations or cioseiy related needs. The
New York State Council on Children and Families is an attempt at horizontal coordination at
the state ievei, while Alabama'’s Children’s Services Faciiitatior: T .ms try te achieve iiorizontai

coordination at the individual-case level.

Vertical coordination t'ypicaiiy involves realigning responsii)iiities within a service system; fre-
quentiy, this means (ievoiving decision maizimg auti'iorit‘_v to lower administrative levels.

Kentucizy's Education Reform At represents a type of vertical coordination, in that decisions
about instructional practices are devolved from the state education agency to schools and dis-

tricts.

Vertical and horizontal coordination are irequentiy undertaken simuitaneousi_v as part of a
state/community partrersixip—tiie lowa Decategorization Statute, the \lirginia Comprehensive
Services Act, the Georgia Policy Council Act, the California Healthy Start Act, and Ohio’s
Famii_v and Children First Statute are gooci exampies.

Some statutes go iJeyonci this kind of coordinstion to iormaiiy integrate programs that serve related
needs, comi)ining the programs into a singie program or f'unciing source that is more \.omprei-iensive
and flexible. The federal Youth Deveiopment Community Block Grant Act integrates several i:un(iing
sources for state and local programs; the Virginia statute combines nine state i-unding sources into a
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singie pooi for the use of community-ioasui collaboratives; and the Nebraska Partnersiiip for Human
Services Act integrates several separate state agencies intoc a new network of three cioseiy coordinated

agencies.

Pui)iic/private partnersilips: Many of the legislative efforts studied also empiiasize creating pui:-
iic/private partnersi'iips. While iegisiation tends to focus on service systems that are dominated by the
pui:)iic sector (eciucation, child weifare, juvenile justice, etc.), it can also create mechanisms to involve
private-sector entities and individuals in the pianning, oversigiit, and even cieiivery of services in the
new system. Most of the bills that establish new governing boards or counciis-—inciuciing those in
Georgia, Oi’iio, Minnesota, North Caroiina, Texas, and Wasiiington—require that business and com-
munity leaders sit on the i)oartis, at cither the state ievei, the local ievei, or both levels. In Georgia,
involving business leaders in the governance of child and famiiy services is an explicit goai of the ini-
tiative, while the New York Settlement House statute is expressiy &esignecl to build a statewide network

of compreiiensive, community-i:ased private agencies that can serve as pariners to pubiic agencies.

The motives for these partnersi'lips are as varied as their approaciies and empi‘lases. Some seek to har-
ness the enerdy, resourcefulness, and innovative spirit of the private sector; some attempt to ieverage
pui)iic funds i)y attracting private i-unding from donors, businesses, or piiiianti'iropies; some are
designed to broaden pui.)iic support for child and iamiiy services in soiiciting ideas and input from more

members of society; and many are able to capitaiize on all of these acivantages.

Family involvement and participation: Several of these examples attempt to involve parents and
iamiiy representatives &irectiy in the process of designing and aciministen'ng support systems for fami-
lies. In most cases, this means ensuring that parents, iamiiy members, or caregivers are included in
the memi:etsi'iips of new community-ievei governing boards. Such exampies include federal statutes
like the Community-i)asui Famiiy Resource Program Amendments and the Goals 2000: Educate
America Act, and state statutes like Florida's Prevention and Early Assistance Statute, Georgia's Policy
Council for Children and Families Act, Maryland’s Systems Reform Initiative, Minnesota’s Family
Services and Community-based Collaboratives, North Carolina’s Smart Start Program, Qhio's Famii_v
and Children First Statute, Texas” Child and Youth Partnerships Act, and Virginia's Comprehensive
Services Act.

Many advocates of comprei'iensive reform regarci parentai or iamiiy participation as the singie most crit-
ical element in i)uiiding sustainable, effective support systems for families. Famiiy participation has the
potenliai not oniy to i‘leip iclentify the most appropriate priorities for children in a given community,
but also to create a constituency for reform. Sucha constituency can provicle the essential foundation
on which new systems and structures can be built. Yet, for the most part, it appears too eariy to tell
how successful the iamiiy participation efforts in these exampies have been. The exampies cited here
have not yet achieved a scale sufficient to conclude what poiiticai or programmatic impacts iamiiy par-
ticipation has had on the reform effort. This is cieariy an area in which more research and experi-

mentation are warranted.
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Reforming Systems of Financing

Several of the initiatives examined here include flexible funding arrangements that are designecl to
remove barriers to collaboration and integration of service delivery. For example, the California, lowa,
and Virginia initiatives allow localities to combine funds from various Categorical sources into a single
pool, which they can use Hexil:ly to address the service needs tl’1ey i(lentif_v for their communities. The
EZ/EC, FPSS, and Kentucky Education Reform initiatives provide funds through new categorical
programs, but clesign those programs to be more flexible than traditional f—unc{ing sources. Some
statutes—notably those of California’s Youth Pilot Programs, lowa's Decategorization Projects, and
Virginia's Comprehensive Services Act—provide funding flexibility to enable communities to shift
resources from costly remediation of problems le.g., out-of-home placements) to preventive programs
that address these problcms at lower cost (e.g., family support, preservation, and reunification pro-
grams}. And several statutes, includ'mg the North Carolina, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia bills,
provicle an incentive for reforms by o{-fering “seed money” or transitional assistance for communities
that are adopting new governance systems. These flexible arrangements and incentives are an invalu-
able support to communil:y-level planning and can help make the service and support system as a whole
more adaptable and responsive.

However, these arrangements pose signi{icant cha”enges for financial managers. In California and
Virginia, for example, the pilot counties are experiencing a great deal of confusion and complexity in
accounting for pooled funds. As tl"Aey decide what func{ing sources t}'ley want to include in their fund-
ing pools, the counties have found that in some cases tlley do not collect some financial information
that could help them make those decisions. As new funding sources are added to their pools, the coun-
ties have had to change their accounting systems and financial reports. With no desig‘nated Ludget for
the project, and scarce tec]mical assistance resources to offer the pilot counties, the Califomnia
Department of Social Services is facing demands for more help with financial management issues,
including many with which the Department itself is still struggling.

Legis[ation that adopts flexible funding arrangements may be able to address some of these implemen-
tation issues by provicl'mg financial management assistance to the entities that must ada.pt to this new
system., North Carolina, for example, is provicling new Jecategorizecl Ic'uncling in addition to authority
to pool funds from other sources. Another approach to this issue is that used by lowa: ]:)y of{ering
counties the opportunity to adopt flexible Ic‘uncling, rather than imposing it on them, the legislation gave
counties an opportunity to Jevelop their financial management capacity before electing to make the
transition.

Building Administrative and Management Capacity
Several statutes attempt to build new "platfurm systems’ to suppott other comprehensive reforms. The

federal Family Preservation and Support Services Act and the Missouri Coordinated Information

Systems Statute represent one important category of such activity. Ina comprehensive support sys-
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tem, service providers, policy makers, and legislators must be able to share vast araounts of reliable
information and communicate with one another frequent]y. Compre}lensive automated information
systemns, like the statewide automated child welfare information systems (SACWIS) initiative and the
integratecl system caued for in the M‘issouri statute, can address those needs. Such information sys-
tems are costly, however, and {-requently run into conflicts with existing rules and regulations concern-
ing the confidentiality of information. The FPSS Act and the Missouri statute represent attempts to
deal with these issues through legislation.

States and communities mak'mg the transition to a new system also need a great deal of technical assis-
tance, parl;icularly in handling assessments of needs, measuring and traclzing results, and evaluating
programs. The FPSS Act, Goals 2000, and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act provicle such
assistance to states from the federal government; Georgia’s Policy Council, North Carolina's
Partnership for Children, and Washington’s Family Policy Council provide assistance to localities from
the state level.

In some states, bui]ding community capacity requires not just the right technical too]s, but education
on the c!’la.uenges of collaboration. Collaborative decision ma}aing is typica“y more difficult and time-
consuming, at least initiany, than in the current fragmented system. And recent years have seen so
many attempts at collaboration in so many different settings that local leaders and service proviclers
may see a new community-})ased governing }Jody as yet another add-on to the current system, rather

than as a vehicle for entirely new ways of doing business. States may find it pruclent to provicle tar-

geted assistance to communities on the particular chauenges and opportunities that accompany collab-
oration. For example, Ohio's Family and Children First Cabinet has assembled an action team of exec-
utives loaned from eigl'xt state agencies to help communities build their capacity for change.
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The legislation examined here both reflects and embodies an ongoing process of devolution.

Decision malzing and programmatic leadership are shifting from the federal government to states
and communities. Althougl'l this shift is pruducing considerable c[iversity in legislative and program-
matic approaches, there is an olnserval)le convergence among most states on some L:ey elrments of
reform: community partnersllips, results accountalaility, more fexible funding arrangements, and both
vertical and horizontal integration of services.

ZThe most recent pieces of [egis[ation have p[aced a heavy empl‘lasis on community governance.
Many of the examples cited herc focus on creating community-level governance structures, and
empowering them to design and &eVelop their own local systems. Among the many examples are the
EZ/EC Act, the Local Empowerment and Flexibility Act, California’s Youth Pilot Projects, the
Georgia Policy Council Act, the lowa Decategorization :tatute, the Minnesota Family Services and
Community-based Collaboratives, North Carolina’s Smart Start Initiative, Chio’s Family and
Children First Statute, the Texas Youth Partnerships Act, the Virginia Comprelxensive Services Act,
and Washington's Pul)[ic Health and Safety Networks. One example, t}le Nebraska Partnership for
Human Services Act, takes a somewhat different approach to this by focusing first on restructuring
governance at the state level, but it explicit long-term goal is developing community governance capac-
ity, And the education reform statutes among this sample, including the Goals 2000 Act, the
Improving America’s Schools Act, and the Kentuc]zy Education Reform Act, all include measures to
give local education agencies and even individual schools more ﬂexi})ility and latitude to clesign their

own educational programa and practices, while lwlding them more strong!y accountable for improving

student achieve .. The desire to create community—level governance capal')ility that crosses pro-
drammatic and >, em boundaries is perhaps the strongest common element that emerges from this

sample.

It is worth noting, however, that this approach is not without its critics. The Texas Youth Partners}iips,
for example, drew such lleavy criticism from some quarters that the bill did not pass the state Senate,
and the Oregon Legislative Assem]aly did not approve a bill last year that would have expanded the
autlmrity and autonomy of the county child and family councils. Legislation may be able to address
some criticisms of state/community par’cnerships by ensuring that new local governance structures will
be directly accountable to local people, and by stating that community boards and the programs '.I'IL‘)/
administer will not usurp parents’ rigl‘xt{ul authority over their children.

The sct of legislation analyzed here indicates that legislators and policy makers are extremely inter-
ested in developing accounta]:i]ity for results, but are also higHy uncertain about how to pro-
ceed. Several cxamples set broad goals for children and families or for individual service and support
systems {e.g., the Goals 2000 Act and the Kentuclv_v, Minnesota, Oregon, and West \irginia statutes),

and many include mechanisms to der clop goals, in&icators, or performance measures at either the state,
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local. or individual-case level. Two statutes, the Kentucky Education Reform Act and the Improvi:.g

Amernica’s Schools Act, go Beyoncl the J.cveiopment of goa]s and indicators to link funcling clirectly to
measurable improvements in results. But, as illustrated by Virginia's difficulties in implementing
results measurement with its localities, most governing bodies are not yet reacly to implement ambi-
tious results—accounta]')ility schemes. There is a clear need for more and better models of assessing
needs, identifying goals and measurable indicators, and traclzing results that are clearly connected to

prograin activities and services.

choncl the need to iclentify appropriate outcomes and measure them accurately, legisiators should also
consider how to incorporate shared accounta.l)ility into new support systems for families. In the cur-
rent service sy-tem, each program is held accountable only for certain results that are speci{'ic to their
task {e.g., schools are tesponsil)le for reclucing &ropout rates, health programs for reduci.ng infant mor-
talit_v, child protection programs for reducing the prevalence of child abuse). Ina comprehensive, com-~
munity-lmsed svstem, all elements of the system must share accountal:i.ljty for acl'ﬂeving results. All of
the system'’s stakeholders therefore must recognize that the results tl'ley seek are affected by all of the
system’s components, and that affecting them requires coordinated actions across the entire system.
Yet even when these basic ideas of shared accountabilit'y have taken root, it is rarely clear how they
should be imp]emented. There is currently no preferred method for holding a collaborative entity,
rather than an individual agency, responsil)]e for results. Legislators should therefore give community
governing bodies some ﬂexibility to develop their own approaches to shared accounta!:ility, as well as

targeted assistance with this complicated set of issues.

4._‘:0me of these statutes place a strong empl'w.sis on controlling the costs of child and family
services, especiany the costs of residential care facilities for seriously troubled children. In both
lowa and Virginia, one of the main arguments in favor of system reform was that more comprehensive
services could make it possil)le to care for these children in their families, at lower cost and with no lass
n safety or support {or the child. Both states had seen sl'1arp increases in their costs for foster care just
prior to the enactment of the legislation. In both states, it was expected that reform would shift chil-
dren and resources away from residential care and into family-based care, as well as slow the growtla of
overall costs for child and fami]y services. Both states have in fact seen a shift of resources into fam-

ily- and community-Lase& services, and neither have detected any worsening in the safety and well-

l)eing of children.

But the state; have seen different results when it comes to residential care p]acements and overall costs.
The decategorized counties in lowa have generally succeeded in slowing the growt]'t of spending and
redu:ing placements in foster care and residential care. But in Virginia, costs have continued to grow
rapic”_v. Costs per child served have gone down siigl'ltly, because a l'.igller proportion of children in the
system receive low-co:t community-—based services rather than higl‘k-cnﬂ residential p]acements. But
the number of children receiving the new community-lmsetl services has increased so substantially thai
it has more than offset the savings in costs per child. Program officials in Virginia are trying to deter-

mine whether this increase in costs is the result of excessive or inappropriate referrals to community-
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basecl services, or insugicient effort., to decrease the number of resiclential care placements, or some
more intractable combination of factors. It is too early to say whether costs in Viginia will continue
to grow rapicﬂy or whether the shifi. to IEamily-l:based services will event-uauy slow that growtl'x. And in

both [owa and Virginia, it is unclear what the long-term impacts of the shift to family-based care will
be for children and families.

These exaniples indicate that cornprehensive reforms, even when they succeed in making service systems
more effective and compre}xensive, can have unforeseen and higl'xly variable impacts on overall pul)lic
.-'pencliug. Any forecasts of those impacts should therefore be treated with great caution. Where legis-
lators feel it necessary to incorporate estimates of cost savings into their reform legislation, they should
use the most conservative eslimates availal)le, closely monitor the extent to whicll t’ﬂose savin, 5 are actu-
aﬂy l)ei.ng achieved, and provicle contingency funds to ensure that unexpected cost overruns do not derail
the process of implementi.ng reforms. Comprehensive reform should be reganletl asa long-term process

of improving support systemns for families, rather than as a vehicle for short-term cost savings.

5 These statutes are firmly rooted in a long-term clevelopment process that l)egan prior to the l.,g-
islation and is expected to continue growing and cl’xanging after its enactment. For example, the
Nebraska Partnership for Health and Human Services Act is designed to set the stage for far-reacl:ing
reforms rather than raise the curtain on them. The statute grows out of a yeat-long re-examination of
the state’s health policies directed }Jy Lt. Gov. Kim Robaclz, and the Pa.rtnersl’xip's prim-ry goal for this
1 aris the development of a detailed implementation plan, which is lilzely to include a second legisla-
tive package. The Kentucky Education Reform Act, in contrast, is a voluminous and highly detailed
piece of legislation that replaced in one stroke the ent re }Jody of state law concerning education, but
it, too, was conceived as the beginning ofa ]ong-term process. The sponsors and suppotrters of the Act
made it clear that they expectecl a lengthy implementation process of five years or more simply to enact
the reforms, and that the benefits of the reforms migllt not become apparent until a decade or more
had pasued. This forthriglxtne.ﬂs helpec{ to streugthen support for their approach and develop reason-
able expectations for the reform process. These examples reflect the idea that, whether legislation is
used to create incremental changes or sweeping reforms, it should be seen as one element in a long-
term and multi-faceted testructuring effort.
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Part 1: Federal Legislation

Bill or Statute Building Achieving Reforming Reforming Building

{Familiar Title) State/ Measurable  Systems of  Systems of Administrative
Community Results Governance  Financing & Management
Partnerships Capacity

Community-based

Family Resource

Program Amendments | ® | ]

Educanon of the

Handicapped Act

Araendments of 1986 L} ® |

Empowerment Zones/

Enterpnse Communities Act n ] n ] B

Famuly Preservaton and

Support Services At ] ® .| L]

Goals 2000: The Educate

America Act L ] a ]

improving Americas

Schools Act of 1994 B ] ] ]

Local Empowerment

and Flexibility Act ] ® n "

Schookto-Work

Opportunities Act | [ ] L] |-

Viotent Cnime Control

and Law Enforcement Act ] L] ]

Youth Development Community

Block Grant Act ] ] ] »

B Addressed in legrsiation

® No results goals specified 10 legisiation. measured results are to be deterrmined dy states and/or

communites

T e Binarce Prosect
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Part 2: State Legislation

Bill or Statute Building Achieving Reforming Reforming Building

{Familiar Title} StateS Measurable  Systems of  Systems of Administrative
Community Results Governance  Financing & Aanagement
Partnerships Capacity

Alabama Childrens
Services Faciitation Statute ] - | B

Canforma Healthy Start
Support Services for
Children Act [ -} [ B [

Cairforria Youth
Pilot Programs H L a ]

Flonda Prevention and
Early Assistance Statute | o | [}

Georgia Policy Councit for
Chiidren and Families Act B e E H -]

lowa Decategorization Iniuative

Kentucky Education Reform | ] a ] ]

Maryland Systems Reform
Initiative—Interagency
Budgeung Statute A A n N

Minnesota Family Services
and Community-based
Collaboratives ] a n ]

Missoun Coordinated
tnformation Systern Statute

Nebraska Partnership Prorect v v B ¥

New York Settlerment
House Statuie | ]

New York State Council
on Chiidren and Famiies | | n

North Carohna
Smart Start Program u ® a = |

W Addressed in legrslation

® No outcome goals specified in legislauon, outcomes are to be determned by enuties in the state
government and/or commurnites

A The Interagency Budgeting Statute 15 one element of Marylands ongoing Systems Reform
Imtiative (SRI). Other components of this imtiative address bulding state/community
partnerships and reforming systems of governarce

¥ The Nebwaska Parinership Project will address these issues in subsequenit iegyslation
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Bill or Statute Building Achieving Reforming Reforming Building

{Familiar Title} State/ Measurable  Systems of Systems of Administrative
Community Resuits Governance  Financing & Management
Partnerships Capacity

Children First Statute | @ n a

Oregn Benchmarks +

Texas Child and Youth

Partnerships Act B ® | ] ] ]

Texas Childrens Trust

Fund Statute [ ] a

Virginia Comprehensive

Services Act ® B -] |

Washington

Publc Health and

Safety Networks Statute ] L] | - |

West Virginia Governors

Cabinet on Children

and Families ) -] B = : ]

B8 Addressed in legislaton. .

@ No outcome goals specified in tegislation; outcomes are to be determined by entities in the state

government and/or communities
* The Oregon Benchmarks Act serves as the basis for state/community partrerships i the areas

of chiid and family services, workforce development. and ecucation
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Federal Legislation

Community-based Family Resource Program Amendments: 5. 2000, Acts of 103rd Congress;
Public Law 103-252, Section 401 or 42 U.5. Cude, Section 3116.

Education of the Handicapped Act (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act)
Amendments of 1986-Handicapped Infants and Toddlers: H.R. 3520, Acts of 99th Congress;
Public Law 99-457, Section 101 or 20 U.S. Cude, Sections 1471 to 1485, Enacted 10/08/86.

Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities (EZ/EC) Act: Public Law 103-66, Part 1,
Section 13301. Enacted 08/01/93.

Fan.ily Preservation and Support Services Act: Public Law 103-66, Past 1, Section 13711 or
42 1.5, Code, Section 629, Paits (a) - (d). Enacted 08/01/93.

Goals 2000: The Educate America Act: H.R. 1804 and S. 846, Acts of 103¢d Congress, First
Session; Public Law 103-227 or 20 U.S. Code, various sections.

Improving America’s Schools Act of 1994 (Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) of 1965): H.R. 6, Acts of 103:d Congress; Public Law 103-382. Title 1
or 20 U.S. Code, various sections.

Local Empowerment and Flexibility Act: H.R. 2086, Acts of 104th Congress. Introduced
07/20/95. No legislalive action.

School-to-Worl: Opportunities Act: H.R 2884, Acts of 103rd Congress; Public Law 103-239
or 20 U.S. Code, various sections. Enacted 11/01/93,

Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act: Public Law 103-322. Enacted 10/01/94.
Youth Develcpment Community Block Grant {YDCBG) Act: S. 673, Acts of the 104th Congress.
Introduced 04/04/95. No legislative actioa.

Stat Legislation

Alabama Children's Services Facilitation Statute: 1993 Acts of Alabama Legislature, No. 93-
250; codified as Code of Alabama 1975, Title 12, Chapter 13, Article 9.

California Healthy Start Support Services for Children Act: 2.B. 620 or Chapter 759,
Statutes of 1991; codified as California Education Code, Part 6, Chapter 5, Secticns 8800 - 8807.
Enacted 10/09/91.
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California Youth Pilot Programs: A.B. 1741 or Chapter 951, Statutes of 1993; codified as
California Welfare and lastitutions Code, Division 9, Part 6, Cllaptcr 12.85. Introduced 03/25/93.
Enacte(] 10/11/93.

Florida Prevention and Earl_v Assistance Statute: Codified as Florida Statutes, Sections
+411.221 and $11.222. Enacted 10/01/89.

Georgia Policy Council for Children and Families Act: S.B. 256, 1995 Acts of Georgia; codi-
fied as Official Code of Georgia, Annotated, Title 49, Chapter 3, Sections 250-264. Enacted
07/01/95,

Iowa Deccategorization Statute: H.EF 2480, 1992 lowa Acts; codified as Code of Towa, Section
232.188. Enacted 07/01/92.

Kentucky Education Reform Act: 1.B. 940, 1990 Acts of Kentuckv: codified as numerous sec-
tions in the Code of Kentuc]zy. Enacted 03/29/90; imp]ementec! 07/13/90.

Maryland Systems Reform Initiative—Interagency Budgeting Statute: [1.B. 1233 or 1994
Acts of Maryland General Assembly, Chapter 735; codified as Annotated Code of Maryland, Article
49D, Section 4.2. Enacted 05/26/94.

Minnesota Family Services and Community-Based Collaboratives: H.F. 350 or 1993 Acts of
Minnesota Legislature, Chapter 224, Article 4, Section 10; codified as Laws of Minnesota, Section
121.8355. Enacted 05/17/93.

Missouri Coordinated Information System Statute: H.B.s 174, 325, and 326, Missouri Laws
of 1995, Section A (Section 3); codified as Missouri Statutes, Section 210.865.

Nchraska Partnership for Health and Human Services Act: L.B. 1044, 1995 Acts of
Nebraska; codified as Nebraska Revised Statutes, Sections 81-3001 tl’nroug}l 81-3307. Introduced
01/04/96. Enacted 04/03/56.

New York Settlement [Hous. Statute: New York Laws of 1993, Cllapter 39, Section 78; codi-

fied as Consolidated Laws of New York, Social Services Law, Section 432,

New York State Council on Children and Families: New York Laws of 1977, Chapter 157,
Section 1; codified as Consolidated Laws of New York, Executive Law, Section 4dd. Enacted
10/01/77 and su})sequently amended in 1979, 1982, 1983, 1985, and 1990.

North Carolina Smart Start Program: North Carolina Laws of 1993 Cl‘mpler 321, Senate Bill
27; codified as General Statutes of North Carolina, C}mpter 143.B, Article 3. Introduced
04/01/93. Enacted 07/09/93.

Ohio Family and Children First Statute: 11. 117, Ohio Stalutzs of 1995; codified 28 Ohio
Revised Code, Section 121.37. Enacted 09/29/95,
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Oregon Benchmarks Act: S.B. 636, Oregon Acts of 1991; codified as Oregon Revised Statutes,
184.007 and Notes. Introduced 05/22/91. Enacted 06/07/91

Texas Child and Youth Partnerships Act: H.B. 1409, Bills of 74th Texas Legislature; not codi-
fied. Introduced 02/17/95. Approved by the House of Representatives on 03/28/95, Withdrawn
from Senate legislative calendar 05/26/95. Most of the provisions in this bill, except Section 1
(Local C}uld ancl Family Commissions), were su]:sequently enacted as H.B. 1, Texas Legislature Bills
of 1995,

Texas Chi.lclren's Trust Fund Statute: Acls oE the ()C)th Texas Legislature, Chapter 420, Section
1; codified as Texas Human Resources Code, Section 74.001 et seq. Enacted 09/01/83.

Virginia Comprehensive Services Act: S.B. 171, ch. 837 / H.B. 935, Chapter 880 of 1992
Acts of Assembly; codified as Code of Virginia, Division 2.1, various sections. Enacted 07/01/92.

Washis -¢on Public Health and Safety Networks Statute: H.B. 2319, 1994 Acts of
Wash i .. Legislature; codified as Code of Washington Annotated, Title 70, Chapter 190.

West Virginia Governor's Cabinet on Children and Families: West Virginia Acts of 1990, 3rd
Ex. Session, c.4; codified as Code of Virginia, Chapter 5, Article 26, Sections 1-8. Enacted
08/30/90.
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Wditional Resources: Background on
&mprehensive, Community-based
Support Systems and Components of
the Sample Legislation

General Background

Bruner, Charles

Realizing a Vision for Children, Families, and L\'eigltbor/wods: An Alternative to Other Modest

Proposa/s

Provides a discussion of the weﬂ-l)eing of children and neighborlloods. and lays out some of the caus-
es of poor social outcomes—causes that are well-known and acceptecl, such as unprepared parents and
disinvested neighborhoods. Identifies “conditions of success,” and reviews some of the necessary con-
ditions and capacity-]auilding steps that must take place to empower the clelivcry of more effective sup-
ports for children and families.

The National Center )[ar Service Inlegration. Available through the National Child and Fami/y Pa/icy Center:
1021 F/emr‘ng Buf/c}ing, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, LA 50300-4006: 515/280-0027. (1996)

Gardner, John

Building Community

Defines “community” and the differing attributes of traditional and more modem communities.
Reviews historical causes for the breakdown of communilies, and methods for their regeneration—[or
moving a group of community niembers with shared qualities toward greater unity. Qutlines the ingre-
dients of community—diversil:y, shared valucs, trust, communication, participation, aHirmation, etc.—
and presents strategies for getting l)eyond fragmentation to cchesiveness.

Independent Sector: 1828 L Street, NW. Washington, DC 20036; 202/223-8100. Acailable
through Independent Sector Publications: PO. Box 4351, Annapols Junction, MD 20701; 301/490-
3229. (1991)




An Overview: Comprehensive Support 3ystems—\What they are, How they are
Useful, and Select Examples

Center for the Study of Social Policy

Systems Change at the Ner'glrbm:/wod Level: Creating Better Futuras for Children, Youth, and
Families

Describes neigl'ii)orl'ioocl support networks and outlines nine lzey characteristics of these systerns of sup-
port. Provides three examples of neiglil)orlxoocl initiatives, each of which represents a different approacll
to meeting neigl'il)orlwod needs. Based on these examples. four lessons are presentuzl to lielp policy
makers create effective neiglll:orl'iood support systems.

Center for the Study of Social Policy: 1250 Eye Street, NW, Suite 503, Washington, DC  20005;
202/371-1505. (1996)

Drvfoos, Joy G.

Full-service Schools: A Revolution in Health and Social Services for Children, Youth,

and Families

Provides a vision for effective delivery of health and social services for children and families: tlirougl'i
full-service schools. Full-service schools provide services cther than schooling—health care and other
family services—at the school site, often linlzing (lelivery strategies as well as location. Examples of
both historical precerlents to full-service schools, and current attempts to provicle services tlu'ougl'i
methods such as these are provi(l.e(l. The current status and options for financing these systems of ser-
vice (lelivery are addressed, because securing funcling is one of the largest barriers to replicating these
systems. Appendices include twelve examples of states that support school-hased services, and a listing
of potential sources of federal Eun(l.ing for similar form efforts.

Jossey-Bass Publishers: 350 Sansome Street, Sth o, San Francisco, CA Qd014; 415/433-1740.
(1994)

Hayes, Cheryl D., Elise Lipol:t. Anna E. Danegger

Compendium of Comprehensive, Community-based Initiatives: A Look at Costs, Benefits, and
Financing Strategies

Reviews 50 comprel’lensive, community initiatives to document what is known about their costs, their
results and achievements, and the ways in which tl'iey are financed. Altl-iougl'i not exhaustive, thie review
describes initiatives that are representative of countless other efforts underway in communities across
the country. The lr'inclings laiglz.light a number of themes and issues that have implications for future
research and development.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Washington, DC 20005, 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Kagan, Sharon L., with Peter R. Neville
Integrating Human Services: Understanding the Past to Shape the Future:
Provides an overview of service integration ef-torts—laeginning with historical governance decisions and

structures, and continuing on to analyze recent attempts to integrate service delivery. Draws upon this
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historical framework to provicle a stage for evaluating current service integration efforts and clevising
new strategies for the future. Examines the marny forms that service integration talzes—-including co-
location, integratecl management information systems, coordinated planning and programming, and
collaborative ﬁnancing——and the vastly different definitions that are used to describe these arrange-
ments. Addresses harriers and incentives to implementation, and recommendations for future work.
Y&/e University Press: Customer Service, Q2A YEz’e Station, New Haven CT 00520; 800/987-7323.
In cooperation with The National Center ]’or Service [ntegration. (1993)

Kagan, Sharon L., Stacie G. Goffin, Sarit A. Golub, Eliza Pritchard

Toward Systemic Reform: Service Integration for Young Children and Their Families

Examines service integration efforts in four states. Evaluates implementation processes according to
six priority factors: domain, level (state and local roles), approach, E'_nancing, leadership, and involve-

ment (soliciting non-governmental support). Defines results for service integration throug}l both sys-

* temic accomplis}lments and human outcomes. Draws implications for action. Includes an appendix

cletai]ing the experiences of Colorado, Flerida, Indiana, and Oregon.

The National Center for Service Integration, Resource Brief 2. Available through the National Child and
Family Policy Center: 1021 Fleming Building, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA 50309-4000;
515/280-9027. (1995)

The Current Status of Children, Families, and Community Services

Annie E. Casey Foundation

Kids Count Data Book: State Proﬁ"es of Child \Ve”-Being

Tracks annuany the status of child risk and well-]:eing in the United States t}uoug}\ the use of ten indi-
cators, ran]aing states’ performances in each area. National and state proﬁles Jist each indicator, as well
as Baclzgrouncl information such as demographic statistics and social characteristics. A list of primary
contacts for state Kids Count projects is also included in this national pu}alication.

Annie E. Casey Foundation: 701 St. Paul Street, Baltimore, MD 21202; 410/547-0000. (Anncal)

Children’s Defense Fund

The State of America’s Children: Yearbook 1996

Provides an overview of the status of children, touclling on issues of equalit‘y and the role of federal sup-
port. Reviews in detail the status of children as determined }:Jy: income and poverty; child health; child
care and early childhood development; education; adolescent pregnancy and youtl1 cleve]opment; vio-
lence; and the occurrence of crisis situations for children. The appendix tracks relevant data for these
areas of importance, both at the federal level and at the individual state levels.

Children’s Defense Fund: 25 E Street, NW, Washington, DC 20001; 202/028-8787. (Annual)
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Knitzer, Jane, 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. Reveals that
eigl'lt states of the 37 supporting state-funded initiatives targeted to young children and their families
implemente& compreh\,nsive support systems. Critical indicators of the weﬂ-hcing of voung children
-.nd their families are included.

National Center for Children 1n Poverty: Columbia University School of Public Health, 15-4 Haven Avenue,
New York, NY 10032; 212/927-9102. (1996)

Gold, Steven D., Deborah A. Ellwood, Elizabeth . Davis, David 3. Liebschute, Sarah Ritchie.
Martin E. Orlan&, Carol E. Cohen

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Fiscal Proﬁ/es of

the 50 States

Presents state-hy-state proﬁles of patterns of spending on education and other Lzey health, welfare, and
social services, and of the signil':icant economic and demograpl‘u'c factors inﬂuencing spending. Taken
together with State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Case Studies of Financing
Innovations, and State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: The Fiscal Cha}/enges
Ahead, it paints a vivid picture of the fiscal and Luclgetary cha].leuges that states will face over the com-
ing several years. These papers clari{y a number of the critical polic_v and political issues that will con-
front governors, state legislatures, educators and others who run programs to serve children and their
families. And they highlight a variety of nascent efforts in states nationwide to improve pu}alic financ-
ing for education and other children's services.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %sl}ington, DC 2000z; 202/023-4200.
{1995)

Orlan&, Martin E., Carol E. Cohen

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: The Fiscal Challenges Ahead
:\nalyzes factors affecting spenc’ing and their future implications given the changing demograp}aic. eco-
nomic, and policy context. Taken together with State Investments in Education and Other Children's
Services: Case Studies of Financing Innovations, and State Investments in Education and Other
Children’s Services: Fiscal Profiles of the 50 States, it paints a vivid picture of the fiscal and budgetary
challenges that states will face over the coming several years. These papers clan’iy a number of the crit-
ical policy and politica.l issues that vill confront governors, state legislatures, educators and others who
run programs to serve children and their families. And t]'xey highligl-lt a variety of nascent efforts in
states nationwide to improve pul)lic Financing for education and other children's services.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Washinaton, DC  20005; 202/022-1200.
{1993)

U.s. Depaxtment o{ IIealll'l and Human Services

Trends in the Well-Being of America’s Children and Youth: 1990

Records national trends for 74 indicators of child we"-being, l:roa(lly catagorized according to: popu-

lation, family, and neigh]:orlloocl; economic security; health conditions and care; social rleve[opment,
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bel.avioral i]cailll. and teen fcrliiity; and education and achievement. Also discusses the trencis and
consequences of ci‘mnge in both popuiation and characteristics of children and {amilies.

U.S. Department af Health and Human Services: O}%’:e of' the Assistant Secretary fiJr P/anning and
Evaluation, 200 [naiepenaience Avenue, SW, Room 430G, W&shingtan, DC 20201; 202/000.0401.
(1996)

Governance and Finance Systems to Support State/Local Partnerships

Center for the Stuvjy of Sovial Poiicy

Draft: A Legislatiue Strategy to Support Local Governance: A Baclzground FPaper fur the
Changing Governance: Strategies for dction %rlzing Group

Presents a discussion of the ciiang'mg stateflocal balance of power in an era of devolution. Finds new
state iegisiation to be ore of the necessary elements for a smooth transition to local decision mai(irg for
human services. Qutlines the specific role of iegisiation. Higiliigi'its izey principles for new human ser-
vices iegis]ation, and the structures that need to exist to support its cie"eiopment and implementation.
Center for the StuJy of Social Po/icy: 1250 Eye Street, NW, Suite 503, Wﬁs.’iingion, DC  20005;
202/371-1505. (1996)

Center for the StuJy of Social Poiic_v

Toward New Forms of Local Governance: A Progress Report from the Field

Qutlines the meaning and importance of local governance and state/local parlncrsi'lips, iiiustrating the
inter-relationships between different levels of government and citizens. Provides a review of the
progress and experiences of regions impiementing new state/local government reiationsi‘.ips, particuiar-
iy relevant as states i)egin to receive more federal funds in the form of block grants. Integrates exam-
pies of specific experiences of states and localities related to five identified responsiiﬁiiities of local gov-
ernance.

Centar fi)r the Stuc[y of Social R\/i'r:y: 1250 Eye Strect, NW, Suite 503, \\'izs/nngton. DC 23003,
202/371-1505. (1990)

Cutier, lra M.

The Role of Finance Reform n Comprel:ensiue Service Initiatives

Examines strategies for financing a variety of communil:y-i:paseci compreiiensivc services initiatives, with
speciai attention to their appiicai:iiity to major systems ci‘naugu. In addition, iligiiiigiits a number of

issues that decision makers will have to address in their efforts to success{-uiiy create cumprei‘iensive sys-

tems iin]zing education and other children's services and strengtilening community supports outside the

mainstream of categoricai services.
The Finance Praject: 1341 G Streot. NW, Suite 820, %slrington, DC 20007 02028-4200.
11994}




Cutler, [ra M., Alexandra Tan, Laura Downs
State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Case Studies uf

State Innovations

Examines the experiences of seven states that have launched initiatives to improve linancing. Taken
togetller with State Investments in Education and Qther Children’s Services:  The Fiscal C}.'a/'/enges
Ahead, and State Investments in Education and Other Children's Services: Fiscal Profiles of the 50 States,
it paints a vivid picture of the fiscal and l:urlgetary cimllcnges that states will face over the coming sev-
eral years. These papers clariiy a number of the critical policy and political issues that will confront
governors, state legislatures, educators and cthers who run programs to serve children and their fami-
lies. Aud tliey liigl'iiigl'it a variety of nascent efforts in states nationwide to improve pul)lic Einancing
for education and other children’s services.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, szsrixington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Hayes, Cheryl D.

Financing Services for Young Children and Their Families: The C’za”cnges of

Welfare Reform

Outlines creative ways of raising pul)lic revenues for supports and services for young children and their
families. Intended to lielp public officials and community program tlevelopers think ahout the strate-
gies tl'iey will increasingly have to employ in order to fill revenue gaps to improve—or even maintain—
the effectiveness and equity of child and family supports in the context of welfare reform.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, %shington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(Forthcoming: Winter 1996)

The Finance Project

Money Matters: A Guide to Financing Qua/ity Education and Other Children's Service

Jissists legislatozs, administrators, a(ivocaies, and otliers who are not necessarily expert in tlie details of
finance in um:lerstan(iing and reforming the financing of edusation and other children’s services.
Qutlines a set of interrelated principles that should guicle any finance reform effort. Each cliapter
describes lzey issues, options, examples. and lists of relevant additional resources. The five topic areas
addressed are: generating revenue; l)udgeting; cleveloping intergovemmental partnersl—iips; aligning
incentives; and l)uil(ling pul:lic and political support for finance reform.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Washington, DC  20003; 202/028-£200.
(Forthcoming: Winter 1996)

Orland, Mattin E., Anna E. Danegger, Ellen Fuley

Creating More Comprelzensive, Community-lmsec[ Support Systems: The Critical Role

af Finance

Provides a gui(le to social service financing mechanisms for the non-expert, and an anal_vsis of how
those mechanisms can impecie service (lelivery. With particular attention to the cl'iallenges and oppor-
tunities offered i)y the cl'ianging policy environment and the approacl—iing federal block grant era, it also

explnres options for iinancing teforms that support comprel—iensive, community-lmseci services for chil-

.
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dren and families. Reprinte& with permission from [ntcgrath Services for Chidren and Famihes:
Opportunities fbr Psyclm/ogica/ Practice, an edited volume in press at the American Psyc]'lological
Association.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Sireet, NW, Suite 820, Washington, DC  20005; 202/628-4200.
{1995)

eranc], Martin E., Ellen Fuley

Beyond Decategorization: Defining Barriers and Potential Solutions to Creating Effective
Compre}xensive, Community-lmsed Support Systems for Children and Families

Examines the conditions that are lilzely to inhibit the clevelopment of effective comprehensive com-
munity—l:ased service in'tiatives for children and families. Identifies policy directions, particularly at
the state level, that appedr to hold promise for overcoming these constraints. Through practitioners’
views of operational barriers and potential solutions, it provides a greater un&erstanding of both the
promise and limitations of strategies for l)ui.lding more comprehensive and community-l)ased sugport
systems for children and their families.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Washington, DC  20005; 202/628-4200.
(1996)

Triplett, Thomas

Legal Issues and Constraints Affecting Finance Reform for Education and Related Services
Provides an examination of the federal and state constitutional and statutory issues that affect the
capacity of governments to raise revenue for children's services, includmg mandates and key legislation
which limit revenues, expenditures, and loorrowing. One in a series of studies of systemic revenue gen-
eration issues for education and other children's services.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street. NW, Suite 820, Washington, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Yoods, Thomas

Building Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems for Children & Families: A
Review of Legislative Examples

Examines a number of different pieces of federal and state legislation aimed at creating comprehensive,
community-laased support systems. Analyzes similarities, differences, and trends over time. (The
analysis section is included in Tab 4 of this toolkit.). Includes descriptions of the individual legislative
examples. Highlights the aspects of the examples that focus on Luil&ing state/communily partnership:,

achieving measurable results, reforming systems of governance or finance, and l)uilding administrative

and management capacity.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Washington, DC  20005; 202/628-4200.
(1996)

The Finance Project




Methods for Defining a Vision, Resuits and Indicators, and Performance Measures

Bruner, Charles, Karen Bell, Claire Brindi , Hedy Clmng, Vilkiam Scarl)rough

Charting a Course: Assessing a Community's Strengths and Needs

Describes community assessment as both a procluct—a measure of the strengths and weaknesses of a
community—ancl a process—a method to collect information. Qutlines primary goals and a frame-
work for conclucting a community assessment. Identifies baseline information that should shape pre-
liminary data collection objectives, and highlights the importance of informal citizen inte.action when
estal1lishing partnersl'lips. Finally, discusses the importance of linlzing information systems to results
or goals. Examples are intetn‘unglecl.

The National Centar for Service Integration, Resource Brief 2. Available through the National Child and
Family Policy Center: 1021 Fleming Building, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, LA  50300-4000;
515/280-0027. (1993)

Danegger, Anna E., Jason Juffras

A Guide to Children's Budgets

Provides an introduction to children's budgets—tools that provide a method for ta}zmg stock of the
quantity of financial resources that serve children and their families, and that establish a framework for
analyzing state or community allocation patterns, A number of different })udgeting schemes are intro-
(luced, dif‘fering based on (1) their inclusiveness—do tl'ley include both pul)lic and private funds; (2)
their origination—are tl'xey developed ]:)y a private organization, or are t1'1ey institutionalized in agency
budgeting processes, and 3) their organization—are budget items simply aggregatecl, or are they
groupe(l l)y function or l)y intended results.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, W{zshing!on, DC 20005; 202/628.4200.
(Fortlwoming: Winter 1996)

Friedman, Mark

A Strategy Map for Results-based Budgeting: Moving from Theory to Practice

Provides a road map for those emlaarlzing on the path of results-based Budgeting. Definee results, indi-
cators, and performance measures, and offers a framework for choosing them. Discusses lessons from
state, local, and private initiatives to define, measure, and achieve results. Suggests how to build po]it-
ical and community support, how to reallocate resources and tie them to results, how to integrate
results-based hudgeting into an existing l)uclget process, and how to avoid common pitfa]ls.

The Finance Projact: 1341 G Street, NW. Suite 820, Wﬁs/ﬂ'ngtan, DC 20005: 202/628-4200.
(1996)

Frieclman, Marlz, Jason Iu{:{'ras

A Guide to Developing and Using Performance Measures

Charts one critical path in the development of a results-based system: the selection of pcr[armance mea-
sures to assess contributions of pulalic agencies toward aclﬂe\-ing valued results or guals. Draws heavily
on the experiences of federal, state, and local governments and presents a framework for evaluating the

quality and usefulness of performance measurement. Intended to provide practical guida::ce to anyone

39
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involved in designing a results-based svstem: elected and other public cgicials at the Jr‘edera.l, state, and
local 1evels; community, }Jusiness, and other interest groups; and concerned citizens.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Washington, DC  20005; 202/628-4200.
(Forthcoming: Winter 1996)

Melaville, Atelia

A Guide io Results and Indicators

Describes how to develop and define results and indicators to measure the levels of well-being that peo-
ple seek {or their nation, state, or community. Examines major Federal, state, and local initiatives to
define results and indicators, extracting lessans about citizen involvement, the characteristics of a
sound results and indicators framewotk, and ways to link the results and indicators to planning, bud-
geting, management, and accountability. A companion to A Guide to Deve/oping and Using Pe;:{ommnce
Measures, it is intended to provide practical guidance to anyone involved ia designing a results-based
system: elected and other pul:lic officials at the federal, state, and local levels; community, business,
and other interest groups; and concerned citizens.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, Wﬁshington, DC 20005, 202/028-4200.
(Forthcomjng: Winter 1996)

Evaluation Strategies for Comprehensive Support Systems

Connell, James P, Anne C. Kubisc}l, Lisbeth B. Sc}xorr, Carol H. Weiss

New Approaches to Evaluating Community Initiatives: Concepts, Methods, and Contexts
Documerts a number of reasons that comprehensive, community initiatives are difficult to evaluate—
amony others is complex organizational and administrative structures. Outlines promising evaluation
strategies, addressing common methodological problems. Provides recommendations for increasing the
success rate of evaluators’ efforts.

The Aspen Institute, Roundtable on Comprehensive Community Initiatives for Children and Families: 345
East 40th Street, Suite 700, New York, NY 10017-3502; 212/007-1220. Available through the
DPublications Oﬁ[ice, 19 Haughton Lab Lane, PO. Box 222, Queenstown, MD 21058, (1995)

Management information Systems: Data Collection and Sharing

Kraus, A”en, Jolie Bain pillslaury

Afalzing It Simp’er: Streamlining Intake and E/igibi/iiy Systems

Describes the negative impact that complex, indepeudent intake and eligibﬂity systems have on the pro-
vision of comprehensive supports and services. Reviews some of the barriers to reforming intake and
eligibi]ity systems—systems that are necessary for providing comprehensive support systems to a client.
Provides examples of pol‘cy, administrative, and teclmological cl’\anges that have been proven to sim-
p]ify client intake experiences.

The National Center for Service Integration, Resource Brief 0. Available through the National Child and
Family Bolicy Center: 1021 Fleming Building, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, [A  50309-4000;
S15/230-9027. (1993)
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Marzke, Carolyn, Deborah Both, James Focht

[nformation Systems to Support Camprelzensr've Human Services De’ivery

Qutlines the current capacity of information systems to support human services. Provides a prototiype
of comprehensive support systems’ information needs. Identifies a process for moving toward systems
reform, which includes tasks such as cietermining system scope. Reviews the “state of the feld” and
identifies ciiauenges and opportunities that exist. Examines ten initiatives developing information sys-
tems to support compreiiensive service cieiivery.

The National Center for Service Intearation. Available through the National Child and Family Policy Center:
1021 F]eming Bui/a’ing, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA 50309-4000; 515/280-9027. (1994)

Rice, Jennifer King

Conceptualizing the Costs of Comprehensive, Community-based Support Systems for Children
Presents the rationale for deveioping new approaciles to conceptuaiizing the costs associated with com-
preiiensive, community-i:aseci support systems——i:otii impiementatio'i and operation costs. Expiores
issues associated with these costs and provides a preliminary tempiate to guicie local poiicy makers and
practitioners tiirougii a systematic consideration of the total and marginai costs of resources require(i
to operate such initi-* ves.

The Finance Project: 1341 G Street, NW, Suite 820, “Zzsl‘ifﬂgtan, DC 20005; 202/628-4200.
(1995)

Soier, Mariz I., Ciariz M. Peters

Who Should Know What?: Confidentiality and Information Sharing in Service Integration
Presents i)aclzgrounci information for estaiaiisiling shared information systems to enable the deveiop-
ment of effective interagency collaborations. Reviews the importance of both protecting and siiaring
information, and the laws governing the transfer of client data. Qutlines specific methods to facilitate
information siiaring, one of the iargest barriers to creating comprehensive support systems.

The National Center for Service Integration, Resource Bn’ef3. Available througll the National Child and
Fami/y Po,icy Center: 1021 F/eming Buiuing, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, IA  50300-4000;
515/280-9027. (1993)

Sullivan, Candace, Jule Sugarman

Interagency Data Systems for Accountability

Identifies the need for new information systems, and the components that are ize_v to creating data sys-
tems to support cross-agency or compreiiensive support systems. Draws information from exampies of
state or local experiences with using data systems to support muiti-program or muiti-agency systems.
Provides generai cautionary notes for cieveiopers of new systcms—for exampie, the importance of fos-
tering realistic expectations for results-based accountai)ility svstems, or of coiiecting quaiii'y data.
t\ppen&ices cataiog federal iegisiation encouraging cross-sector collaboration, as well as specific exam-
pies of outcome-based efforts.

Council of Chief State School Officers: 1 Massachusetts Avenue, NW, Washington, DC 20001-1431;
202/330-7010. (1995)
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Other Resources

Cllaudry, Ajay, Karen E. Maurer, Carole J. Oshinslzy, Joshua Mackie
Service Integration: An Annotated Bibliography

Provides annotated citations of works relating to methods for and experiences with unify-ing systems of

human service clelivery for children, youtl'x, and families living in poverty.
The National Center for Service Integration. Available through the National Child and Family Policy Center:
1021 F/aming Building, 218 Sixth Avenue, DesMoines, [A 50300-4000; 515/280-9027. {1993)
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Other Resources Available from
The Finance Projects Working Papers Series

Financing Comprehensive, Community-based Supports and Services

Bui/aling Compre/:ensiw, Community-based‘ Support Systems /ar Children & Families:
A Review of Legislative Examples by Thomas Woods (November 1996)

Beyonal Decategorization: Defining Barriers and Potential Solutions to Ci reating E/}‘:.’ctiue
Comprelwnsive, C’ommunfty-basea’ Support Systems /or Children and Families by
Martin E. Orland and Ellen Folcy (April 1996)

Cancep!ua/izing the Costs a/ Cwnprahensive, Community-based Support Systems /or

Childrern by Jennifer King Rice (November 1995)

Creating More Camprelwnsive, Community-basad Support Systems: The Critical Rol n/ Finance l)y
Martin E. Orland, Anna E. Danegger and Ellen Foley (November 1993)

Compendium o/ Comprelzansive. Community-based Initiatives: A Look at Costs, Bcncfits and
Financing Strategies Ly Chery[ D. Hayes, Elise Lipog, and Anna E. Danegger
(August 1995)

The Role of Finance Reform in Comprehensive Service Initiatives by Tra M. Cutler
{December 1994) -

Results-based Planning, Budgeting, Management, and Accountability Issues

Results-based Planning, Budgeting, Management, and Accountability Strategics:  \n Annotated
Bib/fdgraplry Ly Anna E. Danegger and Jason ]ugras (Novem}aer 1996)

A Strategy Map for Resulis-based Budgeting:  Moving from Theory to Practice by Mark Fredman
(September 1996}

Forthcomin g

A Guide to Dcuc/oping Children's Bua’gets l)y Anna E. Danegger and Jason Ju“ras (Winter 1996)
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A Guide ta Dct'.:/aping and Using Pcrf’ormance Measures hy Mark Friedman and Jason Ju{:{ms {Vinter
1996)

A Guide to Results and Indicators l)y Atelia Melaville {Winter 1996)

Federal Financing Issues and Options

Federal Tox Reform: A Family Perspective by Michael J. Mclntyre and C. Eugene Steuerle |Report and
Executive Summary] (July 1996)

The Bua’get Enfbrccment Aet: Imp/fcations /or Childran and Famibes ]:)y Karen Bachler (Noveml’;er
1995)

Doilars and Sense: Diverse Berspectives on Block Grants and the Personal Responsibi/ity Act (Joint pul)-
lication of The Finance Project and the American Youth Policy Forum and The Policy Excllange of the
Institute for Educational Leadership) (Septem})er 1995)

Rctkiméing Block Grants:  Toward Improvea/ Intergovemmcnta/ Financing [’ar Education and Other
Children’s Services Ly Cl\er_vl D. Hayes, with assistance from Anna E. Danegger (;\pril 1995)

Rc[’orm Options /’ar the Interge ernmental Furzding System: Decategorizaiiom Po/icy
Issues by Sid Gardner (December 1994) :

Foriltcoming

Financing Services far Young Children and Their Families: The C}m//enges of Wz’lfare
Re/’orm ljy Cheryl D. Hayes (Winter 1996)

State Financing Issues and Options

The Effects of Economic and Demographic Changes on State and Local Budgets by Sally Wallace
(December 1995)

Issues and Cl)a//cnges in State and Local Finance l')_v Therese J. McGuire (November 1995)

Toward State Tax Ra[’orm: Lessons From State Tax Studies l’)y Therese J. McGuire and Jessica E. Rio
(November 1995)




Legal Issues and Constraints Affecting Finance Reform for Education and Related
Services l)y Thomas Triplctt (.\'ovember 19935)

State Investments in Education and Other Children's Services: The Fiscal Clm//cnges
Ahead by Martin E. Orland and Carol E. Cohen (November 1995)

State Investments in Education and Other Children’s Services:  Fiscal Profi/es af the 50
States L_v Steven D. Golrl, De]:aoral'\ A, EUWOO(], Elizabeth 1. Davis, David S. Liebschutz, Sarah
Ritchie, Martin E. Orland, and Carol E. Cohen (October 1995)

State [nvestments in Education and Other Children’s Services: Case Studies of State
Innocations l)y [ra M. Cutler, Alexandra Tan, and Laura Downs (Octo}ner 1995)

Spena/mg and Revenue for Childven's Programs l)y Steven D. Gold and Deborah A.
Ellwood (December 19094)

Forthcomin g

Money Matters: A Guide to Financing Qua/v'ty FEducation and Other Children’s Services (Winter 1996)

Local Financing Issues and Options
The Property Tax in the 21st Century hy Hal Hovey (May 1996)

Issues and Challenges in State and Local Finance ' v Therese . McGuire (November 1993

School Finance Issues

Securing Equa] Educational Opportunities: Fast Ef;rorts and the C/m”enges Ahead lJy
Alexandra Tan and Martin E. Orland (February 1995)

School Finance Litigation: A Review of Key Cases })y Dore Van Slylee, Alexandra Tan and Martin E.
Orland, with assistance from Anna E. Danegger (December 1994)
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