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COMMISSION PROCEEDlNGS 

The Social Services Study Commission met eight times . All meetings were held 

in Raleigh. The following is a short synopsis or each meeting . The more detailed minutes 

of each meeting are available in the Legislative Library of the Legislative Building. 

Meeting on December 14, 1989 

The first meeting of the Social Services Study Commission was held on 

December 14, 1989. The agenda for the first meeting included a review of the legislation 

from the 1989 Session of the General Assembly related to public assistance and social 

services, a report on federal welfare reform. and a report on the implementation of House 

·Bill 14 I to develop a Social Services Plan . 

Ms. Nina Yeager of the Fiscal Research Division was recognized as the first 

speaker. She reviewed the recommendations from the 1987 Social Services Study 

Commission to the 1989 General Assembly . A list of the action taken by the General 

Assembly on the various recommendations was distributed to the members . (See Appendix 

C.) Senator Walker noted that the highest priority of the previous Commission was the 

development of a Social Services Plan to ensure the unifotm availability of core social 

services and public assistance programs. and it was enacted during 1989. 

Ms. Joan Holland. Assistant Director for Program Administration for the 

· Division of Social Services, spoke next on federal welfare reform and the Family Support 

Act. She focused on the Welfare Refotm Task Force. a departmental initiative, and the 

guidance it provided in establishing budget requests which were ultimately sent by the 

Governor to the General Assembly for appropriations. The Welfare Reform Task Force 

included fifty-four people; committees were form ed to cover the major areas of the federal 

legislation - Aid to Families with Dependent Children. child support. and JOBS. Local 

departments of social services are to develop a local JOBS plan through their .local 

planning process. Secretary Flaherty established a JOBS Oversight Committee which 

included the Departments of Economic and Community Development. Public Education: 
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1989 which requires that (I) applications he taken the day the dienl appears at the county 

department of social services, (2) more assistance be given applicunts in filling out 

applications, (3) penalties will be assessed for discouraging clients . (4) monitoring of 

counties will occur with a scoring system. and (5) without meeting certain threshholds. 

counties will have to pay sanctions. Implementation is to begin in April of 1990. (See 

Appendix G.) 

Representative Easterling recognized Ms. Fran Tomlin. Chief of the Day Care 

Section of the Department of Human Resources. She reviewed the written material 

presented to the Commission on the subsidized day care program. federal and State 

expenditures , child abuse and neglect statistics. the impact of the federal Family Support 

Act on day care, and a summary of recent legislation on day care. Ms. Silberman asked 

about the number of children under age six requiring day care and the number of slots 

available. Ms. Tomlin stated that the total licensed capacity was 174. 715: 292.000 

children in the State have working mothers. Dr. Reid questioned whether there is a 

problem with unregulated day care in the State . Ms . Tomlin responded that there was 

unmonitored, unregulated day care. but no one knew the number of children involved . 

Representative Colton wanted to know the status of the statewide referral system. She was 

told that work was being done to develop a statewide network of referral agencies. with 

eleven funded last year. Senator Marvin was concerned that technical assistance in day 

care had been reduced. Senator Allran expressed interest in tax incentives for businesses 

that provide day care. There was general discussion related to church-sponsored day care 

and the statutory formula to allocate day care funds Lo the counties from the State. It was 

requested that more information be given at a later meeting. 

Meeting on February 8, 1990 

The third meeting of the Social Services Commission was held on February 8. 

1990. 

Senator Walker recognized the first speaker. Secretary David Flahe11y. 

Department of Human Resources. Secretary Flahe11y requested that the Commission 

endorse and recommend a statutory provision that would allow the Depa11ment. when 
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receiving federal money in excess of appropriations by the General Assembly. to 

distribute the money on a preset fo1mula rather than having to hold the money in re~erve 

until the General Assembly comes back in session. He stated that the most pressing areas 

of need were day care. protective services. and in -home services. He informed the 

Commission that funds totalling $1.6 million were now heing held in reserve that needed 

to be released to the counties to address some significant needs . Commission members 

commented on particular needs that should be addressed with this money. including day 

care, child welfare, services for adults. protective services for children, and elderly 

assistance. 

Ms. Barbara Matula, Director. Division of Medical Assistance. was the next 

speaker. She addressed the Commission on increased Medicaid coverage for pregnant 

teenagers. She stated that it was reported unofficially in October that North Carolina had 

the highest infant mortality rate in the nation with the exception of the District of 

Columbia. The Division of Medical Assistance was reviewing a gap in Medicaid coverage 

for the pregnant teen living at home. In determining eligibility. the income of the parents 

had to be counted. Fortunately , the federal government had reinterpreted the law to say 

that states could make maternity services available to pregnant teens living at home. She 

said that pregnant teens were the largest contributor to the high infant mortality rate. Ms. 

Matula stated that they were seeing an increasing number of physicians willing to see 

Medicaid patients. Broad distribution of caseload and paperwork among physicians is 

viewed as a clear incentive for increased physician pa11icipation . 

Senator Walker recognized Mr. John Tanner, Chief. Family Services Section. 

Division of Social Services, to discuss protective services for children. He began by stating 

that the 1989 Session of the General Assembly. with the Commission's support, 

appropriated funds to strengthen the Child Protective Services Program. (See Appendix 

H.) Mr. Tanner stated that it was crucial that county departments have adequate staff to 

conduct their investigations. A handout was dis1ributed that listed the allocatioi:is by 

county and what was received in 1985 and 1989 by each county from ~tate 

appropriations. (See Appendix I.) Senator Richardson raised questions regarding 

employing a clinical social worker in a county department of social services . Senator 

Walker discussed with Mr. Tanner the lack of trainers in child protective services. 

Suggestions were made to use the university system or volunteers for those positions. Mr. 
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Boyd said there is a crisis in employing qualified social workers; a serious look might he 

needed at a grant or scholarship or stipend model similar lo what had been done in the 

teaching field. 

Meeting on March 8, 1990 

The Social Services Study Commission met on March 8. 1990. for its fourth 

meeting. 

Representative Easterling recognized the first speaker. Commission member 

and Representative Paul Stam. Representative Stam presented members with copies of his 

legislative proposal , 11 A Bill to be Entitled an Act to Increase the Rates for Independent 

Child Care Arrangements." He explained that his proposal would increase the rate from 

one hundred dollars a month per child to one hundred twenty-five dollars a month per 

child. The proposal also calls for funds to implement the act. (See Appendix J.) 

Ms. Kay Fields spoke next on Alexander v. Flaherty. updating the information 

from a previous meeting . (See Appendix K.) She described the plan for compliance and 

the activities necessary for corrective action. Senator Richardson asked if there was any 

State money available to help counties that were too poor to hire staff to comply with the 

lawsuit. Ms. Fields answered that there were not any funds available. Senator Walker 

asked if the heaviest caseloads were in the poorest counties. He was told that the problem 

was often not due to lack of money but working 11 sma11er and better. 11 Many poor 

counties have high compliance rates. Mr. Boyd asked for the projected costs for 

implementation of the mandates of the lawsuit. He was told that cost assessments would 

be difficult if not impossible. Several Commission members spoke of the voluminous 

caseloads that have increased by thirty and forty percent in some counties and the reasons 

for the increases. There was discussion regarding whether or not the State should assist 

with the counties' administrative costs. Mr. Liverman emphasized that the counties are in 

desperate straits and needed help. 

Ms. Fields next repo11ed on Energy Assistance and the Crisis Intervention 

Program. Through this Program an allocation is given each year to the counties at the 

beginning of the fiscal year in order to provide heating and cooling assistance to families 
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that are facing crisis situations. (See Appendix L.) In fiscal year 1989-90. the General 

Assembly appropriated about $4.3 million to he dist1ibutcd to the one hundred counties . . 

Representative Easterling recognized Mr. John Tanner. Chief. Family Services 

Section, Division of Social Services. to repo11 on Chore and Personal Care Services. (See 

Appendix M.) The Program. he explained, was designed to provide services to people 

who are not able to carry out the necessary activities of daily living and who do not have 

families or others to help them. The goal is to assist people in remaining independent as 

long as possible and delay or prevent institutional care. Mr. Tanner discussed the ruling 

of the Administrative Law judge and. subsequently. the State Personnel Commission that 

chore workers are local government employees and subject to the State Personnel Act. 

Previously, chore workers were considered temporary employees. The increased wages 

and benefits and other indirect costs would significantly increase the overall cost of 

providing chore services. An effort was being made to maintain some level of service in 

all of the existing cases. 

Senator Walker stated that the Commission would make recommendations to 

the 1990 "Short" Session. Mentioned as issues for recommendation were Block Grant 

appropriations, AFDC increases. Food Stamps. Day Care . Protective Services. JOBS. and 

Medicaid expansion. 

Meeting on April 12, 1990 

The fifth meeting of the Social Services Study Commission was held April 12. 

1990. 

Senator Walker recognized the first speaker. Dr. Janice Dodds. Associate 

Professor of Nutrition. School of Public Health. U NC. who reported on children and 

hunger. A study was conducted on food programs in North Carolina which are intended 

to alleviate the problems of hunger in children. There is hunger in Norlh Carolina: some 

counties are more at risk than others. One in four children in North Carolina live in 

poverty. Dr. Dodds stated that Food Stamps are not sutllcient to meet a family"s food 

needs. More needs to be done with the school food programs. 
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Gary Stubenvall. Consultant for Family Service America. spoke next on the 

private sector involvement in social services. Mr. Stubenvall said that the issue is not 

whether the government should provide the services but rather the issue is whether there 

is quality. innovation. and effective service delivery to the people who need services. Dr. 

Reid questioned whether North Carolina is behind in private sector involvement. Mr. 

Stubenvall stated that North Carolina is behind many states: some states have as much as 

sixty percent of their budgets going toward contract services. 

Ms. Florrie Glasser. Project Director of Child Care. NC Equity. was 

recognized and distributed material on rural chi Id care in the State. (See Appendix N.) 

NC Equity and the Rural Economic Center joined together to study child care. North 

Carolina has the largest rural population and the largest number of working mothers. The 

recommendations that came out of the study are (I) to strengthen the infrastructure of 

child care and develop a plan for child care in the State. (2) to improve coordination and 

establish a coordinating body, (3) to develop resource and referral agencies, (4) to 

continue school child care, and (5) to make use of the Family Support Act. According to 

Ms. Glasser there are over 14.000 children who qualify for subsidized care that are not 

getting served. 

Senator Walker recognized Ms. Kay Fields to speak on the Report on Food 

Stamps Participation in North Carolina. The report was in response to House Bill I 123 

which required a study of the declining participation in the Food Stamp Program in the 

State. Since 1980 food stamp pa11icipation in North Carolina has been decreasing. Ms. 

Fields outlined several probable reasons for the dedine. stating the major factor was that 

federal law in 1982 made food stamp eligibility more restrictive. Several strategies were 

discussed to address the problem. with both administrative and legislative 

recommendations. (See Appendix 0 . ) 

Gary Fuquay , Assistant Director of Budget and Management. Division of 

Social Services, reported on the Public Assistance Equalizing Fund Formula Committee 

and the recommendation of that group to the Study Commission. (See Appendix P.) 

The last item for discussion concerned possible recommendations to the 1990 

Session of the General Assembly. After review and motions by the members, 

recommendations were made to allocate the federal Block Grant funds. allocate funds 

from the Worker Training Trust Fund for JOBS. delay the tiling of the Social Services 
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Plan, expand Medicaid coverage for pregnant women and children. appropriate funds for 

Food Stamp outreach. appropriate funds for an AFDC increase. appropriate funds for 
' 

specialized foster care. appropriate funds for day care and request a day care plan for the 

State, and maintain the existing formula for distribution of the Public Assistance 

Equalizing Funds but include all programs of public assistance and update the information 

annually. (See Appendix Q.) 

Meeting on October 11, 1990 

The sixth meeting of the Social Services Study Commission was held on 

October I I , 1990. 

Representative Easterling first recognized Representative James Green. Sr.. to 

explain House Bill 2149 which he had introduced during the 1990 Session. The bill was 

not enacted. The bill would have established a drug assistance program in the Division of 

Adult Health under the Department of Environment. Health. and Natural Resources to 

enable needy individuals to purchase certain prescription drugs at reduced cost. 

Representative Green stated that only essential medications for arthritis. diabetes. 

epilepsy, and heart disease would be covered. Several persons from North Carolina Fair 

Share spoke in favor of the bill. Mr. Charles Reed. Adult Health Services. spoke later in 

the meeting in support of Representative Green·s legislation. He said that 729.000 people 

in North Carolina are estimated to have the illnesses covered by the legislation and cannot 

afford their costly. but life-sustaining, medications. 

Next on the agenda was a long presentation involving numerous speakers on 

Resource Management. Dr. Phil Cooke. Professor of Social Work at UNC-Chapel Hill. 

began by stating that Resource Management is a kind of grassroots movement that gives 

counties better perspective on how to pe1form human services and how to improve 

expectations and capabilities. Mr. Bill Upchurch from Division II of the Division of Social 

Services followed with an overview of Resource Management. He said it was a concept 

that had been drawn from thirty different disciplines as an approach for managing human 

services. The ultimate goals are to be efficient and compassionate. According to Mr. 

Upchurch, social services has never defined and designed the job. It is most important to 
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have measurable standards of quantity. quality. and timeliness. Several charts and graphs 

were used to show how Resource Management is applied to social services at the county 

level. Several speakers representing various county departments were recognized and 

related their positive experiences with this approach. Much of the primary interest in 

Resource Management is in terms of evaluation and monitoring of worker productivity. 

Some concern was expressed about how to measure compassion. "good social work," and 

client satisfaction. 

Representative Easterling next recognized Ms. Joan Holland. Assistant Director 

for Program Administration. Division of Social Services. to give an interim report on the 

Social Services Plan. Ms. Holland focused on the two areas that had been the most 

complex and troublesome - the core of social services to be provided in every county and 

the financing of the social services programs. She reviewed the seven core services: 

Protective Services for Children. Foster Care. Family Services. Adoption Services. Adult 

Protective Services, In Home and Community Based Services. Adult Group Care and 

Placement. The Plan. she said. would identify and define the service clements integral to 

each core service. It is hoped that the Social Services Plan would be piloted in five to ten 

counties. 

The last speaker was Jeffress Duarte. a registered nurse with Southside 

Obstetrical Home Care in Charlotte. She narrated a slide show on in-home infusion 

therapy for high-risk pregnant women. The goal is to prolong pregnancy in women who 

are likely to have preterm deliveries. Ms. Duarte stated that Blue Cross/Blue Shield and 

Medicaid do not cover these procedures. It was decided by the Commission that a letter 

would be sent to Blue Cross/Blue Shield and the State officials asking why this program 

could not be covered. 

Meeting on November 15, 1990 

The seventh meeting of the Social Sen·ices Study Commission was held on 

November 15, 1990. 

The first speaker was Ms. Susan Creech. Deputy Chief. Child Day Care 

Section, who was substituting for Dr. Nancy Sampson. Ms . Creech discussed the concerns 
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and issues of the Day Care Section regarding coordination of activities and resources of 

public and private agencies. She also discussed the topics of alternative funding sources 

for subsidized programs, abuse and neglect in child care. and parental education. The 

necessity of a plan to improve the quality. availability. and affordability was stressed. 

New federal legislation will provide approximately $22 million for North Carolina. 

Several Commission members raised questions relating to corporal punishment. staff/child 

ratios, and the federal legislation. It was requested that staff from the Day Care Section 

return to the December meeting. 

Senator Walker next recognized Ms. Joan Holland. Program Administration. 

Division of Social Services. for an update on the Social Services Plan and the impact of 

JOBS on day care. Ms. Holland stated that clay care was absolutely critical to JOBS. 

There is. however, a problem with coordinating funding. especially when clients move 

from one program to another. Transportation for child care is another problem. If a 

county has a coordinator, a better joh is being done. Regarding the Social Services Plan. 

the Department will present the draft plan at the December meeting. In defining the core 

services. family preservation will be emphasized. 

Ms. Patrice Roesler. Director. Intergovernmental Programs. County 

Commissioners Association. was recognized to continue the discussion on financing and 

the Social Services Plan. She reiterated information presented at an earlier meeting which, 

in general, found that counties with poor economic conditions had higher caseloads. yet 

had less ability to meet and provide human services. She said a committee is working on a 

concept for financing human services at the county level and also provide State assistance 

where counties could not meet the basic requirements. The committee will be working on 

the proposal though the beginning of next year. 

Meeting on December J 3, J 990 

The eighth and final meeting of the Social Services Study Commission was 

held on December 13. 1990. 

Representative Easterling recognized the first speaker. Ms . Joan Holland. 

Assistant Director for Program Administration. Division of Social Services. to present the 
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draft report on the Social Services Plan. (See Appendix R for an Executive Summary.) 

Ms. Holland explained that the draft report establishes the system goals and purposes and 

sets out the minimum core of services to be provided . The core of services is to be 

oriented toward prevention and includes seven areas: child protective services. foster care 

services, family centered services. adoption services. adult protective services. in-home 

and community based services for adults. and adult group care and placement. It is 

proposed that the core services be piloted with Resource Management methodology 

applied in the pilot counties. The final report on the Social Services Plan is to be filed 

with the General Assembly by the convening of the 1991 Session. 

Michele Rivest of the Child Advocacy Institute and Rufus Stark of the 

Methodist Home both spoke briefly in suppo11 of the Social services Plan and all it 

intends to accomplish for families. 

The next item on the agenda concerned follow-up information from the last 

meeting on Day Care. Representatives from the Attorney General ·s Office and from the 

Child Day Care Section distributed material and spoke on issues regarding corporal 

punishment , purchase of care. federal legislation. and staff/child ratios. (See Appendix S.) 

Shelia Hoyle, Southwestern Child Development Commission. followed next and related 

the problems that rural child care centers are having with funding . She stated that the 

county market rate system for rural counties is not working and needs to be revised . 

The Commission spent the rest of the meeting on the recommendations and 

proposed legislation to be contained in the Commission ' s final report. 

14 



COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Social Services Study Commission makes the following recommendations 

to the 1991 Session of the General Assembly : 

I. The Commission accepts. endorses. and recommends the Social Services 

Plan proposed and under refinement by the Depa1tment of Human Resources. To begin 

the implementation, an appropriation of $333.191 is recommended during the first year 

of the biennium to start the preparation and planning process. During the second year of 

the biennium, enabling legislation is recommended to allow DHR to pilot the Social 

Services Plan in five to ten counties. (See Appendix T for proposed legislation.) 

2. The Commission recommends repeal of North Carolina ·s status as a 209-B 

Medicaid state. (See Appendix U for proposed legislation.) 

3. The Commission endorses and recommends House Bill 2149 from the 1989 

Session to establish a program to assist low-income individuals in obtaining certain 

prescription drugs at a reduced cost. (See Appendix V for proposed legislation.) 

4. The Commission recommends that legislation be enacted that would 

automatically adjust AFDC benefit levels annually to reflect any change in the cost of 

living. (See Appendix W for proposed legislation.) 

5. The Commission recommends legislation that would appropriate funds to 

create a "children with special needs" category to provide a $500/month payment to 

foster parents who will provide custody for these children and include in this 

recommendation an appropriation that would provide foster care services training. (See 

Appendix X for proposed legislation.) 
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6. The Commission recommends that in -home infusion therapy be studied as 

an option to address the infant mo11ality problem in North Carolina and refers this issue 

to the Infant Mortality Task Force. 

7. The Commission makes the following recommendations regarding day 

care: (I) That the highest priority in expenditures (from federal sources or otherwise) be 

expansion of purchase of care. with emphasis on serving children on county waiting lists 

and developing day care resources in unserved and underserved areas of the State: (2) 

That quality of care be addressed. including the reduction of staff/child ratios for infant 

care; and (3) That the county market rate as it affects rural counties be revised. 

8. The Commission endorses the recommendation of the Worker Training 

Trust Fund Study Committee to allocate $1. 96 million for the 1991-92 fiscal year and $2 

million for the 1992-93 fiscal year from the Worker Training Trust Fund for 

implementation of JOBS in the State. 

9. The Commission recognizes the increasing problem with ahuse and neglect 

and recommends an appropriation of $2 million each year of the biennium for additional 

child protective services. (See Appendix Y for proposed legislation.) 

I 0. The Commission supports the work of the Study Commissions on the 

Homeless, Aging. Family. and others and acknowledges that the Social Services Study 

Commission could not address all the critical issues. The Commission endorses the 

efforts of these Commissions to resolve issues that impact human services . 

11. The Commission recommends that the Social Services Study Commission 

be continued. (See Appendix Z for proposed legislation.) 
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APPENDIX B 

Subject: SOCIAL SERVICES STUDY COMMISSJON 
Authority: 1989 Session Laws, Chapter 802, Part XIII, SB 231 

(HB 400-Colton; SB 326-Walker) 
Report by: Social Services Study Commission 
Report to: Governor; Speaker; Lt. Governor 

Date: Before or upon the convening of the 1991 Session. 

President Pro Tempore's 
Appointments 

Sen. Russell G. Walker 
Co-Chairperson 
1004 Westmont Drive 
Asheboro, NC 27203 
(919)625-2574 

Sen. Austin M. Allran 
Box 2907 
Hickory, NC 28603 
(704)322-5437 

Sen. Ollie Harris 
P.O. Drawer 639 
Kings Mountain, NC 
(704)739-2591 

28086 

Mr. Daniel c. Hudgins 
Director 
Durham County DSS 
P.O. Box 810 
Durham, NC 27702 
(919)683-3838 

Mr. John Liverman 
P.O. Box 439 
Woodland, NC 27897 
(919)587-9721 

Sen. Helen R. Marvin 
119 Ridge Lane 
Gastonia, NC 28054 
(704)864-2757 

Mr. E. c. Modlin, Director 
Cumberland County DSS 
P.O. Box 2429 
Fayetteville, NC 28302 
(919)323-1540 

Members 

Speaker's 
Appointments 

Rep. Ruth M. Easterling 
Co-Chairperson 
811 Bromley Road, Apt. #1 
Charlotte, NC 28207 
(704)377-6555 

Mr. Bobby Boyd 
P.O. Box 669 
Newton, NC 28658 

Rep. Marie w . 
392 Charlotte 
Asheville, NC 
(704)253-7350 

Colton 
Street 

28801 

Rep. Lyons Gray 
P.O. Box 10887 
Winston-Salem, NC 27108-0887 
(919)773-1600 

Rep. Sidney A. Locks 
P.O. Box 290 
Lumberton, NC 28359 
(919)739-7202 

Ms. Barbara Perry 
Route 4, Box 220 
Nashville, NC 27856 

Hon. Kermit Richardson 
Nash County Commissioner 
Route 1, Box 367 
Nashville, NC 27856 
(919)977-6395 
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Members 
-continued-

President Pro Tempore's 
Appointments 

Sen. James F. 'Jim' Richardson 
1739 Northbrook Drive 
Charlotte, NC 28216 
( 704) 399-15.55 

Ms. Pam Silberman 
N.C. Legal Services Resource Center 
112 s. Blount Street 
P.O. Box 27343 
Raleigh, NC 27611 
(919)821-0042 

Governot:'s 
Appointments 

Hon. Sim A. DeLapp, Jr. 
Davidson County 

Board of Commissioners 
P.O. Box 591 
Lexington, NC 27292 
(704)246- 8171 

Dr. P. Nelson Reid 
1532 Carr Street 
Raleigh, NC 27608 
(919)833-4443 

Mr. Albert E. Thompson, Jr. 
Division of Social Services 
N.C. Department of Human Resources 
Albemarle Building 
325 N. Salisbury Street 
Raleigh, NC 27603-5905 
(919)733-3055 

Staff: Jennie Dorsett 
Research Division 
(919)733-2.578 

Clerk: Hazel Cooper 
0: (919)733-5621 

Speaker's 
Appointments 

Rep. Paul B. 'Skip' Starn, Jr. 
714 Hunter Street 
Apex, NC 27502 
(919)362-8873 

Ryal Tayloe 
Everett, Everett ~ Warren & Harper 
P.O. Box 1220 
Greenville, NC 27835-1220 
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SUMMARY OF 
1989 GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTION 

ON 

APPENDIX C 

SOCIAL SERVICES STUDY COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 
(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 

Expansion Budget 
Availability for DHR 

Mandatory Funding 

Balance 

Funds appropriated to 
implement recommendations 
of the Social Services 
Study Commission 

% of Discretionary Expansion 
Funds 

$33.3 $51. 9 

$ 8.9 $17.6 

$24.4 $34.3 

$10.4 $17.1 

42% 50% 
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ITEM ISSUE 

1. Child Protective Services 

2. Adult Protective Services 

3. State Training Plan 

4. AFDC/Medically Needy 
Benefit Level 

5. Public Information Program 

6. Foster Care Reimbursement 

) 

1989 GENERAL ASSDmLY ACTIOO 
rn 

SOCIAL SERVICES S'IDDY CXMMISSIOO ~TIOOS 

$11,755,400 for county staffing 
improvements statewide. 

$2,263,300 to provide adequate 
staff for Adult Protective 
Services Programs. 

$1,150,493 in FY 89-90 and 
$1,124,149 in FY 90-91 to fund 
state training plan for County 
Staff. 

$4,016,998 in each year for a 
10% increase in benefit levels . 

$116,184 in FY 89-90 
$106,091 in FY 90-91 

$2,600,000 to increase foster 
care rate from $200/mo. to 
$?50/mo.; and to establish a 
new category of "children with 
special needs" whose foster 
parents will qualify for $500/mo. 

) 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY ACTICN 

$3,000,000 in FY 69-90 and $3,943,783 
in FY 90-91 for improvements to county 
programs and for improvements to the 
Divisions training and consultation 
activities. 

$15,583 in FY 69-90 and 38,573 in 
FY 90-91 for 1 position to provide 
consultation and technical assist­
ance to local departments of Social 
Services. 

No action . Funds for Child 
Protective Services Worker Training 
funded under item #1. 

$1,021,863 in FY 69-90 and 
$1,624,970 in FY 90-91 to raise 
benefit levels by 2% effective 
1/1/90 . 

No Action. 

$400,000 in FY 69-90 and $800,000 
in FY 90-91 to raise foster care 
rate from $200 to $250/mo. 
effective 1/1/90. 

,' 
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ITEM ISSUE 

7. Repeal "209B" status 

8. Medicaid Coverage for 
Children up to Age 8 

9. Medicaid Coverage for 
Pregnant Women and for 
Inf ants 

10. Maternity Care Rates 

11. Rural Obstetrical Care 
Fund 

) 

CXWUSSIGI 
~IGI 

Appropriate funds to eliminate 
the state's status as a 11 209811 

state $18.7 million in FY 89-90; 
$16.4 million in FY 90-91. 

Cover children ages 4 to 8 
effective 10/1/89: $1,269,965 
$1,645,908. 

Raise coverage from families 
under 100% of poverty level to 
families under 185% of FPL 
$6,376,155 in FY 89-90 
$12,752,311 in FY 90-91. 

Increase reimbursement rate for 
maternity care by 50%. 

Expand fund to cover more 
more physicians. 

) 

', 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY AC'rIOO 

No action. 

$499,354 in FY 89-90 to cover 
children to age 6 effective 10/1/89; 
$289,086 to cover children to age 7 
effective 10/1/90. (Funds also 
transferred from the Division of 
Health Services). Coverage for 
17,500 new children in FY 89-90; 
8,500 new children in FY 90-91. 

Coverage raised from 100% to 150% 
of FPL effective 1/1/90. $4,539,504 
in FY 89-90; 9,079,008 in FY 90-91 
Coverage for 6,700 new women and 
7,200 new infants. 

Increased rates by 50%; $950,820 
in FY 89-90: $1,333,212 in FY 90-91. 

No action. 

) 
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ANNUAL FEDERAL REVENUF.S 
SOCIAL SERVIES STUDY CO.Pl.KISSION 

Federal State 
Total Revenue Share 

Pregnant Women & 
Infants to 150% of 
FPL 16.4 11.1 4.5 

Children age 4 to 
6 in year 1 and 
age 7 in year 2 4.4 3.0 1.2 

Maternity Care 
Rate Increase 3.5 2.4 • 9 

AFDC/Med Needy 
Increase (2%) 8.3 5.6 1.6 

GRAND TOTAL 32.6 22.1 8.2 

County 
Share 

.8 

.2 

. 2 

1.1 
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA 
1989 SESSION 

RA TI Fl ED BILL 

CHAPTER 448 
HOUSE BILL 141 

APPENDIX D 

AN ACT TO REQUIRE THE DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES TO 
DEVELOP A SOCIAL SERVICES PLAN TO ENSURE THE UNIFORM 
AVAILABILITY OF CORE SOCIAL SERVICES AND PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS TO THE CITIZENS OF NORTH CAROLINA. 

The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts: 

Section 1. It is the policy of the State of North Carolina to provide a 
statewide system of social services and public assistance programs to meet the basic 
needs of citizens who cannot meet those needs themselves. The goals and purposes 1of 
that system include: 

( 1) To ensure that children and adults are protected from abuse, 
neglect, and exploitation; 

(2) To enable citizens to maintain or achieve maximum self-sufficiency 
and personal independence through employment, if possible; 

(3) To strengthen family life in order to nurture our children so that 
they may become productive, healthy, responsible adults; 

(4) To assist disabled and dependent adults, while ensuring that they 
live in the most independent setting feasible with the least possible 
intrusion from p1,1blic agencies; 

(5) To ensure that every family and individual has sufficient economic 
resources to obtain the basic necessities of life. 

It is the policy of this State to operate its social services system through a cooperative 
partnership between the State and the counties, primarily through programs that are 
administered by the counties and supervised by the State, and with both State and 
county financial participation. 

Sec. 2. In order to promote a quality core of social services to be 
available to citizens of the State who need them, it is the policy of the State to define 
a minimum core of social services and to provide from federal funds and State 
revenues available for those purposes the expenses of providing those core services 
across the State. 

Sec. 3. The Department of Human Resources, in consultation and 
cooperation with other appropriate agencies and groups, shall develop a Social 
Services Plan consistent with the policies stated in Sections 1 and 2 of this act. 
Sections 1 and 2 of this act are only for the purpose of providing policy guidance to 
the Department of Human Resources for the development of the Plan. The Plan shall 
include at least the following: 

( l) A definition of a core of social services that shall be provided in 
every county; 

(2) Cost estimates and a plan and timetable for assuring the 
availability of the core of services in each county; 



{3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Minimum standards for the provision of core services and public 
assistance programs, including staffing standards, caseload 
standards. training standards, and facilities standards; 
State and county responsibilities for the financing of social services 
not included in Section 2 ot this act, public assistance benefits, 
program administration costs, physical facilities, and staff training; 
and 
Strengthened mechanisms for State supervision and enforcemeflt of 
program standards. 

Sec. 4. The Department of Human Resources shall present a Plan for 
ensuring that the State Public Assistance Equalization Program is ,presented annually 
·to the Social Services Commission for review. The Department sha11 provide eun-ent 
data and information to assist the Commission to make such amendments to the 
formula for distribution of the fi,mds as will ensure the equalization of the burden of 
taxation in the counties as required in G.S. 108A-92. . 

Sec. 5. In carryi·ng out its responsibilities under this act, the Department 
of Human Resources shall consult, on a systematic 'basis through a process designed 
by the Department, with local and State governmental agencies and boards and with 
public and private agencies and organizations. 

Sec. 6. The Department of 'Human Resources shall report periodically on 
the Plan required by Section 3 of this act to the Social Services Study Commission, if 
that Commission is reauthorized. The Department shall submit the final Plan .to the 
General Assembly by the convening of the 1990 Regular Session of the General 
Assembly. 

Sec. 7. This act is effective upon ratification. 
In the General Assembly read three times and ratified this the 26th day of 

June, 1989. 

2 

JAMES C. GARONER 
James C. Gardner 
President of the Senate 

J. L MAVRETI<.; 
J. L. Mavretic 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

House Bill 141 
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APPENDIX E 

Status of Back-to-Basics Recommendations 

Of the original recommendations, the following have been implemented: 

Eliminate use of the landlord as primary source of 
Food Stamp verification for household composition 

Establish and use a "proactive" approach with 
Corrective Action Committees 

Automate validation of Social Security Numbers in the 
Food Stamp program 

Develop a glossary of terms and definitions used in the 
public assistance programs and publish them as addenda to 
the various program manuals 

Provide counties with basic case identifying information 
on gummed labels 
(Embosser cards were originally proposed but labels were 
adopted instead) 

Reduce the number of required collateral contacts 

Adopt a Contribution Letter for use in all programs 

Make standard eligibility case management reports 
available to county departments 

Delete Department of Transportation matches for persons 
under age 16 and reduce the frequency of these checks 

.... 
Exclude Interest as Income in the Food Stamp program 



In the initial analysis of the Back-to-Basics recommendations, 
several were evaluated and deemed unworkable under current 
ci,rcumstances. These include the following items: 

Incorporate DSS-8571 and DSS-8593 into review and 
application forms 

Eliminate the second Food Stamp monthly report 

Automate matches at application and review 

Raise the Medicaid income level to the SSI level 

Obtain waiver to use a standard child care expense 

After careful review of the potential negative impact this 
proposal would have, staff in the Food Stamp Branch 
recommended to the Division's management that we should not 
seek a waiver. ·The policy for use of the waiver would have 
been very error prone 

Automate notices to other programs 

Several items were tabled because they would require systems 
support that will not be potentially available until after the . 
current EIS redesign project is completed. These include: 

Print full name on case management report 

Use a single DMA-8124 form for families in the MAF, MIC, 
and MPA aid categories 

Other recommendations were tabled because they are part of the . EIS 
redesign that is scheduled to be completed by March of 1990. 

Automation of client notices 

Immediate on-line EIS update (will be in operation for 
application processing only) 

This means that a number of the initial recommendations are Rtill 
pending in one form or other: 

Standard rounding procedures 

A good deal of county and state staff time was invested 
in working through the separate approaches to rounding 
used in the AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamp programs. 
After several tries at reconciling the different 
approaches it was concluded that the various Federal laws and 
regulations that apply are sufficiently at odds with one 
another such that they can't be adopted to a single 
satisfactory approach; this type of change requires reform 
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at the Federal level. The Department of Human Resources 
believes that this and several other issues requiring Federal 
reform should be subject matter for a National Commission on 
Public Assistance Administration and has proposed such a 
Commission to the North Carolina congressional delegation. 
One version of the current Federal Welfare Reform law 
provided for such a Commission. The law would be amended to 
add the Commission back to the Federal Family Support Act. 

Single application form 

The idea of a single application form was the original 
stimulus that lead to the Back-to-Basics recommendations. 
Staff and the Simplification Committee looked at several 
examples from other states, in particular, from South 
Carolina and Michigan. In South Carolina it was found 
that they were experimenting with a pilot system but had, 
as of that time, not been able to verify the workability 
of their approach. Further, divided opinions were found 
among South Carolina agency staff over the ultimate 
workability of that state's approach. 

The Michigan application was evaluated by State and county 
Simplification Committee members and was found to be both 
cumbersome and very "unfriendly" to the public assistance 
applicant/recipient. The Committee concluded that there are no 
really satisfactory models currently in use in other states. 
The crux of the matter is that the AFDC, Medicaid, and rood 
Stamp programs are based on Federal laws and regulations that 
are incompatible enough such that a reasonably straightforward 
application procedure for all three (including system support) 
probably can't be developed. A system that reconciled the 
current differences among these programs would, itself be 
prohibitively expensive both to construct and to maintain and 
would be complex beyond reason. As with the example of 
standard rounding procedures, a pre-condition to a workable 
single application process is Federal-level reform in program 
and administrative requirements. 

Implement a standard Food Stamp Medical deduction 

The Hunger PrPvention Act of 1988 contains a proposal to change 
the way medical expenses are ht~·.: 1.dled in the Food Stamp program. 
It was decided to delay proceed . o.g with a waiver request until 
additional information or regulations were published. 

Automation of AFDC monthly reporting 

Standard reserve policies 

Matches 

All program areas have received revised regulations which 
allow for targeting matches to be more cost effective. The 
Department's IEVS Task Force is moving toward implementation 
of these regulations. 
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Consistent client responsibility in providing verifications 

The Commitca~ has not at this point in time given this issue 
the consideration that it needs. It will be considered prior 
to the end of the fiscal year. 

Revised 1660/1661 and 5007/5008 

The revised DSS-1660 for Medicaid has been pilot tested and is 
presently going through its final redesign. It will then go 
through the State forms approval and procurement process for 
printing. The Division of Medical Assistance has an 
implementation target of August 1989 contingent upon the 
forms approval and procurement process. 

The DMA-5008, currently used as a data entry form and 
verification documentation workbook, will be eliminated 
eff ective March 1990. Counties will use the DSS-8124 for 
applications in all programs. The Division of Medical 
Assistance and the Division of Social Services are 
concurrently designing separate verification/documentation 
workbooks for adult Medicaid programs and the Special 
Assistance program. The Divisions have stated to the Income 
M.'.l:.~t2r:ar:. c e Co:;;;;::i_:~ee that the earliest effective date 
possible for the verification/documentation workbooks is 
October 1989. This will mean that from October 1989 -
March 1990, counties must continue to use the DMA-5008 as 
an application/data entry document. 

Exclude interest as income 

Consider annual reviews for monthly reporting cases and 
abbreviated annual reviews in AFDC and Medical Assistance 

The Division of Medical Assistance currently has a 
relatively new form (DMA-5007) for annual review purposes. 
Further modification to the current process requires 
evaluation of the process and a recommendation by the county 
Back-to-Basics Committee. · 
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SIMPLIFIED APPLICATION/STANDARDIZED BENEFIT PROJECT APPENDIX F 

The Simplified Application/Standardized Benefit Project is designed to enable 
selected Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Medicaid households 
to participate in the Food Stamp Program without requiring an independent appli­
cation and eligibility determination. Plans are to pilot the Project in 
six county departments of social services. 

Households to be included in the Project are as follows: 

1. Food Stamp households in which all members are recipients of a single Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) payment. 

2. Food Stamp households in which all members receive Medicaid in the follow­
ing categories: 

a. Medicaid to the Disabled (M-AD); and 
b. Medicaid to the Blind (M-AB). 

3. Multiple benefit households in which all members receive either AFDC .or 
Medicaid benefits. 

Project households will also be presumed eligible for the Low Income Energy 
Program (LIEAP), provided they are vulnerable to heating bills. This will 
eliminate the need for project households to file a separate application for 
LIEAP benefits. 

I The following effects are expected from operation of the project: 

• 

1. Increased accessibility to AFDC, Medicaid and LIEAP through use of tel~phone 
contacts, mail-in reports, publicity, and reduction in the number of ~e­
quired eligibility contacts and through reduction in the number and com­
plexity of program rules and verification requirements. 

The rate of participation in the programs by especially vulnerable groups 
(the elderly, children under age 6, and the disabled) will increase or 
will not decrease as rapidly as would have been the case otherwise. 

The degree of understanding of and satisfaction with public assistance 
programs will increase among the affected groups. 

2. Improvement in administrative efficiency and effectiveness through program 
simplification, reduction in paperwork and processing steps, and fewer 
workers handling the same case. 

3. Improvement in timeliness of case actions through fewer procedural steps, 
fewer regulatory differences among programs, reduction of eligibility 
personnel and office locations involved in the same case, and consolidation 
of program benefit issuances under fewer case processing sequences. 

4. Accuracy improvement and error reduction through reduction of procedural 
steps and calculations, reduction in the number of caseworkers handling , 
each case, and improved client understanding . 



A proposal for simplification was submitted to the United States Department of • 
Agriculture (USDA) on March 24, 1986. USDA responded May 6, 1986 that they 
were not at that time accepting proposals of this nature. However, they in~ ' 
dicated that regulations were scheduled to be published in late 1986, which 
would solicit such projects. 

Final regulations were published in early 1988 and our proposal was resubmitted 
on March 24, 1988. USDA met with Division staff in April 1988 to discuss the 
proposal. On July 25, 1988, USDA responded that the proposal did not meet 
selection criteria. 

Additional regulations were published July 12, 1988, to which we responded with 
our latest proposal on November 7, 1988. On June 1, 1989, USDA notified the 
Division that the proposal did not meet the selection criteria. They agreed 
to reevaluate the proposal provided we submit the required revisions. 

On August 29, 1989, a revised proposal was submitted for reevaluation. 
and Department staff met with USDA in Washington, D.C. on November 17, 
review the revised proposal. Several questions were raised during and 
to the meeting, which we responded to on December 11 and .13, 1989. To 
has not notified us of approval or denial of the proposal. 

Division 
1989 ·, to 
subsequent 
date, USDA 

• 

• 



APPENDIX G 

STATUS OF ALEXANDER V. HILL 

In August 1974, Legal Services filed a federal class action 
against Renee P. Hill, then director of the Division of Social 
Services, and other named defendants, including Mecklenburg 
County's Department of Social Services director, for the alleged 
failure of the county departments of social services to process 
timely applications for Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) and Medicaid. Federal law now requires the states to 
process such applications within 45 days and, when disability is 
involved, as of yesterday, 90 days. Since 1974, the federal 
court for the Western District of North Carolina has entered a 
number of orders granting various forms of relief, including the 
requirements that certain actions involved in processing 
applications be taken within designated time periods and that 
counties failing to process applications for AFDC and Medicaid in 
a timely manner pay to the affected applicant a penalty of $50 
for each week or part of a week of delay. As of 3 January 1990, 
the counties and the state had paid $902,600 in penalties, not 
counting loss of federal financial participation estimated to be 
$100,987. 

In November 1988, plaintiffs filed a Motion for Further 
Relief alleging, among other things, the continued failure of the 
county departments to process AFDC and Medicaid applications in a 
timely manner; failure of the state to take meaningful corrective 
measures against counties that consistently fail to process 
applications timely; discouragement of prospective applicants 
from filing applications; and inflexible and excessive 
verification requirements in violation of the due process clause 
of the Fourteenth !\mendment and of federal regulations. The 
State filed an answer, for the most part denying plaintiffs' 
allegations. 

In the fall of 1989, after extensive discovery, the parties 
negotiated a settlement of most of the issues in dispute. A 
consent order has been filed and approved by Judge McMillan. The 
order and a separate settlement agreement constitute the 
documents of settlement and make certain changes in previous 
orders. Among the provisions of the settlement are the 
following: 

A. County departments will be required to take AFDC and 
Medicaid applications on the day the client or his 
representative appears at the agency and to assume more 
responsibility for assisting the client in obtaining 
verification of eligibility. Alternative sources of 
verifications will be accepted when the primary source 
is not received by the processing deadline. 

B. Discouragement from applying for AFDC and Medicaid will 
be assumed in certain situations, such as when a county 
fails to take applications on the day requested or when 



it gives incorrect or incomplete information about 
application processing. A client will be permitted to 

.___.._ make an appeal alleging discouragement and to receive 
benefits retroactive to the date of application. In 
addition, he will be awarded a penalty payment (at the 
same $50 rate) up to a maximum of $650 if his 
application is improperly delayed beyond the relevant. 
time standard. 

_.. 

c. The State's supervisory role will be changed through 
implementation of a more comprehensive system of 
monitoring, technical assistance, and consultation. 
Every county department of social services will be 
monitored annually and assigned an index score (with a 
maximum of 500 points) based on the extent of the 
agency's compliance with policy and with the court 
order. Fiscal penalties will be assessed as follows: 

Any county that scores fewer than 355 points will be 
required to pay a fiscal sanction of 7.5% of its federal 
and State share of AFDC and Medicaid administrative 
costs. The penalty f~r each successive year of 
noncompliance increases 5% of the federal/State share of 
administrative costs. 

A county that scores fewer than 455 points must complete 
a corrective action plan and improve its score by 10% or· 
to 455, whichever is less, or become subject to a fiscal 
sanction of one-half the amount already described. 

Sanctions will not be assessed until calendar year 1991. 
The first payment of sanctions will be due January 10, 
1992, unless the county did not have notice of the 
sanction prior to 30 days before final adoption of the 
county budget. The sanction cannot be paid from the 
county's social services budget. If any county fails to 
pay the sanction when due, it will be withheld from the 
county's reimbursement for that particular January and 
for any subsequent months if necessary. 

Any sanction collected will be reallocated to all 100 
county departments of social services to provide 
emergency financial and medical assistance. 

D. County departments of social services will become exempt 
from paying penalty payments to those applicants whose 
applications are delayed without good cause when: 

1. The county's index score is 455 or better; and 

2. The county has not incurred a penalty in two 
successive years. 
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One outstanding issue remains in the current litigation and 
that is whether the State must hire additional employees to 
conduct the monitoring required by the settlement or whether it 
will use current staff. That issue has been briefed and is 
before Judge McMillan. 

In the meantime an Implementation Team composed of state and 
county staff is developing implementation details. 1 April, 1990 
is the effective date of implementation. 

11 January 1990 
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APPENDIX H 

During the last session, the General Assembly appropriated funds in SB-44 
to strengthen the State's Child Protective Services program. Appropriations 
were made for 3 purposes: 

1. To strenghten the county DSS's capacity to investigate reports . of 
abuse and neglect and to provide protection to these children when 
they have been abused or neglected and to work with their families to 
prevent further abuse or neglect. 

The General Assembly appropriated $2,650,000 for FY 89-90 (and 
$3,593,783 for FY 90-91) for the county DSS's to hire additional staff 
to conduct investigations and to provide protective services and 
preventive services in confirmed cases. SB-44 spells out how this 
money was to be allocated: 

(1) each of the 100 county DSS's received $10,000; 

(2) 15 county DSS's that did not receive an allocation in 1985 
received $10,000; 

(3) The remainder ($1,500,000) was allocated to each of the 100 
county departments based on a formula; it is based on the number 
of reports of abuse and neglect each county received for 
investigations in relation to the total number received by all 
C?unty departments. 

The Appropriations bill spells out what this money can be used for: 

(1) staff to carry out investigations; 

(2) staff to provide on-going protective services and preventive 
services in confirmed cases; 

(3) if a county department demonstrates that it has adequat~ staff in 
both of these areas, the money can be used to purchase or provide 
(1) treatment and (2) other supportive services to the children 
and their families in confirmed cases. 

The majority of the counties have used the money for staff to carry 
out investigations or to provide on-going protective services in confirmed 
cases; 14 of them have made written requests to the Division to use the 
money in other ways. They demonstrated that they do have adequate staff 
and we have given them approval to use the funds to . (l) purchase or provide 
treatment for confirmed cases and (2) purchase or provide other support 
services for confirmed cases. Approval has been given for a range of 
things: 

employing a part-time Social Work Clinical Specialist; to provide 
treatment in confirmed cases; 

employing a homemaker to work with families in confirmed cases to 
teach basic parenting skills, etc., deal with discipline, 
managing on a limited budget, (they help reduce the need to 
remove children from their homes; 



·-· 

2. 

eight counties have said they do not have adequate staff and 
their allocation was not sufficient to get staff; asked for 
approval to use funds for things that would strengthen the 
current staff they do have; 

$175,090 was appropriated for . the Division of Social Services to 
use to improve its capacity to provide consultation and technical 
assistance to the county DSS's as a means of helping them 
strengthen their child protective services programs. 

We have used the funds to establish four Child Protection 
Consultants and one Child Protective Services Trainer. The four 
consultants have been hired; the trainer has not. 

3. $174,910 was appropriated for child protective services training; 
efforts . have been hampered by not having the trainer position filled; 

1. We have worked with the Child Medical Examiner's program at UNC 
School of Medicine to conduct eight training sessions focused on 
interviewing techniques and tools for social workers to use in 
child sex abuse cases. 

2. Are working on providing scholarships for workers and supervisors 
to attend a state conference sponsored by the National Committ:ee 
for the Prevention of Child Abuse; to be held in North Carolina 
this spring. 

J. Are working to develop a certification program for DSS CP~ social 
workers; this would give the workers a care ,-., knowledge base about 
family dynamics (healthy and unhealthy); indicators of abuse and 
neglect; how to intervene and interact with the family. 

) '/.Are working to develop a curriculum for Substance Abuse-training for 
social workers and supervisors; how families with substance abuse 
problems need to be interviewed; what approaches can be taken to keep 
the family together; the types of services (medical and social) that 
will need to be put together to keep the family functioning in tact. 
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NO . COUNTY 

1 ALAMANCE 
2 ALEXANDCn 
:3 ALLEGHANY 
4 ANSON 
5 ASHE 
6 AVERY 
7 BF.~AUFOf..IT 

8 BEf.nIE 
9 BLADEN 

10 C·mUNSWH:K 
ll BLINCDMBF 
lC:~ BURl<E 

13 CABAr:nus 
14 CALDWELL 
l.~1 CAMDEN 

16 CA~nEr.~cr 
17 CASWELL. 
l.f.I CATAWBA 
19 CHATHAM 

E!O CHEnOKE.E 
21 CHDWAN 

23 C::L..EVCl...AND 

Z:'.l.J COLLIMBU!:1 

C~~' Cf.~AVE"N 

26 CUHBEllL.AND 
27 CUkRITUCK 
20 DA~C:. 

29 DAVIDSON 
30 DAVIE 
31. DUPLIN 
3Z~ DUmiAM 
33 CDGCC:ClMnt: 

::M Fons YTH 
3!'.i Fr.;:ANl<L.IN 

36 CA!:iTON 

37 GATES 
3f:I GRAHAM 
39 GRANVILLE 
40 GREENE 

41 GUILFORD 
4c! HALIFAX 
43 HARNEl"T 
.lJ.lJ HAYWOOD 
45 HENDn~SDN 
4t. HERTF0~1D 
47 HOKF. 
48 HYDE 
.q9 IREDELL 
50 .. JACKSON 
51 JOHNSTON 
52 JONES 

At't'~l~UIA I 

ALLOCAl"ION Fon CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

CPS 

1985 

13 I li!1l.> . 00 
ll.,l.:1.2.00 

10,6.1:17 . 00 

,10 I 939. 00 
11,oao,oo 

12,053 . 00 
l. l. , l. A!f.ll . 0 () 

l. :I., B09 . 00 
l!'.i, 7:7H:i. 00 
1 :-:1, z~::io . oo 
l.P, £,04 . oo 
J..ll • 2f~!:) . 0 () 

10. 6'i:.'6 . ()() 
:1.C.', 7B7 . 00 

l.1. 6::ll . ()0 

:I 5 , "1T7 . 00 

:1. l . '!:>6!'.i . 00 
:J. l. , HIB. 00 
l 0. 98;3 . 00 

l 1.. (.,;:lJ . 00 

l.3, !:>!'.°>!'-.. OCJ 

21 'i'~!:i7 . 00 
11, Ll!'.">B . 00 
11,:J.2(:."l . 0() 
]7,J.Ll4.00 

l l ' 4 <'.1 9 . 0 0 
ll ,t..19 . 00 

l .11 • 9 an . o o 
11.:' '76!'.> . 00 

l.l. '0::10 00 

10,B97 . 00 

10,702 . 00 
ll.,4513 . 00 
11,0BO . OO 
20, l .5B . 00 
l:zl,7fll . 00 
l.2 I 5:17. 00 
l.2 I 77:lL:) • 00 

l 1 'fl(J'jl . 00 
11 I !'.l!'.i!'.l. ()() 

10,690 . 00 
12,864.00 

11.~>l>5 . 00 

l 0 , 73"1 . 0 0 

CP!:-1 
1989 

ao,2l.2.oo 

18, "460. 00 
ll. ,098.00 

13,131 . 00 
14,284.00 

22,224.0() 

l .9,804 . 00 

12, c":!5Z:~ . 00 

22 ,4'r9 . oo 
:i. 7 • !:if.~~:) . 0 0 
.ll!.i. f.~61.~. 00 

C."!l.>. 999. 00 

i.:!::3. l.27. 00 

31.,. 7£~J. . 00 
u . , l 5:-3 . ()() 
?.. 6 , ~.) :J<:~ . () () 
ll.> ,41:11 . 00 
45. ~ll 7. ()() 
l . "I • 0 1 0 . 0 (J 

:J. 3 I 77.-J!.1 • 0() 
l.0,796.00 
pl • ::·l .lJ 6 ~) () 

::Ii:!' 6()f.:> . 00 

?..7 '9()'? . ()() 

al. ,al.1 . oo 
9.1.l '777 . ()() 
l .4. 916. 00 
l . !:i. 6~>7 . 00 
-'14. 575 . 00 
ll.; ,f.":'6J. . 00 

l.7 '9::17 . 00 

· .1:17:1 '999 . 00 
C:!EJ,l.r..':'.l . 00 
!'.">l • 9 f, f., . 0 () 

l.7,m:n . oo 
63,2Ell . OO 
12,197 . 00 

ll,181 . 00 

16,454.00 

14, !i04. 00 

82,803.00 
24,7L17.00 

2~~). 049. 00 

3<'.!. "109. 00 
· 26,0l.1.00 

l .3, !i9B . 00 

?.~:> '492 . 00 
ll.,098.00 
25,98:3.00 

l B , ?. l. l. . 0 0 
3"1,4J.8.00 

12 • l "IC:! ()() 

TOTAL 
ALLOCATION 

43,378 . 00 

24' !i72 . 00 
21,745.00 
24,070 . 00 
25,364 . 00 
22, ?..L:'4 . 00 
:31, B!Y7 . 00 
23, :i•u, . oo 
22,499 . 00 
c' 9 , 1.ll:IJI . 0 0 
61,000 . 00 
.lJ() • t:~C:!'J . () () 

2'.'.i, 73l. . 00 

50,946.00 
21. , T/.9 . oo 
39,3:1.9 . 00 
28, 112. 00 

61 '?..9.1.J . 00 
25, ~7!:> . ()() 

2.ll '9C:':-:l . 0 0 

2l.,779 . 00 
cl. 3.lll1 . oo 
4.1.l. 23::~ . ()() 
27. 90'>' . (J(l 

Ll-'I, B66 . 0 0 

l . l. t.., c!::-1..:1 . oo 
26,37"1 . 00 
26, 77c) . 00 

61,7l.9 . 0() 

27, 1:::rn . oo 
29. ~.i!'.>6 . 00 

5El. 9;:17 . 00 
.t'.10, 'l':"O 00 
!i l • 9 I.ii.. . () 0 

2U, E:lf-l!:i . 0() 

63. 201 . ()() 
2:-:1. 09.ll . 00 

21. f:18~l . 00 
27,9l.2 . 00 

25,50.lJ . OO 
l 02 '91'11 . ()() 

3F.l , !°>c:~B . 0 () 

37, 5bl.> . 00 

4!'.i , ]. 4 l . 0 () 

37,900 . 0() 

2~ •• 1!>3 . 00 
?5 I 4'1i.? . 0 0 

21 • 7EJEJ . 00 
38,847 . 00 

29,771.. . 00 
3.l.l,"ll8 . 00 
2c.!, El7l.> . 00 
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ALLOCATION FOR CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES 

ND. COUNTY CPS 
1985 

CPS 
1989 

TOTAL 
ALLOCATION 

23,704 . 00 
2a, J'rnt:•. oo 
20,738 . 00 
14,641.00 
1.3 ,433. 00 
24,!'>59. 00 
19,914.00 

95,906 . 00 
14,724.00 

16,2:714.00 
].~>.722 . 00 

31 • 997 . ()() 
i.11, 9B6 . 00 
l.!:>. 602 . ()() 
~,6,::10? . 00 

27,9F.l8 . 00 
11,922 . 00 
17. 2(.:!;:J . 00 

l .4. 31L':1 • 00 
l.2. (.16"-l . ()() 

l.~i, r;p7 . 00 
:.'.! <;• , a'.I c;• ~ , 4it> O 

].] • <;.>::10 . ()() 

.1.JO,Olt. • . 00 

;;io. 0-l!i . 00 

33. !'.i3~l . 00 
27. 5"-l'l . 0() 

~:J.ll.]. 94 . 00 

83. 01.f.I . 00 
20, C:!9B . 00 
i.?l.~i6i":' 00 

------------------------------------------------------------------35,930 . 00 
a~,, l . l'il . oo 
33,147 . 00 
25,916 . 00 
24,404.00 
24,559 . 00 
32,323 . 00 
9!i. 9()(., . 00 
2!:'>. 868 . 00 
27,49f:l . 00 
31, 3 ;-n . oo 
46. 65!i . 00 
75,681. . 00 

2f.1. 7A'.J(., . 00 
72,6Hl . OO 

40,137 . 00 
22,861 . 00 
cFJ,929 . oo 
24,9"19.00 
23. !i7:1 . 00 
L'! ~:> , 2-'l-'I . 00 

!':"l , 7f:l.l.J . O' 

C'i.':' , 705. Ov 
54,9J.l . OO 
33.,933 . 00 
48. t.179 . 0() 
40,811 . 00 

49. 0:1.1.J . 00 

'14,083 . 00 
32. !>117 . 00 
3~:1. ,.~,6 . 00 

33,707 . 00 
29,507 . 00 
39,40l. . OO 
22,224 . 00 
28,932 . 00 
20,357 . 00 
47.] 87 . 00 
32. 193. 00 
97,157.00 
21,809 . 00 
24,488 . 00 
24, !Ji,B . 00 
61,800.00 
39, QIU . 00 
3:"1,0~0 . 00 

?9, l 72 . 00 
23,347.00 

53 LEE 
5.1.1 LENOir~ 

55 LINCOLN 
56 MACON 
57 MADISON 

5EI MAl=ITIN 

• 59 MCDOWEL.L 
60 MECl<LE:Nm.mG 
61 MITCHELL 

64:0' MDNTGDMG~Y 

6 :'l MOOJ::!E 
1,,.:1 NASH 

65 NEW HANDVf.T~ 

6t.1 NOJ:'fl'HAMPTDN 

67 ONSl. DW 

68 O~ANCE 

69 PAMLICO 
70 PASGll.JOTANK 

71 PENDErt 
7C.">. PERr~u I MANS 
7~3 PEr~SON 

7.1.J l="lTT 
75 POLI< 
76 PANDDLPH 

77 RICHMOND 
7EI ROBESON 

79 ROCKINGHAM 
80 ROW~1N 

81 mJTHEnFORD 

Be' SAMl'.:-'~1DN 

83 ~.COTUV./D 

8-'I STANL Y 

8::> STtll<ES 

01, su~mY 
87 SWAIN 
BB TliANSYLVANIA 
09 TYl1RE:LL 
90 UNION 

91 VANCE 
92 WAKE 
93 WARl=":EN 
94 WASHINGTDN 
95 WATAUGA 

96 WAYNE 
97 WILKl:::S 
98 WILSON 
99 YAnl<TN 

100 YANCEY 

TOTAL 

l.2,226 . 00 
11 , 717 . 00 
12. 4 .09. 00 

,11,275 . 00 
10,97t . OO 

12,409.00 

l l . l .44 . 00 
l. l. • C:' (.,.ll . 0 () 

l.l. , 609 . 00 
14, 6~.>B . 00 

ia. t.)CJ~:> . oo 
l. l.. :J.4"-1. 00 
l 6. 3 :1. :I. . 00 
1P,l49 . 00 
10,939 . 00 
ll., -rot •. oo 
10. t.197 . 00 
10,907 . 00 
ll. ,3:17 . 00 

l i::">., i.:'B'l 00 
l. 0. 7!:1!'.i . 0() 

l..1.1, B9!!. 00 

l.1,0~)B . CIO 

1 !'.°> , l./.ILI . 0 () 

l.3. :~~62 . 00 
1.1.J, EMO . 00 
11 . • 869 . 00 
ir.:•. 21'19 ()() 

l. i.~. 09.1.J . ()() 
l.c.'. ;:1t..~. . oo 
l.l ,760 . 00 

l . C:', f:l.l'H . 00 

11,70<;1 . 00 

14,~)11 . 00 

18,116 . 00 
10 '7i.15. 00 
ll. ,2L'!.O . 00 

11,025 . 00 

12,209 . 00 

l . l , 5i~~l (H) 

10,930 . 00 

1,059,300.00 

· c1 ] , "JLl;:1 0 () 

l. 7 • f:liU ll 0 

?.f· . !i6Cl 00 
r!t:~ , i.':'i.'"·ll . 0 0 

17. c.'<:'3 . oo 
c10, 3~:>7 . 00 

32,fJ7f.i.00 
3?., 193 . 00 
79,041.00 
11,044.00 
].3. ?.6(1 . 00 

13. 5-'13 . 00 
6l ,BOO 00 

26,7~>2 . 00 

35, O~:>O . 00 
17.~07 (\() 

12,417 . 00 

2,650,000 . 00 3,709,300 . 00 



APPENDIX J 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA 

SESSION 1989 

H D 

89-LF-403 
(THIS IS A DRAFT AND NOT READY FOR INTRODUCTION) 

Short Title: ICCA Rates Increease/Funds. (Public) 

Sponsors: Rep. Stam. 

Referred to: 

1 A BILL TO BE ENTITLED 

2 AN ACT TO INCREASE THE RATES FOR INDEPENDENT CHILD CARE 

3 ARRAMGEMENTS. 

4 The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts: 

5 Section 1. Effective October 1, 1990, the Day Care 

6 Section of the Division of Facility Services, Department of Human 

7 Resources, shall increase the rates for independent child care 

8 arrangements from one hundred dollars ($100.00) per month per 

9 child to one hundred twenty-five dollars ($125.00) per month per 

10 child. 

11 Sec. 2. There is appropriated from the General Fund to 

12 the Day Care Section, Division of Facility Services, Department 

13 of Human Resources the sum of---------dollars ($-----) for the 

14 1990-91 fiscal year to implement this act. 

15 Sec. 3. This act shall become effective July 1, 1990. 





·"" ' . ~ ...... ,. - .. 

. ... - --· . 
. .• : _·. · • . - . .. .. . . . .,,~ · ,. ...-..-~ . • - · .·1" -·· . -

lndtvtdual c:hll4 cue arnmgamnts (ar tCCA '•) are day care arran1ements 
e~tabllshed only tor the purpo99 of provtd.lnf care to children whote day 
care is subsldlzed through North C8rol1Da's Purchase of ~ (POC) publicly 
subsldlud chlld care program. The roe program pays for cblld day care 
With Soe:tal Services Block Grant and state may care tunds. An lCCA 1• 
allowed to provide can to only the children of one family or one household, 
and, therefore, .ts exempt from some requirements placed on other provlder 
rec1pients of public funds, such as compliance_ wtth civil rights provision9'. 

An ICCA is approved fen: l"K'eipt or. pabllo day mro fUDds and monitored for 
compliance wJtb the ICCA requirements by the county department of soclal 
s~rvices. The requirementll for ICCA approval are established by tbe Soclal 
Services Commission. 1988 the Social Services Commission adopted ICCA 
a roval requ.irements which An e.sse:n 
adopte y e ld Day Care CormdHion for 11tRt~ re(Ulat.ton 
ca:rt homes (3 to 5 preschool-age children). 

An ICCA's particttlar cl:rcumstances determine whether or not the ICCA must also be 
ngulated by the State. Ir an ICCA falls within the ~tatutory definition of 
"child day Cllre", th9 arranpment must be either registered or licen!!u~d by 
the Child Day Care Section, deponding OD the numb~r or children m care. 
State regulation does not, however, replace the county department's role in 
approving and monJtorini the arrangement £or public subsidy. 

The current rate for full- time can provided by an JCCA is $100. 00 per month per. 
child. This rate wai; initially established by the Social Services 
Commission in January, 1985 and incorporated mto s,ssion law in Aurust, 
1986. On those same dates, the rue for full-tJme care proV'lded by a small 
nay-care homt was s;ot at $150.00 per month per chll.d. 

In April. 1990, cblld care authorized by the Federal Family Support Act (FSA) will 
be implemented 1n North Carolina. FSA rates for child care m a day care 
home will be limited to local market rateg established. n.ecord1n2 to federal 
FSA :re~ulations. The state avera~e market rate for day care homes will be 
approxim11.te.ly $216 per month . 

OPTIONS FOR. lCCA JL\TES 
The ourro21t rato foJ' full-time can ;>rovid~d by an lCCA is $100 per month. 
HOWPvor, tho avDrago monthly s:tate pa~'ITK?nt to an ICCA it: $61 per month. whlch is 3 
3~ docroa11=~ trom tho full-time rate. ThC! averap state payment ii= the actual amount 
!"Climbursod tc the pl"Ctvldor after a parent 1 s eopa31ment has been subtracted from the 
total oharge for the Hrvico. Tho srtate avera.go paymont also r~flects lower payments 
for childron onrollod in part-t.irno caro. 

The thl'9e options: tor ICC.A ratos: descrfbod bolow mow os:timated costs at both the 
rate tor £ull•thu9 co.re ($100) and for the du.to avo:rago payment amount ($61). ln 
!>.comber, 1989, thore w•re 640 childron in ea.re in ICCA 1s. All three options as~ume 
.that 640 ohlldron aro tn care far 12 months. The cos:t or can in ICCA1s reimburl'ed 
wJth ll'SA Iundl: oci.n 'bo odirnatid by ucitt1t tho dat" averAge FSA market rate for day 
oar. homes (821') for £ull-~ care and b~ r11duc.l.ng that amount by 39\ (to $132) 
for tM etate average FSA paymont amount. 

·1· 
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PuD-n.. llabt: 
640 x *100 x 12 : S7S8, 000 

Stat. A....,. PQmmat: 
640 X SG1 X 12 = S46B, 480 

Ir ono-halt o£ tho children boc.mo ollflblo for FSA child can accictanco, tho annual 
oo.t of care provided by ICCA'a would be: 

POC 
FSA 
Annual Co.t 

J'ull-Tbo :R.atos: 
320 x $100 x 12 • $394, 000 
320 x $216 x 12 • 829.440 

$1,213,440 

Siaiio A ..... ~t•: 
320 x $61 x 12 • $234,240 
320 x $132 x 12 • SO§ I 880 

$741,120 

OPTION 2 -- ID~ bl POC mat llat9 lor ICC.A.'•: -- --
U all ohlldren ~ en.rolled £ull Um. and th• POC rate we:N lncrea•ed by ts. 00 . 
incl't!'rftents, the annual costs to the POC program would be: 

F.n-Time ..._: 
640 x •11& x 12 • $883,200 

640 x tl20 x 12 .. •921,600 

&40 x $125 x 12 • $960,000 

S40 x $130 x 12 • $996,400 

State ATm'8p Pqment: 
G40 X $70.15 X 12 • *63S, 7&2 

$40 X $73.20 X 12 • $6G2,17G 

&40 x $76. 26 x 12 • •585, 600 

640 x $79.30 x 1Z • $609,024 

OPTION 3 -- Cbange tJ.'OID Eat :Bate to PSA Market :Bate for All Day CBn Homes; 
Ir the rates for all day care homes, lnclud1n1 ICCA's, were based on the :FSA local 
market rate rathar than a flat rate, the estimated annual cm:tl' would be: 

State Average Payment: 

640 x $216 x 12 :: $1,658,880 640 X $l3Z X 12 a::: Sl,013, 760 

The estimate~ given for this option do not :reflect any rate negotiation 'by the county 
department of social services. Using the current flat rates for homes, county 
departments An not allowed to negotiate for lower rates with home-based providers. 
Ir market rates were er;tablished for homes, including ICCA ·~, county departments 
could negotiate the rate, Just as they now do with day care centers. 

BACKGROUND INPOBMATION ABOUT JCCA 's 
In 1985, when the current rates WP.re originally implemented, state rerul.ation or 
home-based day can was essentially a pap~r :registration process exce!pt for those 
homes providing care to children subsidized with public day care .funds. At that 
time, small homes receiving subsidy (then call@d family day care homes;} wore 
"cert1£ied" by the Department of Human Resources and were required to meet 
standards that included health and mety requirements, staff queltncations and 
star£ trainini standards, and a p~iJ'8m cf age-appropriate activJties for the 
children. ICCA F:tandards, on th.e other hand, consisted primarily of basic hea.lth 
and safety requirements. The basjc ICCA standards were upgraded to some extent in 
January, 1985 when the rate .increased from $78 per mol'Jth to $100 per month. 

-2-
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The followlns dAta show the num~r or ICCA'• and the number of children in care in 
ICCA's Just befon and since the ICCA standardi were upgraded and the rate 
increased on January 1, 1985: 

July, 1984 1200 ICCA's 2372 children 
July, 1985 511 1090 
Dec., 1985 618 1188 
July, 1986 638 1329 
July, 1987 460 9S4 
Dec., 1989 319 640 

Speculation about the cause o£ the lar~ drop in the number or ICC.A's immediatolv 
srter the changes occurred includes the probability that th~ $22 incl'Qase was not 
enoueh to off set the inconvenience of meetin the :tdditionAl s:tAndards for 
the s o period of time that most CCA s are in UH (3 to 6 months:). Th-.-­
coriUnuJne steaay decline in ICCA 1s has probably ban further mnuenced by the £act 
that the disparJty between re · menh for ICCA's and small homR11 andod in 1988 
when ~ Soc orv1ces Commicsaon a op a e oml) • an a s for ill 
lCCA's:. CUC!givers: who would £ornHZrly have chor:on to bo opproved ac an ICCA now 
hDve to do only R llttla moro to bet approvod ac a cmall day car..- homa and be ol1Q1blo 
£or tho highor ralo or $150 pear month. Ovor thic 1rame poriod of timo, tho numbo:r 0£ 
small hcmos approvod for cubsidi:M>d oare be climbed from l2S to SGG homoc:. -· 

IMPACT OF aIDER.AL FAMILY SUPPOitT Af:r ON DAY CA:R.E HOMES . 
ln 1990, North Carolina wW Jmplomo:ot tho Fodoral Family Support Act (FSA) which 
guarantooa child oaro acc:.i~tanoo to oorUiin .AFDC opplio&anb 1 recipienb And former 
rooipion.tc: whon that indiv.id\2al nood.-= child oO!'O in order to work or pariioipal• in 
tho FSA omploymont progr.om, c:illod tho JOBS program. Since many JOBS program 
aetiviticas: will roquire le11c thGn £ull-t:ime participation, and mfly include educe.tion 
or training during evening hour•, it 111 antloipated that Q_ome·based child care will 
be a more vlsble option than oenter-baeed oare for man;,y_ FSA l"eciplenb. - ·------------- -The :FSA also requ.h-t!$ thl!lt local ma:l"ket rate$ be esta'bli:shed £or center-based and 
home-based care and of'fere two options for establishing the ~tet~ '~ maximum peymP.nt 
rates for FSA child care a~sistance: locnl msrket 1."'iite~ ot' AFDC child care disreg-aro 
amounts. Norlb Ca~lina has Ch0$en the optjQn or paymg tht' provider's actual 
charge up to the local market :rate for cecterli!i or homes. Consequently 1 beginning in 
April, 1990, North Carolma wW have two ~eparate rates for publicly subsi~d day 
care. Payment to a dRy care home for a child who 1s belng assisted under the POC 
subsidized day care program wfil be lbnlted to thP. current rate of $150 per month (or 
$100 per month, Jf 1n an lCCA). Pa~nt rates for a child bc;!1:og assisted With PSA 
fund~ and who may p~~~Jbly be enrolled in the same home w1th:-the. 'POC-a$sisted 
child, can be any amount up to the FSA market rate for homes. 

The PSA federal regulations specify the procedure whtch states must use to establish 
local market rates for this program. Local market rates must be e~tabllsbed. for 
~everaJ. type$ of child care providers, including day car~ homes, for various age 
groups and must be equal to the 75th percentile of the rates being paid by families 
for slmllar child care 1n that pollt1cal subd1vls1on (or county). 

The state average FSA market rate for day care homes will be approximately $216 per 
month, ~'1th the range being from about $152 to S350. 

-3-
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APPENDIX K 

North Carolina Department of Human Resources 
I 01 Blair Drive• Raleigh, North Carolina 27603 

James G . Martin, Governor March 7, 1990 

MEMORANDUM 

TO Nina Yeager 
Fiscal Research Division 
General Assembly 

FROM: Frances Dreps~ 
Division of Budget and Analysis 

David T. Flaherty, Secretary 

RE Update on Alexander v. Hill (now Alexander v. Flaherty) 

As we discussed, the information stated below updates the 
February 12, 1990 "Report to Subcommittee on Human Resources, 
Legislative Commission on Governmental Operations" submitted to you 
by the Department and the Division of Social Services. Since Judge 
McMillan has signed an Amended Order, the following information 
updates the information contained in item 1 in the "Report." 

1. Details about the role and activities of the court ordered 
monitoring staff including anticipated costs and financing 
sources for FY 89-90 and FY 90-91. 

See attachment for a description of the Plan for Compliance 
and the roles and activities required of staff to monitor and 
do work with counties on corrective action. 

The Court ordered the Department to establish positions to conduct 
the monitoring function, either by reassigning existing staff or 
by hiring additional staff. The Department is in the process of 
looking within the agency to identify existing positions that 
may be reallocated to the monitor i ng function. 

Regarding the cost of the monitoring function, there must be a 
cost realignment of State funds and identification of additional 
State dollars. The Department is working with State Budget to 
identify these funds within the Department. 

The rest of the Report of February 12, 1990, remains accurate. 

cc: Janet Pittard, OSBM 
John Syria 
Jim Edgerton, DB&A 
Mary Deyampert, DSS 
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REPORT TO SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENTAL OPERATIONS 

ALEXANDER V. HILL LAWSUIT 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
FEBRUARY 12, 1990 

Details about the role and activities of the court ordered monitoring staff 
including · anticipated costs and financing sources for FY 89-90 and FY 
90·91 • 

See attaclunent for a description of the Pl8Jl for Coaipliance and the roles 
and activities required of staff to monitor and do work with counties on 
corrective action. The monitoring function is mandated, but the issue 
of whether the Depart~ent is ordered to hire independent monitors is 
still an issue before the court. If the coux-t orders the State to c.reate 
additional positions as independent monitors, the estimated total cost 
would be $768,639. The State share would be $384,319 and the federAl 
share would be $384,319. 

2. In what ways will the settlement and court order affect the Division's 
supervision of county programs? 

The court order and settlement agreement mandate the State to compl~te 
intensive independent monito~ing of all counties for c0111plience witc the 
provisions of those documents. They further order the State to i.mpc•se 
fiscal sanctions for non-coiupliance. Furthermore, supervision will be 
strengthened by required defined activities for assisting counties 1dth 
corrective action measures. The ultimate objective is to bring all 
counties into compliance with application processing. There are two 
important reasons for having the independent monitoring function. These 
are: 

1. It removes Legal Services from monitorillg activities. 

Z. It allows State program staff ti~e to work with counties more 
i::itensively OD programmatic and administrative issues and problems. 

How does the Division plan to implement the terms of the settlement. 

Tb.e. Department bas formed an Implementation Team composed of both State 
and county staff and give%! this team oversight responsibilities for 
statewide imple.mentetioti of the orde.r and settlement agree.men't on April 
l. 1990. The Implementation Team bas been subdivided in•o various 
work.groups as defined below: 

l. Workgroup for the development of Co=pliance Plan and Monitoring 
Instrument to be used by independent monitors in monitoriJlg county 
departments of social services. 

z. 

3. 

• 
Workgroups for develop~ent of policies and procedures to be used by 
county staff. 

Workgroup for the development of 
departments of social services . 
responsibilities in the order to 
'-":ithout d~lBv . 

• 

training for receptionist in county 
Receptionists are given defined 
protect the clients' right to opply ,. 
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4. Workgroup for the development of county caseworker trainini on all 
provisions of application processina. 

Training will be conducted in March 1990 for receptionists and 
caseworkers. During February and early March, two hour presenta­
tions will be made to county directors &nd their 
administrative/supervisory staff. The purpose of these sessions is 
to provide a forum for discussion on how the provision of the order 
and settlenient qreement will administratively and fiscally impact 
counties. 

3. How will the state obtain relief from the terms of the sttttlement and the 
court order. 

The settlement agree~~t and consent order executed in Alexander v. Hill 
(now Alexander v. Flaherty) are legally binding documents requiring the 
state and the counties to take certain actions in processing AFDC and 
Medic&ld applications. In many instances, the requirements simply 
reflect =andates to ~form to federal regulations to which.the state and 
the counties would be bound absent this lawsuit. For ~ample, the past 
orders of the court which are in.corpor.ated in the current order mandate 
the coUDties to process AFDC and Medicaid cases within 45 days, absent 
disability, and this in consistent with federal regulations. 45 C.F.R. 
$206.10(a)(3)(1); 42 C.f.R. $435.9ll(a)(2). In other instances, th~ 
order requires tbe counties to cease certain activities which they should 
not be conducting in the first plac~. For example, the order requires 
the state to ensure that counties do not refuse to take applications or 
discourage potential applicants from applying. 

Because of the history of this case, specifically whet the court has 
found to be "protracted noncompliance with previous court orders" and to 
ensure future cocapliance, the state and the counties have been subjected 
to other requirements. For e.xample, the state or the counties must pay 
to eacb applicant a rStedial fine of SSO for each week or f~action of a 
week that his application is delayed beyond the relevant time period 
without "good cause," as defined in t.be order. Additionally 1 counties 
must fol low certain time frames iurposed by the court in an &ttezupt to 
eusu=e prompt processing of applications. Tbe IDOSt recent settlement 
with the plaintiffs requires the state to inStitute independent monitor­
ing of county actions with regard to AFDC/Medicaid application proc~ss­
ing. Failure to perform wit.hill cenain numerical staxida:rd.$ results in a 
sanction against the offending county. 

It sbould be clear fr09 the foregoing that, absent a cba11ge in fede.ral 
law~ the state and the counties cannot obtain relief from certain por­
tions of the settlement, ~ from those requirements which are already 
mandated by federal llli or regulations or which are illegal. To obtain 
relief from other ter11S of the settlement, !.:..&.:...L the $50 penalty or the 
county sanction$, will require stellar performances by the state in 
su?ervising the AFDC/Medicaid programs, as related t6 processini of 
applications, and by the counties in processing applications, refraini.ni 
from discouragement of persons from applying or encouragement of with~ 
drawals of applications. It should be noted that under the terms of the 
settlement, counties aay obtain relief from the penalties by showing_ 
improvement in their processing records and ~ay avoid sanctions by 

.· 
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complying with requirements of the order. Relief from some of the 
managerial mandates might be possible upon a strong showing of mor~ 
effective methods to process applications timely. 

f .u .... 

ln the past the state has sought relief from the court in the form of a 
motion to dismiss. That motion was denied after e hearing at which 
plaintiffs co~vincingly refuted the state's case by demonstrating that 
county reports on which the state relied were erroneous. Any attempt by 
the state to obtain relief lllUSt avoid the errors of the earlier effort. 

How and on what schedule is the Division to report to the court regard­
ing the perlonn~nce of the state and county? 

The settlement does not require the Division to report to the court. The 
consent order requires the state to send monthly reports to plaintiffs' 
counsel (l) showing all AFDC and Medicaid applications disposed of during 
the last calendar month and (2) showing the total number of eases re­
c~ived and decided by the Disability Determination Section (DDS) each 
1DOnth. In addition, the state must sent to plaintiffs' co~el on a 
quarterly basis copies of all DSS and DDS monitoring reports, corre.ctive 
action plans, follow-up 110nitoring reports, statistical information used 
by monitors, and reports of fiscal sanctions and remedial fines due: and 
paid. The consent order also gives plaintiffs' counsel access to public 
assistance case files and Alexander logs at DSS's where plaintiffs' 
counsel have reason to suspect noncompliance with the order. 

For how long are the monitors to be employed? 

The structure for the monitoring function is expected to be permanent as 
long as there are any compliance issues. Therefore, it is enticipated 
the monitors will be permaxient staff whether they come from e.xisti.ll.g 
positions within the I>epartment or whether the court orders the 
Department to hire new staff. If tbe counties succeed in implementing 
the terms of the order and settlement agreement, it is possible to seek 
relief from the court., as noted under a. above. Part of the relief could 
be a modification of the monitoring •spects of the settlement, i.ucluding 
nductio:ll in the number of 1DOI2itors. 

• 

• 
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HA.\i>Oi.1' 2 
APPLICATIONS MONITORJNC PROCESS IN AFDC AND 

MEOtCAL ASSISTANCE. PROGRAMS 

PURPOSE 

The purpose_ of this Plan for Compliance is to provide incentives for 
all counties in the State to undertake ~easures necessary to process 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Hedicaid applica-
tions within the ti.me prescribed by federal laws and regulations. · 
(AFDC: 42 U.S.C. 602(a)(lO)(A); 45 C.F.R. 206.10(&)(3); Medicaid~ 42 
U.S.C. 1396 a(a)(8); 42 C.F.R. 435.911) 

BACKGROUND 

Federal regulations require that AFDC and Medicaid applications be 
processed within forty•five (45) days of filing, except for those 
applications based upon disability which must be processed within sixty 
(60) days. (45 C.F.R". 206.lO(a)(3); 42 C.F.R. 43.5.911) The regula· 
tions require the state to supervise the administration of the two 
programs and to ensure that the counties process applications ill a 
timely fashion. (45 C.F.R. 205.120 and 206.10(a)(l2); 42 C.F.R. 
435. 904) 

On 28 August 1974. plaintiffs filed the Alexander ~ Hill lawsuit 
alleging that defendants and their local agencies were not processing 
AFDC and Medicaid applications in a timely fashion. Over the history 
of the lawsuit, the federal court with jurisdiction over this case ha~ 
entered numerous orders requiring, among other things, that counties: 

* Process applications ~ithin the federally prescribed ti.Ille 
standards; 

* Allow applicants to apply for assistance on the same day they 
appear at the agency; 

* Notify applicants within 20 days of the date of application of 
all information needed to deteraJine eligibility for assist•nce; 

* Hold applications pending up to ·six a>0nths due to applicant or 
collateral delay; 

* Notify applicents on the 45th or 60th day as to why tbeir 
applications are pending; • 

* Classify applications not dispositioned by the 45th/60th day 
as being with or without good cause; 

* Pay to a recipient a remedial fine of $50.00 for each week or 
fraction thereof that an application is delayed without good 
cause beyond the application proeessing standards . 

• 

The court also ordered the State to take immediate corrective action in 
counties which do not cooiply with th£ court's orders. The State was 
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ordered to consider imposing fiacal sanctions on county departee~ts not 
in compliance with the court's order. 

Between 4 November 1982, the date of the order imposing penalties, and 
S February 1989, the counties and the State had paid penalties total· 

.ling $576,650, not including loss iD federal financial participation. 

On 14 November 1988, plaintiffs filed a Motion for Further Relief in 
which they alleged continuing violations of the Alexander v. Hill 
orders. One allegation was that the Stne had failed to take~rec­
tive action against counties that consistently delay applications, 
thereby violating federal regulations. (45 C.F.R. 206.10(a)(l2); 42 
C.F.R. 435.904) 

')n December 15, 1989, Judge James B. McMillan of the Vestern District 
Federal Court, signed a Consent Order and Settlement Agreement which 
further addressed State supervision of counties' timely processing of 
applications. The following compliance plan was desiped 'to initiet.e 
addition.al steps in the State's efforts to exact complianoe from the 
counties that fail to comply with federal regulations and court order 
requiruents in processing applications for AFDC and Medicaid. 

111. PLAN FOR COMPLIANCE 

Each county will be monitored once per calendar year by a team of 
independent. monitors employed by the State Division of Social Services. 
monitors determine the oionitoring schedule for a 12 month period. 

The monitoring schedule will vary frOll) one year to the next a.nd will be 
known only to the IDOnitoring team in advance. Each county and its I?iR 
will be notifi•d of tbe dates for the monitoring no earlier than 30 
days before the on-site visit begins. 

lifter notification to the coun~y cid IMR of the on-site visit, the 
1DOnitoring team will request from appropriate central office staff the 
following informatiot1 for the specific county to be monitored: 

A. The case file sample as shown in V. below. 

). The averag• processing time for AFDC applications for the specific 
county. 

C. Tb• average processing time for Medicaid applicati~ns with a 45 day 
etSDdard 8%1d the average processing ti.nae for Medicaid applicatious 
with a 60 day standard for the sp&cific county. 

D. The total number of applications denied, withdrawn, and approved 
for the county. 

£. 

'F. 

The perceDtage of applications withdrawn for th~ specific county 
and for the State. 

The rate of overdue Medicaid reviews for a 12 month period. 

,. 

• 

( 

-. 
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{ 
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IV. 

t"'.~( 

G. A copy of the DSS·2242 showing all applications disposed from the 
sa.aie months as the case sample was drawn. 

Information requested in B. through F . ~ill be based on a 12 month 
period ending the month preceding the month of county notification of 
on-site monitoring. 

Though the actual 1DC>nitoring will be done by the independent 1110nitoring 
team, each IMR will be involved in the exit conference because the IMR 
carries the primary responsibility for follow~up of the county's correc­
tive action plan. 

PERFORMANCE INDEX 

Since the major goal of both the AFDC and Medicaid ProgrBJDs is to 
provide benefits to eligible clients accurately and within the 45/60 
day timeframes, a county's performance in these programs is evaluated 
against this criteria with major emphasis on timeliness. _ 

The monitors will use the cases selected, review of the DSS-1322 
(Application Log), and review of statistics gathered concerning the 
county's perfonnance to measure the county's compliance with Alexander 
~ fil.ll. 
A. Performance I ndax 

1 . 

2. 

3. 

Processing AFDC applications 

Possible 
Po ill ts 

70 

for a county to earn the 70 points, use the chart below 
to determine the number of cases iu the case sample re­
viewed whicb can pend beyond 45 days without good cause. 

County Level: I & II 
1 or less 

Processing HAD applicatious 

III. IV. or V 
2 or less 

For • county to earn tbe 30 poi~ts, use the chart below 
to determine the number of cases in the case SSIJlple re• 
viewed which can pe~d beyond 60 days without good cause. 

County Level: L II, III, 
0 

IV, or•v 
l or less 

Processing other Medicaid applications 

For a county to earn the 50 points, use the chart below 
to determine the number of cases in the ca~e sample re­
viewed which can pend beyond 45 days without good cause. 

ColUlty Level: I & II 
1 or less 

III, IV, or V 
2 or less 

,. 
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4. Average annual overdue review rate in Medicaid is less 
than 3: 30 

The review rate is detenDined from the Eligibility lnfonna~ 
tioD System (EIS) for the 12 months ending t:.-o D>onths bdore 
the 1DOnth of monitoring. 

The overdue review rate in Medicaid was included in the appli­
cation processing monitoring since Medicaid benefits are stop· 
ped until the review is compieted which makes the revie~ the 
same as a reapplication. 

S. All clients given opportunity to apply/applications taken 

6. 

on same day ~ 

The log from the ~ontb prior to the month of 1DOnitoring will 
be checked and used to select two clients to ensure the county 
taltes all applications on the same day the person appears to 
apply and that the county follows the reception -erea requirements. 

Necessary verifications requested timely 20 

The ~onitor will review all applications in the sample to 
deteX'llline if all necessary information was requested timely. 
This includes the twenty day and five workday requirement, 
and follow-up efforts . In addition, the county must have 
responded timely to requests for assistance and reopened any 
applications within the ti121e standards. 

7. Fonas completed and keyed ti121ely/all 1.•?plications processed 
within time standard or within S workdays of receiving all 
information and within three (or six 1DOnths of application e.s 
required by AFDC or Medicaid policy. ~ 

8. 

9. 

The monitor will review all cases in the sample to determine 
timeframes were met including tbe good cause for pending 
applications. To determine the forms were CO!Zlpleted and 
keyed ti.mely, the ~onito~ will revie~ all cases in the sample 
to determine checks or notices of approval were completed 
tiaely and also denial notices. 

Correct procedure for inquiries, no discouragement 

The 110nitor will review all inquiries in the.sample and 
contact a sample of clients to determine compliance. This 
includes taking applications without delay, deter=ining if 
the county is conducting second party reviews if required, 
and determining if the county has discouraged anyone from 
applying. 

• Penalty cases identified t i authorized timely and correct· 
ly ~ 

( 

( 

.• 

( . 
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A penalty will be considered unpaid unless it was paid within 
two weeks of approval of the application . The monitor will 
review ell approved applications to determine penalty cases 
were identified and the payments authorized timely and 
correctly. 

10. The county's DSS•2242 is correct 30 

The DSS•2242 is reviewed for accuracy of coding of appli· 
cation dispositions against ibe applications monitored. 

ll. Denied cases handled properly 40 

The monitor will review all denied applications in the sample 
to ensure it was denied according to policy requirements at . 
45/60 days or at the end of three months or later. 

12. Withdrawn cases handled properly 

The monitor will review all withdrawn applications in the 
&ample to ensure it was withdrawn according to policy require­
•ents. This includes if it was withdrawn improperly, if ap• 
peal rights were followed, and if the county is co=pleting 
second party reviews, 

13. No unnecessary information requested 

The monitor will check all applications in the sample to 
verify compliance in requesting alternative verifications and 
in ensuring, for disability applications, that an applicant 
without a current treating source is not being required to 
furnish a medical report . 

14. Corasplete documentation on log £.q . 

Tb~ monitor will review the log from the month prior to the 
110nth of county notification of monitoring to ensure it is 
completed accurately and in full. This includes comparison of 
the applications and inquiries reviewed in the sample. 

TOTAL POINTS: 500 

8. Scoring 
• 

1. The county will receive no points for 1 . through 4. unless the 
county is ill fulI compliance. 

2. For items 5. through 14 . , the 
of applications, inq~irie$ or 
as a percentage of the number 
entries reviewed. 

monitor will determine the number 
log entries that are in compliance 
of applicatlons, inquiries, or log 

• 

The coUnty ~ay receive the following points in each of tbe 
items for S. through 14: 

... 
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a. 1001 of the possible points if all cases reviewed are in 
cOtDpliance, 

b. 80,. of the points if 95~ of the ceses are in compliance, 

c. 60~ of points if 90~ of the cases are in compliance, 

d. · 40\ of points if 85: of the cases are in compliance, or 

e. 20~ of points if 80~ of tile cases are in compliance. 

f. If less than 80~ of the cases comply, no points will be 
awarded. 

V. MONlTORING SAMPLE 

A. S. lection 

Selection of all cases will be done randomly either t~rough the 
Eligibility Information System (EIS) or through on-site monitoring. 
The county will not select any of the cases. Of the Medicaid cases 
sampled, zsi will be disability cases. The sample will consist of: 

l. Applications denied 

Of the total sample, 2si will be applications denied i1:l AFDC, 
25: in M-AD, and ZSt in other Medicaid applications. If pos· 
sible, one-half of the denied applications will be applications 
that pended beyond the relevant processing standard. 

2. Applications withdrawn 

Of the total sample, 15~ will be applications withdrawn in 
AFDC, isi in H-AD and lS~ ill other Medicaid applications. 

3. Applications approved 

Of the total sample. 60\ will be applications approved in AFDC, 
60: in M-AD, and 601 in other Medicaid applications. lf pos· 
sible, all of these will be applications that pended beyond 
the relevant processing standard. 

4. Of the AFDC and Medicaid inquiries shown 01'l the l>SS-1322 for 
the month pr&cedi.Qg the notice of IDOnitorUi&, '25\ {and no less 
than S) will be selected. Of those selected, two will be 
selected as a sub•sa:.-?le for contact by tbe monitor. 

s. 

6. 

There is an on•site sample of applications to determine if 
taken on same day. l~o cases will be selected fro= the DSS-
1322 for the month pr or to the on•site ~ohitoring. One cll$e 
will be mi applicat ic. ~1 and one will be an inquiry. 

There is a subsample of cases that pended beyond the process­
ing standard which were 5eleeted iD the case sample. One•half 

,. 

( 
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of the applications that pended for applicant responsible in­
for111ation and all applications in the sample denied for fail­
ure of the applicant to return requested information will be 
in this subsample. 

Sample Size 

Sample size is based on county level. 

Tot.al Denied Withdrawn AppToved 
Sample AFDC MA AFDC HA AFDC MA 

AFDC-20 5 l MAD 3 l HAD 12 4 ~ 
HA-25 .S Other MA 3 Other HA 11 Other MA 
(45) 

AFDC-30 8 2 MAD 5 2 MAD 17 6W 
MA-40 8 Other 5 Other 17 Other 
(70) 

AFDC-40 10 4 HAD 6 2 HAD 24 8 HAii 
MA-SS 10 Other 6 Other 2S Other 
(95) 

C. How the Sample is Selectad 

l. Denied applications selected will be those disposed in the 
month preceding the month of county notification of on-site 
monitoring. If the required number is not obtained, cases 
will be selected from the month prior to the month preceding 
the month of county notification. If tbe sample size is still 
not reached, the sample si~e will be reduced to those cases 
found iD this two lltOntb period. If possible, one-half of the 
denied sample will be cases which were denied after the 45/60 · 
dey time stC1ndard. 

2. 

3. 

The withdrawn applications selected will be those disposed ill 
the month preceding the month of county notification of on-site 
monitoring. If the required nWlber is not obtained, cases will 
be selected froa the month prior to the ll:IOntb preceding the 
month of county DotificatiOD. If the sample size is still not • 
reeched, the sample size will be reduced to ~ose case.s found 
in this two month period. 

The approved applications selected will oe those disposed in 
the zontb preceding the month of county notification of on-
si te monitoring. If the required nwnber is not obtained, 
cases ~ill be selected from the montb prior to the month pre­
ceding the month of county notification. If possible, all of 
the approved applications will be those approved after the. 
45/60 day time standard. If the denied/withd:-awn cases in the 
sample do not reach full sample si:.e, 1DOre approved appli_cations 
will be selected to meet the sample size for the county level. · 

,. 
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4. Inquiries will be drawn from the totel list of AFDC and 
Medicaid inquiries on the DSS·l322 from the 1DC>nth preceding 
the month of county notification. If less than five are sh~-n 
for that month, select from the month prior to the month pre­
ceding the month of county notification. lf still fewer than 
five, the inquiries will be limited to those found in the t.wo 
month period. 

S. FrCCD the approved and denied case file samples, the 90nitor 
will select one·balf of the· applications that pended beyond 
the processing standard for applicant responsible infoI'lll&tion 
and all applications in the sample denied for failure of the 
applicant to return the necessary infoI'llation. The B10nitor 
will attempt to contact the applicant to verify assistance was 
offered as required, whether the applicant requested assistance, 
and if requested, whether it was provided. 

VI. MONITORING PROCEDURES 

Once the sample of cases is selected, ~he monitoring consists of three 
distinct parts. These are: date collection through an on-site visit; 
orgBDization and assesseent of data collected; and, summary of the data 
in a format for evaluating county compliance with required processing 
procedures. 

A. Oata CoU-.ction 

1. 

2. 

Case Fil• Review 

COll'lplete the Application Monitoring Case File Revie~ Document 
for each case record and inquiry selected for revie'-i·. (See 
Att•cbment I.) 

Attachment II provides a state~ent of the processing requir~· 
aent, the aid program/cstegory to which it applies, the pro­
graz policy citation which ma.tidates the procedure, and tbe 
suggested review method. Tbis serves as the ~oni~or's i:l· 
structio?lS for revie~ing the case record and completing the 
review documents. 

Validation of Application Log Entries 

See Attachment III, l through 4, for the form tc be cocpleted 
to •&lidate the log entries. lns~ructions are shoti.-n at Attach- · 
aent Ill. 

For each case and inquiry selected in ~he sample, the indepen· 
dent IDOni~or must deter:iine if ~h~s person appears on the . log 
and vbetber any subsequent vi5it~ by this.person are documented 
on the log. 

• 
3. Client Contact Document 

See Attachment VII for tbe form to be completed when clients 
are contacted to assess: 

( 

( 
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a. Discouragement from taking an application for inquiries; 

b. All clients given opportunity to apply and applications 
taken on same day; 

c. Agencies offered assistance in obtaining applicant 
responsible information; 

d. Agencies offered assistance ~hen applicants failed to 
return requested information. 

For each client contact or attempted contact, the monitor 
will complete the Client Contact Document to record the 
information. 

B. Organization and Assessment of Data Collected 

To evaluate county compliance, the monitors will complete Attach· 
~ent IV, Tally Sheet. One sheet is completed for all AFDC cas.es and 
inquiries read. One sheet is conipleted for all HAD cases &id in­
quiries read, and one sheet is completed for all other Medicaid 
cases and inquiries read. 

MONITORING RESULTS 

A. Exit Conference 

During the on-site eonitoring, the monitors and director ~ill 
schedule the date of the e.xit conference . The exit conferexice 
will be held within 15 calendar days of the last day of on-site 
monitoring. The IDOnitor will notify the county director and I!'SR 
by letter of the date and attach a preliminary Performance Index 
Summary. At the ex.it conference, the IHR, independent ~oiiitor, 
and regional director, if appropriate, meet with the county 
director Sild/or his designated staff to discuss the findings of 
the 1DOnitoring. 

Mooitors must be prepared to discuss 8Jly area in which the cowity 
failed to achieve full points on tbe Performance Index. This 
explanation would include the case file review docwoent comple~ed 
for that use. 

B. Rebuttal 

If the county disagrees with the po.i.llts assigned by the monitor in 
any areas, the county is allowed ten calendar davs frOlll the exit 
conference to rebut the findings with the monito~'s supervisor. 
lf possible, resolve an; disagreements by phone. If it is deter­
mined that tbe number of points was incorrect, the nwnber of points 
and any sanction due will be corrected immediat.ely. 

C. Summary of Monitoring • 

No later than the 15th day following the exit conferenc~. the county 
director will be notified by letter of the results of the annu~1 



02/ 19/ 1990 16:36 FROM NC DHR SS COMPUTER SERV TO SEC OFFICE 
-10-

P.14 

monitorin1. 'Ibe letter will ~ signed by the monitor's supervisor 
and mailed to the county director. Copies of the letter will be 
immediately sent to the Public Assistance Section of the State 
Division of Social Services, the regional director, income main­
tenance representative, the chairman of the board of social ser­
vices, the chairman of the board of county commiss~oners, the 
county mane,er, and Legal Services. 

Th• letter to the county director .will summarize the monitoring 
activity and results. This will include : 

1. Dates of monitoring 

2. Date of exit conference and who attended 

3. Statement of performance based on Performance Index SW11Dary 

4. Requirements for corrective action • due date and submittal 
procedures. 

S. Explanation of points earned which were less than the points 
available 

6. Penalties which are required to be paid to clients 

7. Sanctions which will or may be imposed 

The foll°""ing attachment5 will accompany the results of monitoring: · 

1. Completed Performance Index Summary (Attachment V) 

2. Case file review findings 

3. Application Log Review worksheets 

4. Results of client contacts 

A c~lete copy of the attachments will also accompany the coi;·y of 
the latter to the Public Assistance Section and Legal Services. 
Only the compltted Performance Index SUDaary will be distributed to 
everyone. 

D. Performance Level .. 
A county can earn up to 500 points if the county fully complies 
with all aspect5 of the court order . There are three categories 
of performance.. These are: 

Category I 
Category II 
Category III 

4S.S • 500 po.i.nts 
355 - 4!>4 poinu 

0 • 354 points 

- -- - ----------- - - -
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VIII. CORRECTIVE ACTION 

A.. For All Monitoring 

~. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Each county must develop, obtain approval, and implement a 
correctiv' action plan for any material violations found by 
the monitors. 

Ea~h county will also be required to develop a corrective 
action plan where the average processing times in denied, 
approved, and withdrawn applications exceeded the 45/60 day 
standard for processing applications. 

The corrective action must address the violations discovered, 
i.e., reopening applications and inquiries reviewed which are 
in error, payment of penalties and benefits due, identifica­
tion and reopening of affected cases outside of the ~onitoring 
sample where systemic violations are found, trainillg for 
county staff, and taking all other steps which a~e necessary 
to correct the violations. This may include but is not 
limited to hiring additional staff, purchasing equipment, or 
changing proc~dures. 

Also requests for further study of application proeessing 
procedure$ from the regional off ice can be requested in the 
corrective action. 

The corrective action will also illclude required second par~y 
reviews of 2si of all inquiries, approved applications, or 
withdrawals when: 

a. Inquiries as percentage of inquiries plus applications for 
the same 12 month period covered by the monitoring exceed 
lS\, or 

b. Two or more unpaid pettalties are found iri the monitoring, 
or 

c . Witbdrswals in the same 12 month period covered by th~ 
monitoring i~ greater thari the State average for the saa>e 
period. These second party reviews are required until the· 
next annual monitoring. 

8. Cor-rKtion Action Plan Approval Proceu • 

l. Any county which fails to achieve 10~ compliance in all 
areas must develop a corrective action plan. The county is 
expected to begin developing the corrective action plan 
i11m1ediately after the exit conference . 

2. 

3. 

After the exit conference, the monitoring report ~ill be sent 
to appropriate persons within 15 calendar days. -

Upon -receipt of the report in the county, the county sust · ~ubmit 
its corrective action plan in letter format to the re,~onal . 

.. 
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director within 15 calendar days. This letter must identify 
problem areas, actions to be taken, by ~hom, and the date when 
taken. Docwnentation that these actions were implemented as 
scheduled in the corrective action plan must be retained in 
the county. 

4. No later than 15 calendar days from receipt of the county's ' 
reP<>rt, the regional director will approve the county plan as 
subulitt~d or indicate how the county con amend the plan to 
obtain approval. The regional office will send a copy of 
this letter and the county's corrective action plan to the 
Public Assistance Section and Legal Services at the same time 
the letter is se.nt to the county. 

IX. FOLLOW-UP ASSESSMENT 

For Category I counties, no follow·up assessment will be re­
quired. For Category II counties and Category III counties, 
a follow-up assessment of the corrective action.plan 18\lSt be 
conducted. 

A. The follow-up assessment is conducted to ensure the county's 
corrective action plan was implemented and completed. 

B. Tbe assessment must be held within three =onths of the county's 
receipt of the monitorine results. 

C. The !HR completes the foll°"'·-up assessment and "'ithin 30 calendar 
days of the follow•up assess~ent visit, the regional director must 
issue a report to the county, Public Assistance Section, arid Legal 
Services. 

X. FISCAL SANCTION 

A county found out of compliance based on the Performance Index Summary 
=ay be subject to a fiscal sanction. The amount will be as described 
below for the appropriate category. 

A. Requirements for Counties Required to Pay a Fiscal Sac:ntion 

All sanctions due will be required to be paid no later tba:t 
the January 10 following the end of the fiscal year in which 
the sanction is assessed, except thst payment may be delayed 
one year beyond that if the county did not have notice of the 
sanctions prior to 30 days before final adoption of its eounty 
budget for th$ following fiscal year. lf a ~ou.n~y does not pay 
sanc~ions when due, the State will withhold the entire sanction 
amount when the January reimbursement is proce5sed and from 
subsequent months if necessary. 

2. No county may pay any sanction from its social services budset . .. 

f 

( 

All sanctions paid to the Division of Social Services will be ~ 
used to p~ovide emergency and medical assistance to supplement 

.. 
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3. 

4. 

(and not to replace) assistance available from other programs 
or for individuals not eligible for other programs, such as 
Medicaid and E~ergency Assistance. 

No county will be assessed fiscal sanctions during caler1dar 
year 1990. If it i5 determined thet the number of points 
a~arded by monitors was incorrect, the number of points and 
any sanction due will be corrected immedietely. 

Each county will be monitored during 1990 so the county direc­
tor will know how his county complie$ with application proces­
sing requirements. This will allow the county director time 
to develop actions to bring his county into compliance. 

B. Category I County 

No fiscal sanctions will be assessed. 

C. Category II County 

A Category II county is not subject to a sanction unless it fails 
in l of Z areas: 

l. 

2. 

Corrective Action • A sanction will be assessed if a Category 
II county fails to develop and iwplement its approved corrective 
action plan within three months of receipt of monitoring results. 

Subsequent increase in its Performance Index - A sanction will 
be assessed when a Category II county fails to incr~ase its 
Perfor~ance Index score in the second year by at least l~ (or 
to Category I status, whichever is less). 

Vbe.n either of the above situations occurs, the sanction will be 
due and payable at tbe end of that monitoring year. See Attachment 
VI for a chart which illustrates two counties' corrective action and 
ilnprovewent process relative to fiscal sanction. 

Successful completion of a corrective action plan in the first year 
at Category II status will avoid a sanction for that year. Ho•ever, 
subsequent successive years at Category II ~tatus subjects a county 
to sanction which can only be avoided by successful completion of a 
plan and successful improvement. !be sanctions in a Category II 
county increase by 2.St for each successive year that a sanction is 
usus~. • 

At anytime ~hat a county falls from Category II to Categor; III 
status, a sanction is assessed for failing to increas~ by 10~ over 
tbe previous year. An additional Category Ill sanction is 
assessed for the current year. 

At a.nyti~e a county improves froai a Category II to a Category I 
status~ no further sanctions are assessed un~il a subsequent • 
IDODitoriD.g indicates the county has again re~urned to Category II 
or III status. 

,. 
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D . Cabt9ory 111 counties 

Fiscal sanctions ~ill be assessed at the rate of 7.5~ of the federal/ 
state share of adniinistrative costs for AFDC plus Medicaid in that 
county per year. All sanctions will be due regardlus of any sub-
5equent i~provement or corrective action. For each successive year 
that the inonitoring determines that the county remains Category III, 
the amount of tqe fiscal sanction will increase by an additional 5~. 

XL PL.A·N FOR REMOVAL FROM ALEXANDER V. HILL PENALTrES 

A. Performance Raquired 

A county will be re~oved from payment of penalties imposed by 
Alexander !.:. !!!l! when: 

1. The performance index shows a score of 455 or more for two 
consecutive monitoring periods beginning with the initial 
inonitoring under this plan, and 

2. The county has not been subject to any Alexander !..:.. Hill penalties 
duri.Jl3 the two consecutive years. 

B. Loss of ExQtnption from Paying Penalties 

1. A county tbat loses Categox-y I status must begin to pay 
penal~ies immediately. 

2. If it is diseovered that a county was exempted in error, the 
county aust ~gill to pay penalties immediately. 

Example: If a.n unpaid penalty is discovered through 
monitoring or other means, the c;.ounty must begin paying 
penalties. 

• 

• 

( 



\:---

·-.__... 

( . 

( 

02/19/ 1990 15:39 FROM NC OHR SS COMPUTER SERV TO SEC OFFICE P. 19 

ATI'ACH.'itNT 1 

County 
Date 

PERFORMANCE INDEX SUMMARY 

I Possible I Actual 
I Points I Points 
I I· Earned 
I 

1. Processing of AFDC applications I 70 
I 

2. Processing of MAD applications I 30 
I 

3. Processing of all other Medicaid applications I .50 

I 
4. Average annual overdue review rate in Medicaid I 30 

less tb.an 31 I 
I 

5. Applications taken on same day/all clients I 20 
given opportunity to apply I 

I 
6. Necessary verifications requested timely I 20 

I 
7. Forms c0111pleted and keyed timely/all applications I 20 

processed within appropriate time standard I 
I 

8. Correct procedure for inquiries, no discouragement! 60 

9. Penalty cases identified and authorized timely .50 
and correctly 

10. DSS-2242 is correct 30 

11. Denied cases handled properly 40 

12. Withdrawn cases handled properly 40 

13. No UDnecessary information raquested 20 

14. Compl~te docum~tation on log (DSS-l322) 20 

GRAND TOTAL sOo 

SCORING SCALE 

One through 4. get ~ither full points earned or 0 points if criteria not met. 

Items S. through 14. get credit for more than SO~ compli~ce. 
• 

.. 





DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

REPORT TO THE SOCIAL SERVICES STUDY COMMISSION 
ON CIP FUNDING LEVELS 

MARCH 8, 1990 

APPENDIX L 

The Crisis Intervention Program (GIP) is funded 100% by federal funds through 
the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Block Grant. In fiscal year 1989-90, 
the General Assembly appropriated $4,362,032 to be allocated to the 100 counties 
for this program. 

For December 1989, services paid in January 1990 (the latest data available), 
the unexpended statewide balance was $2,065,424. The attached chart reflects 
spending levels by county. Please note that Camden, Dare, and Transylvania 
are the only three counties with less than $100 unexpended at this time. 

Historically, GIP funds have been reallocated at the end of the fiscal year to 
counties that have overspent . Because the weather in December was consider­
ably more severe than usual, the Division became concerned that many counties 
would exhaust their funds early . All 100 counties were surveyed in December 
1989. The survey asked those counties which in the past have had funds remain­
ing at the end of the fiscal year to release funds voluntarily for reallocation. 
Of the eighty-eight counties that responded, only $21,000 could be allocated 
now. Because the amount was so low, the Division decided to reallocate the 
funds at the end of the fiscal year as has been done in the past. 

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

CRISIS INTERVENTION PROGRAM 
ALLOCATION EXPENDITURES 

(DECEMBER 1989 SERVICES PAID IN JANUARY 1990) 
MARCH 8, 1990 

'-..-- COUNTIES ALLOCATION UNEXPENDED COUNTIES ALLOCATION UNEXPENDED 

1. Alamance ~ 52 1694 ~ 271461 51. Johnston ~ 69 1661 ~ 40 1484 
2. Alexander 101600 41784 52. Jones 121694 101103 
3. Alleghany 91116 31817 53. Lee 321105 13 1308 
4. Anson 261827 17 1239 54. Lenoir 651212 551281 
5. Ashe 20 1197 181470 55. Lincoln 191803 13 1888 
6. Avery 11 1037 61725 56. Macon 151005 9!459 
7. Beaufort 391520 34 1678 57. Madison 221814 9 1487 
8. Bertie 34 1460 171497 58. Martin 30!098 22 1 080 
9. Bladen 421007 171631 59. McDowell 20 !677 161788 

10. Brunswick 331456 31 !503 60. Mecklenburg I 2221987 201146 
11. Buncombe 109 1749 65 1811 61. Mitchell I 15 1267 6 1676 
12. Burke 381560 20!563 62. Montgomery I 19 1498 6!409 
13. Cabarrus 391651 26!449 63. Moore I 32 1410 4 1298 
14. Caldwell 281701 15 1243 64. Nash I 71 1538 40 1943 
15. Camden 5 1540 89 65. New Hanover I 87 1938 27 1095 
16. Carteret 22 1769 15 1257 66. NorthamEton I 391826 10 1 105 
17. Caswell 231336 151865 67. Onslow I 461761 221343 
18. Catawba 38 1 909 71864 68. Orange I 28 1048 15 1 576 
19. Chatham 19 1847 14 1865 69. Pamlico I 11 1908 5,448 
20. Cherokee 20 1 022 81622 70. Pasguotank I 23 1 467 13!669 
21. Chowan 12 1 781 8 1 963 71. Pender I 25 1256 111994 
22. Clay 71329 31944 72. Perguimans I 11 1254 10 1129 ,,, Cleveland 69 1530 201582 73. Person I 291530 15!545 

Columbus 62 901 32 262 74. Pitt 98 450 56 348 
25. Craven 59 978 13 809 75. Polk 6 804 2 712 
26. Cumberland 153 1631 57 1143 76. Randol Eh 30 1010 121190 
27. Currituck 6 1 282 11680 77. Richmond 42 1661 121200 
28. Dare 41798 39 78. Robeson 1531238 91 1705 
29. Davidson 52 1649 46 1 261 79. Rockingham 58 1277 91564 
30. Davie 11 1080 6!360 80. Rowan 431621 231111 
31. DuElin 46 1412 341039 81. Rutherford 39 1477 231968 
32. Durham 1181342 31571 82. SamEson 55 1965 441867 
33 . Edgecombe 661739 541090 83. Scotland 451975 331327 
34. Forsyth 142 1508 13 1 743 84. Stanly 22 1 769 6 1 289 
35. Franklin 351158 15!432 85 . Stokes 171797 4 1391 
36. Gaston 88 1026 37!866 86. Surry 45 1 453 17 1616 
37 . Gates 10 1077 41666 87. Swain 14 1133 71026 
38. Graham 71764 5 1855 88 . Transylvania 12!737 28 
39. Granville 34 1068 31!035 89 . Tyrrell 71154 4 1438 
40. Greene 20 1719 41865 90. Union 32!105 261233 
41. Guilford 1831948 157 !013 91. Vance 52 1301 341620 
42. Halifax 1011199 8 1 137 92 . Wake 151!973 381352 
43. Harnett 551397 31 1 017 93. Warren 27 1743 71921 
44. Haywood 311189 24!171 94. Washington 18 1103 8 1 089 
45. Henderson 281353 13 1 339 95 . Watauga 19 1891 14 1889 
46. Hertford 331108 12!883 96. Wayne 97!100 671461 
47. Hoke 251997 5!913 97. Wilkes 431795 18!313 
48. Hyde 9 1073 5 1 688 98. Wilson 741503 331270 
/, r Iredell 38 1 255 14 1 231 99. Yadkin 171361 81344 
' Jackson 17!928 71728 100. Yancey 16 1662 10 1140 J '-.-

Sub-Totals ~2 1 162 1 217 ~1 1 046 1 758 Sub-Totals ~2 1 199 1 815 ~1 1 018 1 666 
TOTALS: ~4 1 362 1 032 ~2 1 065 1 424 
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APPENDIX M 

Di vi sion of Social Services 

I~eport on Chore and Personal Care Services 

to Social Services Study Commission on March 8, 1990 

'l'h.is report provides background information about the ruling of· an 

Administrative Law Judge and the subsequent ruling by the State Personnel 

Commiss ion which s i gnificantly affects Chore Services and Personal Care 

Services. The Department of Human Resources and the Division of Social 

Services have responded by taking steps, which are described in the report, to 

comply with these rulings. In addition, the effect of these rulings upon the 

client population and the fiscal impact that is anticipated are outlined in 

the report. 

Background 

In a case involving a former department of social services chore provider 

.in Johns ton County, an Administrative Law Judge in the Office of 

Administrative Hearings recommended a decision in the matter to the State 

Personnel Commission which the State Personnel Commission accepted. On April 

24, 1989, that Commission issued an order which substantially affects the 

manne r in which Chore Services and Personal Care Services are provided. In 

adopting the findings of the Administrative Law Judge, the Corranission ruled 

t hat the petitioner was an employee of the local government and was subject to 

lhe State Personnel Act. Prior to this ruling, most Chore Providers were 

considered temporary county employees who were exempt from the State Personnel 

Act. 

1 
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Actions 'J':i.ken 

Sf~cretary Flaherty subsequently appointed a OHR Task Force to assess Lhe 

i mpact of t he ruling on departmental programs. It was co-chaired by John 

Syria , Ass i s tant Secretary for Budget and Management, a nd Susan Hutchins, 

Director of Personnel Management Services. Representatives from the Divisions 

of Social Services, Aging, Vocational Rehabilitation and the Division of 

Services for the Blind participated in the meetings to evaluate the program 

impact and develop strategies for implementing the ruling. 

The following steps have been taken by the Department in response to the 

Commission's ruling: 

1 . conferred with the N.C. Association of County Commissioners and other 

affiliated agencies; 

2. advised local government officials of the ruling; 

3. classification and salary grade were developed and subsequently 

approved by the Office of State Personnel; 

4 . affected employees were identified and notified of their change 

in status; and 

5. the fiscal impact was studied and efforts made to contain cost 

increases . 

At i t s September 19, 1989 meeting, the Social Services Commission took 

action to amend the APA rules governing Chore Services to make the necessary 

conformi ng changes required by the State Personnel Corrunission ruling. .These 

changes were effective December 1, 1989. The rules were amended to show that 

Chore providers are subject to the provisions of the State Personnel Act and 

to applicable personnel policies of the county in which they are employed when 

they are employees of the county DSS. The rules were also amended to require 

2 
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that Chore Services be provided by individuals who meet the qualifications 

established by the Office of State Personnel, regardless :::>f whicn method ~)f 

provision the county DSS uses (county employees, contract, or cash payment). 

'rhe rules were amended to show that the cash payment method can be used only 

when the levels of tasks performed by the Chore providers do not require 

supervision by a registered nurse. 

Fiscal Impact 

The Social Services Block Grant Plan mandates each county department of 

social services to provide either Chore Services or Homemaker Servi.ces 

utilizing Social Services Block Grant and/or State In-Home Services funds. 

(Some county departments provide both services). If a county DSS decides not 

to provide Chore Services, it must provide Homemaker Services. In the 

sixty-five counties with Homemakers, all have been subject to the State 

Personnel Act from inception and are not affected by the recent ruling. 

The three factors listed below have significantly increased the cost of 

providing Chore Services through DSS agencies. 

1. Increase in wages for Chore Providers - With the newly established 

posit.ion classification for Chore Providers, the impact of wage 

increases is not fully known at this time. County agencies have 

the flexibility to pay below scale and this may have some bearing on 

the level of wage increases. 

2. Increase in benefits for Chore Providers - The significance and 

dollar amount of this factor varies considerably from county to 

county, depending on whether the county offers a benefit program for 

employees working less than full-time and the scope of its benefit 

program. 
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., .··. :·nd irect Cost - This is the cost county DSS directors have been most 

concerned about. In the formula used to allocate indirect costs to 

p ermanent employees who provide Chore Services there has beer 

concern that an excessive amount of administrative costs would be 

I 

placed on the capped Social Services Block Grant and State In-Home 

Services funds available for Chore Services (and all other social 

services for children and adults), thereby reducing the funds 

<lVa.ilable for direct services to clients. 

In view of the potential cost impact of this factor, the 

Division of Social Services and the Department of Human Resources 

worked with the Department of Health and Human Services in Atlanta 

to establish an indirect cost rate lower than the rate used for 

other service programs. The plan for calculating these indirect 

costs was approved by the Department of Health and Human Services 

effective October 1, 1989 and is being used by the county DSS 

agencies now. 

1mpact on Clients 

The Division of Social Services conducted a survey of the county 

departments of social services in January, 1990 to take a comparative look at 

service provision and costs for Chore Services and Personal Care Services 

during the months of December, 1988 and December, 1989. This was done to 

compare the level of Chore Services and Personal Care Services being provided 

prior to the -ruling by the State Personnel Commission and after the ruling was 

made. County DSS agencies were asked to report all expenditures for Chore 

Services and Personal Care Services, regardless of funding source, so the 

survey includes information about Social Services Block Grant, State In-Home 
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fund s , Ol der Americans Act funds, Senate Bill 1559 funds, and county funds 

used by county departments of social services for Chore Services and Medicaid 

funds used by county departments of social services for Chore Services and 

Persona l Care Services. 

To date, 59 of the 90 county departments that provide Chore Services have 

returned surveys to the Division of Social Services. Survey results will 

continue to be updated as information is received. Based on survey 

information to date, on the average the unit cost for an hour of service in 

December 1988 was $4.50 and in December 1989 it was $6.59, a 46% increase. 

Due to the increased costs for providing Chore Services and Personal Care 

Services, counties have been forced to make adjustments in the number of 

clients they serve and in the number of hours of service they provide. In 

December 1988 these 59 counties served 4,353 clients and in December 1989 they 

served 3,736 clients, which is 617 fewer clients being served (a 14% 

decrease). In December 1988, 241,342 hours of service were provided and in 

December 1989 183,676 hours of service were provided, a reduction of 57,666 

hours (a 24% decrease). In the meantime, monthly expenditures rose from 

$1,084,914 in December 1988 to $1,211,306 in December 1989 which is a monthly 

increase of $126,392 (a 12% increase). 

Changes In Methods of Provision 

County DSS agencies are addressing compliance in one of three ways: 

1. making affected service providers employees of the county; 

2. contracting with outside agencies to provide the service; or 

3. discontinuing Chore Services and instead providing Homemaker 

Services. 

One of the major changes in Chore Services, has been the shift from 

direct provision by the county departments of social services to contracting 
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wi t h anot her commun ity ~ge ncy . Pr ior to t he State Personnel Commission ruli ng 

only ~ county departments were regularly contracting for Chore Services. Now 

23 additional counties are contracting for all or part of the service, or plan 

Lo i n t he near future. 

With the increased cost of providing Chore services during FY89-90, 

county departments of social services have considered the options for how to 

continue providing the service at the lowest cost possible. Prior to the 

State Personnel Commission ruling 90 DSS agencies provided Chore Services. 

Since the Commission's ruling at least four county departments have 

discontinued the provision of Chore Services and another plans to discontinue 

the service in June 1990. These five counties will provide Homemaker Services 

instead of Chore Services (two will provide Homemaker Services for the first 

time and three will continue the Homemaker Services programs they have been 

operating). 

Further Report 

At the request of the Governmental Operations Commission, the Department 

of Human Resources will be presenting a report on the effect of the State 

Personnel Commission's ruling on the Chore Services programs in the Divisions 

of Social Services, Services to the Blind, and Aging on March 20, 1990. The 

DHR will be glad to furnish t his report to the Social Services Study 

Commission after that date. 
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D:ivision of Social Servjces 
(:hor2 ctnd Personal Care Services Survey Swmnary 

i_,8C ~ Jee. Net 
1988 1989 Gain/Loss % Change 

Counties 
Reporting as of 
2--15-90: 59 

Number of 
1. clients served 4353 3736 (617) (14%) 

Number of 
2. hours provided 241,342 183,676 (57,666) · { 24~<>) 

per month 

1. Dollars spent 
per month $1,084,914 $1,211,306 $126,392 12% 

'1 . Unit cost $4.50 $6.59 $2.09 46% 
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APPENDIX N 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE LEGISLATIVE STUDY COMMISSION 

ON SOCIAL SERVICES 

"RURAL CHILD CARE PROJECT" 

FLORENCE C. GLASSER 

N.C. EQUITY 

APRIL 12, 1990 
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OPENING REMARKS 

GOOD MORNING 

MY REMARKS TODAY WILL DESCRIBE THE RURAL CHILD CARE PROJECT, 

SUMMARIZE THE FINDINGS AND FACTS UNCOVERED BY THE PROJECT, AND 

RECOMMEND POLICY CHANGES THAT WOULD INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF SAFE, 

AFFORDABLE, QUALITY CHILDCARE, ESPECIALLY FOR CHILDREN OF AFDC 

CLIENTS AND JOBS CLIENTS. 

THE PROJECT 

IN MARCH 1989, N. C. EQUITY AND THE NORTH CAROLINA RURAL 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CENTER FORGED A PARTNERSHIP TO CREATE THE 

RURAL CHILD CARE PROJECT. N.C. EQUITY RECEIVED A $68,000 GRANT 

. FROM THE RURAL CENTER TO DEVELOP PUBLIC POLICIES AND WORKABLE 

STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS CHILD CARE NEEDS IN RURAL NORTH CAROLINA. 

THE ALLIANCE BETWEEN THE TWO ORGANIZATIONS IS A NATURAL ONE 

· BECAUSE OF THEIR SHARED GOALS AND MISSIONS. BOTH ORGANIZATIONS ARE 

COMMITTED TO IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE FOR THE PEOPLE OF NORTH 

CAROLINA BY HELPING LOW-INCOME FAMILIES BECOME ECONOMICALLY SELF­

SUFFICIENT. BOTH ORGANIZATIONS RECOGNIZE THAT NORTH CAROLINA HAS 

THE LARGEST RURAL POPULATION OF ANY STATE, AND THAT RURAL PEOPLE 
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ARE OVERREPRESENTED AMONG THE POOR, THE UNEMPLOYED, THE 

UNDEREMPLOYED, THE POORLY HOUSED AND THE POORLY EDUCATED. 

BOTH N.C. EQUITY AND THE RURAL CENTER RECOGNIZED THE FACT THAT 

NORTH CAROLINA HAS THE LARGEST PERCENTAGE OF WORKING MOTHERS OF ANY 

STATE, THAT WOMEN WORKERS NOW REPRESENT ALMOST HALF OF THE NORTH 

CAROLINA WORKFORCE, AND THAT WOMEN AND THEIR FAMILIES ARE 

OVERREPRESENTED AMONG THE POOR. BOTH ORGANIZATIONS SHARE THE 

STRONG BELIEF THAT INVESTMENT IN CHILD CARE IS A WISE ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY. 

BETWEEN APRIL AND DECEMBER OF 1989, N.C. EQUITY ORGANIZED 10 

REGIONAL CONFERENCES ACROSS THE STATE IN AN EFFORT TO: 

(1) COMPARE THE AVAILABILITY, QUALITY AND COST OF CHILD CARE IN 

RURAL COUNTIES TO URBAN COUNTIES; 

(2) IDENTIFY, SHOWCASE AND RECOGNIZE MODEL PROJECTS AND SUCCESS 

STORIES IN RURAL COMMUNITIES; 

(3) LEARN MORE ABOUT PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS AND OTHER LOCAL 

INITIATIVES THAT RESPOND TO RURAL CHILD CARE NEEDS; 

( 4) MOBILIZE COMMUNITIES TO RESPOND TO THE NEEDS OF WORKING 

PARENTS AND THEIR CHILDREN AND 

(5) IDENTIFY PUBLIC POLICIES THAT HURT RURAL COMMUNITIES AND ARE 
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INEQUITABLE. 

MORE THAN 700 PEOPLE AND 100 SPEAKERS WERE INVOLVED IN THE REGIONAL 

CONFERENCES. ON MARCH 1 6, 1990, RURAL PEOPLE FROM ACROSS THE STATE 

CAME TOGETHER IN RALEIGH TO SHARE THEIR COMMON CONCERNS AND TO 

FINALIZE POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS. I APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO 

SHARE THOSE FINDINGS WITH YOU TODAY. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

1. THERE IS A CRITICAL NEED FOR MORE CHILD CARE IN EVERY RURAL AREA 

OF THIS STATE. 

IN EVERY RURAL COMMUNITY, FROM THE MOUNTAINS TO THE PIEDMONT, 

IN THE COASTAL PLAIN AND THE TIDEWATER, WE HEARD THE CRITICAL 

NEED FOR SAFE, RELIABLE, AFFORDABLE QUALITY CHILD CARE. 

2.RURAL MOTHERS HAVE JOINED THE LABOR FORCE IN GREAT NUMBERS. 

WOMEN MAKE UP 47% OF NORTH CAROLINA'S WORK FORCE. CHILD CARE 

IS NECESSARY IF WE ARE TO CONTINUE TO DRAW UPON THAT CRITICAL 

SOURCE OF LABOR THAT PERMITTED MUCH OF THE ECONOMIC GROWTH OF 

THE LAST SEVERAL DECADES. IN 1980, 57% OF SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN 

WORKED IN NORTH CAROLINA. A LARGER PERCENTAGE OF MOTHERS WORK 

IN THE 91 RURAL COUNTIES THAN IN THE 9 URBAN COUNTIES. 

3. THERE IS A LACK OF CHILD CARE IN RURAL AREAS. 
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FEWER CHILD CARE SPACES ARE AVAILABLE IN THE 91 RURAL COUNTIES 

THAN IN THE 9 URBAN COUNTIES. IN URBAN COUNTIES THERE IS AN 

AVERAGE OF 38 LICENSED SLOTS PER 100 CHILDREN AND ONLY 23.23 

LICENSED SLOTS PER 100 CHILDREN IN RURAL COUNTIES. THERE IS 

A CONSIDERABLE VARIATION IN THE AVAILABILITY OF CHILD CARE IN 

THE FOUR REGIONS OF THE STATE. THE TIDEWATER , COASTAL PLAINS 

AND THE MOUNTAIN REGIONS OF THE STATE HAVE FEWER LICENSED 

CHILD CARE SLOTS THAN THE PIEDMONT REGION. 

4. THERE IS A LACK OF DAY CARE TEACHERS IN RURAL AREAS. 

STAFF TURNOVER AT CHILD CARE CENTERS ACROSS THE NATION HAS 

NEARLY TRIPLED OVER THE PAST DECADE BECAUSE OF POOR WAGES AND 

BENEFITS. IN N.C., ANNUAL STAFF TURNOVER IN RURAL CHILD CARE 

CENTERS IS AS HIGH AS TURNOVER IN URBAN CHILD CARE CENTERS -

38 PERCENT. 

5. RURAL PARENTS CANNOT AFFORD THE CHILD CARE THAT IS AVAILABLE. 

RURAL PARENTS ARE MORE LIKELY TO BE POOR THAN URBAN PARENTS. 

IN 1987 PER CAPITA INCOME IN RURAL N.C. WAS 76% OF PER CAPITA 

INCOME IN URBAN N.C. IN 1986, WAGE AND SALARY EARNINGS PER 

JOB WERE 20% LESS IN RURAL THAN IN URBAN AREAS OF THE STATE. 

THE AVERAGE COST OF CHILD CARE TO IN N.C. IS $2200 A YEAR PER 

CHILD REPRESENTING THE FOURTH LARGEST ITEM IN THE FAMILY 

BUDGET, FOLLOWING HOUSING, FOOD AND TAXES. A FAMILY OF THREE 
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EARNING .$8800 WOULD HAVE TO PAY 25 PERCENT OF ITS INCOME FOR 

CHILD CARE FOR ONE OF ITS CHILDREN; A FAMILY OF FOUR EARNING 

$16,000 WOULD HAVE TO PAY $4400 OR MORE THAN 25% OF ITS INCOME 

FOR 2 CHILDREN IN CHILD CARE. 

6. STATE AND FEDERAL PROGRAM DOLLARS 'l'O HELP LOW INCOME PEOPLE ARE 

NOT REACHING MANY ELIGIBLE FAMILIES. 

-THE HEADSTART PROGRAM IN 93 COUNTIES SERVES 11, 034 

CHILDREN. IN SEVEN RURAL COUNTIES NO HEADSTART PROGRAM 

IS AVAILABLE. 

-ALMOST ONE THIRD OF NORTH CAROLINA COUNTIES, ALL RURAL 

REVERTED THEIR DAYCARE SUBSIDY MONEY FOR LOW INCOME 

FAMILIES TO THE DAYCARE SECTION FOR REALLOCATION. 

-UNTIL THIS YEAR, 1990, ONLY ONE RESOURCE AND REFERRAL 

AGENCY EXISTED EAST OF RALEIGH AND THAT WAS IN NEW 

HANOVER - AN URBAN COUNTY. RESOURCE AND REFERRAL 

AGENCIES DEVELOP AN INCREASED SUPPLY OF HOMES AND CENTERS 

AND GIVE PARENTS INFORMATION ABOUT CHILD CARE OPTIONS. 

-THE CHILD CARE FEEDING PROGRAM DOLLARS ADMINISTERED BY 

THE N.C. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION ARE NOT 

REACHING RURAL CHILD CAREGIVERS AND RURAL CHILDREN, 

ESPECIALLY THOSE IN FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHILD CARE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS 

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS FROM CONFERENCE PARTICIPANTS AT THE TEN 

REGIONAL CONFERENCES AND THE STATE CONFERENCE ARE HEREBY SUBMITTED 

FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION. 

1 • STRENGTHEN THE INFRASTRUCTURE OF THE CHILD CARE SYSTEM IN 

NORTH CAROLINA IN THE FOLLOWING WAYS: 

A. IMPROVE DATA COLLECTION AND PLANNING AT STATE AND COUNTY 

LEVELS. DEVELOP STATE AND COUNTY PLANS FOR ADDRESSING 

CHILD CARE/EARLY EDUCATION NEEDS. 

B. IMPROVE COORDINATION OF CHILD CARE SERVICES AT STATE AND 

LOCAL LEVELS BY MANDATING A TASK FORCE THAT WOULD INCLUDE 

REPRESENTATIVES FROM HUMAN RESOURCES, PUBLIC INSTRUCTION, 

HEADS TART, COMMUNITY COLLEGES, AGENCY EXTENSION SERV.ICES, 

COMMERCE AND OTHER RELEVANT AGENCIES. 

C. EXPAND RESOURCE AND REFERRAL SERVICES OR REGIONAL 

BROKERING AGENCIES IN ORDER TO INCREASE THE SUPPLY OF 

CHILD CARE ACROSS THE STATE. 

7 



D. ESTABLISH A MINIMUM STATE MARKET R~TE FOR REIMBU~SEM~NT 

OF CHILD CARE PROVIDERS IN THE PURCHASE OF CA,Ri PROG~AM. 

E. ESTABLISH A REVOLVING LOAN PROGRAM FQR START-UP COSTS OR 

OPERATING LOAN GUARANTEES TO PROMOTe THl:: SUPPLY Of FAMILY 

DAY CARE ANO CENTER BASED CARE. 

F. CONTINUE AND EXPAND SCHOOL· AGE CIUW CA.RE PRO<lMMS WITH 

STATE FUNDING. 

2. MAKE FULL USE OF THE FEDERAL Fl\lt1ILY SIJPPOR'r ACT IN THE 

FOLLOWING WAYS: 

A. PROVIDE THE NECESSARY STATE MATCH TO SUBSIDIZE NEWLY 

ELIGIBLE CHILDREN AND CHILDREN NOW ON THE WAITING LIST. 

ENSURE THAT SERVICES FOR CURRENTLY ELIGIBLE CHILDREN ARE 

NOT REDUCED IN AN EFFORT TO PROVIDE STATe MA~CH FOR THE 

JOBS PROGRAM. 

B. PROVIDE TRANSPORTATION TO CHILD CARE LEVERAGING THE 50 

PERCENT FEDERAL SHARE OF MONEY AVAILABLE FOR JOBS 

CLIENTS. REIMBURSE ACTUAt COSTS OF TRANSPORTATION FOR 

PROVIDERS. 
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C. PROVIDE ADMINISTRATIVE DOLLARS TO POOR RURAL COUNTIES TO 

HELP THEM IMPLEMENT THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT. 

D. CONTRACT WITH RESOURCE AND REFERRAL CHILD CARE AGENCIES 

TO GIVE PARENTS A CHOICE OF ARRANGEMENTS THAT BEST MEET 

THEIR NEEDS. USE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT DOLLARS TO PAY FOR 

THE SERVICE. 

9 





EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION TASK 
FORCE STUDY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

DESCRIPTION OF THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

APPENDIX 0 

The Food Stamp Program is a Federal program designed to help low income fami­
lies buy the food they need for good health. The United States Department of 
Agriculture funds 100 percent of the dollar value of coupons issued to food 
stamp recipients and 50 percent of the administrative costs to the program. 

In North Carolina, the program currently serves approximately 161,520 households 
containing approximately 409,546 persons. This represents a significant decline 
in participation since Federal Fiscal Year 1981 when the caseload peaked at 
211,959 households. 

LEGISLATIVE MANDATE 

House Bill 1123, ratified in the 1989 Session of the General Assembly, mandates 
that the Department undertake a study of the reasons for the declining partici­
pation in the Food Stamp Program since 1980. The bill further mandates that 
the Department conduct the study in conjunction with other public and private 
agencies who work with low-income persons with hunger problems. The purpose 
of the study is to determine barriers to participation and to develop recommen­
dations and estimated costs to eliminate barriers. 

In response to this mandate, the Division of Social Services formed a Task 
Force. The Task Force met several times to identify barriers to program par­
ticipation and to develop recommendations for consideration by the Department 
and by the General Assembly. 

SIGNIFICANT BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION IDENTIFIED BY THE TASK FORCE 

1. Federal Food Stamp Program rules passed by Congress in the 1981 and 1982 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Acts designed to restrict eligibility. 

2. Lack of knowledge/ information about the program and transportation 
problems. 

3. Public attitudes toward the poor. 

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS 

The Task Force developed recommendations in two tracks-administrative and 
legislative. The administrative recommendations reflect policy or procedural 
changes which the Task Force believes are within the purview of the Department 
to implement. The legislative recommendations, on the other hand, require 
state authorizing legislation and new funding. 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Issue a periodic notice informing food stamp recipients of program infor­
mation, especially of the waiver of the face-to-face interview. 



2. Evaluate making the verification requirements the same as in AFDC and 
provide training to food stamp caseworkers in application processing. 

3. Ensure that Social Security Administration (SSA) staff understand their 
responsibility to take food stamp applications for Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) applicants. 

4. Continue to monitor application processing procedures and timeliness re­
quirements in county departments of social services. 

5. On an ongoing basis, invite Community Action Agencies and other agencies 
to attend and/or participate in the quarterly meetings of the county 
directors in order to improve service delivery to low-income families. 

6. Require county departments of social services to distribute informational 
material about the Food Stamp Program to clients visiting the agency and 
other community agencies and organizations serving low-income families . 

7 . Ensure that every county department of social services complies with 
7 CFR 272.4 which requires it to have access to bilingual staff for non­
English speaking applicants and recipients. 

8. Promote mail issuance of food stamps to households with special circum­
stances. 

9. Utilize Resource Management techniques to assess changing workloads for 
more effective management and simplification purposes. 

\....._,, 10. Provide to county food stamp staff the training module "Achieving Public 
Service Excellence." 

11. Seek USDA approval to allow North Carolina to issue supplemental allotments 
to households which experience a reduction in earned income. 

LEGISLATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Secure two State level coordinators who would have oversight responsibil­
ity for implementation of any approved legislative or administrative 
recommendations. 

Estimated Cost: 
State Req,uirement: 
Federal Requirement: 

$93,986 
46,993 
46,993 

2 . Develop informational pamphlets for community distribution aimed at reach­
ing targeted groups. 

Estimated Cost: 
State Requirement: 
Federal Requirement: 

$1,650 
825 
825 

3. Develop a Food Stamp Program video. 

Estimated Cost: 
State Requirement: 
Federal Requirement: 

$20,000· 
10,000 
10,000 



4 . Develop a media campaign. 

Estimated Cost: 
State Requirement: 
Federal Requirement: 

$30,000 
15,000 
15,000 

5. Set up optional demonstration projects designed to remove barriers to 
participation. 

Estimated Cost: 
State Requirement: 
Federal Requirement: 

$500,000 
250,000 
250,000 

6. Conduct evaluation of the effectiveness of any of the implemented adminis­
trative or legislative recommendations. Also, the evaluation would includ~ 
an examination of why potentially eligible groups fail to utilize the program. 

Estimated Cost: 
State Requirement: 
Federal Requirement: 

$50,000 
25,000 
25,000 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS: $695,636 

Total State Requirements: $347,818 

Total Federal Requirements: $347 ,818 
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North Carolina Department of Human Resources 
101 Blair Drive• Raleigh. North Carolina 27603 

. . ,. > 

James G . Martin, Governor David T . Flaherty . Secretary 

Senator Russell Walker 
1004 Westmont Drive 
Asheboro, North Carolina 27203 

Sena"Nl.T Ruth M. Easterling 
Post Office Box 34689 
Charlotte, North Carolina 28234 

March 15, 1990 

Dear Senators Walker and Easterling: 

The Department of Human Resources appointed a committee to study the Public 
Assistance Equalizing Fund Formula. The Equalizing Fund Formula Committee 
consisted of the following members: 

Senator Russell Walker 
Senator Austin Allran 
Representative Charles Cromer 
Representative Theresa Esposito 
J. Thomas Lundy, County Manager; Catawba County 
Claude Odom, County Commissioner; Hertford County 
Jacqueline Manzi, County Commissioner; Guilford County 
Mary K. Deyampert, Director; Division of Social Services 
J. Robert Stevens, Director; Forsyth County Department of Social Services 
Jerry Smith, Director; Wilson County Department of Social Services 
Roy Young, Director; Stokes County Department of Social Services 

The committee met on January 9, 1990 and again on February 13, 1990 to review 
and discuss the current formula and the intent of the General Statute 108A-92. 
Discussions were held at length discussing funding alternatives with a 
decision to review in detail the following four methods of distribution. 
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Senator Russell 'Walker 
Senator Ruth M. Easterling 
Page 2 
March 15, 1990 

1. Distribute the Funds utilizing the existing formula wit'h the 111ost 
current fiscal year information and include all programs of public 
assistance in the formula. Dete.rmine the amount of money needed to 
hold harmless the counties which s·tand to lo_se money under t:his 
option. 

2. Distribute the funds to the counties on each county's ·percentage of 
AFDC caseload to the State total. 

3. Distribute the Equalizing Funds in direct pro.portion to each 
county's AFDC program cost as it compares to the :State total. 

4 Distribute the Public Assistance Equalizing Funds in the same 
manner as State Aid to County Administration is distributed. 

Of the foLr methodologies for distribution of the Public Assistance 
Equalizing Funds, the committe.e r .eco111111ended item #1 ~1th no bold 
harmless clause as follows: 

"The existing formula be maintained, bu<t updated with the most 
current fiscal year information available for per capita sales and 
use tax and per capita property tax. All components of the AFDC 
program, (including AFDC-Regular, AFDC-Unemployed Parent, and 
AFDC-Emergency Assistance) plus Medicaid and State County Special 
Assistance are to be incorporated. The formula is to be updated 
annually based upon the most current completed fiscal year 
information available." 

"Recommend implementation of the revised formula to be effective on 
July 1, 1991 for the state fiscal year 1991-92." 

The Department of Human Resources in accordance with House Bill 141; Section 
4 respectfully submit the Public Assistance Equalizing Fund Formula 
Committee's report to the Social Services Study Commission. 

DTF/mwb 

cc: Committee Members 
John Syria 
Nina Yeager 
Janet Pittard 

Sincerely, 

D~~Flaherty 



oP-r1otJ ..1. 
NET CHANGE IN ALLOCATIONS CUE TO UPDATE OF CATA BASE 

DISTRIBUTION DISTRIBUTION 
UNDER UNDER 

CLO UPDATED NET$ r/Je /l/11tx/ N 7" o F r v,VJJ.S -f17/Jr 
COUNTY FORMULA FORMULA CHANGE 

{,-/W lJJ ~C 7/'EfL!;REµi>fto/d //A"1!-'!/~ 
Alaaance 0 0 0 f"h~ ttxJA.ihit.s t-J/;1d . ;Nt.. )J.:-1/1"1 
Alexander 3, 176 0 13,1761 
Alreghany 3,427 2,854 15731 -f.tNCi '1 red.iced t's "'1 .> £V).st1-2 
Ans'on 12,671 56,751 44,080 

Ash• 5,474 28,838 23,363 
Ave•ry 0 0 0 

Beau 'ort 40,040 78, 715 38,675 

Bertie 43, 160 71,987 28,827 

Bladen 87,505 103,829 16,323 

Brunswick 10,832 6,301 (4,5301 
Bun:coabe 0 0 0 

Burke 0 0 0 
Cabarrus 21,678 0 121,6781 
Caldwell 0 12,210 12,210 

"-" Caaden 6,967 992 15,9761 
Carteret 17,714 0 117,7141 
Caswell LIS,520 42,801 15,7191 
Catawba 0 0 0 
Chatham 0 0 0 

Cherokee 5,212 10,665 5,453 

Chowan 9,365 31,037 21,672 

Clay 1,592 4,801 3,208 

Cleveland 81 I 963 39,267 142,6951 

Columbus 53,518 146,447 92,929 

Craven 109 I 142 61, 156 147,%51 

Cuaberla.nd 510,262 54,004 (456,2591 

Currituck 0 0 0 

Ca.re 0 0 0 

Davidson 33,208 0 133,2081 
Davie 1,659 0 11,6591 
Duplin 62,386 109,080 46,694 

Our ha.a 164,861 0 1164,8611 

Edgeco11be 142,226 199,282 57,056 

Forsyth 143,774 0 (143,7741 

Franklin 41,857 74,145 32,288 

Gas·~on 42,042 17,514 12Ll,529l 

Gates 5,754 13,731 7 '977 
Gr a.ha.a 575 15,959 15,383 

Granville 19,214 19' 192 I 21 J 

Greene 5!,~04 29;811 (21,5941 

' ......__ Guilford 2ti1 'Lo94 0 (261,4841 

Halifax 213,073 234,004 20,932 
/ 

H•~rnett ~2.1oe 156,384 74,195 
Haywood 0 25,318 25,318 
Hen<lersun 0 0 0 

Hertforrj 7,700 91,437 83,737 
Hak~, 29,862 59,6139 1?9 '327 
H•jde 5' 144 12,668 7,~24 



~redell 30,030 0 130,0301 

Jackson 895 9,930 9,035 

Johnston 41,220 114. 3"95 73, 175 

Jone a 34,762 28,684 16,0781 

Lee 0 0 0 

Lenoir 68,,884 128,936 60 '0'52 

Lincoln 0 0 0 

Macon 0 0 0 

Madison 16,818 34,088 17,270 

Hartin 0 22,747 22,747 

McDowell 9,655 29,64'9 19,994 

Mecklenburg 137,284 0 1137,2841 

Mitchell 1,725 16, 161 14,436 

Hontgo•ery 1,985 29. 9·80 27,995 

Moore 6, 144 0 16, 1441 

Nash 118,202 100. 42·0 117,7821 

New ·Hanover 17,587 45,508 27,921 

Northa•ptan llG,127 106,701 13,4261 

Onslow 25,759 0 125,7591 

Orange 0 0 0 

Pa•l'ico 11'924 25. 735· 13,811 

Pasquotank 20,909 54,217 33,308 

Pender 27,411 49, 193 21. ""82 .._ 
Perqui•ans 7,402 22,0i2 1.5,409 

Person 24,881 32 ,@('"9 7, 1.28 

Pitt 87,037 75,047 8,010 

Polk 2,273 1,317 ( 956 I 

Randolph 0 0 0 

Rich•ond 21,596 45,672 24,076 

Robeson 302' 152 349,751 47,599 

Rockingha11 12,983 32,914 19,931 

Rowan 25,441 0 125,4411 

Rutherford 14,697 73,227 58,530 

Sampson 56,119 108,333 52,214 

Scotland 71,591 98,760 27' 168 

Stanly 0 0 0 

Stokes 0 0 0 

Surry 0 10,721 10,721 

Swain 5,914 21,556 15,642 

Trans•1lvania 0 0 0 

Tyrrell 7,462 11'189 3,726 

Union 20,214 0 120,214) 

Vance 59,334 103,224 43,890 

Wake 0 0 0 

Warren 68,927 63,392 15,536) 

Washington 22 '715 29,517 6,803 

Watauga 0 0 0 

Wayne 152,319 138,063 I 1•1, 257l 

Wilkes 0 14,991 1·1.l '991 

"- Wilson 20,495 175,702 155,206 

Yadkin 6,202 9, c;·o5 3,703 . 
Yancey 1,843 8,241 6,398 

TOTAL '54,()53,550 S4,053,550 ( 0) 



APPENDIX Q 

SOCIAL SERVICES STUDY COMMISSION 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 1990 SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

The Social Services Study Commission makes the following nonprioritized 
recommendations to the 1990 Session of the General Assembly: 

I . The Commission recommends the allocation of the federal Block Grant funds 
(approximate total of $2.9) as follows: $1 million to chore services to maintain services 
at the level before the Johnston. County personnel ruling with the remainder to other 
mandated services. If the Johnston County lawsuit is overturned, it is recommended t~at 
there be no earmarking for chore services. 

2. The Commission recommends an allocation of $2 million from the Worker Training 
Trust Fund and an additional $700,000 from the General Fund to begin implementation 
of JOBS in North Carolina. 

3. The Commission recommends an amendment to House Bill 141 to change the 
reporting date from J 990 to 199 I for filing with the General Assembly of a Social 
Services Plan for the State of North Carolina by the Department of Human Resources. 

4. The Commission recommends that Medicaid be expanded to cover pregnant women 
and children with incomes equal to or less than 185 % of the federal poverty guidelines. 

5. The Commission recommends an appropriation of $350,000 for Food Stamp 
outreach. 

6. The Commission recommends an appropriation to increase AFDC benefit levels 
10%. 

7. The Commission recommends an appropriation of approximately $4 million · for 
foster care to create a "children with special needs" category ($500/month payment to 
foster parents who will provide custody for these children). 

8. The Commission makes the following recommendations relating to Day Care: (I) 
That the Day Care Section be requested to develop, in consultation with private and 
public agencies and advocacy organizations, a Day Care Plan for the State of North 
Carolina that will address affordability, availability, and quality in day care services and 



that the Plan be fi1ed with the Social Services Commission within six months; and (2) 
That approximately $3.3 miJlion be appropriated from the General Fund to the State 
Day Care Fund as the State match needed to cover child care under the federal Family 
Support Act. thereby assuring that no child will be denied day care due to the 
implementation of the Family Support Act. 

9. The Commission supports the recommendation and report of the Equalizing Fund 
Formula Committee to maintain the existing formula for distribution of the Public 
Assistance Equalizing Funds but include all programs of public assistance and to update 
the formula annually with the most current fiscal information available. 



APPENDIX R 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

The Department of Human Resources recently adopted a new 
mission statement indicative of the way it will advance its 
purpose to serve the citizens of North Carolina in the decade 
of the 1990's. The mission statement reads as follows: 

The Department of Human Resources provides services that 
benefit all North Carolina citizens as individuals, 
families, and communities - in their efforts to achieve 
and maintain he~lth, social and economic well-being, and 
self-respect. This is done by communication to deielop 
understanding, coordination of effort, and cooperation 
with private and public entities to identify 
opportunities and focus resources. Strategies emphasize 
prevention and preparedness, strengthening families, 
welfare of childran and older adults, consideration of 
individual differences, and encouragement of 
independence and self-reliance. 

This is consistent with and supports the Division's mission 
which is articulated as being "dedicated to assisting and 
providing opprotunities for indivuals and families in need of 
basic econmic support and services to become self-supporting 
and self-relaint." 

As part of the Department's and Division's preparation for 
our mission, we worked with the legislature and numerous 
state and county agencies, to secure the passage of House 
Bill 141, ratified on June 26, 1989. The opening sentence of 
the mission statement calls for the provision of "services 
that benefit'' and to support that provision, House Bill 141 
requires the Department to develop a plan ''to ensure the 
uniform availability of core social services and public 
assistance programs to the citizens of North Carolina." 

The Department's mission and the legislature's intent are 
~lear. The Social Services Plan is offered as the ''road map" 
for arriving at that mission and intent so that they may both 
deliver to the citizens of North Carolina those services 
which aid in the achievement and maintenance of health, 
social and economic well-being, and self-respect. 



system Goals and Purposes 

The process to achieve this end described in the mission 
statement entails ''communication to develop understanding, 
coordination of effort, and cooperation with public and 
private entities to identify opportunities and focus 
resources.'' The identification of opportunities and focusing 
of resources, for the purposes of House Bill 141, is directed 
at the goal~ and purposes of the statewide system of social 
services and public assistance programs. These include: 

1) To ensure that children and adults are protected from 
abuse, neglect, and exploitation; 

2) To enable citizens to maintain or achieve maximum 
self-sufficiency and personal independence through 
employment, if possible; 

3) To strengthen family life in order to nurture our 
children so that they may becdme productive, healthy, 
and responsible adults; 

4) To assist disabled and dependent adults, while 
ensuring that they live in the most independent 
setting feasible with the least possible intrusion 
from public agencies; 

5) To ensure that every family and individual has 
sufficient economic resources to obtain the basic 
necessities of life. 

The social Services Plan recognizes that the attainment of 
these goals is constrained by a constantly changing 
environment. It calls for acknowledgment of the fact that 
the social services system and the economic system are 
intertwined. The social services system of the nineties must 
adopt a more inclusive view of the environment within which 
it operates. This will require that programmatic and service 
delivery strategies be continually refined and reconsidered 
with respect to possible redistribution of scare resources. 

Further, these strategies must also take into account the 
needs of North Carolina citizens which the social services 
system is called upon daily to address. Among the most 
critical are: 

--- There are 1.6 million children in North Carolina. 
Nearly 300,000 or 22 percent of all these children live in 
poverty; 41 percent of all black children live in poverty. 

--- The divorce rate in North Carolina is 62 percent. 
Nearly one out of every four families is headed by a single 
parent. · An estimated 60 percent of all children will live in 
a single parent househ o ld for a period of their childhood. 



--- Divorce is not the only cause of single parent 
families. Last calendar year, there were 23,846 teenage 
children in North Carolina who became pregnant. Among 
teenagers who become pregnant, approximately half drop out of 
school and do not return, leading to limited job 
opportunities and severe financial pressures. 

--- In 1989-90, there were 36,217 reports of abuse or 
neglect, involving over 50,000 children, received by county 
departments of social services, showing an increase of 55 
percent over 1982. 

--- Underlying many of the difficulties that today's 
families face is the problem of substance abuse. The 
frequency of alcohol and/or drug abuse among both parents and 
children has increased within the past decade. Alcohol and 
drug abuse are often associated with domestic violence. Last 
year, more than 16,000 families experienced domestic violence 
in North Carolina. 

--- There are 821,000 adults 65 years and older in North 
Carolina. Nearly 200,000 or 24 percent of these older adults 
live in poverty. 

--- In 1989-90, nearly 6,000 elderly and disabled adults 
were reported to county departments of social services as 
neglected, abused, or exploited. 

--- An estimated 120,000 adults 65 years and older have 
functional impairments which prevent them from carrying out 
activities of daily living; and, to whom assistance is 
provided by family, friends, or service agencies so 
they can continue to live at home. 

In recognition of the fact that economic circumstances have 
caused the purse strings to be drawn tighter at all levels of 
government, House Bill 141 emphasizes the importance of more 
clearly defining the nature of work under the social services 
umbrella. Services need to be examined in terms of 
administrative structure and service delivery operations in 
order to make them more responsive to individual, family, and 
community needs. There is an urgent need to define a core of 
social services at this point in time for two major reasons: 

1) to better utilize scarce resources through more 
effectiv~ targeting of our services and the 
development of more streamlined administrative 
processes; and, 

2) to assure that the services the system is 
required to provide are delivered in an equitable 
and uniform fashion across all one hundred counties. 



The social services Plan is offered, not as a finished 
document but rather as a "road map for change." The 
proposals it contains are predicated on the fact that the 
social services system must take a hard look at itself and 
begin to define more clearly for both itself and those 
outside the system exactly what it does. A guiding premise 
in the development of these recommendations is that we must 
establish ways and means to quantify the system's work and 
measure the effects of that work. 

Principles 

Understanding, coordination of effort, and cooperation need 
to be grounded in principles. The collaborative effort, 
called for in House Bill 141, involving local and state 
government, universities, and community advocates and 
agencies, has identified principles that assign 
responsibility for financing, administration, and decision 
making. This identification process was carried out with the 
underlying assumption that although the State has a distinct 
supervisory role to play, uniform delivery of social services 
and public assistance programs must be accomplished within 
the context of maximum local flexibility. The task of 
endeavoring to be equitable, while at the same time attending 
to diverse local needs, requires a balance between local 
autonomy and central guidance in the administrative 
structure. 

The Department acknowledges the benefits derived from 
administration closest to the source of service/benefit 
provision, while recognizing that there is the need to 
establish clearer standards and to strengthen state 
supervision of program operations. 

The Department understands that both the State and the 
counties ability to raise·revenues is finite. Shared 
responsibility for financing must be established in such a 
manner as to distribute the burden as equally as possible 
based on ability to contribute. 

The Department recognizes that the appropriate balance of 
shared decision-making responsibility will be constrained, in 
part, by federal and state statutes and regulations. Within 
these constraints or limitations, the plan envisions a 
sharing of decision-making responsibilities that maximizes 
the capabilities of counties to respond efficiently to local 
needs. 

Remedies of this magnitude cannot and should not be 
accomplish8d within short range perspectives. Shifts of any 
kind, be they administrative, financial and/or decision­
making in nature, require careful planning and analysis 
befc:: e they can be l·eajily and effectively appl:i.-:-c1 . ':"'1:e 



long-range planning and implementation process discussed 
throughout the Plan allow for an opportunity to coordinate 
the demands on the social services system with the pace of 
economic progress in the state as a whole. 

The ultimate aim will be to create a proactive planning 
environment which allows for constant evaluation of the 
system's response to a changing environment of needs and 
constraints. The Department believes that the establishment 
of such principles will set the social services system on a 
clear and concrete course for the corning decade and will 
allow for whatever changes in direction that may be needed in 
the years beyond. 

A co,-p of Social Serv~ 

The mission st:1.tement calls for strategies "which emphasize 
prevention and preparedness, strengthening families, welfare 
of older adults, consideration of individual differences, and 
encouragement of independence and self-reliance." With that 
in mind, the seven core services which have been developed, 
together with certain supportive services which may be 
provided in conjunction with them, comprise the newly titled 
Family Services Program. 

In keeping with the mission to "emphasize prevention and 
preparedness," it is the Departments' intent that the new 
Family Services Program should more clearly and strongly 
communicate an orientation toward pravention than has been 
true of services programs in the past. This concern for 
prevention is reflected in the recommended core services as 
well as in the target populations to whom the services are 
directed. 

Four of the core services are directed to children and their 
families: 

1) Childrens' Protective services 
2) Foster .Care Services for Children 
3) Family Centered Services 
4) Adoption Services 

and, three of the core services are directed to adults: 

1) Adult Protective Services 
2) In-Home and Community Based Services for Adults 
3) Adult Group care and Placement 

Each core service is rooted in existing statutory authority. 
Thus, the need for uniform delivery in all one hundred 
counties is inherently a high priority for the social 
Services Plan. 



The core creates no new entitlements or programs. Its intent 
is to simplify and bring into clearer focus the mandates for 
service that already exist, to strengthen the process through 
which services are delivered, and to provide a structure and 
mechanisms by which the service delivery system can be 
evaluated and improved on an ongoing basis. 

Since it is the stated intent of the legislation that the 
expenses of providing this core shall be derived from state 
and federal revenues available for those purposes, cost is a 
primary consideration. For this reason, the discrete 
targeting of services was as important as selecting and 
defining them. This targeting is intended to facilitate a 
clearer understanding of the purpose and function of the 
social services system and recognizes the fact that other 
services systems, public and private, also play a role in 
achieving these goal~. 

The core services are presented in a series of matrixes which 
indicate the specific service elements involved in the 
carrying out of these core services. It is important to note 
that it is not necessarily the case that all service elements 
are required in each case. 

The itemization of service elements within a given core 
service are a prerequisite to the establishment of service 
and workload standards, and such standards are in their turn, 
a basic requirement for establishing valid estimates of the 
cost of providing a consistent level of services in every 
county. Current service definitions, reporting requirements, 
and reimbursement policies and methods do not provide the 
data needed to establish service or workload standards and to 
ascribe valid costs to discrete service activities. 

The Core Services Pilot 

It is proposed that the new Family Services Program be tested 
and developed through the formal piloting pr6cess. The pilot 
phase has four broad objectives which include: 

1) Reassessment of the need/demand for a service 
as defined through the core; 

2) Establishment of service lev€ls; 
3) Application of Resource Management methodology 

to develop various standards; and 
4) Measuring effectiveness. 

It is intended that new reporting procedures will be 
developed during the pilot, through wl1ich social services 
managers and administrators will more readily be able to 
ascert3in those service elements which are most utilized to 
deli~er adequate core services. The pilot will ill~ s tr~te 



areas in which more concentration of available funding should 
occur and concurrently, may illustrate areas from which 
funding can be shifted to more vital areas based on low 
utilization. 

The purpose of the pilot is to refine core service and 
element definitions, and examine changes, operational and 
fiscal, to county departments of social services that would 
occur as a result of implementing this part of the Social 
Services Plan. The approach is systems oriented in that the 
pilot will examine resource availability in terms of people, 
money, and equipment, as well as opportunities (used or 
neglected) to increase the scope of those resources. 

The costs reflected for the pilot include staffing and 
operational costs. The 1992-93 year operational costs 
include the original purchase of equipment aqd will not be 
replicated in future years. The prediction for a three year 
pilot may be extended, depending on the intensity of 
automated and accounting system modifications, but this 
cannot be predicted effectively at the outset. 

Employment and Training Programs 

The greatest challenge for the Department in relation to the 
employment and training programs is to ensure that the newly 
implemented JOBS program has the optimum opportunity to 
provide clients with the tools and encouragement necessary to 
strive for independence and self-reliance. Although funding 
for the JOBS program was recently reduced from 100 to 75 
counties, the Department is committed to promoting and 
supporting the best program possible in those 75 counties. 

The JOBS . program, mandated under the federal Family Support 
Act of 1988, places a strong new emphasis on AFDC recipients 
securing the appropriate ~ducational level and/or skills 
training needed to be competitive in the job market. This is 
a significant change from prior federal employment programs 
for welfare recipients. It enables us and our clients to 
begin to work on the causes of dependency as opposed to 
simply treating symptoms, and looking for short-term 
reduction in the welfare roles. The Department used this 
program as a vital part of the state's Workforce Preparedness 
eff c rts --- an opportunity to bring some of our most 
disadvantaged people into the mainstream of the workforce of 
the future. We have had, and continue to have, the strongest 
commitment to statewide expansion whenever funding permits. 

From an administrative perspective, the JOBS program provides 
an excellent opportunity to develop statewide standards for 
service delivery, workload, and staffing, as well as to 
implement program effectiveness measures at the beginning 
poi :.t of a new and markedly different progr am. If the 
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results anticipated from the JOBS program, namely, maximum 
self-sufficiency and independence for AFDC families, are 
attained, it will be an excellent example of how the 
Department's mission for citizens to achieve and maintain 
economic well-being and self-respect becomes a quantifiable 
reality. 

Child Support Enforcement 

one of the most vital services that falls under the auspices 
of the Department's Division of Social Services is the Child 
support Enforcement Program. The program is charged under 
state and federal law with ensuring that any individual who 
has physical custody of a minor dependent child and is in 
need of child support enforcement services can obtain those 
services in the most expeditious manner possible. The 
program is one of the more critical functions in the range 
of services and benefits that the social services system 
offers to promote and sustain the well-being of children. 

The Child Support Enforcement Program, under the goals of the 
social services Plan, must also endeavor to establish uniform 
standards for delivery of the essential services offered. 
These include intake, location, paternity establishment, 
establishment of support, enforcement, collection and 
distribution, and outreach/information/referral. 

The program is currently faced with a number of provisions in 
the Family Support Act that are impacting heavily on existing 
methods for collection of child support and on operational 
practices in all aspects of the program. The act calls for 
enhanced mechanisms to set adequate payment levels in 
establishing new support orders, strengthened mechanisms for 
establishing paternity, the regular modification of 
established support orders to more clearly reflect suitable 
standards of living, and the timely enforcement of delinquent 
orders. 

In addition, child support enforcement in North Carolina is 
currently operated under a dual system for IV-D and non-IV-D 
cases that involves the services of both the Administrative 
Office of the Courts and the State Off ice of Child support 
Enforcement. 

In response to the General Assembly's mandate under Senate 
Bill 1124 from the 1989 Session, the State Office of Child 
Support E11forcement 3nd the Administrative Off ice of the 
Courts are currently involved in a comprehensive study of 
child support enforcement in the state --- both IV-D and non­
IV-D. The study is seeking to offer recommendations to 
streamline that duality to more effectively and uniformly 
serve all clients in need of child support enforcement 
servi c es throughout the s'::ite. The commi:tee wh::.ch n'=t 3.nd 



gave detailed study to the IV-D program, as a part of the 
Social Services Plan process, made substantive 
recommendations for addressing program needs and 
deficiencies. These recommendations have been forwarded to 
the joint DHR-AOC Legislative study Committee with the 
request that they be considered in their deliberations and 
recommendations for comprehensive child support enforcement 
program improvements. 

Public Assistance 

The Public Assistance programs are encountering increased 
numbers of citizens needing and eligible for public 
assistance. There is at the same time, an insufficient 
number of public assistance caseworkers to meet the growing 
demand, producing unrealistic expectations of existing staff. 
The result is a system that is becoming increasingly unable 
to provide financial assistance to children and their 
families, the elderly, and disabled adults in an accurate, 
timely, and compassionate fashion. This makes attainment of 
the Department's mission more difficult. 

Eligibility processes must change so that · what the caseworker 
emphasis can be in tune with the overall mission to provide 
families with the economic resources to obtain the basic 
necessities of life until independence can be attained. At 
present, the caseworker is not able to meet the series of 
demands required to determine eligibility, and, at the same 
time, attend to the range of human needs presented by 
clients. To remedy this problem, children and their 
families, the elderly, disabled adults, and the caseworker, 
must dominate the discussion of what public assistance 
programs should be now and in the future. 

To focus on our missio~ to meet basic human need and promote 
independence requires that the time frames in which 
assistance is offered be addressed. Too often assistance is 
not rendered within an acceptable period of time and of ten 
beyond the legally established time limits. Tests and pilots 
of different application processes are necessary to identify 
alternatives to enable provision of timely assista11ce to meet 
basic needs appropriately. 



Resource Management 

one of the main strategies for developing standards in the 
four program ar-eas (Family Services, Emp.loy.ment and Tra.ining, 
Child support Enforcement, and Public Assistance) is 
utilization of resource management methodo1ogy. Although 
many counties have been using these procedures on an 
individual county basis, the purpose of resource management 
as part of this Plan is to develop a common set of standards 
based on uniformly defined, quality units of service in any 
given program area. These will be applied across the state 
to ensure that clients receive the same standard of service 
delivery regardless of their place of residence. 

Through Resource Management, the Social SeTvices Plan will 
endeavor to accomplish the ~allowing: 

1) .Develop model job designs which incorporate both 
task and/or function analysis as the basis for developing 
timeline.ss, quality, and quantity standards for service 
provision. 

2) .Based on the model job design, develop and implement 
model timeliness, quality, and quantity standards for each 
service that shall be measurable in numeric a l terms. 

3) These measurable standards shall apply to all county 
departments of social services. Consideration will be given 
to an individualized local range for each county that is 
approved by the state Division of Social Services. Deviation 
from this local range may occur after a review in which a 
county can demonstrate that it has measurable standards that 
can be reasonably compared to other counties' standards for 
the same services. 

4) The model job designs shall serve as a partial basis 
upon which curricula for skills-based, competency-tested 
training shall be designed, updated, and/or modified. 

50 The model job designs shall serve as the basis for 
work simplification tasks which involve the identification of 
critical tasks and/or functions that either require 
elimination or modification. 

6) The model job designs ·shall serve as the basis from 
which to analyze program changes that may result from the 
implementation of the Social Services Plan. 

7) The model job designs shall be the basis for 
development of caseload/workload standards. These standards 
sl1all take into account such factors as current work units, 
backl o g, learning curves for new workers, turnover rates, and 
costs. 



8) Develop an evaluation tool to measure the impact of 
proposed changes brought about as a result of the Social 
Services Plan from which a report shall be submitted to all 
parties concerned at the end of the pilot period. 

Automation 

Automation needs are integral to almost all phases of the 
proposed alterations to the social services and public 
assistance arena. Automation concerns relate to efficient, 
effective, and quality service delivery to clients. Perhaps 
equally important is the effect that improved automation can 
have on management's ability to insure that all facets of the 
organization work in cooperation with each other. 

The systematic changes suggested in all four major program 
areas which the Division of Social services operates provide 
an opportunity to begin development of an effective 
management information system. All future developments in 
program automation should keep in mind that enhancements 
should not only make delivery of services better for clients 
and workers, they should also enhance the ability of managers 
to use automation as the tool to be better able to 
orchestrate the mission to ''develop understanding and 
coordination of effort'' by way of reliance on practical and 
effective management information. 

Successful growth in the area of automated systems has been 
as pressing an issue during Plan deliberations as that of 
financing the system. To clarify those concerns, the 
Department has identified four issues that must be addressed 
to develop a coherent approach to county social services 
automation. These issues concern: the questions of 
statewideness and the funding responsibility which that 
entail~, organizational capability to handle change, 
flexibility and control, and future direction and priorities. 

The Department of Human Resources is prepared to renew its 
commitment to State funding (with maximum FFP) for social 
services automation, but only if a means agreeable to 
counties and the Department can be devised to ensure county 
commitment to a statewide approach that maximizes FFP. 

organizational capability to develop major new systems that 
att3~n more satisfactory performance and acceptance than 
current systems will require increased state/local 
cooperation, communication, and coordination. Well designed 
systems afford many new capabilities to those who use them, 
especially to those who are flexible in adapting them. At 
the same time, as part of the infrastructure, these systems 
enforce a form of control on the organization. 



Thus, expanding statewide system functions will result in 
less flexibility for counties since the systems will, in 
effect, increase standardization across the various counties. 
This will require greater consensus among counties and 
greater responsiveness between counties and the State to 
ensure effective implementation of systems. Organizational 
arrangements to accomplish this will have to be found. 

Future direction is also based on three broad objectives. 
They surround the development of an integrated system that: 

1) Entails enhancement of client-centered services 
delivery, through individualized attention, and which in turn 
serves as a basis upon which future decisions are based. 

2) Involves the development of a system that meets 
management and staff needs at the county level taking into 
consideration local differences in agency function, product, 
and location. 

3) Provides enhanced communication between the state and 
the counties by developing a system which provides a 
reciprocal information flow, as opposed to traditional top­
down flow, and it will address . ways to better link the 
automated system and the joint· responsibility to meet and 
monitor state and federal regulatory requirements as well as 
program policies. 

These changes are broad and will require a long range effort. 
In the interim, the Department feels that several short range 
and intermediate goals are required toward that end which 
include: 

1) Inventory of current systems capabilities at the 
state and county level; 

2) Uniform worker access to equipment; 

3) Forecasting of developments affecting automation 
plans; . 

4) Development of a data model which will achieve 
consistency in both definitions and applications 
utilized throughout the social services s ystem; and, 

5) Utilization of existing capacity to: 
create automated policy manuals 
creat e on-line training tutorials 
provide for interactive communication 
(electronic mail leading to on-line). 
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Training 

House Bill 141 pays particular attention to the fact that training is a 
critical issue by calling for a plan that includes training standards as part 

· of the "minimum standards for the provision of core services and public 
assistance programs" which must be available throughout the State. This is due 
to the fact that in addition to having sufficient numbers of staff, the ability 

·of county departments of social services to intervene effectively with 
individuals and families facing difficult and complex problems is based, in 
large part, on the knowledge and skills the staff possesses. This is true for 
professional and paraprofessional staff alike. There are many issues related 
to attracting, maintaining, and rewarding qualified staff. Some of the 
problems that were identified as being particularly troublesome in the social 
services system include cross-county pay disparities, variance in the 
availability of qualified individuals in the local labor market, and in 
'workload expectations. 

As a means to address staffing standards and the related training standards 
called for in the development of the Social Services Plan, the Division has 
formed a Training Consortium as a forum for professional experts in the field 
of social work education, in partnership with service delivery professionals to 
engage in strategic planning towards the goal of comprehensive skills-based, 
competency-tested training leading to certification of all county social 
services employees. 

The Social Services Plan provides the best opportunity for full implementation 
of the existing training plan. It does, however, need to be further developed 
and adequate funding is required for full implementation. The plan is designed 
to provide a continuum of learning opportunities for all classifications of 
staff and is divided into four phases. Committee proposals for strengthening 
the plan are indicated by an asterisk in the phase to which they apply. 

Supervision and Enforcement 

In North Carolina's state-supervised, county-administered social services 
system, the Division of Social Services has statutory authority to supervise 
the county departments' administration of programs. The general purpose of 
state supervision of social service programs is to ensure that the policies are 
carried out, to promote statewide equity of services, and to ensure quality of 
services. 

Ever increasing regulatory burdens, both federal and State, demand that there 
be in place a system that requires counties to meet their compliance 
requirements. Some of the critical questions that need to be addressed relate 
to the following: 

1) How does one enforce minimum standards to achieve equity (e.g. what 
happens when consultation efforts are not effective)? 

2) How can supervision respond to differences in the programs? 



3) What should be the consequences of not meeting performance standards? 

4) How can one avoid supervision becoming an issue of "local control"? 

5) Does withholding funds motivate the county or hurt the clients? 

Enhanced supervision of county departments of social services should integrate 
a principle wherein the State is accountable for outcomes at the colrnty level 
in addition to current supervision practices related to promulgating policy and 
consulting around policy. An outline is included in Chapter XI containing 
suggested improvements to the current system . 

In addition, there needs to be a system of positive rewards and incentives for 
meeting program standards. Program accreditation and enhanced program funding 
are examples of incentives that should be closely examined. 



FINANCING 

The problems of adequately financing social services programs, and how the costs 
of the programs are to be shared, have long perplexed and frustrated state and 
county officials alike. All the issues and complexities surrounding the problem 
were brought to the deliberations on the Social Services Plan. A central issue 
is the tension that is generated by state and federal mandates for uniform 
provision of services and benefits that must be at least partially funded from 
county revenues. 

House Bill 141 speaks to the existence of "both state and county financial 
participation" in achieving the goals and purposes of the social services 
system. The financing dilemma is somewhat moderated by the fact that the Bill 
specifies that upon defining a "minimum core of social services," the expenses 
of providing those services across the state shall be paid for "from Federal 
funds and State revenues available for those purposes." This leaves, however, a 
considerable amount of financial responsibility still to be assigned. Moreover, 
the legislation recognizes that there must be "a timetable," developed in 
relation to cost estimates, for assuring the availability of even the core of 
services in every county. The resolution of issues related to the funding of 
services programs is expected to come out of our experience with the core 
services pilot as discussed in Chapter IV. 

In order to achieve equity across the state for clients as to the availability 
of services and benefits, and tax equity for the counties, there must be a 
re-evaluation of the shared responsibility for funding public assistance 
programs. A course of action must be devised that will lessen the chances of 
inequities for recipients. A family in the poorest county should receive the 
same quality and quantity of public assistance services as a family in the 
largest county. Equity should be the focus of any changes in financial 
responsibility ... for the State and counties and especially for the clients. 

There is an almost infinite number of ways in which the current system of state/ 
county cost sharing could be changed to address the growing problem of county 
ability to pay. Many have been suggested and reviewed during the work on this 
Plan. They range from the most radical, that all social services programs be 
State operated (and funded), to the somewhat less radical proposal that the 
State provide all of the non-federal share of the cost of both benefits and 
administration in the Public Assistance Programs, to more moderate proposals 
that involve single state match rates for Public Assistance costs at various 
percentages of less than 100, or that the State move to a phased-in 
participation rate of 50% of the non-federal share of the cost of Public 
Assistance administration. For purposes of illustration, charts and tables have 
been developed to depict the fiscal impact on the State and the counties of 
these alternatives. 

In the view of the Department, none of the alternatives or any of the numerous 
variations that could be made on each, offers a satisfactory solution to the 
financing dilemma. The representatives of county government with whom we have 
consulted (county commissioners and county managers through their State 
Associations) have indicated that they do not support the concept of State 



administration of the social services programs, as they view education and human 
services as being issues of local as well as State concern, and ones in which 
county government should maintain a vested interest. All other alternatives put 
forth thus far offer across the board relief to all counties from the current 
burden of funding some or all of the costs of the programs, but they do not 
address the issue of the difference among counties in their ability to meet s .uch 
costs . 

Inasmuch as County Commissioners must ultimately implement a part of any funding 
proposal that is adopted, the Department has asked for the particular assistance 
of the County Commissioners Association in developing a proposal for more 
rational and equitable assignment of responsibility for state/county cost 
sharing . The Association 's Human Resources Steering Committee and Taxation and 
Finance Committee, meeting in joint session, have reported general concensus 
that the question of funding human services programs is not so much one of 
willingness to pay but that of ability to pay. Their preliminary deliberations 
have produced a state/county fiscal relationship proposal that has been endorsed 
and referred to a working subgroup for refinement. 

Refinement of the proposal and work to develop more details is ongoing. There 
are a number of issues that must be resolved. It is anticipated that the County 
Commissioners Association will be ready to report their proposal in January 
1991. At that time, the Department will be prepared to work further with them 
and others to reach concensus on a proposal for assigning state/county 
responsibility for financing social services programs . 
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--MEMORANDUM--

TO: 

FROM: 

Members of Social Services Study Commission 

Ann Reed 
Senior Deputy Attorney General 

Jennie Jarrell Hayman (}()_j../­
Assistant Attorney Gene{).-{) " 

DATE: December 13, 1990 

SUBJECT: Calvary Baptist Church, et al. v. North Carolina Child 
Day Care Commission, et al., Case No. 89 CVS 728 

Calvary Baptist Church, et al. v. North Carolina Child 
Day Care Commission, et al., Case No. 89 CVS 3089 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the information 
you requested about the status of the above-referenced lawsuits. 
The following is a brief outline of both cases. 

Case number 89 CvS 728 is a petition for review of the Child 
Day-Care Commission's Final Agency Decision dated January 3, 
19 89. In that decision, the Commission determined that it had 
statutory authority to enact a rule banning corporal punishment 
in all day-care facilities (10 N.C.A.C. 3U .1801) and that 
petitioners were in violation of that rule. The Commission 
ordered petitioners to cease operating as long as they are in 
violation of the rule. The case is pending in the Superior Court 
of Mecklenburg County and is scheduled for hearing on January 31, 
1991. Petitioners in the case are 13 churches, church-operated 
day-care facilities and parents of children enrolled in the 
centers. Respondents are the Child Day-Care Commission and the 
Attorney General's Office, who has intervened on behalf of the 
State. The Commission has retained outside counsel to represent 
them. In reviewing the Final Agency Decision on January 31, 
1991, the Court will review the written record and hear argument 
of counsel. The Court has the authority to reverse the Final 
Agency Decision if it finds violations of constitutional 
prov is ions, excess of statutory authority, unlawful procedure·, 
errors of law, unsupported evidence or that the decision was 
arbitrary or capricious. 
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Case number 89 CVS 30B9 is a civil action brought pursuant 
to 42 u.s.c. §1983, alleging, inter alia, that in enacting 10 
N.C.A.c. 3U .1801 and in votinq in the contested case hearing 
defendants violated pl.aintiffs• rights under the first and 
fourteenth amendments to the Constitution of the United States. 
Plaintiffs seek a declaratory judgment, injunctive relief, and 
attorneys• fees. Defendants are David T. Flaherty, who is sued 
in his official capacity as Secretary of the Department of Human 
Resources, the Commission itself, which is sued in its official 
capacity, and eight members of the Commission as it was 
constituted until September 7, l.989, who are sued in . their 
official and individual capacities. The present Camnission is 
again r ·epresented by outside counsel and the Attorney General's 
Off ice represents Secretary Flaherty and the former Commission 
members. This case is abated (suspended) until a de.ci.sion in the 
judicial review action is made. If any issues remain undecided 
after judicial review, then case m.mlber 89 CvS 3089 will be 
revived. 

JJH/cs 

.. 
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HEHORANDUH 

TO: 

FROM: 

RF.: 

DATE: 

' 
Senator Russell Walker, Co-Chairman 
Representative Ruth Easterli~g, Co-Chairman 
Legislative Stndy Commis~ion ~n. ~ocial Services 

John M. Syria, Di recto~ \\ 1 ~~q\t' .. 
Division of Facility S1(\\::\s 
Child Day Care {) 

December 12, 1990 

John M. Syria, Director 
Telephone 919/,733-2342 

Tn your meeting of November 15, 1990, you requested the Child Day Care Section to 
prepare and present information to the Study Commissjon nn several child day care 
issues and events. We are prepared to present information in your December 13 
meeting on the following: (1) 1990 Purchase of Care Child Day Care waiting list 
survey (se~ Attachment 1); (2) summary of 1990 federal child day care legislation 
(Attachment 2) and; (3) cost estimates associated with changes in staff/child 
ratios. You also requested a report on the status of the case involving spanking in 
church-sponsored day care. Ms. Ann Reed, Senior Deputy Attorney General, and Ms. 
Jennie Hayman, Assistant Attorney General, will attend your meeting and brief the 
Committee regarding the case. 

We would like to make a clarification about one of the documents presented to you by 
the Child Day Care Section in your November 15 meeting. Attachment E, entitled 
"Re: Overview of Forum Discussion", which was attached to Dr. Sampson's memorandum 
to you, is only a very preliminary rough draft. It does not yet include the 
numerous written comments received by the Child Day Care Section, On several issues 
where there was a divergence of opinion among forum participants, the overview, at 
this stage, only reflects one viewpoint. When completed, the report of the forums 
wi.11 an11ly:i:e all viewpoints on snch issues. In addition, several of the . 
recommendations mAde by the forum participants involve ch1rnges in federal law or 
regulation which wonld be beyond the jurisdiction of st11te government. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present information to the Committee. If you have 
any questions, plea~e call Dr. Nancy Sampson, Chief of the Child Day Care Section at 
733-4801. 

Attachments 

cc: Nancy M. Sampson, Child Day Care Section Chief 
Ms. Anne Reed, Senior Deputy Attorney General 
Ms. Jennie Hayman, Assistant .Attorney General 
David T. Flaherty, Secretary, Department of Human Resources 

.. 
.. . 





Attach:nent 1 

PURCHASE OF CARE PROGRAM 

CHILD DAY CARE WAITING LIST SURVEY SUMMARY 

NOVEMBER 1990 

1. With 100% of th~ counties responding, there were 14,449 children on day 
care waiting l i~ ts for Purchase of Care (POC) slots on November 1, 1990. 

2. 86 counties reported that they maintained a waiting list and 14 counties 
reported that they did not. 

Of the 86 counties which had a waiting list, 73 counties, or 85%, stated . 
that the lack of funds was the main reason that day care services could 
not be provided. 14,267, or 99%, of all the children on waiting lists were 
in counties where lack of funding is the main reason care could not be 
provided. The other 13 counties cited the lack of POC spaces and 
providers, insufficient DSS social worker staff time and too little second 
and third shift care as reasons care could not be provided. 

Of the 14 counties that did not maintain a·waiting list, the reasons cited 
were: counties were able to serve all applicants in a timely manner; 
counties lacked POC providers so there was no need to keep a waiting list. 

3. 18 counties reported county dollars spent on the Purchase of Care 
services in FY 89-90. The total dollars reported were $2,384,845. 

4. 85 counties estimated that 1710 children will have been switched from POC 
to Family Support Act child care by end of December 1990. 

The waiting list survey is conducted annually by the Child D~y Care 
Section for the Child Day Care Committee of the North Carolina Association 
of County Directors of Social Services. 

12; 11/90 
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!990 ~AITIN5 LIST INFORllAT!ON DECEMBER 1 ! , 1990 

~OUNTY DE: '87 NOV '88 OCT'B11 NOV '90 LACK OF lACK OF OTHER 
WAlTING WAITING llA!TING WAITING FUNDS' SPACES' 

LIST UST LIST LIST 1990-91 !990-91 1990-91 
===================-======== 
============·==========-===== 

ALAllANCE 509 323 ~'7Q 
~ ' . 391 YES 

ALEXANDER 41 28 18 0 

ALLEGHANY 0 15 e 18 YES 
ANSON 0 3 24 23 YES 
ASHE 0 no list 12 YES 
AVERY 0 10 2 YES 
BEAUFORT 29 103 250 274 YES . 
BERTIE 0 0 .. 0 
BLADEN 96 157 YES 

' BRUNSWICK 50 141 146 YES -
BUNCO~BE 324 530 607 395 YES 
BURt:E 0 51 60 43 YES 
CABARP.US 11 55 232 154 YES 
CALDWELL 155 0 101 120 YES 
CAMDEN 0 0 0 3 YES 
CARTERET 76 0 no list 0 
CASWELL 9 ne: list 90 YES 
CATA:ilBA 25 11 65 175 YES -
CHAT HAii IS 57 48 30 YES 
CHEROKEE 32 0 0 7 YES 
CHOWAN r 12 27 22 YES J 

CLAY 0 5 0 0 
CLEVELAND 128 75 29 0 YES 
COLUMBUS 0 0 181 YES 
CF: AV EN 63 120 248 228 YES 
CU!'!BERLAN 898 618 I, 762 890 YES 
CURRITUCK 0 0 5 ' 15 YES 
DARE 51 8 0 108 YES 
DAVIDSON 194 201 253 177 YES 
DAVIE no 1 i st 0 YES 
DUPLIN 109 100 125 110 YES 
DURHAll 412 158 2.67 286 YES 
ED6ECO~BE 171 181 170 179 YES 

- FORSYTH 199 141 12.2 51 YES 
FRANKLIN 0 0 13 72 YES YES 
GASTON mo 63 22 ''r ·~J YES 
SATES 14 0 0 
6RAHAll 28 44 YES 
GRANVILLE. " 2 0 28 YES 
GREENE 14 15 47 41 YES YES DSS STAFF 
GUILFORD 1,300 1, 119 ! ,212 1,500 YES 
HALIFAX 0 0 0 87 YES 
HARNETT 118 54 190 219 YES 
HAYWOOD 83 121 167 YES 
HENDERSON 54 62 121 61 YES 
HERTFORD 0 53 50 6 YES .. 
HOKE 0 76 200 204 YES 
HYDE 0 B 7 YES YES 
IREDELL 66 63 1 67 YES 
JACKSOtl 60 160 187 162 YES YES 
JOHNSTON 63 46 65 YES 
JONES 0 0 " YES 
LEE 23 . 16 50 YES 
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1990 YAITIN6 LIST INFORl'IATION TIECEl'IBER I! , I 990 

COUNTY DEC '87 NOV '88 OCT'89 NOV '90 LACK OF LACK OF OTHER 
WAITING WAITING llAITING llA!TlllG FUNDS? SPACES' 
LIST LIST LIST L!ST 1990-91 1990-91 1~9 (1 -91 

=========================== 
LENOIR 78 100 86 165 YES 
LJNCOLN 12 9 70 115 YES 
11ACON 15 5 25 YES 
11ADISON 57 32 49 29 YES 
l'IARTIN 0 0 0 
moWELL 0 0 0 15 YES 
l'IECKLENBU 1,200 847 805 1,217 YES 
l'llTCHELL 0 0 5 0 
l'IONTGOl'IER 30 so 20 50 YES 
llOORE .28 25 48 259 YES 
NASH 75 104 127 198 YES -
NEW HANDY 430 770 966 851 YES 
NORTHAllPT 0 0 0 0 
ONSLOW 133 303 324 441 YES 
OP.ANGE 400 396 575 622 YES 
PAllLIGO 0 0 0 
PASQUOTAN 0 21 110 119 YES 
PENDER 17 0 28 95 YES 
PEP.OU I HAN 0 0 16 0 YES YES 
PEP.SON 52 22 41 YES YES 
PITT 295 374 260 180 YES 
POLK 0 0 4 1 ~ES 
RANDOLPH 0 0 220 183 YES 
RICHllOND 55 50 90 75 YES YES 
ROBESON 89 74 147 38 YES 
P.OCKINGHA 0 0 0 60 YES 
ROWAN 70 68 105 200 YES 
RUTHERFOR 6 60 143 YES 
SAl'IPSON 41 45 0 10 YES 
SCOTLAND 156 77 75 75 YES 
STANLY 3 31 84 YES 
STOKES 19 26 17 13 YES 
SURRY 0 10 5 5 YES 
SWAIN 0 6 19 24 YES 
TRANSLYVA 7b 35 40 60 YES 
TYRRELL 0 0 0 YES 
mHON 128 36 74 111 YES 
VANCE 0 80 131 112 YES 
WAKE 414 S97 1, 190 400 YES 
WARREN - 0 18 0 YES 
llASHINGTO 20 19 19 5 DSS STAFF 
WATAUGA 65 50 116 6S YES 
WAYNE 335 95 268 486 YES 
WILKES 75 120 125 68 YES 
WILSON 214 416 600 300 YES 
YADKIN 0 29 0 11 YES 
YANCEY 5 0 3 2 YES 

TOTAL 9,745 9,639 14, 172 14,449 

X CHANGE cm 47.0X 2.0X 



Attachment 2 

1990 FEDERAL CllIIJ> CARE LEGJSJ.ATTON 

I . cnn.n CARE AND DEVEJ,()PHENT BLOCK GRANT 

Purpose: Provides funding for child care services for low-income families and 
for activities to improv,e the availability and quali'ty of child care. 

Child Care Services: Available to children under age 13 whose family .income 
is less than 75 percent of state median income, when parents are working or in -
education or training program, or when the ch:i.ld needs protective services. 

--Payment Rates: Comparable to rates paid by non-subsidized families for 
cpmparable services. Parents will share cost according to sliding fee 
scale established by the state. 

--Payment Methods: Grants or contr~cts with prov~ders; or .certificates 
to parents. 

--Eligible Providers: Any child care provider meeting state and local 
requirements for the operation of child day care may participate. Programs 
which are exempt from state licensure may partici.pate if they are 
registered with the State and comply with basic· health and safety 
standards. States may impose additional requirements on providers 
receiving child care block grant funds. 

Availability and Quality: State must reserve 25 percent of block grant each 
year for activities to improve quality of child care and to provide before and 
after school care and early childhood education programs. 

--Improve Quality! Not iess than 20 .percent of the reserved funds must 
be used for one or more of the following activities to improve the quality 
of child care: child care resource and referral programs, grants .or loans 
to providers to enable them to comply with standards, ' improve monitoring 
and enforcement of child care requirements, provide child care-related 
training, or improve salaries or benefits to staff in child care programs 
funded by this block grant. 

--Increase Availability: Not less than 75 percent of the reserved funds 
must be used to establish or operate child development programs and before 
and after-school care programs in underdeveloped areas of the State. 

Funding: 
Million. 

Anticipated allocation for North Carolina in FFY 1991 is $22. 4 
No state match requirement. 

II. TITI..E IV-A CHILD CARE FUNDS 

Purpose: Provides additional funds under Title IV-A of the Social Security 
Act to provide child care services for a new group of families. Eligible 
families include low income families who ar·e not receiving AFDC, who need child 
care in order to work, and who are at risk of becoming eligible for AFDC without 
child care assistance. 

Service Provisions: Rates, methods of payment and provider eligibility are 
essentially the same as those currently available to current and former AFOC 
recipients under the Family Support Act. 



Funding: Anticipated state allotment for 1991 is $R . 7 Million. State match 
requirement will equal the federal medical assistancP rAte (which, for North 
Carolina, is currently 33.4% of total expenditures). 

II I. llEADSTART 

Purpose: Provides additjonal Head Start funds to ensure services to all 
eligible three, four and five year olds by 1994, and provides funding for 
special initiatives. 

Special Initiatives: Some funds may be used for Parent-Child centers serving 
children under age three, Head Start transition projects for children entering 
elementary school, extension of Head Start services to include child care, and 
for quality improvements in existing services; 

Funding: Anticipated allocation of new Head Start funds in FY 1991 for North 
Carolina is approximately $3.5 Million. Current HeArl Start funding for North 
Carolina's 43 programs is approximately $29.7 Million. 

IV. CJUJ.D CARE IMPROVEMENT GRANT 

Purpose: Provides special grant funds to states to jmpr.ove state day care 
regulatory requirements and procedures, to enforce stAndards in child care 
funded by the Family Support Act, and to provide trAining of child care 
providers. At least so· percent of the state's grant must be used to train child 
care providers. 

Funding: Anticipated state grant amount for FY 1991 is $220,000. This amount 
will increase significantly in FY 1992 when the total federal grant amount 
increases from $13 Million to $50 Million. 

V. DEPENDENT CARE GRANT 

Purpose: Provides special grant funds to states to he used for the 
improvement, expansion, or development of child care services for school-age 
children and for child care resource and referral programs. 

General Provisions: Sixty percent of the grant funds may be used for 
school-aged child care; 40 percent must be used for resource and referral 
activities. 

Funding: The federal grant amount for FY 1991 is expected to remain the same 
as for FY 1990--$340,030. State match requirement is 25 percent of total grant 
amount. 

-2-





Attachment 3 

TIIE POTENTIAL IMPACT OF CHANGES IN STAFF/CHILD RATIOS ON THE 
STATE SUBSIDIZED DAY CARE PROGRAM 

Estimating the cost of new ratios is problematic because the 
estimates must be based on statewide averages and totals. The 
real impact, however, will fall on individual centers. Because 
centers vary so widely, there is no way to predict, at the state 
level, what the impact will be on a particular center~ 

A fairly simple approach was used to create this estimate. We began . . 
by treating each age group separately. This is necessary not only 
because the ratios differ across age groups but because children are 
not distributed equally across age groups. We assumed ' that a · given. 
reduction (expressed as a percent) in the ratio would result in the 
same reduction in the total number of children which could be cared 
for in that age group. In order to continue providing care for the 
displaced children, it was assumed that it would cost the same 
amount for a displaced child as it does for a subsidized child 
currently in care. (A second cost estimate approach is also 
discussed.) Other assumptions are presented below: 

1. The children in subsidized care are distributed by age 
groupings in the same pattern as all children in day care 
centers in the State. 

2. All centers are operating now at minimum staff/child 
ratios. To the extent that a center has more staff than 
~. s required, the impact of the changes will be smaller. 

3. Impact is assessed based on current staff/child ratios. 

4. We will maintain the same number of subsidized children 
in care after staff/child ratio changes are made, i.e., 
more funds are put into the program. 

5. A small inflation rate 
cost of subsidized day 
estimates. The current 
per child, so $2200 
estimates. 

has been applied to the average 
care in order to calculate the 

average payment is $2148 per year 
per child was use~ for these 

6. The cost of care figure is the average monthly payment 
made by the State Child Day Care Section for subsidized 
children in day care centers. The figure is not the same 
as the actual cost of care, the average cost of full-time 
care or the average cost of care for unsubsidized 
children. 
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I - THIS IS A DRAFT AND NOT READY FOR INTRODUCTION 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I Short Title: Develop Social Services Plan. 

Sponsors: 

Referred to: 

1 A BILL TO BE ENTITLED 
2 AN ACT TO REQUIRE THE DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES TO 
3 FURTHER DEVELOP THE SOCIAL SERVICES PLAN AND TO 
4 APPROPRIATE FUNDS TO PILOT THE CORE OF SOCIAL SERVICES. 
5 The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts: 
6 Section I. The Department of Human Resources shall continue to 
7 further develop the Social Services Plan, in consultation and cooperation with 
8 other appropriate agencies and organizations and consistent with the policies as 
9 provided by Chapter 448 of the 1989 Session Laws. 

10 As part of the further development of the Social Services Plan. the 
11 Department of Human Resources shall pilot in five to ten counties the core 

I _ 12 services as described in its repo11 on the Social Services Plan to the General 
13 Assembly. The piloting shall include the establishment of minimum standards 
14 for the provision of the core services, including staffing standards. caseload 
15 standards, training standards. and facilities standards. The General Assembly 
16 also authorizes the Department of Human Resources to establish standards for 
1 7 the public assistance programs in the areas of staffing, caseload. training. and 
18 facilities. 

(Public) 

-----~---_J 
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The table below shows the number of children for whom care could no 
longer be provided if the total number of caregivers in day care did 
not increase. For the sake of discussion, each age group was 
reduced by one child. The methodology works for any reduction one 
wishes to analyze. The numbers of children displayed in Column 5 
represent the number of subsidized children enrolled in day c 'are 
centers, not those in home-based day care. 

Ill I 21 13 I 141 151 161 

AGE CURRENT REDUCED PERCENT CURRENT • OF CHILDREN REDUCTION IN MJttBER 
GROUP RATIO RATIO CHANGE IN SlmSIOIZEO CARE 8Y AGE Of CHILDREN 8Y .AGE 

Infants 7 6 14.3% 729 ' 104 

Ones 7 6 14.3% 1,131 162 

Twos 12 11 8.3% 1,659 138 ' 

Thr-s 15 14 6.7% 2,299 154 
Fours 20 19 5.0% 2,903 145 
Fives I 25 24 4.0% 3,845 154 
Older 

TOTAL 12,566 857 

To determine the cost impact of a change in the ratios, the total 
number of displaced children from column 6 was multiplied by the 
average annual cost to the State ($2,200) of keeping a child in day 
care. 

Number of Displaced 
Children 

857 

Average Annual Cost 
Per Child 

$2,200 

Total Cost 

$1,885,400 

The average annual cost figure used for this estimate assumes that 
the cost of serving a displaced child will be the same as serving 
one who is not displaced. There is another point of view. Using 
the full amount of the average cost assumes that all - costs will 
have to be borne in order to serve the displaced child. Suen costs 
include space, equipment, food, utilities, etc. It can be argued, 
however, that the only cost variable affected by st~ff/child ratios 
is staff. In other words, centers could simply hire more staff and 
serve the displaced ·children. Some large centers could avail 
themselves of this approach. Most other centers could not. Smaller 
centers cannot hire an additional staff member because they don't 
have enough space to put in more children. Without additional 
children, the centers can't generate enough new income to pay the 
new salary. As an estimating tool, however, the second approach 
could be used to establish a minimum cost estimate for the ratio 
changes. If it is assumed that half the cost of day care is 
staff-related, then the cost estimate could be cut in half. 

This analysis addresses only the cost impact on subsidized care. It 
does not attempt to address cost increases to parents who pay day 
care costs themselves, impact on day care availability in rural 
areas, or affordability issues which may cause some parents to seek 
care other than regulated day care. 

-2-
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1 Sec. 2. The Department of Human Resources shall report 
2 periodically on the further development of the Social Services Plan to the 
3 Social Services Study Commission. if that Commission is reauthorized. 
4 Sec. 3. There is appropriated from the General Fund to the 
5 Department of Human Resources. Division of Social Services. the sum of 
6 $333, 191 for the 1991 -92 fiscal year and the sum of for the 1992-93 
7 fiscal year to implement the provisions of this act. 
8 Sec. 4 . This act hecomes effective July I. 1991 . 

Page 2 91RM-1 
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383 

Short Title: Medicaid Eligibility/Disabled, Aged. 

Sponsors: 

Referred to: 

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED 

2 AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS TO PROVIDE MEDICAID 

3 COVERAGE TO ELDERLY, BLIND, AND DISABLED INDIVIDUALS 

4 RECEIVING ASSISTANCE UNDER THE SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 

5 INCOME PROGRAM. 

6 The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts: 

7 Section I. Effective April l, 1992, the Department of Human 

8 Resources shall provide Medicaid coverage to all elderly, blind, and disabled 

9 individuals receiving assistance under the Supplemental Security Income 

10 Program. 

11 Sec. 2. There is appropriated from the General Fund to the 

12 Division of Medical Assistance, Department of Human Resources, the sum of 

13 for the 1991-92 fiscal year and the sum of for the 1992-93 fiscal year to 

14 provide for the expanded coverage authorized by this act. 

15 Sec. 3. This act becomes effective July I , 1991. 

D 

(Public) 
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APPENDIX V 
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Short Title: Prescription Drug Assistance Act. (Public) 

Sponsors: 

Referred to: 

1 A BILL TO BE ENTITLED 
2 AN ACT TO AUTHORIZE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT, 
3 HEALTH, AND NATURAL RESOURCES TO ESTABLISH AND 
4 IMPLEMENT A PROGRAM TO ASSIST LOW-INCOME INDIVIDUALS 
5 TO OBTAIN PRESCRIPTION DRUGS AT REDUCED COST. 
6 The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts: 
7 Section J. (a) Short title. This act shall be known as the 
8 Prescription Drug Assistance Act. 
9 (b) Purpose. The General Assembly recognizes that many of North 

1 O Carolina's low-income citizens are unable to afford the cost of prescription 
11 drugs for treatment of certain life-threatening illnesses. The General Assembly 
12 further recognizes that cooperative efforts between State and local government 
1 3 agencies and the private sector are often successful in providing important 
14 services to local communities, which services would not otherwise be available 
15 because of limited government resources. The purpose of this act is to 
16 authorize the Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources to 
1 7 facilitate local public and private sector cooperative efforts to identify and 
18 assist low-income individuals in obtaining certain prescription drugs at reduced 
19 cost. 
20 Sec. 2. Prescription Drug Assistance Program. (a) There is 
21 established in the Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources, 
22 Division of Adult Health, a Prescription Drug Assistance Program. The 
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1 purpose of the program is to assist local communities in identifying and 
2 securing the commitment of private sector resources or services and the 
3 cooperation of State and local ag.encies that provide health and social services, 
4 to enable eligible individuals to purchase prescription drugs for the treatment 
5 of arthritis, diabetes, epilep~y, and cardiovascular disease at reduced cost. The 
6 cost for prescription drugs covered ·by the Prescription Drug Assistance 
7 Program shall be established by the Commission for Health Services, provided 
8 that such cost ·shall not ,exceed the maximum charges for prescription drugs 
9 reimbursable under the Medicaid Program. 

1 o (b) In administering the Prescription Drug Assistance Program the 
11 Department of Envfronment, Health, .and Natural Resources, Division of Adult 
12 Health, •shall: 
13 (I) Identify and study issues relating to the medication 
14 needs of low-income persons throu,ghout the State; 
15 (2) Promote and coor.dinate voluntary efforts to assist 
16 eligible individuals in obtaining prescription drugs 
1 7 available under the Program at reduced cost to the 
18 individual or, if resources are .a:v~ilable, at no cost to 
19 the individual; 
2 O (3) Provide materials or other outreach efforts that inform 
21 potentia11y eligible persons of the Program's existence 
2 2 and how they may obtain additional information about 
2 3 the Pm.gram; and 
2 4 (4) Collect, analyze, and .report data to assist the 
2 5 Commission for Health Services in evaluating .the 
2 6 implementation .and effectiv.eness of the Prescription 
2 7 Drug Assistance lf"rogram. 
28 (c) ,Jn addition to the responsibilities described in subsection (b) of 
2 9 this section, the Department may: 
3 O ( 1) Solicit funds, goods, or services to be designated and 
31 administered for the benefit of individuals eligible for 
32 assistance under the Prngram; and 
3 3 (2) Engage in any other activities or efforts determined by 
3 4 the Commission for Health Services to be necessary and 
3 5 appropriate to implement this act. 
36 (d) Pursuant to its f<esponsibilities under this act and subject to funds 
3 7 available. the Department of Environment, Health, .and Natura:! Res0urces, 
38 Division of Adult Health, may provide medications. services, or other related 
3 9 benefits directly to individuals eligible for Pregram services. Further pursuant 
4 O to its responsil:i>ilities under this act, the Department may enter into informal 
41 agreements or written contracts with public or private entities for the purposes 
4 2 of obtaining or providing prescription drugs available under the Program for 
4 3 eligible indiMiduals; provided, how.ever, that any agreement or contract that 
4 4 contains :a financial -0ommitment or -Otherwise imposes a 'financial obligation on 

Page 2 House Bill 
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1 the State shall be in writing and shall not be binding upon the State unless the 
2 agreement or contract has the written approval of the Secretary of 
3 Environment, Health , and Natural Resources. 
4 (e) Assistance in obtaining prescription drugs at reduced cost under 
5 the Prescription Drug Assistance Program shall be granted to any person who: 
6 (I) Has insufficient income to pay for prescribed 
7 medication of the kind available under the Prescription 
8 Drug Assistance Program, provided that no person 
9 whose income exceeds two hundred percent (200 % ) of 

10 the poverty level shall be eligible for assistance under 
11 the Program; and 
12 (2) Is not receiving assistance that pays the cost of 
13 prescribed medication of the kind covered by the 
14 Prescription Drug Assistance Program, under the 
15 program of medical assistance established under G.S. 
16 108A-54. 
1 7 (f) Assistance received by an individual under the Prescription Drug 
18 Assistance Program shall not be considered in determining the amount of 
19 assistance to be paid to the individual under Chapters I 08A and I I I of the 
2 O General Statutes, except where such assistance is required to be considered by 
21 federal law or regulations. 
22 (g) An application processing fee not to exceed five dollars ($5.00) 
2 3 per initial application and each renewal thereafter may be collected from each . 
2 4 individual applying for assistance under the Prescription Drug Assistance 
2 5 Program. Individuals deemed eligible for assistance shall be issued a card 
2 6 identifying the individual as eligible for assistance. Identification cards shall be 
2 7 valid for a period not exceeding two years and may be renewed upon 
2 8 application by the individual and determination that the individual is eligible 
2 9 for assistance. 
3 O Sec. 3. The Commission for Health Services shall adopt rules 
31 necessary to implement this act. 
3 2 Sec. 4. There is appropriated from the General Fund to the 
3 3 Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources the sum of 
3 4 for the 1991-92 fiscal year to be used for administrative costs to implement the 
3 5 Prescription Drug Assistance Act. 
36 Sec. 5. Sections J and 3 of this act are effective upon ratification. 
3 7 Section 4 of this act becomes effective July l, 1991. Section 2 of this act 
3 8 becomes effective October I , 199 J . 

Page 3 
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Short Title: AFDC Increase/Cost of Living. 

Sponsors: 

Referred to: 

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED 
2 AN ACT TO ANNUALLY ADJUST THE AID TO FAMILIES WITH 

DEPENDENT CHILDREN TO REFLECT ANY CHANGE IN THE COST 
OF LIVING. 

3 
4 
5 The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts: 
6 Section I . Chapter l 08A of the General Statutes is amended by 
7 adding a new section to read: 
8 "§ lOSA-36.1. Annual adjustment in standard of need. 
9 (a) The standard of need for the Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

1 O Program shall be adjusted annually to reflect any increase or decrease in the 
11 cost of living. The first adjustment shall become effective October I, 199 l , and 
12 subsequent adjustments shall become effective each October 1 thereafter. The 
13 cost of living adjustment shall be based on the Consumer Price Index, as 
14 calculated and published by the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of 
15 Labor Statistics. The percentage change shall be determined for the twelve 
16 month period ending with the December preceding the year for which the cost-
1 7 of-living adjustment will take effect. 
18 (b) The increase in public assistance payments provided by this section shall 
19 be in addition to any other increase in public assistance payments otherwise 
2 0 provided by law. " 

D 

(public) 
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1 Sec. 2. There is appropriated from the General Fund to the 
2 Department of Human Resources , Division of Social Services, the sum of 
3 for the 1991-92 fiscal year and the sum of for the 1992-93 fiscal year to 
4 implement the provisions of this act. 
5 Sec. 3. This act becomes effective July I. 1991. 

Page 2 9JRM-2 
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Short Title: Foster Care Funds. 

Sponsors: 

Referred to: 

1 A BILL TO BE ENTITLED 
2 AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS TO ESTABLISH A FOSTER CARE 
3 REIMBURSEMENT RATE FOR CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS 
4 AND TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS FOR TRAINING OF FOSTER 
5 PARENTS. 

6 The General Assemhly of North Carolina enacts: 
7 Section I . There is appropriated from the General Fund to the 
8 Division of Social Services. Department of Human Resources. the sum of 
9 .$4,298 ,925 for the 1991 -92 fiscal year and the sum of $4,298.925 for the 

10 , 1992-93 fiscal year to establish. in accordance with G.S. 108A-48. a foster 
11 care board rate of $500. 00 per month per child for children with special needs. 
12 Sec. 2 . There is appropriated from the General Fund to the Division 
13 of Social Services. Department of Human Resources, the sum of $209.658 for 
14 the 1991-92 fiscal year and the sum of $209.658 for the 1992-93 fiscal year to 
15 provide foster care services training. 

16 Sec. 3. This act becomes effective July I. 1991. 

D 

(Public) 
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North Carolina Department of Human Resources 
Division of Social Services 

325 North Salisbury Street• Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 

James G. Martin, Governor 
David T Flaherty, Secretary 

MEMORANDUM 

December 12, 1990 

TO: Senator Russell Walker 
Representative Ruth Easterling 
Co-chairs, Social Services Study Conunission 

THROUGH: Jim Edgerton . ,,._>(_ 

FROM: Mary K. Deyampert~ 
SUBJECT: Foster Care Board Rate 

Mary K. Deyampert, Director 
(919) 733-3055 

Attached is the information you requested on estimated costs of 1) establishing 
a foster care board rate of $500.00 per month per child for children with 
special needs, and 2) projected costs of providing foster care services . 
training. 

- These estimates may need some further refinement, e.g., if there is a way to 
do so, we should determine whether to anticipate an increase in numbers of 
s pecial needs children in the second year of the biennium. For now, we 
believe these to be good estimates. 

lp 
Attachments 



Allowance for Children with Speci~l Needs in Foster care 

Children are placed in the legal custody of county departments of social 
services by the Juvenile Court with the expectation that the agency will provide 
a coordinated continuum of professional services which will not only respond to 
their basic care and protection needs but that will also meet their particular 
needs for specialized care and services. Many youngsters with special needs, who 
were in the past placed in state mental health and juvenile correction facilities, 
are now being ordered into the custody of DSS by court. County departments that 
can find resource and pay for the special care needs of these children are 
doing so with 100% county funds to supplement the state's foster care assistance 
payment. A recent survey of county departments has identified 2,150 children 
that have special care needs. Most of these children are not receiving the 
services they need and their conditions are continuing to worsen. 

The proposal by the Social Services Study Commission is to increase the foster 
care board rate from $250 a month up to $500 per month for children who have 
special needs, including a chronic illness/handicap, developmental 
disability/retardation, and children with serious emotional disorders. Increased 
available funding should also stimulate the development of placement resources 
for these children. Without these additional funds counties will have to continue 
to try to assume the cost of meeting these children's needs, a burden most county 
departments of social services cannot afford. Therefore, children will not 
receive the appropriate care they need. 

Increasing the foster care board rate by $250 per month for the 2,150 children 
estimated to have special needs will require an additional $6,450,000 each year 
of the biennium. This is calculated as follows: 

2,150 x $3,000 ($250 x 12 months) $6,450,000 

1991-92 1992-93 

Total Requirements $6,450,000 $6,450,000 
Total Receipts 2,151,075 2,151,075 
Total Appropriation 4,298,925* 4,298,925* 

*Because the state has reached its hypothetical ceiling for Title IV-E Foster 
Care Assistance, $2,147,850 of IV-E eligible receipts would have to be paid each 
year by the state until federal reimbursement becomes available in 18-24 months 
following the year in which the expenditures occur. 

DSS/Family Services/12-11-90 
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North Carolina Department of Human Resources 
Division of Social Services 

325 North Salisbury Street • Raleigh, North Carolina 27611 

James G. Martin, Governor 
David T Flaherty, Secretary 

MEMORANDUM 

December 12, 1990 

TO: Senator Russell Walker 
Representative Ruth Easterling 
Co-chairs, Social Services Study Connnission 

, 
( / 

THROUGH: Jim Edgerton ,,_,:t._ 

FROM: Mary K. Deyarnpert~ 
SUBJECT: Foster Care Board Rate 

Mary K. Deyampert, Director 
(919) 733-3055 

Attached is the information you requested on estimated costs of 1) establishing 
a foster care board rate of $500.00 per month per child for children with 
special needs, and 2) projected costs of providing foster care services . 
training. 

- These estimates may need some further refinement, e.g., if there is a way to 
do so, we should determine whether to anticipate an increase in numbers of 
special needs children in the second year of the biennium. For now, we 
believe these to be good estimates. 

lp 
Attachments 



Allowance for Children with Special Needs in Foster Care 

Children are placed in the legal custody of county departments of social 
services by the Juvenile Court with the expectation that the agency will provide 
a coordinated continuum of professional services which will not only respond to 
their basic care and protection needs but that will also meet their particular 
needs for specialized care and services. Many youngsters with special needs, who 
were in the past placed in state mental health and juvenile correction facilities, 
are now being ordered into the custody of DSS by court. County departments that 
can find resource and pay for the special care needs of these children are 
doing so with 100% county funds to supplement the state's foster care assistance 
payment. A recent survey of county departments has identified 2,150 children 
that have special care needs. Most of these children are not receiving the 
services they need and their conditions are continuing to worsen. 

The proposal by the Social Services Study Commission is to increase the foster 
care board rate from $250 a month up to $500 per month for children who have 
special needs, including a chronic illness/handicap, developmental 
disability/retardation, and children with serious emotional disorders. Increased 
available funding should also stimulate the development of placement resources 
for these children. Without these additional funds counties will have to continue 
tb try to assume the cost of meeting these children's needs, a burden most county 
departments of social services cannot afford. Therefore, children will not 
receive the appropriate care they need. 

Increasing the foster care board rate by $250 per month for the 2,150 children 
estimated to have special needs will require an additional $6,450,000 each year 
of the biennium. This is calculated as follows: 

2,150 x $3,000 ($250 x 12 months) $6,450,000 

1991-92 1992-93 

Total Requirements $6,450,000 $6,450,000 
Total Receipts 2,151,075 2,151,075 
Total Appropriation 4,298,925* 4,298,925* 

*Because the state has reached its hypothetical ceiling for Title IV-E Foster 
Care Assistance, $2,147,850 of IV-E eligible receipts would have to be paid each 
year by the state until federal reimbursement becomes available in 18-24 months 
following the year in which the expenditures occur. 

DSS/Family Services/12-11-90 
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Training Foster Parents 
Model Approach To Partnerships In Parenting 

Foster family care as defined in G.S. 131D-10.2 means the continuing 
provision of the essentials of daily living on a 24-hour basis in a private 
residence for dependent, neglected, abused, abandoned, destitute, orphaned, 
undisciplined or delinquent children or other children who due to simil·ar 
problems of behavior or family conditions, are living apart from their 
parents, relatives or guardians. On October 3, 1990, there were 2,372 
licensed foster family homes in North Carolina. 28% were families 
experiencing their first year of foster parenting. 2S% had been licensed 1-2 
years; 20% had served 3-5 years; and 27% had been licensed 6 or more years. 
In terms of age, 68% were SO years of age or younger; 32% were older than SO 
years. 

Agencies are authorized to provide foster family care either by North 
Carolina statute or by license through the Department of Human Resources in 
accordance with licensing rules adopted by the Social Services Commission. 
All rules and regulations adopted by the Social Services Commission are to be 
enforced by the Department of Human Resources. 

While a number of private, non-profit agencies apply and are licensed to 
provide foster family care, the public official charged with the legal mandate 
to receive children for foster care is the county director of social services 
in each county (G.S. 108A-14(12)). In a 1978 case entitled Vaughn v. North 
Carolina Department of Human Resources, it was established that the DHR would 
be liable for the negligent acts of its agents -- the county directors of 
social services and their subordinates -- as the county directors execute 
their obligation to place children in foster homes. 

According to a 10-3-90 report from the Child Placement Information 
Tracking System, county departments of social services were responsible for 
3,490 children who were living in foster family homes. 73% of these children 
were twelve years of age or younger. About 25% of the youngsters in care have 
special needs, including many medically frail youngsters. A significant 
number have been in one or more placements. Many come into care as sexually 
active youngsters, chronic runaways and truants. Several hundred are being 
seen by either public or private mental health professionals and may have 
experienced care in a psychiatric hospital. A significant number abuse 
alcohol and other drugs. Foster parents, when given an opportunity, express 
critical concerns about the complex problems children bring into foster family 
homes, about the lack of resources for foster children; about their own lack 
of child management skills in caring for emotionally disturbed youngsters; 
and, about the minimal level of support they experience from the supervising 
agency. 

Both agency staff and foster families are concerned about the gap between 
client needs and foster family capacity to meet those needs. Additionally, . 
agencies efforts to protect and nurture children are hindered by the inability 
to recruit and retain an adequate number of foster families. 

For a number of years, the Division of Social Services and county depart­
ments of social services have viewed training as a critical ingredient to 
capacity building for foster parents. Training is needed and wanted by foster 
parents and they deserve this level of support. As important -- and perhaps 
more -- is the level of potential liability for counties and the State when 
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foster parents fail to properly carry out the duties for which they are 
licensed. Training, and especially pre-service training, is an effective 
strategy in helping foster parents affirm their decision about foster 
parenting; and, in some cases, training helps foster families reevaluate the 
decision and look for other ways to serve their community. 

The State agency has never had state funds budgeted for foster parent 
training. Training has been purchased with Federal grants or regular agency 
funds which could be transferred from another program on a one-time basis. 
There has been no systematized, planned approach to the training of foster 
parents. Over time, availability of funding has been so unreliable that no 
requirement for training has been feasible. While a very few county depart­
ments attempt to maintain a plan for training foster parents, the DSS/DHR's 
last training event was in the Spring of 1988. 

The State agency has identified the attached continuum of training 
content to benefit foster parents and annual training goals. The approach is 
to train and certify local staff to train the agency's foster parents. The 
training would include foster care staff in private foster care service 
agencies. This continuum is designed to help foster parents be prepared for 
and carry out their roles, be effective partners with the supervising agency 
and be effective as team members in preparing children for family 
reunification, adoption or independent living. 

If funded, this training plan will be systematized and institutionalized 
including the establishment of training requirements for local agency staff 
and foster parents. The staff support is one professional position which 
would manage the foster care training system. This includes oversight, 
management and monitoring of contracted training to assure that the program 
receives the quality product that it contracts for, support in planning and 
delivery of additional training provided by Division staff, monitoring and 
supporting compliance by local agencies with training requirements and 
ensuring that training content and methods are revised and updated as needed 
to meet changing needs. 

The costs, totaling $209,658, are reflected on the attachment. It is 
anticipated that these costs will be eligible for federal reimbursement under 
Title IV-E. The rate of federal participation for IV-E training i~ 75%. It 
is anticipated that, at least, one-half of these total costs would be eligible 
for 7 5% federal reimbursement. However, it will be necessary to "front-end" 
with State funding since there is a delay in federal reimbursement of 18-24 
months. 

12/11/90 
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Foster Parent Training Content, Target Population and Cost 

1. New MAPP* Conversion 

On and off for several years prior to the Spring of 
1988, local agency staff supervising foster parents 
were certified as tFainers in a pre-service curriculum 
geared to foster parent seJection and role prepara­
tion. This curriculum , has ':' be.en improved/revised in 
areas of sexual abuse, criteria for foster parent 
selection and family dynamics. Previously certified 
trainers need training in this new model. This is a 
4-day course which costs $695 per participant. 
Target: 25 previously certified local staff 

2. New MAPP* Certification 

The revised/improved pre-service training on prepara­
tion and selection of foster parents. This is an 
8-day course which costs $1420 per participant. 
Target: 50 local staff supervising foster parents 

3. MAPP* One-On-One 

In response to the expressed needs of small agencies 
where the number of recruited foster families is too 
small to get up training groups, a course has been 
designed for certified MAPP trainers geared to the 
selection and preparation of a single foster family. 
This is a 5-day course which costs $900 per 
participant. 
Target: 20 local staff who supervise 

foster parents in small agencies 

4 . Fostering Permanency 

This is a course for local staff who. place and super­
vise children in foster family homes . The content has 
been recently strengthened in family reunification 
content. This is an 8-day course which costs $1370 
per participant . 

Target: 50 child placement services staff 

Estimated annual costs of training events 

5. Staff Support 

In addition to a need for funds to systematize and 
institutionalize a foster family training plan, there 
is a need for staff support to manage a training 
system which would institute training ~equirements for 
agency staff and foster parents, document compliance 
and ensure the continuous revision/improvement of 
training content and methods. 

Total 

* Model Approach to Partnerships in Parenting 

$17,375 

$71,000 

$18 ,000 

$68,500 

$174,875 

$34,783 

$209,658 
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APPENDIX Y 

1 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA 

SESSION 1991 

THIS IS A DRAFT AND NOT READY FOR INTRODUCTION 
401 

Sho11 Title: Child Protective Setvices Funds . 

Sponsors: 

Referred to: 

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED 

2 AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL CHILD 

3 PROTECTIVE SERVICES. 

4 The General Assembly of No11h Carolina enacts: 

5 Section I . There is appropriated from the General Fund to the 

6 Department of Human Resources . Division of Social Services. the sum of 

7 $2.000.000 for the 1991-92 fiscal year and the sum of $2.000.000 for the 

8 1992-93 fiscal year to further suppo11 the delivery by county departments of 

9 social services of timely, professional child protective services. The funds shall 

10 be allocated to county depa11ments of social se1vices in accordance with 

11 procedures and under criteria and conditions as provided by Section 130 of 

12 Chapter 75~ of the 1989 Session Laws. 

13 Sec. 2 . This act becomes effective Julv I. 199 l. .. 

J) 

(Public) 
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APPENDIX Z 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA 

SESSION 1991 

THIS IS A DRAFT AND NOT READY FOR INTRODUCTION 
400 

Short Title: Social Services Study Commission. 

Sponsors: 

Referred to: 

A BILL TO · BE ENTITLED 

AN ACT TO REESTABLISH AND CONTINUE THE STUDY 

COMMISSION ON SOCIAL SERVICES. 

The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts: 

Section 1 . There is reestablished and continued the Social Services 

Study Commission, an independent commission, to study public social services 

and public assistance in North Carolina and to recommend improvements that 

·will assure that North Carolina has cost-effective, consistently administered 

public social services and public assistance programs. 

Sec. 2. The Commission shall consist of 17 voting and four 

nonvoting members. The Speaker of the House of Representatives shall appoint 

seven voting members , five of whom shall be House members , one of whom 

shall be a county commissioner, and one of whom shall be a low-income 

recipient of social services or public assistance benefits. The President Pro 

Tempore of the Senate shall appoint seven voting members, five of whom shall 

be Senators, one of whom shall be a county social services director, and one of 

whom shall be an advocate for low-income people who is familiar with social 

services and public assistance programs. The Governor shall appoint three 

. D 
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voting members. one of whom shall be the Secretary of Human Resources or a 

designee, one of whom shall be an officer or director of a private social 

services agency, and one of whom shall be a business representative who is 

involved in a Local Private Industry Council. The Speaker of the House of 

Representatives and the President Pro Tempore of the Senate shall each 

appoint two nonvoting members who shall be involved in the administration or 

funding of social services and public assistance programs. Initial appointments 

shall be made within 30 days following adjournment of the 199 L Session of the 

General Assembly. Vacancies shall be filled by the official who made the initial 

appointment using the same criteria as provided by this section. 

Sec. 3. The President Pro Tempore of the Senate and the Speaker 

of the House of Representatives shall each appoint a cochair of the 

Commission from their appointees. The cochairs shall call the first meeting and 

preside at alternate meetings. 

Sec. 4. The Social Services Study Commission shall continue to 

examine the need for improvements in the State's social services system and 

develop legislation to address those needs. The Commission shall also provide 

oversight and review the further development and implementation of the Social 

Services Plan. The Commission shall also monitor and review efforts within the 

Department of Human Resources to plan for the efficient and timely 

implementation of federal welfare reform provisions. 

Sec. 5. The Commission members shall receive no salary for their 

services but shall receive subsistence and travel expenses in accordance with the 

provisions of G.S. 120-3.I, 138-5, and 138-6, as applicable. 

Sec. 6. The Commission may solicit, employ, or contract for 

professional, technical, or clerical assistance, and may purchase or contract for 

the materials or services it needs. Subject to the approval of the Legislative 

Services Commission, the professional and clerical staff of the Legislative 

Services Office shall be available to the Commission, and the Commission may 

meet in the Legislative Building or the Legislative Office Building. With the 

consent of the Secretary of the Department of Human Resources, staff 

employed by the Department or any of the divisions may be assigned 

permanently or temporarily to assist the Commission or its staff. 

Sec. 7. Upon request of the Commission or its staff, all State 

departments and agencies and all local governmental agencies shall furnish the 
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Commission or its staff with any information in their possession or available to 

them. 

Sec. 8. The Commission shall submit a final written report of its 

findings and recommendations to the Governor, the Speaker of the House of 

Representatives, and the President of the Senate before or upon the convening 

of the 1993 Session of the General Assembly. The Commission shall terminate 

upon the filing of the report. 

Sec. 9. There is appropriated from the General Fund to the General 

9 Assembly the sum for the J 991-92 fiscal year and the sum of for 

1 O the 1992-93 fiscal year to implement the provisions of this act. 

11 Sec. IO. This act becomes effective July I, 1991. 
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