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S.

ntroduction

This report presents the ndings of a,study 4of four aspects of public

policy towards.youth in the.United Slates. First, what has been the trend

in the national commitment to youth as reflected in-trie federal budget fOr

service's to children and youth? Second, how does the total pyblic.sector

(federal,'state and local) commitment to'services,for children and youth

vary among major unban cen'ters? Third, how welIes'the distribution of

federal spending among the states match the varfations in apparent need for

services among children.and youth? rinally, to what extent are variation

in total public
e
xpenditures for services to chilgen and you.th due to

differences in unit costs of service ratner than.differences in the scope or

quality of services. These four questiOns are addressed in the four

chapters that follow.. A
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How much does,America care about its youth? The question can be

answered in several ways, but a direct reR1y is provided by the.federal
,

budget. It reveals how much we as a nation spend on youth and the

It
type of aid we make available to them. The purpose of ihis-paper is to

escribe the scale and nature of the-federal government's commitment to

.

.

hildren and youth and the changes in this commitment since the mid-19607s.

Surprisingly, little systematic,analysis has been done on this sub-

ject. Neither the federal budget itself nor the Special AnalYses prepared '

bli the OMB treat youth expenditures as a single category. While the

CongresSional Budget Office has examilled budgetary options in selected

program areas such as welfare reform and employment that affect youih, it

has not developed a comprehensive format for monitoring youth expenditures.

Similarly, the Brookings Institution annual budget review series Settin9,- National

Priorities has periodically examined selected programs affect-Nig youth, but

has not saught tO review comprehensively expenditures in this area.

Because of.the 1imits0. data upon which an analysis can be based, this

effort to estimate a federal youth budget will'address only three beSic
4.

issues: (1) How much of the federal budget is devoted to youth and has

this changed over the period 1964 to 1980? (2) whAit types of ser4ices are

provided-to youth with federal funds ana how has this changed over the

period 1964 to 1980? (3) Does federal assistance reach,youth directly,

through their familiess or through some other mechanism, and has this

agPect of youth policy changed over, the period 1964 toj1980? Each of these.
questions is addressed in the sections whiCh follow.

How Much for Youth?

-;

Defining an expenditure for liouthss. a difficult and somewhat esoteric

task- In fact an Appendix of approximately 100 pages has been prepared in

4
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conjunction withour -estimates.

11

t 'the results are simple and straight-

forward: (See Table 1). In fiscal 1980 the federal government will spend

L

an estimated S45.3 billion.tO pro 1de cash assistance and services to

under 18. This sum repr pents 8.0% of all federal-outlays

and 10.7%Ar all domestic (total ess defense and foreign aid) outlays in

.F
1980. Similar estimates for 196 j 1970, and 1976 indicate that expendi-

tures for kiouththare_increved re rapidly .than the budget as a whole;

Ithe youth share of the topl bu et rose from 3.5% in 1964 to 5.7% in 1970,

and to 7.8% in 1976; The youthfl, hare of domestic outlays rose most rapidly

(from 6.7% to 9.a%) between'l964 and 1970 and has grown at a less rapid

pace,since. Between 1970 and 1976 the youth share of domestic expenditures

rose only' fro69.8% to 10.5% and between 1976 and 1980 increased only

modestly tb-10.7%. /

Changes in'the share of the domestic budget devoted to youth cannot

be related to changes in their share of the nation's population. (See

Table 2). While expenditures'for youth rose rapidly from 1964 to 1970,

their share of the popftlation fell slightly from 36.5% to 34.1%. 'And

while the youth share of domestic.outlays rose modestly -during the 1970's,

the share of the population under 18 fell sharply from 34.1 to just over

28.4% in 1979..,ihus while federal spending for youth is proportiOnately less

than their numbers might justify, it is also true that t e share of federal

spending devoted to youth has risen while their share of the population has

axpenditures

The S45

ten types of

0--

for What?i,
.

billiort-apent for youth in 1980 was upevenly divided among

e 'riCes1 fSee Table 3). Income assistance represented over

'
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TABLE 1

,

t,

%

41,ExpenditureS for Children and Youth As A Share of Federal and Domestic Outlays.'

1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980

(Dollars in Thousands)-'

Expenditures for children and youth

Total Federal outlalis

1964

-$ 4,174,792

it8,583,768

1970

11,116,396

496,587,786

1976

$ 28,621,823

366,439,402

1980

$ 45,368,898

568,933,423

Share for chil en and youtli

Total domestic outl s

Share for children and Outh 044%.

.5%.

62,139,553
6.7%

5.7%

$113,737,238
9.8%

7.8%

$271,457,385
10:5%.

8.0%

$423,833,423
10.7%

L

0

Source: Calculations based ion Office of Management and Budget, "Distoribal OutlaysTby Function,

1948 to 1980."

See Appendix for details.
. /.
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TABLE 2

Population of the United States by Age Group_ 1964-, 1970, l976iI&1980

1964'
Number

Total Pvpulation 191,141,000

0-17 years 69,674,000

0-12 years 51,829,000

13-17 years 17,445,000

18-24 years 18,370,000

and,over 103,097,000

Percent

36.5

9.4

9.6

53.9

1970
Percent

1976
Pereen

1980
PercentNumber Number Number

203,816,000 100.0 215,152,000 100.6 220,584,000 100.0'

69,700,000 34.1 65 199;000 30.3 62,572,000 28.4

49,620,000 24.3 44,235,1)00 20.6 42;664,000 19.3

2p,080,000 9.8 20;964,000 9.7 19,908,000 9.1

23,959,000 11.8 28,163,000 13.1 29,284,000 13.3.

110,151,000 54.1 121,790,000 56.6 128,728,000 58.3

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Social and Economic Statlstics Administration, Bureau 6f. the Censas,-

Current Population Reports, "Population Estimates and Projections,".Series P-25, no. 519, April,

1974, pp. 43, 49; Series P-25, no. 870, January, 1980;. pp. 7, 17.
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fr Table 3

40 40 40

Distribution oi Expenditures for Children and Youth by runction

1964; 1970,
(Dollars

1964

in
1976 and 1980
thousands)-

1970 1976 . 1960

'Income $2,877,780 68.9% $4,8660,01 43.0 12,106,837 42.3 16,105,565 35.5%

Ldueatiou 593,133 14.2 2,783,608 25.1 4,575,866 16.0 7,489,144 16.5

294,233 7.0 694,965 6.2 4,964,680 17.3 8,793,032 19.4

Heqlth 217,658 5.2 1,05(1,611 9.5 2,582,613 9.0 3,806,439 )8.4

\
'5.3%

Houb,ing 169,281 1.7 199,131 1.8 4 1,033,342 1.6 2,420%204

Child Care 64,093 1.6 297,487 2.7 942,683 3,2' 1c102,729 2.4

Lmployment 14,163 .3 512,462 4.6 1,198,786 4.2 2,9197IN 6:4

Comounl.ty.Development 24,558 .6 661;904 5.9 951,227 4.2 2,354,715 .5.2 .

0-1

' Recreation 19,893- .5 37,836 .4 82 339 .3 121,0e .3

,

\dnstIee
12,271 .1 184,050 .6 254,295 " .6

84,174,792 100.0% 11,116;396 100.0%1 $28,621W3 100.0% $45,368,898 100.0

.
Percentages may not tota1.100 due to rounding.'



$16 billion or 35.5%, of all fTids devoted to youth. While 1S different

4A

federal programs provide income for youth, nearly three-quarters-of the

funds are spent for two programs -public assistance'and Social segurity.

Social-security, the largest single program aiding youth, provided an

estimated $7.0 billion in 'gash assistance to the surviving children of-
Pw

deceased disabled and retirecPs% workers. Public assistance provided over
-

$4.9 billian to aid children in poor families..

4 ' A4
Approximately One-third of all expenditures for youth is- accounted

far by eduation (16.5%) and nutrition (l9.4%) .services. The nearly

4

$8.8 billion'in nutrition cotisists of five programs with food stamps

($4.8 billion)-and school 'lunches ($3.3 billion) accounting for most of

the funds. The $7.5 billion in education spending involves 23 different

programs, but activities under the ESEA account for $3.4 billion or over

.45%. Four other education programs inllve spending of at least-one-half

44. billion dollars aid to federally affected areas occupational and voca-

tional education, educational activities under_the Human Developtent

Services (Head Start) program, and special education,for the handicapped.

About $3.8 01-ion Or 8.4% of all spending for 1;outh is devoted to

health servibes. Althatgh eleven different programs provide health

services to youth, medicaid accounts for an estimated-$2.5 billion or

64% of the totaM1.*Among the remaining service4areas, housing, employment

and cOmmunity development each account for between 5.2% and 6.4% of total

youth spending. Child care acCounts for approximately 20-, and recreation

and criminal justice each account for less than 1% of the total spending

for you ervices.

While income assistance plays a dominant role in federal spendil:kt
for youth, this is far less true in 1980 than in the mid-1960's. Between

6 I Ai



1964 and 1970 the share of.total spending for youth aevoted to income

assiStance dropped from 69% to 4W%, by 1976-it decreased further to 42%
.1

and by 1980 had fallen to only 36%.-'Beteen 1964 and 1970 the shift in

fedeisal..spending was due to both relatively sloW growth in spending for
N

2ncome assistance and especially rapid incteases in spending for other

ser-Naces. Among the ten types of services to youth only income assisr

ance grew less rapidly han all domestic outlays between 1964 and 1970.

(See Tsble 4)". All other services to youth grew more rapidly than total

domestic outlays, reflecting the "Great Society" emphasis on a variety

of social service programs. Included in this expansion of service spend-

ing vas the ESEA which helped raise the educational share from'14% to 15%;

the medicaid program which helped raise the health share from 5% o 10%-1

and the grwth of youth employme, programs which rope from less than I%

to nearly 5% of all youth spending.

--Since 1970,,the shifts in the nature cf spending for youth have also

been significant, if less dramatic. Education expenditures grew far less

rapidly (169%) than eitiver,domestic wipenditures (273%) or total youth

expenditures (308%). Accordingly, the educational share of total .spending for youth

dropped from 25% to 17%. In contrast, nutrition programs, most notably

food stamps, increaPed nearly twelvefold, and in 1980 accounted for'a

41
larger share (19%),of the youth budget than education. ,All of the other

services received a relatively modest share of t.otal youth expenditures.

However, it is worth noting that the hougEng and employment shares of the

youth budget increasrl while the health share has steadily fallen since

1970.

A

7
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Table 4

Rate of Change in Expenditures for Children and Youth
by Function 1964f-70 and 1970-80

.Income,

Education

Nutrition

Healeh
(

Housing

Child Care

EmPl,o1;ment

.communityDeVelOpment

ecieationi

'Justice

Ilrotal Children and Youth

Domestic Outlays

Federal Outlays 4

1964 9704P.

69.1%

369.3

i36.2

382.

187.4

3 64.2

3,518.3

2;595.3

90.2

1970-80

231.0

164 .0

1,165.2

262.3

1,115.4

270.7

469.8
4

255.8

219.8

1,972.3

, 166.3 308.J.

83.0

65.8

272.6

189.4



How do Services Reich Youth?
4

Federal spending for youth needs to.be considered not only

in terms'of amounts and functions, but also flprthe way in which

government seeks to deliver'assiitance. Youths,benefitrfrom

federal ppograms in any one of four ways. First, -they may b4 the

primary target population for services which they receive.,directly.

School based edueational services or, a school lunch program are
. 4

examples ordirect services to youth. Second, the famiiy may'

serve as the primary mechanism for delivering aid to their/children.

t°

Cash'assistance under the AFDC program anefood'stampbenefits

.
_ r- .

..

to households with children areis,exzmples of services to youth as

part of families. Zird, serzices may be provided to: a broad i, ...
0

,
,

segment of the population with youth as one subgroup oft -the bene-

sP ,.,, '., .
* ,

/ ficiaries, -OccUpational training receiv d by unemploye0( youths
,

- tlymugh programs for all unemployed persons on, mediCal cate -,

,c.

provided by programs such as medicaid which bpnefit bothpoor.

,

children and adults are examples of services to youth as part

f alarsrer pomulation. Finall, a small number of progralms

benefitting youth do so in the form of public or ouasipublic goods

which simultaneously benefit both youth and the entire population.

Examples of such serliices ihclude researdh and demonstration pro-

jects in the fields of education or social services which bc'th

improve society's knowledge in these fields and provide some,'

service to the participant's.

9



When the, youth budget is vigWed'in terme of the way in which servicve

are provided, the importance of the family beComes clear. -(See Table 5).

In1980 about 49% of all expenditure for-youth serve their objective

through the family. About one-quarter of the youth budget funds services

that are provided directly to youth, while over one-Xifth (21%) of'the

services reach-youth as part Df the larger population& Only about 4% of .

.

that serve a broader population rose from 6% to 21% and servibes provided
b

directiy to yo4thtas a'target population dincreased from 24% to 50%. The

signifiCant decline in the role .of the family during the "Great Society",

41

era was due to the,limited grcwth of earlier programs such as AFDC operat-

ing largely through the family and the enactment and expansion of new

programs aimed at poor people of all ages such as medicaid and community

action.

Between 1970 and 1980 the pattern oe4lelivery of ycuth services remained

relativelyastable. The share of assistance provided through families in-

41

creased modestly from 47%'to 53% rom 1970 to 1976 but then fell again to

49% in 1980, still a sharp contras to its more than two-thirds share in

1964. The share provided directly to youth has falleh from 30% to 26% since'

the youth budget takes the-form of public goods.. -

While the role of the.family remains significant, it has declined

.

since the mid-1960's. From 1964 to 1970 the share of the youth budget
, -

relying on the family tp.d liver assistance fell fram 68% to 47%. At .

4

the same time, the Share% of'expend±tures reaching youth through pi.ograms,4

197Q while the share provided to youth as Part of a larger population flue-

tuated somewhat during the decade.. The increase in assistance provided
r.

'tliroUgh families during the mid 1970's was due largely to the rapid increase

in ncome maintenance and food stamp orograms while the declines in other

.c
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Distribution of Expenditures

Direct serVices to
children and,youth

Services (z)

children amd youth
'. .,as part df- families,

Services toi ehildren

1964,

1964

for
1970,

(dollars

24%

..6.8.

Table 5

Children and
1976 and..1980

in Thousands)

Ivo_

Youth

0%

47

by Service

1976

Delivery

27%

53

Type

1980

-26%

.49

$987,J94

2,854,483

,

, $3,364037

' %,234,i59

$7,747,052

15,126,926

S11,567,185

,.. 22,3071253

and youel as d'art
of larier populations

.
4

.

Ptablic and' quai-public
goods benefiting
children and youth

Totai

, 241-,262

85,653

6'

24

.R.,319,08.1

.. I

197,719

21

2

-5 356 213

591,632

18

2

9,699,173

1,795,287

-21,

4

$4,174,792 100% $11,116,396 100%, $28,621,823 100% $45,368.-Ma 100%

c-

11

9 .
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4,

areas reflect,slower groyingoutlays under education programsand the social

Welfare legislation first'enacted during the Great Society P.4riod.

The rise and fall of differenut modes of delivenng aid to youth is

related to the Changing functional distribution of ;the youth budget.

Differthit functions rqly primarily,on different types of delivery structures.

Cash is provided primarily to youth through their families, education is

provided directly through schools, while'm cal care is provided primarily

to Youth in conjunction with effortS to reach broader segments of the popu-

'lation, (See Table 6): Thu*, of the $16.11billion in income assistadcd

,

prqvided to youth 1 1980 fully192% was provided througA families; of the
1

.

$7.5 billion in educational services 96% was provided directly to youth; and

of the $3.8 billion in medical care 83% was provided as'part of'a iarger

population. Of the major functions only nutrition has been split about

evenly between 'families (food ramps largely) and direct services through

school lunches and other programs. Consequently as greater emphasis was

given to services over income,the role of the family declined. To the extent

t educational services.were increased, ,the direct delivery was favorqd,.;_

whil emphasis on_health, housing.,-employmnt and other social serviCes

meant that children were Served as part of larger populations.

Extending Youth - Expenditures for Teenagers and Young Adults

Preparing es4imates of a Yy budget such as those deacribed above

necessarily implies that we know which individuals are youth and which are

not. In fact, the above estimates are based on expenditures for all people

ulia-zr 19. But an additional aspect of the youth budget is worth exploring:

'That is the level of eaoenditures providing develoomental services such as

educatioA and training,for those 'oet-4,an 18 and-24

Estimates of exoenditures for those between 13 and 24 under federal

programi.in two major developmental areas 7 employment training and higher

12
9



9

46.

TAMP 6'

D1str1bilt1t of Expenditures for Children and YuUth W'Service Delivery_Type
(Dollurs in Thousands)

Direct Servieeu to Children

11uNmse
Education
thdr.ition 6

Health .

Housing
Snclul .Servives und Child Care
E mployment
Community Deveft1Dment
Recreation
Justice

DEM.

ces 10 Chlldren as Part of families

1964 . 1970 1976

24,839 2.5 43,452 1.3 1.60,2711

547,567 55.5 2,626,701 78.1 4,301,470

277,761 28.1 182,931 11.4 1,090,276

103,974 10.5 267,107 7,9 501,109

- - - _ -

33,253 3.4 '15,425 .5 59,551

- 29,061 .8 554,111n

.

-

2.1
511.1

25.4
6.6

1980

173,053 1.5

7,165,857 61.9

3,439724 29.7

475,421 4.1

-

.8 70,85,7__ .6

7.4 41,524 .4

89,1114

_ -0
111 565 1 q

987,394 100.0 3,364,037 100.0 7,547,052 100.0 11,567,105 100.0

Income° -
2,763,071 96.8 4,721,574 90.2 11,019,180. 72.8 14,019,074 66.4

Ldncation , - - - - _ - -

Nutrition
16,472 .6 312,054 6.0 3,074,404 20.3 5:067,975 22.7

Health - - - _
, -7 ' ' - -

-.
,

O 011s1 ng
69,281 2.4 199,131 3.8 1,031,142 6.9 2,420,204 11.9

Seclal Services' 'Ind Chibl Core 5,659 .2 - - , - -

Employment - - -'

Commudty Development. -
_ 7

Recreation -
_

d ustice 4
_ _ _ ----7--

TOTAh 2,054,403 100.0 5,234,759 100.0 15,126,926 100.0 :22,307,253 100.0

Serv1ces to Children nes Part of I.arger A.. .

vupidutioli

income 89,070 36:4 99,075 4.3 927,307 17.3 1,115,430 11.5

Eduvation 43,909 17.8 ' 111,216 5.7 167,720 3.1 235,868 2:.4

Nutrition
-

Health
63,873. 25.8 696,036 30.0 1,957,515 36.6 3,172,731 32.7

Ilupslng -- - -
-

Social'Servives and MildCare 16,222 '6:6 244,628 10.6 051,577 - 15.9 969,400 10.0

Employment. 14,163 - 5.7 -4181,8444 20-.-2- 2,870,250 29.7

Unwimity Development
622,531 26.8 NI:PA - WY 1,064,D07 11,0

Recreation ', 19,225 7,7 .

36 042 1.6 01,507',. 1.5 120,664 1.2

AwitIcc * , ___!1.1!-- --7=. 104 050 3 4 _...1114,71" _. WI

TIMM 247,1362---1T6,:1-14 2.119.081 1410.0 --.156.213 100.0 4.649,174 1)91.,0

Co6110-und Uood OencEitlim
Children aud Youth

Income - - , ' - _ - -

Education 1,657 1.9 23,611 11.9 26,660 4.5

Nutritlon - _ - - .

Health 49,811 511.2 87,388 44.2 123,789 211.9
.

Housi ng - - - - -

Social Services ntml Child Care 14,959 10.5 37,434 18.9 30.955 5.2

Csuluyment - 1,557 .0 -

Comminity IRIvelopment 24,550 28.7 39,371 19.9 4191,4611 69.2

Recreation 668 .7 994 .5 752 .2

Justice - - 7 362 3.8

virrAL 85,651 100.0 197,719 1101.0 591,612 1101.0

" 2 3

07,419 4.- 9

285,333 15.9

150,287 8.8

62,472 3.5

1,201,444 66,- 9

432 ,02

1,745,i07 100.0



educatiOn.- are pres.ented in Table 7. Together', these funds have grown

from 0.3% to 1:9% of-domestic outlays)petween 1964 and 10. During the

first part. of the 19701s the rate of growth for employment serviges for
0-
these older youths vias far more rapid than for"domestic odtlays or lor all

-
expenditures for children and youth under18, but this rate pf increeSe

has slowed in the later part of the-decade. Higher education outlays grew

rapidly fOm a relatiNiely small base between 1964 "and 1970, but in the

470-1976 period the rate of growth was slower than for all domestic outlays
c

and for total expenditurles for children of youth under-18. In the later'

part Of the 197015 these expenditures have again grown rapidly. Thus in the

1970's, both areas were significant sources of increased expenditures foi.

services to older youth, but the trends hive varied during the decade.
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TAHGC 7

1.).121:ndituros for.Stlected PrugramsSur )(faith Aged IH-24
(Dollars In 000's)

1114APYMvfll

itiuquiiiiy Vmpltlyment Assistance
huilluyittviir .40 Training

OID
littumplOymtml: lusuranee (uir)

Sovvioon Admlnlutnailun
Joh opporlonifieb Program

nigher tdnraiion Prugvams;*

Higher and Continuing Cdueation***
Student Limn Insurance Fund
Higbee W. facilities Limn & Ins. Fund
Callandot College
Howard Vuivei.N.ity
National_ Tehnical Instltute
Colivge llonsing Luaus
fisenhonscr Cullege Grants
parry S. Truman flemovial'Scholarshlp

Tofal rxpendifurca: Selected
Progvam.i For 144-Year Olds

Total federal Ontlays
shave of tielected Programs

Total bomostie Outlays
Share for Selected Programs

fur the.Deaf

1964 .1 1971koh.

52,901
- .

71,860

124,761

300,454
19,722

140,017
41,042

-

1976

-438,462
1,554,265

56,465 .

149,794
262.

9

1980

532,084
2,0811011.8

tit,G85

226,677

4,210

510,035 $ 2,279,258 $ 2,909,544

147,291. .1,029,131. 2,455,165 3,765,310

, 2,323 133;500 . .1,353,738 -

114,199 - 4,828

2,354 5,15i 29,678 49,768

12,088 32,725 . 84;817 '
125,460.

. 2,976 . 11,046 20,305

219,334 195,976 8,405

- 1,880 4, 1,000 ..

7
10,000

$ 381,067 1 384 363( $ 2,726,014. __Sj27.01,11

505,026

118,583,70
.4%

62,139,553
.8%

1002,398

196,585,786
9.7% ,

113,737,288
11.7%

5,005,272

366,439,402

271,457,305
1.8%

Sonvee: ixerntive Office uf the President, Office ot Management and Budget, "Historical
onilays by Function, 1940-1981."

.
*

* Includes expendttores related to services fur these ages 18-24...

*,. locludesall emiendlInves under these 01stfund accounts.
1,-.es Includes student- flnancial aid in 1980.

2 ,)

8 237 358

568 933,423

423,833,423
1.9% .
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Chapter Two'

Public Expenditures for Youth in Two Cities



The previous chapter identified trends in the federal commitment to

children and youth since the mid 1960s, including the amounts of federal

funds dewted to youth, the type oft services which federal money supported,

and the primary mechanisms for deliveringlaese services. This chapter ad-

dresses a different set of questions: How much is the total budget - in-

cluding local, state, and federal funds - for youth services in an urban

area? How does the mix of,serVices-for youth differ from one comthunity to

another? To answer these questions, all public expenditures for youth in

two large cities - New YOrk-and HouSton - are identified and analyzed.

The significance of the findings is-twofold. First, they show that it .

is possible to identify public expenditures for youth in a complex intergov-

ernmental delivery sY'stem such as characterizes large American cities.

Eqully immportant, the effort identifies the probleMs associated with pre-

paring comprehensive "yo.uth budgetsfor large cities. Second, the findings

indicate there is a wide disparity in the level of funding for youth servi7

ces among American cities and identifies particular service arearwhere the

disparities are most pronounced.

The two sets of findings - Substantive and methodological -*are de-

scrfbed more fully below. But 'in order to make these findings most easily
r

comprehensible, some background information is required on the two urban

4centers including their economic base, governmental str'ucture and popula-

tion.

17



Cities: New Yore& Houston

New rork City and'Houston may be viewed.at opposite endsof a speotrum

'embracing American urban areas. N6w York is an older city with a declining

population, shrinking tavbase, 'and no room to expand geographically. It is

known as a "liberal" city with an inclination to support generous welfare

programs, and as a "public" city which depends heavily on goyernment for mass
,

transOortation, SOcial'seryidesand land'ugt.regulatioh. Houston, in con-

trast, is seen as a ."conservative city and as a "private" city which depends

on private transport and 'private choice to the point whet'e there is ho City

*.zonin9 ordinance. Houston is also a relatiyely new city with anLincreasing

popultion, a rapidly growing economy, and substantial unincorporated acreage 1

\

n its borders which permits geographic expansion.

As Table 1 deMonstrates, thete differences'are not stmply a matter of

popular images. During the 1970's, New York City suffered losses in popula-

tion, earned income and property income, and employment. In contrast; Houston
a ,

,

(or more precisely Harris County) has experienced significant growth in each
-.

of these categories during the decade. Because of these different economiC-

and political'environments, Houston and New York comprise an illuminating

0 pair of cities. for analysis.

To facilitate comparisons the areas are d ned in thit study as the
...4

oentralofty of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) in whiCh

\c, it lies.- In the' case of New York, this includes the five boroughs of the

City Of New.York; in the case of Houston, the City of Houston is the.princi-

pal governmental'entity. The.central cities were chosen to insure that the

units being coMpared were urbanized; much of the Houston N§W, which com-

prises six counties in Southeastern Texas, is undeveloped, low-density land.



Table 1

Selected Changes in New York City and Harris County,

194V0-1976.

New York City

Populationa

Labor and Proprietor's ,Income

Property Income
b

Employment

Populationa

tabor and Proprietor'S Ina me
b

b '

Property IncoMe

Employment

1970 ° 1976 % Change

7,850.3

32,286.8

5,115.7

3888,642.0

Harris CountV

7,149.3

28,750.9

5,815.2

3,515,613.0

,..
2,194:0

. 4

8,383.3
.

:1,201.6

1,100,977.0
.

-8.9

-10.9

-4.9

32.0

50.6

,27.1

43.5

1 , 661 9.

5,566.5

947.0

767,470.0
.

t .

aFigures in thousands. Tigures for 1976 column are 1978 Wimates from U.S.
Bureau of Census, Current Population Reports series p. 25, No. 867 and series
p.26, No..78-32.

b Figures in millions of constant (1967) dollars. Figures.are from'Bureau of
Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, Lo6a1 Area Personal Income.
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The five boroughs of New York City 'hold a similar relationship to

the New York SMSA as the City of Houston holds to the Houston SMSA, but

there are significant differences: (See Table 2.) New York City is home .

to about 78 percent of`the metropolitan area's population, while Houston

hocises 58 percent of its metropolitan area population. These popula-
, 4

tion differences are.related to the fact thatNew York City comprises

22 percent of the area's total land area while Houston comprises only

7'percent of its SMSA's land. However; each city houses about 90 per-
-

,cent of the area's welfare population. Both New York Cify and HotIston

are the center of the metropolitan.area's economic activity with between

61 perCent and 79 percent Of the retail businesses, and between 74-per-
.

cent al4 86 percent of the manufacturing plants.

Within the context of the above general socioeconomic setting is the
.

nature of the population, and particularly the youth population which is

most relevant to an analysis of public expenditures for youth services.

(See Table 3.) Of New York City's'total 1976 population of 7,213,e1 an

estimated 1,876,956 or 26% are youth under age 18; of Houston s 1976

population of 1,323,510 an estimated 367,840 or 2% are under 18. Based

on 1970 Census figures 21% ofthose under 18 in 'New York City lived in

faMilies which were below the poverty level while in HoustQn the figure

was 174. Estimates for 1976 indicate that by,that year New York's popu-

lation pf childrenliving in poor families had risen to 24% while Houston's

had risen to 21%. Thus, by the middle of'the 1970'5 a slightly greater

ApropOrtion of children in New York City were likely, to be in families

.suffering economic hardship than is the case in_Rouiton.

The structure of government through which these children receive

public services varies significantly between the rwo areas (see Table'4 ).
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TABLE 2

New York City and Houston as Parts of Their Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas

C.

New York
City

New York
SMSA

City as a'
% of SMSA

City of
*Houston

Population, 1975
(thousands) . 7,481.4 9,561.1 78.2 1,326.8 2,286.2

Land Area, 1975
(square miles) 300 1,384 21.8 484 6,794

'Personal Income,
(millions of 6).

1975
46,345.0 56,199.6 82.5 12,226%4* 13,282.2

Arm Recipients,
rebruary, 19/.6 832,397 887,732 93.7 , 56,467

*
62,507

Local Government *
Employment, 1972 382,380 450,819 84.8 52,788 62,032

Retail Business
Establiehments,

Manufacturing
Establishments,

1972

1972

65570

24,106

83,228

28,4111,

78.8

85.6
I,

12,188

2,336

19,838

3,170

Source; U. S. Bureau ,of the Censue, County and City Data Book, 1977.

-

Figures for Harris County. Data for City of Houeton unavailable or inappropriate.

city as a
of SMSA



TABLE.-3

Total Population and Youth PopUtation in New -iork City and Housto'n,

1970 and"1976

Total Population
yopulation Un4pr age 18

.LOw Income
Population Youth Share

Under age 18 of Total

Poor
Share

of Youth

NEW YORK

1970 7,894,798 2,240,168

1976

HOUSTON

1970

1976

7,211,820 1,876,840

463,933

A
456;453

28.3%

260

20.7%

24.3

1 231,572 446,493 76,323 35.7 17.3

1,323,580 367,840 77,325 trNs, 27.8 21.0

Sources:

The 1970.figures'for Houston are from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census
Detailed Characteristics, Final Report PC (1) - D45 Section 1, Table 138

Table 207, p. 2338. The 1970 figures for New York are from Ibid., PC

.1).706 and Table 207, pi. 1393

The 1976 figures are unpdblished data from the 1976, Survey of income and

of Population: 1970,
p. 1268 and Section
(1) - D34, Table 138,

Education.

;fr.
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TABLE 4

Governmental Units by Type in
New York City and Houston

Type of Unit In New York City In Houston

National Government

(

U. S. Government
U. S. Postal Service

4.1. S. Government
U. S. Postal Service

,

State Government State of New York State of Texas

General Local Governments
with Property taxing power

City of New York
.

County of Harris
City of Houston

Single-purpose Governments

.

,

,

4

,

.

4

,

.

,

Houston Independent School
District /

Spring Branch Independent
School District

14 other independent school
Districts (partial'overIap)

junior c9llege districts
Harris County Flood Control

District
Harris County Hospital

District
water and utility Districts

'Continued)
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(TABLE 4, p. 2)'

Type of Unit In'New York City Im Houston

Public Benefit Corporations
(Regional or statewide, with
operations in area)

Dormitory Authority of the State
of New York

Metropolitan Transportdtion
Authority

NYS Job Development Authority
NYS Housing Finance Agency
NYS Medical Care Facilities

Finance Agency
NYS Urban Development Corporation
Port Authority pf NY and NJ
Power Authority of the State of NY

Public Benefit Corporations
(Local, with operations exclusively
in area)

441

Houston-Galveston Area
Colncil

Gulf Coast Waste Disposal
Authority 4

Battery Park City Authority
City Universiiy Construction Fund
Manhattan and Bronx Surface

Operating Authority
Municipal Assistance Corporation
NYC Health and Hospitals Corpora-

tion
NiT Housing Authority
-NYC Off-Track Betting\Corporation
NYC Transit Authority
Staten Island Rapid Transit
Authority

Triborough Bridge and Tunnel
Authority

City of Houston Housing
Authority, .

Port of Houston Authority
Mental Health and Mental

Retardation,Authority
of Harris COnty

..



New Yorkers pay taxes to only three governmental units - the federal

government; the state and the city. In'addition there are numerous

public benefit-corporations which provide services with subsidies from

one or more general governments.

In Houston there is a strOng county government as well as

a separate municipal corporation. Moreover, the city does not perform'as

many functions,as the kai,'nsolidated City of New Ybrk does, so there are

, 1
numerous langle-purpose Ideal governments which aSsess a separate pro-

perty tax. The main function-of these governments is the,provision of

primary, secondary, and higher education. This is carried out through

twenty inde3pcdent school districts, some of which extend beyond the bound-

aries of Houston and three junior college districts. Other functions

provided by special purpose governments in Houston are water supply, pub-

,

lic works construction, flood control, and hospitals. In addition to the

numerous special districts with taxing power, Houston also has organiza-

tions that are similar to a publiC benefit corporation in that they
1

collect user charges and issue revenue bonds. However, they were created.

for different reasons than the public benefit corporations in New York.

Because of the fragmented structure in Harris County, the need for a

county- or region-Wide unit to perform certain functions became evident;

and such state-chartered corporations as the Port of Houston Authority and 0.

the Gulf Coast Waste Disposal Authority were created.

Methodological Findings

The complex network of governmental units in an urban area makes it

difficult to identify and compare total pub_Vc expenditures for youth

.among urban areas. A principal purpose of this study has been ta develop



a method for undertaking such comparative analyseS. The general problems

encOuntered and the techniques developed to deal with them can be describ a'

in terms of a three stage process:

I. ,Identifying Governmental Units Serving Youth

The first necessary step is to identify those units which provide

services to youth. This, in turn, implies some accepted definition of

the concept of "service". In our initial explorations we defined three

classes of'services mhich governments might provide to children and youth:

A. Direct Services - This refers to services received by an indi-

vidual for which it is possible to identify a particular client and

.a particular time.and place for this service transaction. Included

are seven types of direct services: (1) educational preparatioq;
0

(2) ,employment counseling and occupational,training; (3) personal

4 health and mental health .services; (4) criminal justice administra-

tion; (5) nutritional assistance; (6) recreational activitien and

V
(7) child care and child protective services.

B. Indirect Services This refers to services not provided

directly to the individual but which represent line agency functions

of government. Included are such services as street cleaning,

garbage collection and fire protection.

C. Overhead Services - This refers tq the support services requirea

to run public agencies such asthose provided by PersamT1 Departments

and Law Departments as well as the operations of elected bodies such

as the City Council or State Legislature.

A

Initially a basis was sought to identify the share of each type of

service delivered to or provided on behalf of youth. In fact few bases

could be develOped for allocating either indirect or overhead services to

26 3,)
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youth other thantheir representaiodon in the general population. Since

automatic calculations based exclusively on population shares seemed to

add little to the understanding of the allocation of public reOurces to

youth, we subsequently dropped estimates of expenditures for indirect and

overhead services to youth from our analyses. All subsequent affalyses

,deal only with direct
service,expenditures; howevei- ±t can be reported

that in Houston 29% of'all local government expenditures were for indirect

or overhead services and in 'New York,City 12% of municipal expenditures

fell in this category. \

Once the analysis was,restricted to direct services, the next prob-

lem was to identify those. agencies engaged in the provision of direct

services. This required a comprehensive review of the budgets of all units

of government since direct services to youth are found among a wide range

of administrative units. .For example within the City of Nei+, York 28 separ-

a4g..agencies (including a Miscellaneous agency included for budgetary .

purposes) were found to provide direct services to y h; in Houston eight

different municipal agencies, four different county agencies and 21 other

independent governmental units were found to.provide direct services to.

youth. At the state level 15 Texas state agencies and 12 ,New York agencies

were found to provide,..direct services to youth. At the federal level our

'earlier analysis identified 78 programs (defined as Histfund account's) that

funded services RA, children but the data Source does not indicate the

geographic distribution of funds. Consequently, the Community Services

Administration's series 'on Geographic Distribution of Federal Funds was

used to identify federal programs. This source yielded 65 different-

programs which represented direct provision of-services to youth (as

lo

distinct from federal grants-in-aid to local'and state.governments

27 '4
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which,in turn provided the services). Thus up to approximately 100

different public agencies or programs may be involved in the provision

df 44eCt services to youth in an urbamarea.
"la

II. Estimating the Share of Agency Expenditures Devoted to Youth Services

Most of the agencies engaged in providing services to youth are not

concerned exclusively with youth. Only in a few instances - child welfare

*units or day care services, for exaMple - are all agency expenditures .

devoted to services to youih. E'kren Boards of Education provide adult

education programs as well as.serving children. Thus in most cases esti-
p.

mates must be made of the share .of agency expenditures related to youth

services. Developing a justifiable basis for* making this allocation

representsthe major task involved in preparing youth budgets. Adequate

data are often not readily available and suitable proxy measures must be

sought. The precise techniques used are described more fully in the

Appendices; the important general conclusion is that youth shares, and hence

youth budgets, even for direct servicesjcan be estimated only roughly'

given existing data collection procedures and all findings must be inter-
,

preted in this light.

A final complication supporting this general conclusion is the fact

that some expenditure items cannot be related to any particular target

population.NNotably debt service-is generaliY not-allocáble to"particular

, -

programs or client populations:and was excluded from both the Houston and

.19ew,York City analyses. For some umits of governmentpension and fringe

benefit items could also not be related to particular programs and hence

also had to be excluded. Since units of governments within and among

urban areas vary in these practices comparative atalysis is particularly



difficult, although we have made a maximum effort to treat similar items

in Comparable ways throughout the. analysis.

Estimating the GeoArEiphic Distribution of Direct Youth Service
Expenditures

Preparing youth budgets is also complicated by the fact that many

agencies serve populations in areas broader than the area chosen for

analysis. The federal government has responded to this problem through

the Community'Seririces Administration series on Geographia Distribution

of-Federal Outlays. However in some cases outlaye are not identified by

,city, only by county or-sbate, and independent estimates must be made.

Perhaps more importantly, the- gsA relies on Tblatively crude methods for

allocating expenditures and its data series has been subject to criti-

cism. Nevertheless it is a useful basis for estimating federal direct

expenditures in an urban area.

Unfortunately such geographic distributions arigenerally not pre-
.

pared for state,expenditures or for areas within the jurisdiction of

countywide or regional local-units.of government, Hence Independent

estimates of the share cif service recipients living within municipal

boundaries in counties, for example the share of Harris County youth liv-
.

ing within the City of Houston, must be relied upon to allocate expendi-

tymes for youth services made by county and regional governments. Addi-

tional problems arise in analyzing independent school district expendi-
.

tures when these district boundaries corr spond to neither county nor
ge

municipal boundaries.

The overall conclusion regarding preparation,of total public sec-

toryouth budget is that it is a complex task involving examination of

numerous financial documentsaand estimates based on often inadequate

N./



data. ,The process is time consuming and ptovides results that must be .*

interpreted cautiously. This suggests that lrge scale comparative

analy,siS of public experiditures f r youth would be an eXpensive task

_,,,,Unless basic reforms in reporting procedures are initiated by a variety

of governmental units.' Moreover completing such analyses would require

a close familiarity with the overall governmental structure of'each

metropolitan area.

Findings; Differences Between New. York and Houston

Findings resulting from the applicatiOn of the methodology described

above can best be described in terms of two .general conclusions.

The Role of Each Level of Government in .Providing Yputh Services

41 Varies 'Between Cities.

+able 5 summarizes the estimates of the amounts spent in each area

by each level of government in a direct provision of youth services. These

sums differ from the total amounts spent by each level of government since

intergpvernmental transfers are counted q's expenditures by the last unit

receiving the funds not the unit initially raising the funds. Thus the

estimates represent the role of'each Nel of government in actually

delivering services not their role as financers of services.

The greatest similarity between New York and Houston is in the

federal government's role as a provider of services. Federal expenditures

account for 10% of the total in New York and under 12% of the total in

Houston. The specific number of federal programs operating in each area

varied somewhat; 65 programs provided services to children in New York

and only 41 in Houston. However in both places the same 12 major programs



TABLE 5

1'
EXpenditures for Direct Services to Youth by Level ot Government,

'
New York and Houston, ry 1978 .

New York Houston

,
Total Amount
($ in millions)

Percent
Distribution

Total Amount
($ in millions)

Percent
Distribution

. _

rederal Agencies . $ 593.3 10.2 -$ 60.1 11.6

State Agencies 71.3 1.2 35.8 6.9

)\,ocal Units Subtotal 5,144.8 88.6 422.7 81.5

City and County Agencies 4,971.9 85.5 51...3 9.9

Independent School Districts 151.8 67.8

Authorities and Others 172.9 3.4 19.6 3.8
0

Grand Total 0%869.4 100.0 $518.6 100.0

Source: See Appendix..

to
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accounted for the bulk of all federal spending - 95 percent of the outlays'

inNew York and 96 percent itiHouston. These major programs are listed in

Table 6. Most of the programs provide direct cash benefits including the' 4

various social security benefit programs, SSI, veterans death benefits,
A

, and railroad retirement benefits. 'Similar:to cash assistance.is the food

stamp program. There are really no direct service operations since the

remaining service oriented programs are operated largely through contracts

with private nonprofit agencies. These include-the child development and

A

community action programs. Thus in'both New York.and Houston the roi.e of

the federal .government inyoUth services.is restricted to dispersement of

cash assistance and food stamps and some contraeting for.social services.

The state goVernMents role varies,more widely betWeen New York and

Houston. The State,.of Texas-accounts fOr nearly. 7% of youth expenditures-

compared to a state share of only 19 in New York City. In both places

the state providbs youth detention facilities and mental,health and

mental retardation' services. The principal difference is that the State

of Texas, through its Department of Human Resources, assumes responsibility

for public assistance, medicaid and other social welfare serxices, while

in New,York these functions are administered by municipal government. If

spending by the Department of Human Resources were dropped from the Texas

State total, the state government would represent only about 2%13f total

youth spending, a figure close to the New York State share.

In both places local governments account for the bulk of services

delivered to youth, 89% in New York versus 82% in Houston. As noted above

most of this difference reflects the administration of welfare programs by

state government in"HoUston.
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TABU 6

Total and Per Child Outlays for Youth Under Major Peden)] Youth Programs,
New York andllousto11, .1978

Amount
($ in. thonsands)

'Amount Per
Child-

Percen't

'DistributiOn
Amount

(% in thousands)
Amount Per Percent

Citild Distributior
. . .

0

Social-Security $ 212,781 113 15.7. $ 18,138 ;19 30.2

Retirement.
rood Stamps Coupons 146,559 78. 24.7 13,225 , 36 22.0

Social Security' 61,377 33 C- 10.3
.

9,190 25 15.3

Survivors 1

Social Secturity- 37,728- 20 6..4 3,971 11 6.6

Disability
Thad Development 6,451 3 1.1 3,612 10 6.0

and fleadstart*
Conmunlity Action 13,641 7 2:3 3,224 9 S.4

Snbsidized Housing 37,826 20 . 6.4 1,477 , 4 2.5

W1C 16,152 9 2.7 1,360 4 2.3

13,167 7 2.3 1,286 3 2,1

Railroad ketirement,rund 1,739 1 0.3 772 2 1.3 '

Veterans Death Benefits 3,055 2 0.5 648 2 1.1'

Community Mental Health 11,711 6' 2.0 501 1 0.8

Centers

Subtotal - Major PrOgrams - 562,387 300 94.8 57,404 156 95.5

TOTAL ..- All Programs $ 593;2'51 31e- $ 60,084 163 100.0

1

* ,

New Nork City figure excludes funds paid to local government for operation of programs.

Source: See Appendix.



While the overall role of local government is similar in both places,

the divisions within the local sector are quitt different. Virtually all

'local spending in New York is handled through the consaidated municipal

gOvernment of the City of New York. Even spending by the Board of Educe-

tion and the Health and Hospitals Corporation are represented in the

municipal budget since these agencies depend heavily on local tax sub-

sidies and have no independent taxing authority. The only agency with

.significant independent revenues providing services to youth is the New York

City Housing Authority with asyouth budget d$172.9 million or 3.1% of

total yput4 spending. In contrast the City of Hodston accounts for less

than 0 of all youth expenditures and other independent local governments

each play a significant role in youth service delivery. Independent

school districts'with seperate taxing authority account for the bulk of

the spending- $351.6 million or 67.8% of the total. By comparison

New York City7s Board of Education, a division of"city government-, repre-

sents only 42% of total youth spending in New York, indicating a smaller

role for the schools in youth service delivery in New York. Other impor-

- tent units in Houston are Harris County government (including theNChild

Welfare Unit) with 2% of the total youth budget, the independent Hospital

District with 2%, and the City Housing Authority and the county Mental

Health and Mental Retardation Authority, each with smaller shares of the

total.

II. The Level of Expenditures for Youth Services Varies Dramatically

Between Cities.

When spending by all levels of government is viewed in total there

is a substantial difference in the level of expenditures between New York

and Houston (See Table 7). Public spending for youth services per-child



TABLE 7

Public Spending per Child. for Youth Services in New York and Houston by Function, FY 1978

,Education

Employment'& Training

Health and Mental Health

Income:& Housing Assistance

Criminal Justice

Nutrition,

Recreation .

Child Care & Protection

TOTAL

New York Houston Ratio

$ 1;343.

47

851

14

1.6

3.4

321 109 2.9

817 151 _5.4

,88 48 1.8

163 130
-

1.3

36 40 0.9

-280 66 4.2

$ 3,095 $ 1,410, 2.2

\



1.

is more than twice as high in-New York as in-Houston - $3,095 versus

$1,410. The bulk of this difference is in state and local spending,

$2,769-per child versus $1,246er child. However it is interesting to
Adta.

note that even among direct federal programs, which are presumably operated

uniformly around the nation, spending pei. child was still twice as high'

in New York as in Houston. (See Table 6)

The differences in-spending are not uniform among the v ious types

of youth services. In fact spending per- child for racreation serVices

Is actually greater in Houston than in New York.. For other categories of

services the amount of spending per child in New York varies from 1.3

times Fester in New York (nutrition) to 5.4 times greater (income and

housing assistance).

Because some of ty largest differences in spending per child are in

services that'are generally targeted to poor children, notably health,

income assistance and child care services, it may be more appropriate

_assess such spending in terms,of amounts per child in poverty.rather than

in relatiOn to the total population under 18. If, as Table 3 above indi-,

cated, a greater proportion of youth in New York City '. are living in fami-
,

lies with poverty incomes, then this may help explain the greater rates of

spending in New York City. Table 8 presents public expenditures by service

type in terms of spending per poor child.

.Spending per poor child is, overall, somewhat less than two times

greater in New Yorkithan in Houstnn. But dramatic variations still remojn

in spending per child for the services aimed primarily at poor children -

income and housing, child care and protection, employment and training,

and health services.

3 6



TAIILE 8

Total Public Spending Per Poor Child in New York and Houston by Function, FY1978

Educatiod
.- .

(mployment& Training.
, ,

Hearth and Mental Health

Income & Housing 4ssistance
,

Criminal Justice

Nutrition

Recreation

Child Care & Protection

TOTAL (

New. York Houston Ratio

$ 5 524 $ 4 048 1.4

192 65 3.0

1,322 , 521 2.5

3 360 719 4.7

361 227 1.6

. 4

669 620 1.1

149 191 0.8

1,150 316 3.6

$12,727 $ 6,707 1.9
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-
This chapter it concerned With the question of equity: Is federal

funding for-youth services distri,buted among states in proportion to the-

children who need services?. To answer thiS question, the chapter examines

the distribution of federal spending for eighCselected programs funding

youth services: ESEA - Title I, Medicaid, Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC), Food StaMps, Headstart, Vocational Education, School Lunch,

and 'Social Security Survivors Benefits (OASDI). These eight programs are

the largest among the.84 prograMs identified as funding youth services. In
A

r fiscal year 1980, each program represented at least $705 million in annual

spending for youth and the combined expenditures for the eight programs

accounted for almost 70 percent of the total federal children's budget

(Table 11.

Moreover, these eight programs account for a significant share of fed-

eral spending in major functional areas. In 1980, funds for OASDI and AFDC

repres-ented almost 75 percent of, all income maintenance expenditures for

children; the School Lunch and Food Stamps programs accounted for more than

90 percent of expenditures for child nutrition; Medicaid funds for children

represented nearly two-thirds of federal spending for chiLd health services;

Headstart accounted for almost 65 percent of all federal Openditures for

child care and sOcial services; and the two selected education programs re-

presented more than one-half of federal -expenditures for education services

to youth.
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Table 1

Role of Eight Major Programs in Federal Spending for Youth Services

Fiscal Year 1980

(dollars in thousands)

Income Assistance - Subtotal

Benefits

Amount
Percent of
Subtotal

Percent
of Total

16,105,565 106.0 39.7
,

Public Assistance - AFDC

Social Security Survivors

4,933,519

OASDI 6,968,284

30:6

43.3

12.2

17.2

Others 4,203,782 26.1 10.3

Nutrftion - Subtotal 8,793,032 100.0 21.6

Food Stamps 4,755,544 54.1 11.7

School Lunch 3,290,134 37.4 8.1

Others 747,354 8.5 1.8

Education - Subtotal 7,489,144 100.0 18%4

.- ESEA,- Title I _ 3,409,034 45.5 8.4

Vocational Education 754,620 10.1 1.8

Ottrers 3,325,490 44.4 8.2

Health - Subtotal
--

3,806,439 100.0 9.4

Medicaid 2,471,173 64.9 6.1

Others 1,335,266 35.1 3.3

Employment 2,919,774 100.0 7.2

Children & Social Services - Subtotal 1 102,729 100.0 2.7
4

Headstart 705,044 63.9 1.7

Others- 397,685 ,36.1 1.0

Judicial Services 254,295 100.0 0.6

Recreation 121,001 100.0 0..3

4

TOTAL 4 40,591,979 100.0 100.0

Eight Major Programs 27,287,352 67.2 67.2

Others 13,304,627 32.8 32.8

Sour:ce: Appendix I,
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It is also important to note that the eight major programs represent sig-

nificant portions of the dollars distributed-N-ough each major type of funding ,

IMPmechanism. Federal.spending for youth services, like all federal spending, takes

place through one of five different typeg'-of funding mechamisms:

(1) direct payment programs provide funds throug'h federal aperations;

(2) project grants eward funds to project Sponsors on the basis of specific

project applications;

0.

(3) fixed formula grants provide funds to eligible beneficiaries (usually '

states and localities) on the basis'of predetermined formulas applied

to fixed congressional appropriations;.

II
. (4) open-ended grants provide funq to eJigible recipients on the basis of

- .

predetermined criteria but the amount received is based on the numbers

eligible, not a fixed appropriation;

(5) all other forms of payment are classified as ''.'others".

The largest share of the children's budget is distributed through direct

, payment programs (Table 2). This includes income sapport for children under in-.

surance programs for the beneficiaries of retired, Aisabled or deceased workers,

or other special cate'gories of workers such as coal miners and railroad workers.

Fully 42 percent.of the children'.s budget in 1976 (the latestyear for which com-

plete data could be as,sembled for this paper) was distributed through such directn

payment programs. The second largest share of the children's budget is distrib-

uted through open formula grants. This category inc1ud8 so-called "categorical"

programs such as AFDC and Medicaid designed to provide a specific iopulation with

particular assistance or services. Almost one-third of the children's budget was



4),

Table 2

Eight Major Youth Programs and Funding Mechanisms in the Federal Youth Budget

Fiscal Year 1976

(dollars ip thousands)

,

Direct Payment - Subtotal

Amount
Percent of
Subtotal

Percent
of Total

11,354,474 100.0

-.

41.8

tocial Security Survivors Benefits-OASDI 6,230,158 54.9 23.0

Food Stamps' 2,969,907 26.2 .10.9

Others ,

.

2,154,409

-

18.9
.

7.9

Formula Distribution, Open-ended Funds 8,694,648 100.0 32.0

Public Assistance - AFDC 4,921,131 56.6 18.1

School Lunch 1,451,116 16.7 5.3
....e .

Medicaid 1,303.409 15.0 4.8

Others 1,018,982 11.7 . 3.8

Formula'DistributiOn, Ftxed Funds 3,389 23F 100.0

ESEA - Title 1 1,939,481 572
,12.1

7.1

Vocational Education 422,629 12.5 1.6

Others 1,027,121 30.3 3.8

Project Funding . 2,891,814 100.0 0.7

Headstart 415,055 14.4 1.5

Others 2,476,759 85.6 9.1

Others 796 820 100.0 2.8

TOTAL 27,126,987 100.0 100.0

Eight Major Programs 19,652,886 72.4 32.4

Others . 7,474,101 27.6 27.6

Sources: Classification of programs based on information in 1978 Catalogue of
Federal Domestic Assistance ProgramsL total dollar amounts for programs
are as reported in Community Services Administration, 1976 Federal Out-
lays in Summary; youth shares of program expenditures are estimated as
described in Appendix.I.
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distributed through this type of funding mechanism in 1976. Approximately 12'

percent of the children's budget was distributed through fixed formula grant

programs such as ESEA - Title I and Vocational Education in1976. Proiect grants,

generally used to support narrowly defined programs for a limited purpose or pop-

. 'ulation group, accounted for 11 percent of the children's budget.'A large number

of education programs in the children's budget fall into this category, as do

many child health programs. The "other" funding category represents only 3 per-
.,

cent of the youth budget and consists of funding which wholly'supports fedet4'al

agency acttvities such as those of the National Park Services and the S ithson-

ian Institution.

Among the eight major youth programs, two provide.funds to children through

direct payment mechanisms: 0A301 and Food Stamps.

The over $9.2 billion dollars distributed through these program in 1976 account-
.

ed for approximately 81 percent of all direct payments in the youth budget. Pay-
lowato,

ments to children as beneficiaries of Social Security'represented nearly 55 per-
il&

cent of'this amount, while the children's share of Food Stamps dollars accounted

for another 26 percent. The three programs which provide support for children

through open formula grants -- AFDC, MedicaiO, and School Lunch -- represented

. almost 90 percent of all funds provided to children through this mechanism. Funds

for the federal share of AFDC accounted for 57 percent of all open formula expend-

itures, while funds for Medicaid and*Schbol Lunch accounted for roughly equal

shares of the remaining funds - 16.7 percent and 15.0 percent, respectively. Of

the other programs-, two -- Title I of ESEA and Vooational Education -- are dis:

tributed through fixed fouula grant programs, while Headstart is funded through

project grants. Funds for ESEA represented more than one-half -- 57 percent of feder-

-al dollars for children provided through fixed formula grant programs; the Head-
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start program accountifor about 14 percent of project grant funds for youth

services.

In sum, the eight major programs sel.ected for analysis in this paper cov-

prise a useful basis for an inquiry into equity in the distribution of federal

spending for youth. These eight programs represent over two-thirds of all fed-

eral spending for youth; they comprise major shares of funding in each of the

principal functional areas for which the federal government supports youth serv-

ices; and they are repreentative of the principal funding mechanisms through

which the federal government distributes its domestic dollars.

Demographics: A Basis for Defining Equity

Pending release of the detailed reports from the 1980 census, the most com-

prehensive demographic data source is the 1976 Survey of Income and Education.

In that year,' the 64,619,000 persons under 18 represented slightly less than one-

third (31.5 percent) of the United States' population (Table 3). Like the general

population, children were not evenly divided among the fifty_states. More than

- one-half of all children lived in ten states: talifornia, New York, Texas; Penn-

sylvania, Ohio, Illinois, Michigen, Florida, New Jersey,and Massachusetts. The
\

largest number of children, 6.2 million or almost 10 percent of the total, lived

in California, followed by 5 million children in New York, and 3.9 million in

Texas. In contrast, the three states with the smallest number of children were

Vermont (147,000),, Alaska (128,000), and Wyoming (120,000).

The distribution of children does not directly parallel the distributiOn of

the ad lt population. That is, among the states the share of the population under

18 van s significantly around the national average. The state with.the largest.

share the.populatiGn under 18 was Utah (37.6 percent) 'followed by Alaska.(37.1

percent). The state with the smallest -share of the papulation under 18 was Florida
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Table 3

Persons Under 18 by State

1976

(in thousands)

State
Total

Population
Population
Under 18

Percent
Population

of

Under 18

Total 211 308 64 619' 31.5

Alabama 1,i35 31.73,585

Alaska 345 128 ri-67.1

Arizona 2,274 743 32.7

Arkansas 2,126 649 30.5

California 20,981 6,200 29.6

Colorado. 2,536 797 31.4

Connecticut 3,062 897 29.3

Delaware 575 181 31.5

District of Columbia 693 14 27.1

Florida
r

8,493 2,314 27.2

Georgia ; 4,908 .. 1,582 32.2

Hawaii 842 275 32.7

Idaho 828 279 33.7.

Minns 10,983 3,401 30.9

Indiana 5,258 1,677 31.9

Iowa 2,836 899 f 31.3

Kansas 2,227 652 29.3

Kentucky 3,372 1,055 31.3

lournana 3,739 1,268 33.9

Maine 1,054 326 30.9

Maryland 4,055 1,275 31.4

Massachusetts 5,746 1,697 29.5

Michigan 9,063 2,890 31.9

Minnesota 3,888 1,245 32.0

Mississippi 2,325 793 34.1

Missouri 4,704 1;382 29.4

Montana 745 237 b 31.8

Nebraska 1,527 477 .0.2

Nevada 601 189 31.4

New Hampshire 818 255 31.2

New Jersey 7,240 2,192 30.3'

New Mexico 1,152 398 34.5

New Klork 17,815 5,089 28.6

North Carolina 5,369 1,609 29.9

North Dakota 621 203 32.7

Ohio 10,632 3,363 31.6

Oklahoma 2,680 796 r 29.7

Oregon 2,290 678 29.6

Pennsylvania 11,663 3,399 29.1

Rhode Island 912 266 Z9.2

South Carolina 2,781 906 32.6

South Dakota 672 214 31.13

Tennessee 4,178 1,251 29.9

Texas 12,287 3,953 31.2

Utan 1,221 459 37.6

Vermont 469 147 31.3

Virginia 4,907 1,467 29.9

wasnington 3,496 1,072 30.7

west Virginia 1,792 516 - 28.8

wisconsin 4,569 1,435 31,4

wyoming 376 120 31.9

Source: U.S. Bureau of :hie Census, Current Population Reoorts, Series P-60, 110; 111, 112,
113, "Money IncOme and Poverty Status in 1975 of Families and Persons in the United
States and tne Northeast Region (No.I10); the 4orth Central Region (No. 112).; the

Soutn Region (No. 112); and the west Regioh (No. 113) i5Pring 1976 Survey of Income
and Educatioe," U.S.Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 1978.
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(7.2 Percent) and the District of Columbia had an even lower share (27.1 percent).

From the perspective of federal programs,, poor children are often of special

interest. 1Citionally, in 1976 approximately 14.8 percent of all children lived in

families whose incomes were below the poverty threshhold(Table 4). But this fig-

ure varies widely among.the states fromMkder 8 percent in Alaska to almost 33

.
percent in Mississippi. In New York and California, the two states vipith.the lar-

,

gest number of children, the share of children living in poyerty is just below

the national average -- 13.8 percent and 14.6 percent, respectively. In 11 states

MissisSippi, New Mextco, South Carolina, Louisiana, Georgia, Arkansas, Kentucky,

Florida, Texas, Tennessee, and West Virginia -- more than 20 percent of all chil-

dren live in poverty. Six of those states are located in the Sieth.

The uneven distribution, of both all children and poor children among the

states provides the bases for establishing standards of equity for the distribu-

tion of federal expenditures for youth. Several criteria for assessing equity

can be ident..tified. The first two measure6 deal with the level of federal spend-

ing among the states:

(1) Ex enditures er child indicates the extent to which program spending

is distributed mong the states jn proportion to the youth population;

(2) Expenditures per poor child indicatesthe extent to which program spend-

ing is distributed among the states in proportion to the population of

poor children.

A second set of criteria deals not with spending, but with the reach of fed-

eral programs in terms of the numbers of persons served:

P(3) Ratio of youth beneficiaries to residents under 18 indicates the extent

to which a federal program is reaching the youth population;
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Table 4

Persons Under 18 in, Low-Income Families by State

1976

(id thousands)

Number of Persons Under 18 Percent of All Persons Under 18

State Living in Low Income Families Living in Low Income Families

Total 9,582 14.8

Alabama 209 18.4

Alaska 10 7.8

Arizona, 139 18.7

Arkansat 147 22.7

California 908 14.6

Colorado 89 11.2

Connecticut 86 9.6

Delaware 19 /10,7

District of Columbia 32 17.1

Florida 213 21.3

Georgia
354 22.4

Hawaii 29 10.5

Idaho 33 11.8

Illinois 546 16.1

Indiana
167 10.0

Iowa
75 8.5

Kansa; 60 9.2

Kentucky 225 21,4

.Louisiana
304 23.9

Maine 51 15.6

Maryland 138 10.8

Massachusetts 183 10.8

Michigan 360 12.5

Minnesota 122 9.8

Misqpippi 260 32.8

Missouri 209 15.1

montane 32 13,6

Nebrasktf' 50' 10.6

Nevada 22 11.8

New Hampshire .

r
27 10.8

New Jersey 274 1.2.5

New Mexico 104 26,1

New York 701 13.8

North Carolina 294 18.3

North Dakota 24 11.7

Ohio 443 13.2

Oklahoma 127 16.0

Oregon 66 9.8

Pennsylvania 452 13.3

Rhode Island 30 11.3

South' Card1ina
217 23.9

South Dakota
31 14.6

Tennessee
256 20.5

,Texas
81/ 20.6

Utan
42 9.1

Vermont
27 18.2

Virginia
202 13.8

Wasnington
116 10.8

dest Virginia
104 20.2

disconsin
149, 10.4

Wyoming 11
9,6

Soure:, U:S..Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-60, 110,
111, 112, 113, "Money Income and Poverty Status in 1975 of Families and
Persons in the United States and the Northeast Region (No, 11D); the
1orth Central Region (No. 111); the South Region (No. 112); and the
West Region (No. 113) R.pring 1976 Survey of Income and Education7,"
U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1978.
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414,
(4) Ratio of youth beneficiaries to poor persons'under 18 indicates the ex-

tent to which a program targeted to poor children ts serving that popu-
.

lation.

A final standard deals with equity in terms of the levels of service pro-

vided to beneficiaries:
11.

(5) Expenditures per beneficiary indicatesthe level of effort per person served.

in'the next'section, general fthdings with respect to these standards of

equity are presented for the eight maiorfederal youth programs.

-
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'4 Overview of Findings

The Measures

The principal measure used in this study to addressthe question of equity in

the distribution of.federal spending for youth is the coefficient f variation.

The coefficient of variation was chosen because it allows comparison of distribu-
.

tions which althou9n measured in the same units-are of such different magnitudes

that comparison in absolute terms is not sufficiently meaningful.A

The toefficient of variation (V) is computed b.Y. dividins the standard devi-
4

ation (S) by the mean (30:
I

V.= .wh'ere

X

EX2 EX
2

v N N )

2:X = Sum of.Observations

N Number of Observations

This measures the relative variation among numbers where large and small numbers

have equal weight. For example, the coefficient of variation can be used to deter-

mine which program's expenditures per beneficiary, Vocational Education or Head-

start, are relatively less variable and, therefore; more equitable. The coeffi-

.cients of variation for the Vocational Education and Headstart programs are

.492 and .379, respectively. In this comparison:4ocational EducatioA is more

variable because its standard deviation ($20) is 49 percent of its mean ($42)

wJiile the Hea'dstart program is less variable with its standard deviation ($643)

38 percent of its average ($1,695). Using a program's range of expenditures,

rather than its coefficient of variation, as the principal measure of spending

I
pendix.lpresents the means and standard deviations for the eight programs.



Orr

inTualities could lead to incorrect,findings. Headstart,Jor example, with an

absolute variation of $3,024 would be foUnd less equitable than Vocational Edu-

cation with a range of $113, a faulty conclusion. However, one warning is in or-

der. Coefficients of variation do not explain why variations eXist such as urban-

rural economic differences, age structure of the population, labor force partici-
,

pation rates, race, etc. For example, a,large coefldcient of variation for Head-

start progi-am mfght simply indicate that in some states labor participation rates

are low and, therefore, the need for child care is low.

The coefficient of variation, then, is a measure of dispersion relative to

an average and is independent of the unit or size of measurement. Since the coef:-

ficient of variation is not an intuitively meaniTgful number, ranges are also giv-

en as measures of the Absolute discrepancies among states. For this study, however,

the coefficient of variation is the more significantlneasure. //

Expenditures Per Child and Per Poor Child

The coefficients of variation presented in Table 5 show that on a per child

and per poor child basis, federal funding for the eight programs under study is

not distributed equitably among the states and, furtherma-e, that these funding

disparities follow no consistent pattern for the twolleasures.

On a.per child basis, Medicaid is the most variable (1.02) followed by Head-

11
start (.909), AFDC (.694), and Food Stamps (.462). All of these programs, however,

are designed to provide a specific population with particular assistance or serv-

ices -- income, medical, nutrition, or child care services to low-income families

and individuals. Expenditures per poor child, then, may be'a more useful measure

of equity of these programs.

Adjusting for distribution among poor children does not substantially im-

prove the relative equity of Medicaid (.916) or AFDC (.6e4). Both of these pro-

grams are designed to reduce funding variations among states by including in their

-411, 1 50



Table 5 0
Measures of Equity in Levels of Federal Spending for Youth Among the States

1976

Cbefficient of
, Variation

Expenditures

Range

High Low Difference
per Child

AFDC .694 $39.56 $2.71 $36.85

OASDI .206 23.55 9.04 14.51

Food Stamps .462 83.64 12.17 71.47

School Lunch .358 41.39 10.48 30.91

ESEA - Title 1 .347 67.01 13.36 53.65"

Vocational Education .341 9.58 2.11 7.47

Medicaid 1.020 169.20 1.62 167:58

Headstart .909 49.14 2.98 46.16

Expenditures per Poor Child

AFDC .684 $232.43 $9.98 $222.45

OASDI .243 172.12 50.31 121.81

Food Stamps .418 700.14 107.42 592.72

School Lunch .211 226.52 102.99 123.53

ESEA - Title 1 .359 562.22 114.78 447.44

Vocational Education .427 90.28 14.00 76.28

Medicaid .916 994.07 10.07 984.00

Headstart .569 159.41 23.49 135.92

Expenditures per Youth Beneficiary

AFDC .360 $169.08 $18.65 $150.43

OASDI .106 337.53 178.78 158.75

Food Stamps \ .165 474.86 216.07 258.79.

School Lunch .233 83.62 34.33 49.29

ESEA - Title 1 .327 969.86 192.07 777.79

Vocational Education .492 121.53 8.46 113.07

Medicaid .408 425.07 6.84 418.23

Headstart - .379 4,098..00 1.074.00 3,024.00

11 Source: Authors calculations. See Appepdix V for means and standard deviations

and Appendix VI for expenditure data.
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fornulas variables such as population and income. For example, Medicaid's reimburse-

ment rates range from 50 percent to 90 percent deOending, on a state's per capita

income. For AFDC, the federal government pays 5/6ths of the first $18 of monthly

benefits plus a variable percentage above this figure. Federal allocations, however,

are dependent on benefit levels established by local governments which can cause

large spending discrepancies among the states. For example, expenditurp per poor

child vary from $10 to $994 for Medicaid and $9 tlo $232 for AFDC, the latter more

than a 2,000 percent difference.

Review of another federal program, Food Stamps, indicates that.expenditures

per child and per poOr child vary considerably even for a program with uniform na-
il

tional standards of eligibility and assistance levels. Equity improves veseolittle

-- from .462 to .418 -- when adjustment is made for distribution to.poor children.

Given the inequalities in AFDC, however, the inequality in Food Stamp allocation
41

may not be so surprising since access to AFDC is one of the important mechanisms

from which eltgible families find out about Food Stamps.

At the other extreme, another federally administered program, OASDI, is the
0 --

mos't"quitable program on a per child basis (.206) and the second mosip equitable

on a per poor child basis (.243). Expenditures per beneficiary (discussed more

fully below), however, may be a more appropriate measure of equity than'e)(pendi-'

tures per child and per poor child, since OASDI benefits are based on past enploy-

ment,and earnings, and are intended to replace lost income to beneficiaries rather
VA

than provide new income to the poor.
41

ThR two educational programs studied, VocatiOnal tducation and ESEA Title,I,

are both funded through formula grants and are relatively more evenly distributed.

ori a per child basis (.341 and..347) than the other programs. HOwever, these two

programs are more inequitable on a per poor chijd basis -(.427,and,...359)._ This fihd-



a is particularly significant for ESEA - Title I which is designed to reach edu-

cationally deprived children.

From the perspective of expenditures per child, School Lunch with a coeffi-

cient of .358 is the fourth most equitable program. This program provides low-

cost lunches ktfull or reduced prices, or free to children in s600l. As with

the ot0er formula grant yrograms., federal allocations depend on local discretion:

cash and in-kind benefits ar provided on a 3-to-1 matching basis; additional as-
41

sistance is proVided for free or reduced price lunches and for lunches served-to

children from poor;amilies. On a per poor child basis, variation decreas.es,to

.211 making School Lunch the most equitable program for poor children.

Wh-en expenditures per poor child are compared to expenditures per child,

substantial improvement occurs only for the Headstart (.909 to .569) and School

Lunch (.358 ta .211) programs. Headstart funds are awarded on a project basis
41

according to need or yerit rather than through a formula designed to distribute

funds equally. Because the program's target population is disadvantaged children,

improvement would be expected in expenditures per poor child since poverty is a

proxy for need.

a

In sum, according to coefficients of variation for per child and per poor

, .

child expenditures, there are inequalities in the interstate distribution of

federal funds for youth ranging from substantial variation for the major income,

medical, and nutrition programs to little relative- variation for OASDI and,School

Lunch.

Expenditures Per Beneficiary

,OASDI and Food Stamps are the most equitable programs on'an expenditures per

beneficiary basis. Little variation is expected.for OASDI recipients since OASDI
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benefits are distributed only to children who are insurance beneficiaries. Given,
c1,7

the objectives of the Food Stamp program, however, greater similarity is expected

between the poor child (.418) and per beneficiary (.165) coefficients.

A substantial decrease in expenditure variability per recipient also occurs

for AFDC and Medicaid. AFDC declines from 68 percent for poor chfldren to approxi-

mately 10 pereent for beneficiaries while Medicaid decreases from 92 percent to

41 percent_The interesting point is that the federal government has been able to

reduce regional discrepancies in AFDC benefits but has been lesi succesSful in re-

dressing the expenditure inequalities arisinTfrom local Medicaid poliCies.

The equity of the Headstart program also increases when adjustment is mad

for.beneficiaries, but the variation is relatively high (.379) compa OASDI;.

Food Stamps, AFDC, and School Lunch. But given the pro'gram's basis for funding

and its narrow target population, it is riot surprising that expenditures vary

widely across states;'some programs may be more extensive or more expensive to

operate than others.

Athile six of the eight programs become more equitable on an expenditure per

b ficiary basis, two programs, Vocational Educationand School LUnch become

slightly more inequitable. Furthermore, there does not appear to be any corte-

ation between the, s.copq of,hpSe,pro,gramS and_dollamspent, For. examp1e:1.

M

Vo-

cational Education's proportion of odtlays exceeds the proportion of recipients

in 21 states while for the School Lunch program, the majority of the- states''`

shares of funds is within 1)10th of 1 perCent of their i'hare Of recipients on

a beneficiary basis-(see Appendix B). These discrepancies question fiow School

/1
Lunch and Yocational Education/funds are being used by the states.

These findixs indicate that the majority of,the eight prOgrams are more

equitable on a beneficiary basis than on a per poor thild basis; however, these

,findings,question the extent to whi,ckfederal grants are designed to channel
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O
resources,to where need is greatest..

'Beneficiaries as a Percent of Children and a Percen't of Poor Children

The statistics in Table 6 measure the extent to which the eight programs reach

both the general youth population and-poor childreh. These figures reveal serious

inequalities in most of the eight programs in th'e Extent to which they reach tar-

.'

get, populations.

-=
Not surprisingly,.programs targeted primarily for poor children show greater

inequity in the measure of beneficiaries as.a percent of all 'children thawdo pro-
,

grams with a broader clientele. The least variation is found in the school lunch

program.(:227).with OASDI next lowest (.25-0-and vocational education third (.127).

In contrast, Headstart shows a startling degree of inequality (1.1180-) and Medic-

aid, AFDC, Food Stamps and ESEA - Tifle I also, having coefficients ranging between

.429 and .568.

The coefficients of variation fall significantly for some of the programs tar-
,

geted for poor children when the measure is beneficiaries as a shire of poor chil-

dren. The figure for Heads-tart falls to .528 and the figure fOr ESEA - Title. I.dips

to .270. However, there is little change for the Medicaid, AFDC and Food Stamp pro-
.

gramg whose coefficients even for this-measure range from .407 to .553.. Thus, as

with the expenditure measures, those three programs evidence,significant inequi-

ties in their distnibution of benefits to their target population.
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. Tab Oe 6

Measures of Equ.ity in Population Served in Youth Programs Among the States, 1976

411 Range
Coefficient of

Variation

Beneficiaries as Percent of
Children in the State

High Low Di fferene

AFDC

OASQI

Food Stamps

School Lunch

ESEA - Title I

Vocati.onal Ed5cati on

Medicaid

Headstart

.483

.250

.447

.227

.429

.327

.568

1.180

37.6%

9.8

32.5

65.3

15.3

25.7

45.2

3.8

4.0%

3.6

4.2

25.8

'2.7

6.7

3.1

0.2

33.7%

6.2

28.3

39.5

12.6

19.0

42.1

3.6

Beneficiaries as Percent of
Poor Children in the State

AFDC .449. 221 % 31% 190%

OASOL .197 69 28 41

Food Stamps 204 36 168

School Lunch

..407

.325 619 170 449

ESEA - Titl% I .270 82 23 59

Vocational Education .545 271 42 , 229

Medicaid .553 . 266 31 '25

Headstart .528 12 1 11

Source: Authors calculations. See Appendix V for means and standard deviations
and Appendix VI for percentage data.
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Chapter Flour

Efficiency inthe Delivery of.Services to Youth

6



---
40 This chapter is a direct outgrowth of the previous examination of dif-

ferences in public spending for. youth services between New York City and

Houston. That analysis found that public spending per child for youth 5ervi
,

ces 'was 2.2 times greater in New York than in Houston - $3,095 versus

$1,410; and that public Spending per poor chad was 1.9*ti,mes gre'atgr in New

York City - $12,727 versus $6,707. The purpose of this chapter is to explore

the reasons beh.ind the wide va7-TItition in spending. In particular, do the

additional funds phvide services to more of the appropriate youth popula7

tion or' do the added funds si4ly represent higher input costs required to

,finance equivalent services?

To 'provide some preliminary, answers. to these questions we examine two

major areas of youth service spending - income maintenance and nutwition.

0 In the case of income maintenance, the earlier study found spending per poor

child (the appropriate target group) to be 47 times greater in New York

7
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City than in Houston - $3,360 versus $719. This was the greatest difference

betWeen s'pending levels for any major youth service area. In the case of nu-

trition, public spending per child was more nearly equal - $163 versus $130

- and public spending per.poor child was only bout 10 percent higher in New

York City $669 versus $620. Hence these two, areas represent a suitable

range for exploring the nature of expendituree differences. The findings for

each service are are presented in tht following two sections.
4

.44

Nutrition: The Case of School Lunches

The principal public nutrition programs reaching youth are food stamps

and the school -lunch program. Since food stamps will be considered in the_

analysis of income maintenance expenditures, it is apprppriate to focus on

the school lunch program in tNis section.

In 1946 Congress, in part piotivated by the poor physical condition of

r#

many of the young people drafted for military service, passed the National

School Lunch Act. The next 20 years saw a three-f&ld increase in the spend-

0

)

ing under the progrdm. By '167 the federal government was spending $338 mil-

lion annually to feed nearly 19 million school children. While this figure

'represented mearly.30 percent of the school population, there.was mounting

concern thdt many poor children' remained undernourished and would benefit-by

an expansion Of the school lunch program.

In 1970 Congress passed amendments to the National School Lunch Act

that turned' the.program into an entitlement. Children were eligible'for a

free lunch if they came froMr' a family whose income )as below the poverty
-
r

Jeval. For children from fpilies which earned up to 25 OerGent more than

the poverty level, a maximum of 20ct was to be charged for a lunch. Later
. -
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this standard was increased to 195 percent and the maximum payment was

doubled o 404:. In addition subsidized meals were to be offered to all chil-

dren.

In fiscal year 1979-80 the federal government subsidized lunches for 27

million elementary and secondary school children at a cost of $3.1 billion.

The amount of the subsidy which the federal governmqnt provided to a school

for the preparation of a lunch in 1980 was $1.13kfor each free lunch it

servpd, $.93,,fior each reduced price lunch, and 29.54: for each full-price

lunch for which students pay from 554 to $1.20. The actual price of prepar-

ing a meal may be higher than those subsidies and local school districts -se-
.

cured additional revenues through stAte and local taxes and by aditional us-

er charges for other programS such as snacks.

Spending levels for school lunches may vary between-areas such as New

York and Houston for two principal reasons. First, the unit costs of a lunch

under the program may differ, reflecting either greater input costs or lower

1,6vels of efficiency. Second, th reach of the program in terms of numbers

of children receiving free or reduced price lunches may vary.
7

Data for these two aspects of the programs show the disparities between

New York City and Houston are far greater in terms of program participation

than in terms of unit costs. A shown im,Table 1, the reported costs of a

school lunch was actually 2 cents higher in Houston ($1.27) than in New York

City (1.25). However, the higher costs in Houston stem from higher food and

donated commodity costs; the labor co.sts are significantly higher in New

York than in douston: 624: versus 504:. In addition, total costs should not be-

equated with budgetary expenditures. When donated commodities are excluded

from the calculations, the expenditure total for New York City slightly

higher than for Houston - $1.12 versus $1.09.
\
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FOod

J-abOr

... Direct Expenditures

Table. 1,

'Cost of a SchOol Lunch

New York Cpty and'Houston,-1980-81

New York City Houston' Ratio

:1157

.59 .85

.62 .50 1"124

41)-

1.12 1.03

1
, 4

. Donated Commoe
i

ties .13 ) .18 .72

____
t 4

1 a

Total Costs 1.25 1.27 .98
,

A.

-Source: Unpublished data provided by Office of School Food Services, NeW

Ybrk City IBoard of Education; and by Food Service Department;

Houston Independent Schoo) District.

CI
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In contrast to this relatively small two percent, 'difference in unit

costs,' there are substantial differences in t: partici'pation rates for

schbol lunch prograps between New York City and Houston '(see Table"2). Rela-

tively fewer _free school lunches are. served in Houston ,than in New York

City. Of all ,the sdhbol 'lunches served, 91 percent are free (as opposed to

partially or fully, -paid, by students) in'New YO.isk City: versus, 66 percent
4

.

'Houston:. More sqnificantly, the number of free; lunches. served- daily-in New

York City ,exceeds by 5.percent the number of children in-poor families.,;in
,

e

that city; in contrast the datlY number(brefree school lunches inliouStoft is

only abaut threet:quarters (77 ,percent) the number"of children tn poor fami-

lieS in that,city.

Pncome,Maintenance

'Bo h differing levels of particiPation 'and differing levels of expehdi-

tdre-per ecipient, that is "unit costs," play a significant role' in ex-

plaining the wide range of expenditures fOr incohip maintenance etween New

York, Ney and Houston. Participation in the program can be gaugeà by the

numbers oT famtlies and children receiving benefits and,by the share oor

children who receive benefits in each Oty (see Table 3). In New Y rk City

the ftumber of children ih_families receiving AFDC is 115 percent of the num-
.

ber of children "In families with incomes below the poverty line; in con-

trast, for Houston\ (using AFDC figures -for Harris, County) the equivalent

gigures are 33,512..Cildren who represent just 43 percen6of the childreh in

low, income_families. Thus the rate of participation in New York City is

nearly 2.7 times greater than in Houston.
/

,



Table 2

6 ,

Participation in School Lunch PrograMsb

New York City and Houston, 1980-81

,Average Daily Participation

Free. lunches

Reduced,price lunches

'Fully paid.lunches

Low Income Popultion Under Age 18

New York City 'Houston'

526;823 90,535

479,409 59 753

26,341 8,148

21,072 22,634

456;453 77,325'

Free L6nehes as a Share of Poor'Youth 105% 77%

Sourtes: Unpublished data -supplied "by Office of Food Scool Services, New

York City Board of Educatjon; and by Food Services Department,

Houston Independent School District; pOpulation figures are for

1976, based on unpublished tabulations from the Surevy of Income

sand Education.
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Table 3

Parttcipation in the AFDC PrOgram

New York City and Houston, 1980

AOC Red\ ients

Total

Children under age 18

Population Under Age 18 in

Low (icome Famtlies (1976)

AFDC Child Recipients as a

Percent of Poor Youth

New York City

7622'24

527,00?

Houston

46,010

33,512

456,453 77,325

115% 43%

Sources: Office of Research and Statistics, Social Security Administration,

U.S. Department of Health nad Human Services, Public Assittance
Recipients and Cash Payments by State and County - February 198.0,
SSA Publication No. 13-11921, December, 1980; and unpublished ta

from the 1976 Survey of Income and Education.
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The concept of "unit costs" takes on a special meaning when applied to

income transfer programs. Since cash is simply being transferred, rather

than .goods or labor being purchased to produce a service, the level of ex-

penditure per person or per family could be equated with unit 'ccIsts. Howev-

er, a more refined approach relates levels of cash benefits to the cost of

providing families and children with an adequate minimum standard of living.

The cost of maintainto4 minim,a1 adequate standard of living in major

metropolitan areas of the Untea $tates has been estimated annually by the

U.S. But'eau Of Labor StatiStics. The family 'for which these bOdgets are es-

timated cOnsists of'a 38 year old husband empl yed full time, a non-working

wife, and two children..,It is assumed that t e family rents jts shelter and

hat the rent excludes heating fuel and Dti ities, ,and'hoUsehold insurance;

that food is purchased in' accord with a utritionally adequate diet estab-

/

lished by the U.S. Department of Agriculture; that only ,half the low income

families own their-own cars in New York City while 65 percent do in Houston

(and the remainder rely exlcusively On public transportation); and that med-

ical care costs include hospitals and' medical insurance as well as 'dental,

eye care and prescriptions.

Table 4 resents these official estimates of the lower level living

costs for a fam ly of four. in New York and Houston. In 1979 the costs were,

seven percent higher in New York than in Houston. Not all items in the bud-

get were morejrostly in New York: the Houston family had to pay more for the

S'ame level of transportation and mediCal services, and for slothi'ng.

While New York Citl'is a more expensive place to live than Houston, the

gap for lower level living standards in the two cities has-been narrowing.

An examination of the lower level' family budgets in both places_in 1976 and
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Table 4

Annual'Costs of a Lower Level Budget for a Four-Person Family in New York City and HOuston

. New

1 9

Yoi-k, City

AtituMn, 1976 and 1979

7 , 6 . 1 9 7 9

New

Percent Change in -

Budgets 1976-79

Houston Ratio New York City Houston Ratio York Citz, Houston,

Total Budget $10,835 $9,532 1.14 $12,949 $12,100 1_07 19.5% 26.9%

'Total lainily Consumption 8,645 7,975 1.08 10,391 10,103 1.03 20.2 26.7

food 1,346 2,924 1.14 4,195 3,792 1.11, 25.4 29.7

Housing 2,064 1,821 1.13 2,410 2,200 1.10 16.8 20.8

TransportatioA 670 720 0.93 847 913 0.93 26.4 26.8

Clothing 768 788 0.97 791 923 0.86 3.0 17.1

Personal Care 280 276 1.01 335 364 0.92 19.6 31.9

Medical Care 993 983 1.01 1,209 1,377 0.88 21.8 40.1

Other Family Consumption 524 463 1.13 604 534 1.13 15.3 15,3

Other Items 465 445 1.05 544 535 1.02 17.0 20.2

Social Security 662 556 1.19 824 742 1.11 r 24.5 33.5

Personal income Taxes 1,063 556 1.91 1,190 720 1.65 0.9 29.5

ource: U.S. Oepartmenb of Labor, Bureau'of Labor Statistics, "Autumn 19/9 Urban Family Budgets and Comparative In-

dexes for Selected Urban Areas," USOL 80-278, April 30, 1980; and "Autunin 1976 Urban Family Budgets and Com-

parative Indexes for Selected Urban Areas," USOL 77-369, April 27, 1977.
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1

1979 shows every component of the budget becoming more costly,at a more rap-

iid rate in Houston. Whereas the total budget n New York City was 14 percent

higher ,than in flouston in 1976, that margin Was cut in half by 1979. The

largest 'increase in . expenses for, a Houston family was for medical care,

_which soared by 40 per.cent from 1976 to 1979.

.Modifications-are required tb make the Bureaur o'f tabor Statistics lower

level budget appropriate for the typical.. AFDC family bf one non-work.ing a-

dult and three children. The Community ,Council of Greater New York has de-
.

veloRed a methodblogy for_making'these adjustments". The BLS budget is modi-

fied to exctlude rent which is covered in a separate shelter allowance 'for

AFDC families, 'to exclude medinl care costs which are covered by Medicaid

for AFDC families, to eXclude social security and personal income taxes

which do not apply to the AFDC famify's unearned income. The modified budget

also excludes a share 'of expenses for alcoholic beverages, tobacco, reading

an0 recreation, food away from home and automobile costs, since welfare fam-

ilies are not expected to purchase thesejtems. The resulting figure is mul-

tiplied by`t.88 to adjust for the fact that the family.has one adult and

three children rather than two adults and two children. Usin-this approach,

a lower level living costs for a welfare family can be estimated at $5,459

annually in New York City and $5,517 in Houston (see Table 5). This suggests

that the "unit
\

Ocost" of providing a minimal adequate living standard is r-

tually equal (99%) in Houston and New York City.

However, while the costs of a minimally adequate standard of living are

,nearly equal in the two cities, the AP,DC benefit packages are far from e-

qual. N1979 New York City families received basic welfare grants and food

stamp bonuses which totaled $4,452 annually or 81.5 percent of the 8LS modi-



Table 5*

Basic Publ'is Assistance Benefits, Relative to a

Mollified Bureau of Labor Statistics Lower Level of Living Family BUdget Y'

New York City and Houston, 1979

0
0_

New York City Houston Ratio

.0
.MOdified Bure4u of Labor Statistics

Budget for a Family of Four $5,459 -$5,517 .99

A
Basic Welfare -Gragt

for a Family of Four

Total 4,452 4,128 1.08

-."8as..ic _AFDC Payment 3,096 1,680

Food Stamp Bonus. . 1,356 2,448

Ratio of Welfare Grant to
Bureau of Labor Statistics Budget 0.815 ,0.748

0

14 a

Source: Basic welfare grants are maximum amounts reported in U.S. Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, AFDC Standards for Basi6 Needs,
July 1979, Table 5; Food Stamp bonus amounts were ulculated based
on formul-as supplied by U.S. Departmegt of Agriculture, Fami-ly and
Nutrttion Programs, Program Development Division, Policy and Regula-
tions 5ection; BLS budgewt amounts were modified using method devel-
oped by Community Council of Greater New York, Program Planning
Information Department.
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&

fled budget; in Houston these benefits totalled $4,128 annually.or 74.8 per-
:

cent of the'BLS budqet. Thus '.public expenditures in Houston were less be-
,

cause of both lawer expendftyres. but sirn11r "cpsts1') per cecipient and-be-

,-
cause of lowei. rates of Rarticipation in the programs.
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Appendix I

Allocation and Classification of'Histfund Account Expenditures -

41/-

,.1964; 1970, 1976, 1980

A.
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The starting point for all our,estimates of expenditures for chil-

41 dren and youth is the Office of Management and Budget's -Histfuncr,

accounts. These are budget accounting units that have been made uni-
.

form,over time., A functional analysis of the Histfund accounts was

the sourCe document from which our analysis began.

Reviewing all Histfund accounts Ca total of 1140)yielded 83 accounts

which in some waY funded services for children and youth. Ihese

accounts were dividedvand classified in three ways - by function, by

share expended for youth and children, and by of service de-

livery.

The functional classification used in this study is a modification

of OMB's functional'classification. We identified ten functional areas

Which relate tg the needs of children and youth: community development;

healh, housing, income, child care, education, employment, justice,

nutrition and recreation.

These functional areas correspond to the OMB's functional classi-

fications except that OMB does not separate chi/d care from other social

serliices; does not separate housing rom general income security pro-
.

grams; does not separate nutrition programs from general income security

programs; and does not identify rcreational programis is a separate

category. Accordingly we classified Histfund account numbers 050400,

050500 and 050700 as.child cire; Histfund accounts 099400 and_099500

as housing programs; Histfund acCount numbers 023800, 023900, 024000,

024100, 024300, and 024400 as nutrition programs; HistfUnd account

numbers 0,53800, 025300, 057800, 058100, 05760a and.4054700 as rlirea-

-tional ,programs. In addition, ACM:1N (1107 9) 'and,community Services

1

Administratd.on (113400) -expenditures were.cla gied as comMunity d
1

so,



velopment rather than OMB's social services; the youth conservation

41 corps (024900) was classified as.an employment program rather than as

a natural resources

t
onservation program; the veterans administration

medical care program (107400) was classified health progiam rather

than as a veteran benefits program; ana five additional veterans aid

progrars (106500, 106900, 10900,0, 109200, 107000) were classified as

income maintenance rather than veteran benefits programs. All other

functiOnal classificationsiare those used by OMB.

Within these functional groups each Hisifund account was analyzed
0

to identify the share of expenditures allocated to services for Children

and youth. This analysis often involves disaggregating Histfund

accounts into program elements. This dis'aggregation was based on infor--

mation contained in the relevant budget documents. Since Histfund

%
refers to actual outlays, budget.documénts reporting outlays for prei-

ous years were used to analyze the composition of Histfund outlays.

For 1964'see U. S. Bureau of the Budget, The Budget of the United States

Government, 1966: Apoendix, (Washington: U. S. Government Printing

Office 1965); for 1970 see U. S. Bureau of the Budget, The Budget'of

the United States Government. 1972: Appendix, (Washington: U. S.
t

Government'Printing Office, 1971); for 1976 see U. S. Office of Manage-

ment and Budget, The Blidget of the United States Government, 1978:'

Aopeildix, (WAshington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1977). The

share of expenditures allocated to cgildren and youth was gene ally

based on service statistics provided by the-administering age cy and
-.

J
the precise method of aVocation is explained more fulfy for each

Histfund account in the sections which follow.
a

Share of Histfund accounts (and those subprogram where approoriate)
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allocated to children and youth were also classified b'y the nature

41 service delivery - direct services to children (DS), services to

dhildren as part of families (PF), servides to children as part of a

larger pOpulation (LP), and public or quasi-public goods with a direct

benefit to children (PG). The general logic of these distinctions is

expiried in the text. The way in which each Histfund account was

classified is explained in the sections which follow.

4
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Allocation and Classifica-ion of Histfund Account Expenditures,

1964, 1970, 1976L 1980

CHILD CARE AND aocIAL SERVICES

Gra-tits to States for Social Services and Child Welfare

Ituman Development Services
di

0 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

ACTION ,

Appalachian Regional Develapment Progra:m

Community Planning and DeValapment Grants

Community Service Progrmm

Comprehensive Planning Grants

Operation of Indian Programs

1

EDUCATION

American Printing House for the Blind

Educational Develapment

Education for Handicapped

Elementary and Secondary Education

Emergency School Aid

Human Develapment Services

Indian.,Educatiad

Library ResoUrces

Library and Learning Resources

National Foundation for the Arts and Humanities

National Endowment for the Humanities

National Inatitutt of Education

Occupational, Vocational and Adult Education

Qperation of Indian Programs

Public Broadcasting Fund'

Rehabilitation'Services and Handicapped Education

t Rasearch and Related Activities - NIE

Salaries and Expenset, l*ianal Gallery of Art -
,

kScirol Assistande mn Fidirally Affected Areas

Schoo; Improvement Procrams

tar



Science andgEducation AdministratiOn Extension Activities

Smithsonian-Institution, Salaries and Exioenses

Special Prqjects and Training

aMPLOYMENT

Community Services Program

EmplOyment and Training Assistance

Job Opportunities Program

Temporary Emplayment Assistancej

Unemployment Trust Fund (Training and Emplayment)

Work Incentives

Yolh Conservation Corps

lte

HEALTH

A.lcohol, Drub Abuse & Mental Health Administration golow

Center for Disease Control - Preventive Health Services

Federal Holital Insurance Trust Fund (HI)

Federal Supplementary Medim'al Insurance Trust Fund (SMI)
Nr.

Grants to States for Medicaid Payments

.Health Services

Indian Eealth Facilities

TnA-Lan Health'Services

Medidal Care - Veterans Administration

National Institute of.Child Health and Human Development

St. Elizabeth's Hospital

HOUSING

Piyments foz; Operation of Low Income Housing

Subsir7d Housing.Programs

INCOME

Assistance Payments

Ciril Se:14ViCe-Retaremttrt-and-Disability-Fund-
o.

Cuban Ilefugee Assistance-

Federal Disability Insurance trust fund ,



Federal Old Age & SurviV*Ors Insurance TruSt Fund

Federal Unemnloyment Benefits and Allowances.

Grants to States fOr Unemploymeht Insurance' & Employment Seetrices

Judicial Survivors-Annuity Pun&

National Life InsUrance Fund 4

Payments to_States for Child Support, Title IVB

Railroad Retirement Account

Special Benefits for Disabled Coal Miners

Supplementary Security InCome.($$I)

Unemployment Trust Fund

Veterans Compensation and Benefits

VeteranS Insurance and indemnities

Veterans Readjustment Benefits

'U.S: Government Life Insurance Fund

JUSTICE

Law Enforcement Assistance Adminikration (LEW

gUTRITION'

Child Nutrition PrOgrams

Food Donatians,Program

Food Stamp Program

'Special,Milk.Ftnd ,

.SpeCial Supplementary Food Program (WIC)

RECREATION

Bureau ofJ.And,Management Development and Operation of
Recreatlon FacIlities

Forest Service Construatian:and Operation-of Recreation
Facilities-

JFK Center"for the Performing,.Arts ,

National Park Service Planning,.Development and Operation
of Reareation Facilities.

Opardtion of the,National Park Servic...

Recreational and Fish and

Urban Parks and Recreation Grants

SUMMARY'TABL-ES OF th(FENDITURES FOA YOUTH BY FUNCTION-
..

-74 8,-)



t`

iltST COPY AVAILABLE

Grants tO States Social Services HIST # 050500
and Child Welfare

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 19a0.

For 1964 the account was subdivided into two programs. For the first, child

welfare services, 100% of the funds were allocated for youth and classified as OS.

For the secondresearch, training and demonstration in child welfarebased On

bUdget data it was estimated that 37% of the funds could be allocated for'youth.

This sum Was classified as PG.

For 1970 the account Was subdivided into threq prograMs. For social services,

33% of the funds were allocated for youth based on their share of the recipients

of social services under Titles XX and IV-6 in-1976 reported in Social Services

USA, Januarv-March. 1976 [National Center for Social Statistics, DHEW, Publi-

cation No. (SRS) 77-03300]., 'This sum was classified as LP.- For the..two other

programi--state and.local training and research and trainingbased on budget

'data it was estinated that 35.7% of the account could be allocated for youth

These sums were classified as PG.

For 1976 the account was subdivided into five programs. For child welfare

services, 100% of the aCcount wai allocated for youth and classified as DS% For

two programs--social services and state and local training.:.-33% of the funds

were allocated for youth based on their share of the recipients of social services

under Titles XX and IV-6 reported in Social Services USA, Januarv-March, 1976

[Nitlonal Center for Social Statistics, DHEW, Publication No, (PIS) 743300].
ill -

'The sum for social serviceswas classified-as LP and the sum for state and local

training was classified as PG. For the final two programsreseircn and 4va1uation

-and training projects-71% of the funds were allocated for youth .,5ased on :heir

14nere 3' -t!ie recioients of aid to dependent children reported in nublic Ass+stance

Stat-stcs', Oecemoer, 1976 CHEW, SoCial 'and Renablittative Services, OHEW

75,



publication N. (SRS) 77-03100, NCSS Report A-2 (12/*]. These sums were classi fi ed

as PG.

For 1980 the account was subdivided into three programs. For Social

Services 32.1% of the funds were allocated for youth based on their share

of recipients of social services under Titles IV A/C'and XX as

reported in Interim Reoort of First Ouarter FY, 1978 Social Services USA

Oct.- Dec. '77. [Office of Human Development Services, DHEW Pdblicetion

No. (OHDS) 79-020203. T)it sum was classified as LP. :For child welfare

services 190% of the fund accounts were allocated foryouth and classifiad

as DS. For the state and local training program 70% of the funds were
7

allocated for youth based on the share of AFDC recipients for FY 1979 who

were children. Data were supplied-by the U. S. Department of Health,

Education and We/fare, Division of Family Assistance Services. This sum

sified as PG.

76
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SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Ser/ices

Child Welfare
Services

All other

TOTAL'

OS

25,773

PF LP PG

1964

Other Total

2 278

26,773

36167,338

26,773.

....11

7,338 2,278 30,389

1970

Social - 177,364 360,104 537,468

Services

All other 13 799 24 797 38,596

TOTAL - 177,364 13,799 384,901 576,064

Child Welfare 52,535 52,535- o
Services

Social - - -703,590 - 1,428,502 2,132,092

Services

State & - - 19,587 39,766 59,353

Local
Training

All other 10 307 4 210 14 517

TOTAL 52,535 - 703,590 29,894 1,472,478 2,2e8,497

1980

Social
Services - 896,688 1,896,732 2,793,420

Child Welfare 58,809: 58,809
Services

& :ocal 61,749 , 25,46u 88,213
Trair.Lng

TOTAL 58,809 4 896,688 61,749 1,923,1'96 2,9u0,u42
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Human Develooment Services HIST # 050400
050700

These accounts fexisted in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. .In each year the

two accounts were combined in order to make programmatic breakdowns corre-

sponding to categories in the original Federal budget documents. .

For 1964, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into two 'programs'.

For the vocational rehabilitation program, 13.5% of the funds were allocated for

youth ocased on the percentage of rehabilitated individuals under 18 years as

presented inthe "Characteristics of Clients Rehabilitated in FY 196746 in.'

Federal-State Vociiional.Rehabilitation Programs," report prepared bithe Division
4

of Program Data and Analysis, Rehabilitation Services Administration, DHEW. This

sum was cleassified as LP. The Welfare Administration program was subdivided into

seven subprograms. For the Office of Aging .subprogram and the foreign research

and training subprogram no funds were allocated for youth. For the juvenile delinquency

and youth offenses subprogram, all funds were allocated for youth and classi-
.

fied as OS. For the four remaining subprograms, 75% of the funds were allocated
of

for children based on,the share /welfare recipients who were children. Fogthe

Bureau of Family Services and the Childrens Bureau, the sums were claSsified

as PF; for the researcM and demonstration and the Office of the Commissioner

subprograms, the sums were classified as PG.
. 3

For 1970, the two accountwere subdivided into five programs. (1) The

rehabilitation services program was diyided'into six subprograms. For four of the

subprograms dealing with traditional rehabilitation services the method of allo-

cation and classification was the same'as for 1964. For the two subprograms

targetad for deyelopmental disabilities, 26.7% of the funds were allocated for

youtn t'ased on data swooned by the Developmental Disabilitiet Bureau. These

sums were z1ass1fled as LP. (2) The programs for the aging were not alloCated
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for youth except for the foster grandparent's subprogram which was allocated for

youth and classified OS. (3) Youth delinquency prOgram funds were allocated

100% to youth with program development funds classified DS and techn' l

assistance funds classified PG. (4) Funds for researth and trainin Were

allocated to youth based on their share of the general population. This sum

was classified PG. (5) Salaries and eXpenses for adminittration were allocated

and classified in proportion to all othef. account funds.

for 1976, the a unt was subdivided into seven programs: (1) The youth

development prog as allocated 100% for youth with the runaway youth subprogramN

classified as OS and the research subprogram classified as PG. (2) No programs

for the aging funds were allocated for youth. (3) The rehabilitation.services

program was allecated and classified,in the same manner as 1970 except that 1976

figures indicated that 13.4% of funds should be allocated for youth. (4) The-

developmental disabilities prograM_waiHallocated and ,tlassified in the same

manner as for 1970 except that 1976 late indicated that 27.5% of funds'should be

allocated 'for youth. (5) Program funds for native Americans were allocated 50%

far youth and classified LP. (6) For the White House conference on the Handi-

capped, 6% of the funds were allocated for youth based on the share of handicapped

persons under 18. This sum was classified PG. (7) Salaries and expenses for

program administration were allocated and classified in, proportion to all other

account funds.

For 1980, 'the account was subdivided into seven programs. (1). The

runaway youth program was allocated 100% for youth and class±fied as DS.

(2) No funds of the Administration on Aging were allocated for youth. (3) For

the rehabilitation services program 11.1% of the funds were allocated for

youth based on the share of youth_reheCi'itated in the procram during 1978.

Data'were supplied by the same soUrce.as 1957S..end Classified in the-seme

manner. 00 Zo.i:.-the dev'tlObmental disabilities program1.3% 'of the funds



were allocated youth based on the same source as earlier years. (5) 4nds

for National Institute of Handicapped Research were allocated 61 for youth

based on the share of handicapped ,children in school from The COndition of

Education-M. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare National

Center for.Education,Statistics, 1978). This sum was classified as PG.

(6) Program funds for the Native American program.were allocated o,n, the

same basis as for earliertrars. (7) Salaries and expenses for program

administration were allocated and classified in proportion to all other

account funds. .

a
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-,mar Deelooment Seir\,17.es HIST #047200

'Vocational

RehatilitaPion

welfare Admin-
istration
Juvenile
Delinquency
BuriEU of
Family
Services

Chircirens

Bureau
ReselFch &
Demonstration
Offig of the
Comissioner

All other

TOTAL

6,480

6,480

Renabilitation
Services &
Developmental
Disabilities

Office of the
Aging
Foster Grand- 7,868

-parents

Ail-other

er
Youth DelVelob-

ment &
Delinquency
Prevention
;rogram

Develooment
Tecnn'cal
4'ssistance

Researcn &

Sa:arles &
Expenses

6,744

313

707A' 15,u25

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
Other TotalPF

-

LP PG

1964

103,939 120,161

6,480

16,222

3,240 1,080 : '4,320

2,414 805 .3,219

3043
347 1,390

578 192 770

1 238 1 alp

5,559 16,222 1,621 107,596. 137,578

1970

54,244 347,568 401 ,81

9,453 25,951 2.5 ,.404

7,868

16,297 16,297

6,744

1,686 1,686

20,596 39,99" 50,693

3.367 1.253 254.838

67,25u 23,635 1155,651 561,975

a

a
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Youth Devell-
ment
Runaway Youth
ReseiFCh &
Demonstration

0 SUMMARY TABLE

Youth SerVices
DS PF PG Other Total

1976

,439 6,439

- .- A - 234 234

4

Renab i 1 i tati on - 102,054 659,544 761,598'

Se rvi ces

Deve 1 opmenta 1 - 12,632 Nklip3 45,935

Diiab i 1 i ti es i

Speci al. Prog . - -- - Is %go4 .15,80 31,607

for Native
Ameri cans

A

Whi tm House - - 58 91.4 972

Conference
on the
Nandi capped

All other , - -. .248,823 248,823,

Salaries & , 577 - 17,497 769 -77,291 96,134

Expenses for ,

Program Ad-
ministration

TOTAL 7,016 147,987 1,061 1,035,678 1,191,742

1980

.Runaway Youth 12,048 12,048

Rehabilitation - - $0,820 - 407,017 457,837

Services

Developmental 325

Digabilities,

Nat'l Institute
of Handicapped
Research

Admin. for
.Americans

Salaries & Expenses-. 3,494

-

Native _ _ 18,073

A.1,1 Other

TOTAL 12,048 .72,712

59,917 60,242

723 11,325 12,048_

723

18,073 361146

56,748 60,242

566.272 566272

1,,115',352 ,20483S

8 2
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ACTION HSU = 11.0700
:

'This' account existed in 1976 and 1980. Based on budget data,'in

19Th the aecount was subdiVided into five programs: VISTA, service.
"

.

'learning programstr(SLP), older Americans yolunteers programs .(0AVP),

speciAl volunteer programs (SVP): and program support'(PS).

For VISTA, the share allocated ta children Ind youth was based on the sharedof

children in the generalipcpulation: This shaei was claStified as PG.

For SLP data supplied by the Office of VISTA in ACTION indicated that 9% ,

of thl SLP was identified. as Lp. For the balance of SLP pi.ogram

funds, a share was allocated on the basis of youth as a,share of the total population
nd Classified as,PG. ,

For OAVP, data supplied by the Office of Older Americans Volunteer Programs

Tin ACTION indicated that 59% of the funds were devoted to the Foster Grandparents

Program. ,Thii share was classified LP.

For SVP a share was "allocated to children and youth baseedn their share of
.;

the population. 'This amount was-classified PG..
, . 4

For PS funds wereallocated to cnildren ind youth and among types of servides'

' 'in proportion to' the aggregate amounts for the other four programs in this hist

fund account.

In 1980, the account wat dirided into:four accounts.

For VISTA, the share allocated to children and youth was 28.4% based

on the share of children in the general population.- This.share was

classified as,PG. . *.

P 1For OAVP, data supplied by the dffice of Older Americans Volunteer

programs is ACTION indicated,that 56% of funds.were devoted to Foster

,Grandparents Proztam., This share was allocated to LP.
.

?he t..s t. of the funds were allocated based on yoUth as a share of

the population and classified as LP...

g
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1976 r-

SLIMARY TABLE

, Youth Servl ces

7

.

6ther " TOtal
.

VISTA

SLP

OAVP

SVP

PS

. TOTAL'.

.

DS .

-

-

-

-

-
,

-

PF LP PG'.

- .,-/- ,2442

650 1,942

- '4 31,171. -

- .1,045

1. 7 298. ' 1 223

1,801

4,582

21662
--V.

- 2,405

11 750

24,045

7,224

52,833

3,450,

20.271
...

/
- -19,119 . 6,5014,

' ,
62 25 . 107,823

1980

8,540

- 45,162

397

6 988

21;532

35,485

970

17 616

''136,690

30,072

80 ;647

1,367

24 604

VISTA

OAVP

Citizen Partici-.
pation & Volun-
teer Prrogryi

Program Support

TOTAL
4

52,547 8.,540 75,603

Kt,
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Appalachian Resional.Develooment Program

This account existed only in 1970, 1976, and 1980.

HIST # 009700

In 1970, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into.ten

programs. Four of the programs wert unrelated to .servtces for children

and youth. For the vocational education ciLities program, 67% of the

fundt wire allocated to 0Wdren and youth based the share of enrollees. .

under 18 years old as estimated by the Appa1ahian RegionalQCOmmission's

(ARC).EducatiOn Division. This sum was classified as LP.

For five additional programsAppalachian development highway system, demon-

stration health projecits, supplements to federal grants-in-aid program and the
lk

researCh and local demonstration program-35.7% of the funds were allocated to

Children and youth based on the share of the Appalachian regionrs.population *

who were uhder 18 in 19704. These sums were class'ified as LP.

In 1976, the hist fund account 'was divided into three programs. Allocation

and classification of the Appalachian development highway system was aade on the

same basis as in 1970. 7For the other two programs; 22% of the.funds were allocat-
,

ed to children 'and youth based on'estimates supplied by ARC's Education and Child

Development Divisions. These sums were classified as LP and PG.

In 1980, 35.7% of funds.for HighwAy DevelopMent were allocated for

children and youth based on ARC Education Division eitiMates and classi-,

fied in LP.- The youth share for the remainder of the funds was 22% based

on estimates supplied.by ARC's Education and Child Development Divisions.

The share for Area Redevelopment was classified as LP; the other two were

PG. -
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Appalachian Regional Development P.rogram

ST1ARY TABLE

Youth Servi ces
DI" PF LP PG

14'.04- 1970
v

Appal achi an . - - 49,507
Devel opment
Hi.ghway

System

Demos tra ti on

Heal th

Prujects

V oca ti gnal

Eaucati onal

Faci 1 i ti es

Rese4rch &
Local Demo -

strati ons

Supplements
to Gran ts -

i n -Ai d

Al 1 other

TOTAL.

1,724

7,549

1,310

9;033

69,223

Appa 1 achi an

Devel opment
Hi gnway

System

Area. DeVe 1 op -

ment Prcgrams

Research & .

Local Demo
's tra ti ons

TOTAL

19,76

.6,033

- 27,186

. - 3,637

93;219,3,637

HIST # 0097 00
. .

,

Other , Tota 1

89 ,169 138,676

3,105 4,829

1,939 11,588

. 2,360 3,670

16,268 25,301

9 078 9 078

123,919 193,142

118,934 184,957

96,019 123,205

4551 10,188

.

221,504 318,160

(Surmarli Table, Cont. . . )
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(Summary Table,, cont.)

0 Youth Services
Other Total

121
.PF LP

1980

PG

Appalachian 63,358 114,114 177,472
Development.
Hieway
System

Area Redeve-
lopment

24,485 86,811 111,296

Research & 1,323 693 6,016.
'Local District
Program

Other 1,323 4,643 6,016

TOTAL 87,843 2,646 210,311 300,800

t,4
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Community Planning & Develodment Grants HIST 4-101900

This account existed in 1976 and 1980. For'both years the share

allocated to children and youth was based od youth as a share of the

total populazion and classi!fied as PG.

1976

TOTAL

1980

TOTAL

SUMMARY TABLE

YoUth Services .

OS PF LP PG Other Total

- 297,785' 68530Q4 982,789.

-1,073,236 2,705,764 3,779,000

7

a

4
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Community Services Program HIST =

Jihis account existed m;111/4in 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1970 the hiit fund account was divided into two programs. The research,

development and evaluation program was not classified 'as a service to children

and youth. For the comunity )action program, 80%.of the funds were allocated to

children and youth ba,sed on data describing program participants in Summary of

1975 CAA Sarno 1 e Survey (Comuni ty Services Admi nistrati o n , November 1976 ) . Thi s

.Ium was classified as LP. In 1976 the total hist fund account was allocated and

classiVied based on the same data and in -the same manner as i n 1970.

For 1-980, based on budget data, this account. was subdi,,ided into

nine programs. All of the funds for youth recreation afd summer

employment programs were allocated for youth and classified as DS.

For Community Economic Development, Food and Nutrition, CETA, Energy

tOnserMiltand State EconoMic 'Opportunity offices, CAAS, andAdsearCh

and Development, 40% of the funds were allocgted for youth based on the

share of youth under 18 in lboverty families. (U.S. Buread of the Census,

Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 120, NOvember, 1979.) This

sum was clessified as LP. Funds for.older. persons were not classified

as a service to children end'youth.

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Servi ces
. Totalbs PF LP

1970

PG Other

Research - - 44,147- 44,147
Developrpent
& Eva 1 uati on

0 uni ty Action . _-.... 553 308 138 327 691.625

TOTAL . - 553,308 182,474 735,782

0
1976

..

TOTAL - 369,84 92,462 462,304



,Youth Serviogs
Ds PF LP PG Other Total

1980
41b

Youth .56,857 '56,857

Recreation

Summer Youth 11,633. 111633

Employment

Youth 20,694 - k - 20,694

Recreation

Community - -56,775 S5,162 141,937

. Economic ."

Development

FoOd and
NUtrition

CETA

37,420 56,129 93,549

f.

218 327 545

Energy
Conservation - 232;260

State EOC
offices 15;226

CAAs 500,285

Research 2,064
Development

Older
Persons

TOTAL 89,184 - 844,248

90

-"

440.

A348,391 ,580,651

.22,839 38:065

752,954 1253,239

3,097 5,161

27,269 27,269

1,296,168 2,229,600

10,

>
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Comprehensive Planning Grants
. 1

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, andl 1980. Tor all,four

years the Children and youth-sAareswere based-on their share oi the total

population. These sums were classified as PG.

-
HIST = 101800

SUMMARY,7ABLE

Youtg Services

4

DS RF LP. PG Other Total

1964 - - - 8,143 14,167 22,310

1970 - - 14,367 27,765 42,132

1976 - - 37,247 85,679 122,926

1980 15,904 40,096
...
56 000

u
lb
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Operation of Indian ProeraMs HIST 4 05.9900

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

In 1964 the hist fund account covered nine programs. The program for

development of arts and crafts which involved the production of.goods for sale

was not viewed as -a serviCe to -children. -For all the remaining programs, 44%

Of the.funds was allocated for children based on the share of the Indian.popula-

tion under 18 in 1972 es estimated by the U.S. DePartment of Interior, Bureau of
,

Indian Affair's. This sun was classified as PG.

For 1970, the method and basis of allocation and the expenditure classi fica-

was. the same as for 1964.

For 1976f the Hist fund account consistV of 'five programs. .In each case.the

Share allocated to -children and yOuth was 39% basic! on 1977 eatimates of 'the age

distribution of the Indian population prepered by the Bureau of Indian, Affairs.

For four of the five pro-grams the expenditures for children and'youth were

clasSified as PG. The youth share of the Indian services'program was classified

- 7
'as LP.

In..1980, the Hist fund'account consisted of four programs. In each

case the share aUocatedb Children and Youth was 44% based on the share

4of Indian population.under the age of 18 from the 1977 estimate of the

Indian ponulation on and adjacent to reservations supplied by the Bureau

dt Indian Affairs.; The youth share of Indian services program was Classi-

fled as LPI.all others'aJPG.

lk

0
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Operati on of Ind:tan Programs

SUMMARY TABLE

HIST # 059900

Youth Servi ces
DS PF LP PG Othe'r Total -

, 1964

Development
of Arts 1
Crafts

-
Al 1 ottier

TOTAL

365 365

- 16.4.15 20 850 37 265

- 16,415 21,215 37,630

1970'

, Devel opment - - - -
of Arts & ,

Crafts

Al 1 other - 25 006

573 573

31 826 56 832.00.

TOTAL , - 25,006 32,399 57,405

1976

Indi an Se rvi ces 39,579 61,463 101 ,p42

All other ir - - 64 295 100 564 164 859

TOTAL 39,579 64,295 162,027 265,901

1980

Indian Servo:els - 79,1+49 - 101,118 180,567

Al1 other. 101,118 128,696 229,814

TOTAL - 79,449 101,118 229,814 410,3131

93



American Printing House for-the Blind .HIST # 05000.'
. 4Ze

..This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four

'years, 100% of the-program fudda were alloCated to children and youth and
,./

classified asADS,

S1.1141ARY TABLE

,

Yauth Services

OS PP \ LP PG Other - Total

1964 775 .. -' 775

1970 1,404 - - - 1,404
*

1976 2,407 -
,

- - 2,407

1980* 4,349 - - 4,349 .

kr'
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Educational Oevelocment HIST # 047800

, This account,existed in 1964, 1970, 1976,and 1980. For 1964, the

share allocated to Children and youth was based on youth,as a share of the

otal population. This sFm,was classified as LP.

For 1970, based on budget datanthe account was subdivided into three pro-

grams. For .the personnel training- and'aVelOpment program, the share allocated tO'

.

children and youth 'wes based on youth as a share of the total Fopulation:TWii-ilm

was classified as LP. For special programs serving children in low income areas,

100% of the funds were allocated to youth and classAfied as OS. For planning and

evaluation, funds wete allkated to children in pre0ortion to ,the aggregate amounts

for the'[.other-programs in this hist fund account. This sum was

OS.

OS.

classified as

For 1976, 100% of the program funds were allocated to youth and clatsified as

For 1980, 100% of the program funds were allocated to youth and .
5

4
7., classified as DS.

95
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...) SUMMARY TABLE

TOTAL -

Youth Servicee
Other TotalDS

-,..

-,

,PF . LP

1964.

Li

PG

-, 4;881 7,686.280_5-
_

1970
I

Personnel . - 35,231 - 68,089 103,320
Training ,

f
su.PT:og.:
Serving

.62391
, ..

.1.,..,

62,391

e

Child. in
Low In'come
Areas '- .

, -

Planning & 251 - 415 ,666
Evaluation

TOTAL 62,642 35,232 68,504 166,377

1976

TOTAL 9,066 9,06.6

1980

's

ft.

TOTAL 500 500
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Education for Handicapped
0110

This account existed in 1964,

the account funds was allocated to

of all children ernIclled in school

HIST .# 047600

1970, 1976, and 1980. For.1964, 6% of

children and youth based on the share

6 in Spring, 1978 who were han4icapped
7

as reported in The Condition of Education (13. S. Department of Health,

Education andyelfare, National Center for Education Statift;cs, 1978)..

This sum was classified-as PG.

For 1970; based on budget data,the account was subdtvided into five programs.

For the Oats 'grant (Srograms apd the early childhoprojects, 100% of thefunds
"*.

were allocateo youth and classified as OS. For'the'thete additional programs--

teacher education'recruftment, research and innovation,,and plahnlng anirevalua-

tiOnthe fuhds were allocated and claseified based on the same data'and.in the

_sate manner as for 1964. i
git

For 1976, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into,six programs.
-

For four programsstate assistance, special population program) regional voca-

tional 'education and post-secondary education, and innovation ihd-develOpment .

100% of the account funds were allocated for children-and-youth. These funds

were classified as OS. For the two additional programsmedia and resource

servicesand special'educalkon and manpower developmentthe funds,were-allocat-

ed based on the same data as for 1964 and classified -as LP.

,For 1980, based on budget data, the account was subdiVided into five

progra.ms. For three programs - state aesistance, special population program,

and innovation and 'development 100% of the account funds were allocated

for children and youth. These funds were,classified as DS. For the two

additional programs -.media and reSources services and special education

personnel development - 6% of the account funds were allocated for youth

based o the share of handicapped children in school from data in The

Condition of Education (1978). These sums were classified as LP.
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Education for the Iiandicaooed,

SUOIARY TABLE

41 Youth Services

.1*

HIST'? 0476007

DS PF LP PG Other Total

1964

TOTAL. 153 2497 2,550

1970

State Granis 27,207 27,207

Early Child- 2,768 _2,768
hood

A11. others - 2 947 46 167 49 114

TOTAL 29,975 - 2,947 46,167 79,089

1976

State Assis- 87,499 87,499
tance .

Sp, Popti\a- 220592 22,592
tion Program

Reg,ional Voca- 957 ,957
tional Educa-
tion

Innoyktion &
-Development

Al 1 others
/TOTAL

7,657

118,703

4 365

4,365

7,657

68 37.2 72 737

68,372 191,442

State Assis-
tance

Sp; Popula-
tion Program

Innovation &
Development

Media & Re-
sources Serv.

Sp. Ed. Per-
sonnel Dev.

717,934

15,779

7,889

TOTAL. 741,602

1980

717,934

15,779

7,889

947 14,932 15,779

1,893 29,665 31,558

2,840 . 44,497 788,939
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Elementary and 9econdary Education HIST # 047400
,

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four

years, 100% of the account funds were allocated to children and youth.

These sums welt classified as DS.

DS

TOTAL. 69,84.1

TOTAL 1,472,264

TOTAL 2-066,989

-
TOTAL 3,409,034

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
PF LP PG

. .

1964

1976

1980

4IP

4.)

Other Total

69,841

1,472,264

2,1'66,989

3,409034
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Emergency School Aid HIST # 047300

This account existed only in 1976 and 1980. For 1976, based on budget data,

the account was subdivideO into three programs. For two programs--national compe-
,

tition,projects and state apportioned projects--100%.of the'account funds were

,allocated to children and youth. These sums were classified as DS. .

For the remaining program, train4ng and advisory services, 23% of the accoUnt

was allocated to youth,based on youth ehrolled in school as a share of the general

population. This sum was classifid as PG. Schoof enrollment data Were reported

in The'dondition of Education {U.S.

.

'Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,

National Center for Social Statistics, 1978, Table 66Land pOpulation 'data were

reported in.Current Population Reports (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of

the Census Series P-25, Number 721, April 197a).

By 1980, the name of the account had been changed to Equal Educatia:

Opportunities. Based on budget data for that ye#r, the account was,subdivided

into three programs. Funds for emergency school aid were allocated 100% for

youth and classified as-DS. For the two remaining programs - training and

advisory services and women's educational equity - funds were allocateefor,

youth based on the same data as 1976. Funds'for training and advisory services

weNd claisified!as PG ind funds for womens educational equity Were,classified

as LP.



, SU74MARY TABLE

iith Services
1976 bs' PF LP

. -

PG

3,923Trai ni ng &
Advisory Services

All others 196 173 - P.

V

l'OTAL 196,173

1980 ,

Emergency 24 .7876
School. ,Aid

Training & 9,198
Advisory
Services

Women' s / 1,971 -
Educational
Equity

TOTAL 247 , 876 1,971 9, 198

Other Total

'1 13,135 17,058..

196 173

13,135' 213,231.

32,612

247 ,876

41,810.

6,989 8',960

39,601 298,646

-SF
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Human Develooment Services HIST # 050600

This account existed in 1970,,1976, and 1980: Tnr .1970, theallocation

for children and youth-4mi b'ased.jon "youth as a'share of the total Population.

This sum was classified as PG.

,

.
Foe 1976) based on budget,data,pheAccoulit.was.subdivided into three programs.

For th4 HeaditArt and chifd abuee progi4ams

youth. These sums were classified as OS.
/

prdqrmm, fOnds were allocated on the basis

, 100% of the account was allocated to

For the-researth 'and demonstration

of,youth.as a-share of-the trital

population. This sum was classified as PG..

Fpr 1980, based on bUdget data,...the account was subdivided into five

programs. For Headstart, child abuse, child welfare .training and, adoption

opportunities, 100% of the account funds were allocated for youth* classi-

fied as DS. For the researnh and demonstration program,funds were allocated

nn the beiSis of youh as'a share of the total Pooulaficin. This sum was

classifiedas pp,

1

4

: .".11' 0.4
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SU/VARY TABLE

Youth Services
'Other TOt41DS PF LP PG

1970

TOTAL
- 3,617 6,991 10,608

1976

Headstart 464,664
,
rl, 46,664'

Child Abuse 19,986 19,986

Research &
j)emonstration

4,542 10,447 14,989

TOTAL A44,650 4,542 10,447 499,639

1980

Headstart 705,044 705,044

Research &
Demonstration

-
4306 10,856 15,162,t

, Child AbUse 22,744 22,744

"Child Welfare 7,581 7,581Training

Adoption 7,581 7,581
Opportunities

TOht 742,950
4,306 10,856 758,112
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- 4,1171.

rfidly Educati on HIST # 046700'

This account existed only in 1976 and,1980. For 197K-100%of the funds

were allocated to childr6n and youth and classified as DS.

For 1910,, based ori budget data, the account was subdivided into foui.

programs,. The special'programs for Indian adUlts account was not claSsi-

fied as a service'for dhildren. For payments to LEA's and non-LEA's and

special programs for Indian students, 100% of the account funds were allo-

cated fop' youth and classgied as DS'. Funds for program administration

were allocated for youth in proportion to all other account funds.

'SUMMARY TABLEJ,

_,,Youth-Services
PF LP,V 4,

1976
TOTAL .42,046

, 1980

Payments to . 47,502
LEA's
Non-LEA's

Special Pro-. 14,670 - -

grams fop
Indian
Students

Program 1,928
Administration

All Other -

TOTAL 64,100
,

PG Othee:

42,046

4

47,502

14,670

168 2,096

- 5.588 5 588

5,756 69,856
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fitST Cr AVAILABLE

Library Resources H/ST # 046800.

account 'existed in 1964., 1970,,1976, and 1410. For 1964, 25% of

the aeOPUnt fUnds allocated for children baSed oft youth enrolled

in school as-a share of the total population. 'rms.:allocation figure
\,

was developed'from school enrollment data reported in The COndilion df

EdAcation' ( U.S. 'Department of Health, Educirtion_and Welfare, National

Center far Social-Statistics, 1978, Table 66) and population-data

repotted In CUrrent Population Reports 0(3.5. Department of Commeroe,

Bureau of Census, Series P-25., NuMber 519, April 1974). Thls sum was
-

classified as LP. -

For 197.04ased on budget data, the account was subdivided into

seven iirogramS: For two programs - public libraries and educational -

bradoasting facilities = 25% of the funds were: allotated to Children

based on youth enrolled in school as a share'of the total population.

These sums were classified as LP. The 25% figure was used again to al,

locate funds toyouth for three other programs - librarian trs4n4ng,. *

Library of Congress cataloging, and plsnming and evaluation. These sums

were classified as PG. The basis af allocation for these five programs

was the same as for 1970.: The two remaining,programs - college library

resources and university community service program were nnt classified

as services for youth.

For 1976, based am budget data, the account was subdivided into

four proarams. For public libraries 23% was allocated to children and

youth. This sum was classified as LP. For trsin4ner and demonstration,

23% was used again to allocate funds for youth. This suM was classified
4

as PG. This allocation f4c-ure was developed from education data reported

in The Condition of Education 01.5. Department of Health,Education and
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Welfare,-National Center for Social Statistics, 1978-Taia;.e 66) and

pOpulation data reported in Current Population .RePorts -02.5. Depart-

,

ment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Series P-25,Number 721, April 197)?
t

.
.

.

The tao..remaining programs - college"-library -resources and college"instruc-.

tional equipment -' were not classified as serviceS for Youth.
A ,

.'For 1980, 22c.M of all account funds were allocated for youth and classi-

fied:aS PG. This allocation figure ims developed froM education data reported

in.The Condition of Education (T. S. Department

Welfare, -National Center far. Social Statistics,
. .

data reported in Current Population Reports (1.

of Health, Education,
-

4,
1979, p. 52) and populationo

S . Department ,of 'Commerce,

Bureau of the Census, Series F-;25, no.870, January 1980).

4
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Library Resources HIST # 046800

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
Other TotalDS

TOTAL

',PF LP PG

1964

1,881 2,508627

1970

Public Libraries 14,537 43,611 58,148

Ed. Broadcasting 1,949 5,848 7,797

Facilities

All others 10.585 81.754 42 339

TOTAL 16,486 10,585 81,213 108,284

1976

Public Libraries 34,215 - 76,872 111,087,

Training & Admin-
istration

983 2,208 3,191

)11 other's 37 687 37 687

TOTAL 34,215 983 116,767 ; 151,965

1980

TOTAL 28,288 - 100,292 128,580
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Library and Learning Resources

This account existed only in 1980. Based on budget data the account

was subdivided into four programs. For two programs - school libraries and

. instructional resourcejo and research lAbraries - 22% of the funds'were
%

allocated for youth based on education data reported in The Condition of

Education (U. S. Depgrtment of Health, Education, andWelfare, Iggtional

Center for Social Statistics, 1979, p. 52) and population data reported

in Current'Pobulation Retorts S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the

Census, Series P-25, no. 870;January 1380). The mam for school Libraries

and instructional resdurces was clasSified as LP and the sum for research

libraries was classified as PG.

For educational television programming 100% of the account funds were

allocaied.for youth and classified as DS. The fourth program, college

library resources, was not classified as gervices for youth.

SUMMARY TABLE

,

'Youth Services
Other TotalPG

School Libraries
& Instructioilal

29,995
..

106,344
.

136,339

Resources

Researcll - 978. 3468 4,446

.Libraries

Educational TV 2,964 - 2,964
Programming

All Other 4 446 4446

TOTAL 2,964 29,995 , 978 114,258 148,195
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LUMPY AVAiLABLE

National Foundation for the Arts and Hurtities , HIST = 1245004.; 12Li-800

This account existed in 1970, 1976, and 1980. For 1970, based an %

.budget data, the. account.was subdivided into three programs. For the

promotion of the arts, 9.5% of the funds were allocated for dhildren and

youth based on tlae,share of total agency funds obligated for education

programs as reported in the 1970.Annual Retort (National Endowment iorcthat

Arts). This sum was classified as DS.

. For the promotion of the humanities, 11.7% of the funds were allocated for
obligated

youth based on the share of total agency funds/for elementary education programs

as reported in the Fifth Annual Report (National Endowment for the Humanities,

fir

1970)., This sum was classified as DS.

admrinistration, funds were allocated for children.and youth in proportion

.to the aggregate amounts for youth in the other programs in this hist fund account.

Thfs Sum was classified as OS. .

For 1976,based on budget data, the aCCount was subdivided into the seine, three

programs as for 1970. For the promotion of the arts 4.9% of the funds were allo-

cated to youth based on the share of total agency funds obligated for education

programs as reported in the'1976 Annual. Report (National Endowment for the Arts):

This sum was classified as OS.

For the promotion of the humanities, 8.3 % of'the account funds were alTocat-

ed for youth based.on the share of total agency funds obligated for elementary

and secon,Sary prOgrams as reported in the Eleventh Annual Reoort (National En-

dowment for the Humanities; 1976). This sum was classified as OS. The funds for

admdnistratfon were allotated and classified on thelame basis as for 1970.

For-19-80, 14.9F:.. of the funds were allocated to youth based on agency

funds, from the National Endowment for the Arts obligated for education

Rrograms as...reported in the 1975 Annual Report (National Endowment for the

Ar"ts). rhis.sumwas claSsified as DS.
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t.

TOTAL 1,333

TOTAL 9,502

a..

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth SerVicet
PF LP PG Other Total

1970

11,292 12,625 -

1976

138,848 144,350

1980

TOTAL 6,958 135,045 1E42,003
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1

National Endowment for the'Humanities Salaries & anenses

This acCount existed only in 1980. For that year,-8.3% of the funds

were allocated for youth based on the share of total agency funds obligated

for elementary and secondary programs as reported'in the.Eleventh Annual

Renort (National Endowment for the Humanities! 1976). This sum was

classified as DS. ,

SUMWM TABLE

Youth Services
DS PF LP PG . Other . Total

TOTAL 12,506 °138,169 150,665

1 1 1

1 9
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National Institute of Education NIST # 048400.
;

This account existed oaly,in 1976 and 1§80. The allocation of funds

for children and youth was based on the share of youth in the general

population. These sums were classified as PG.

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services

1976
Oiher Total

TOTAL 21,143 48,635 69,778

1980

TOTAL - 12,494 31,499 43,993
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Occuoational, Vocational and Adult Education HIST # 047200

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 19741, and 1980. For 1964, loon of

the account funds were allocated for children and youth. This sum was

classified as DS.

For 1970, based on budget data, the accoUnt was subdivided intD four programs.

the grants to states for vocational education program, 100% of the funds were

allpcated for youth and classified as OS.
,

For two programs--vocational research and planning and evaluation--funds were

allocated for youth on the basis of youth as a share of the tatal population.

These sums were classified as PG. The adult education program was not clatsi-

fied as a service for children.

For 1976,based on budget data,the aCcOunt was subdiVideeino three programs.

For two programs--vocational education and education perscnnel--100.% of the funds

were allocated to youth and classified as OS. The Adult education program did

not provide services on behalf of children.

For 1980, based on budget data, the accoUnt was subdivided into six

programs. ,For five programs - vocational eduCation, "career education

incentives, cominunity Schools, conSumers' education and the consolidated

working fund - 100W, of the fUnda were ,allocated for youth and classified

as DS. The sixth program, adult ,education, did not provide services for.

youth.
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BEVICOPY AVAILABLE

Occupational, Vocational and Adult Education HIST # 047200

SUMMARY TABLE

1

Youth Services
Other TotalbS

TOTAL 41,076

PF LP

1964

PG

41-,076

1970

Grants to 286,909 285,909
States for
Vocatitinal '

Education

Vocational 2,743 5,301 8,044

Research

Adult Edu-
cation

39,551 39,551

4.;

Planning & 228' 442 670

Evaluation

TOTAL 286,909 2,971 '45,294 335,174

1976

Vocational 624,165 ' 624,165

BduCation

Adult Edu-
cation

Ed. Personnel 47 093

76,245 76,245

47 093

TOTAL 671,258 76,245 747,503

1980

VoCational 754,620 754,620

Education

Career Ed.
Incentives 1,187 1,1.87

Community , 2,798 2,798

3611onls

Consumera' Ed. 2,459 2,459

Conaolidated
Working F.und 2,035 * 2,035

_ 84,789 84,789

Education

7=AL 753,099 84,729 84-,888
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Ooeration of Indian Programs HIST # 060000

This acCountaxisted in 1964, 1970,, 1976 and 1980.

For 1964,based on budget datajthe account was subdivided into five programs.

For two programs--educatlohal assiitance facilities.and services and the school

district costs associated with the Menoninee educational grants--100% of thecfunds

were allocated for Youth. These swim were classified as OS.

For welfare and luidance services,.76%'of the account funds were allocated

for youth based on the share of Aid to Dependent Children. tAFOC) recipients who

were children. This sum was classified as LP. data for determining this alloca-

tion were provided by the Social 'Security Administration, dffice of Research and

Statistics. Funds for children from the maintaining of law and order.program were

allocated on the same basis. This sum was classified as PG. The relocation and

adult vocational training program was not classified as a service for children.

for 1970,based on budget data) the account was subdivided into four prbgrams.For

twap-education assistance &facilities and services--100% of the funds were allocat-

ed for youth and classified as OS. For welfare and guidance facilities, 73% of

the funds were allocated for youth based on the share of AFDC recipients who were

children. This sum was classified as LP. Data for determining this allocation

were prOvided by the Social Security Administration, Office of Research ind

Statistics. Funds for children from the maintaining law and order program were

allocated on the same basis. This sum.was classified as PG. The.employment

astistanca program did not provide services' for children.

For 1976, 100% of the account funds were allocated for children and youth

and classified as D.

For 1980, based on budget-data, the education account was subdiVided .

into three procrams. For school operations-and Johnson - O'Malley assis-

tance', 10n of the funds were allocated for youth and classified as DS.

The third prograul, continuing education, was not classified as services

for youth.
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Ogeration of Indian Programs

Educational
Assistance ,
Faci 1 ties &
Services

P.,11

HIST # 060000,"

SUMMARY TABLE ,

Youth Servi ces
Dr P.F LP PG Other Total

1964

66,955 ~ ~ 66,955

Wel fare & -
Guidances
Servi ces

2,697 10,787

Relocati & ~ -«
Adult Voca-.
tional Edu-
cational
Trai ntng

Mai ntai ni ng - 1,504- 725 2,229
Law & Order

10.
f

9,094 9,q94

Menomi nee sp ~ ~ ~ 89
Educational
Grants

TOTAL. 67,044 8,090 1,504 12,516 89,154

1970

Educational 115,882 115,882
Assi stance ,
Facil4 ti es &
Servi Ces

Wel fare & 21,887
Guidance
Se rvi ces

8,095 29,982

Enrol oyment , - ~ - 33,293 33,293
Assi stance

Mai ntai ni ng - 3,491 .1,291 4,782
Law & Oraer

TOTAL 115,882 ~ 21,887 3,491 42,579 183,939

1976

TOTAL 277,690 277,690
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(Summary Table, cont.)

Youth Services
DS Pr 'LP

1980

PG Other Total

School 159,9 E2 159,982

Operations

Johnson - 25,504 25,504.

.0'MalleY
Ed. Assist.

A11 Other 46 372 46.372

TOTAL 185,4136 46,372 231,858
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Public Broadcasting Fund HIST # 114000

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964 and 1970,,36.3% of the funds were allocated for'youth baseil on the

share of the households with children under 17 years of age,reached by the Public

Broadcasting Service during the period October 15 to ftvember 15, 1973 as re-

ported by A.C. Nielson, The National T.V. Index, special analysis. These sums

were classified as LP.

. For 1976, 64.2: of the.funds were allocated for youth based on similar data

covering the period Apcll 30-May 5, 1979. ThiS sum was also clastified as LP.

For 1980, funds for youth were alloCated and classified in the same
-,

manner as for 1976.

SUAMARY TABLE

Youth*Services
DS

TOTA L

TOTAL-

TOTAL

TOTAL

PF

-

-

5,445

1976

LP PG Other TotaT

1964

112 1450 1,962

1970

9,555 15,000'

44,940 25,060 70,000

1980

,97,584 54,416 152,000



Rehabilitation Services & Handicanned,Education

This account existed only in 1980. For that year, 11.1% of account

funds were allocated for youth based on data supplied by the Mivision of,

Program Data and AnalysiS, Rdhabilitation Services AdMinistration. This

sum was classified as PG.

r//

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Servicel
DS PE LP . Other Total

-
TOTAL - 49,928 399,873, 449,8D2

411

4
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Research and Related Activities - NIE

This account existed only in 1980. 'For that year funds were allocated

for youth on.the basis of their share Of the general population. This sum

was Classified PG.

SUMMARY TABLE

'Youth Services
DS J2F LP . PG Other Total

'TOTAL 10,515 26.,511 37,026

,
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Salaries and Expenses, National Gallery of Art HIST = 132100

this account existed only in 1975 and,1980. The allocation of funds

for youth was based on youth as a Share of the general poOulation in each

year. These sums were classified as LP.

S1.11.1MARY TABLE

'Youth Siéjvi ces
PG Other Total

1976

OT AL 2,335' 5,370 7,705

TOTAL 6,404 16,145 22,549

v,
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'School Assistance in Federally Aflected Areas HIST = 047500

This account existed in1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four years,

100% of the account funds were allocated for youth and classified as DS.

4.

SUMARY TABLE

Youth Services
Ds PF LP PG Other Total

1964 334,289 '
. . . . 334,289

: 1970 656,372 - . 656,372

, 1576 598,884 - 1. 598,884

1980 821,103

,

821,103

122



49

0
a.

vaSchool Tmotovement Procrams

'This account existed only in 1980. For that year 100cAof the fanfis

were allocated fOr youth and classified as DS.

SIIMMARY TABLE

Youth SerTices .

DS PF LP PG Other Total

TOTAL 89,142 89,142

O.
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!

, krience and Education Administration. Extension Activities' HIST = 016200
,4

. This account existed 441964,1970:1976, and 1980. For 1964, based

on budget data, this account was subd14.de4nto.our pr9grams. For three

programs7,playments to states, penalty 'mail and e federal extension
I -4

aervice--33% of the account fUnds were allociited for youth based on the

share of state paytents made by the Federal Extension Service, U. S..

Department of Agriculture for 4-H programs. Thesersums were classified as

LP. The fourth program, retirement and employee compensation costs, was

not classified as.a service.for children.

For 1970, the account funds were allocated and classifiecP based on the same

data and in the same manner as im 1964.
7

For 1976, 26% of the account funds were allocated for children based on,

the share of state payments made by 'the Federal Extension Service

for 4-H programs. ,This ,sum was claWfied as LP.

For 1980, the youth share was allocated and classified in the same

manner as 1976.- <0.

4
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SUMMARY..TABLE

Youth Services
Other Total'DS PF LP

1964

PG

Retirement & 6,987- 6,987.

Employees
CompenSation
Costs

All others 23721 4-8 694 72 415

TOTAL 23,721 55 ,681 79,402

1970

TOTAL 41,093 )7 :83,433 124,526

1976

TOTA,L 57,046 162,361 219,407

1980

TO= 67,660 192,572 260,232.
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Smithsonian Institution, Salaries & EXpenses HT8T = 131500

'This actodrit'existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, aria 1980. In all foui.

years, the account funds were a1located.for youth based ori' the share of ,

youth in the 1general population. These sums were classified as LP.

SUMMARY tABLE

Yodth Services
Other TcitalDS - PL LP PG

1964

...

- 7,954 13,837 21,791

1970 - 13473 - 25:285 38,338

197 , . . .24,819 - 57,091 81,910

'..

1980 40,539 -76,994 107,533
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Special Protects and Training. HIST,= 0470

,This account:exIa6d only in 1964, 1976, , and 1980. For 1964 and 1976, ,

l00% oftne. account fUnd.s were allpcated.for youth and classified as DS. ,

For 1980, based on blidget data, the accciuni wat subdivided into five,

,

programs. For two program - spacial projects and career education - 100%

of.the funds were allocated for yOdth and classified as DS. For two

programs - woMeds education equityand education periOnnel and training - .

funds were.allocated for youth based.on .Eheir share of the general popula-
.

tion. pese spa's ware classified as LP. For the planning and empauation

program, funds were allocated and classified in proportion-to all Other

account. funds.

SUMMARY.TABLE

Youth Services

')

TotalDS PF LP PG Other

1964 34,542 - 34,542

1976 283 - - - - 283

1980

Special 18,574 18,574
Projects

..-

Career 23,336 23,336
Educat.on

Women's Ed. 1 541 1,364 1,905
Equity

Ed. Personnel 541 1,364 1,905
4 Training

4

Planning & 1,739 44. 122 1,905
Evaluation

TOTAL 43,649. 1,126 2,850 47,625
,

127

1



Community' Servtces Prtdram HIST 1 113300

This account existed onlY_fp 1970 and 1976.
. -

Por 1970, 63% of the account funds were al1OCated forYouth based on the

.share OfOrogram participants under 18 repdried in "Summary of 1975 CAA Sample

Surveyn (Community Services-Administration 1976). This sum was classified as'

LP.

For 1976) 56% of the account fUnds were alltcated,for yOuth based on the same

data sourte as. for 1970. This sUM Was classifie-das LP.

I

SUMMARY TABLE

YOuth Services
PF LP PG , Other Total

1970

TOTAL . 441,362 256,006 697,368

1976

TOT,AL 1,48 888 2,016
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Emblovment and Training Anistince HI9T g 066800

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In 1964, the

account was not classified as a.service for youth.

Fot 1970. based on budget datal,the account was subdivided into eight programs.

For the summer, yoUth. program, 100% of the funds were allocated for yo6th .and

classified as DS. Based on data presented in the ManpeWer Report of the Pre-
- .

i
sident 1971 it was estimated that 30% of the special targeting pregram could

ee allocated for youth. This sum was classified as LP. 'Program support was

allocated in proportion .to the other accou/its for youth and classified as PG.

r--/

The fiVe programs remaining 'in the account were not classified as services ,fOr

youth.

For 1976, the account was subdivided into three programs. All 'of the funds

in the summer youth program were allocated forYouth and classified as OS. Using

data upplied,by the Employment and Training Administration, Office of Administra-

tion and Management, it was estimated that 17.5% of the state and ,local

programs and the national programs could be allocated for youth.

These sums were 'classified as LP.
,

For 1980, 32.1% of the entire account was allocated for yoUth aad

classified as LP based on data supplied by the Errgoldyment'and Training

Administration, Office of Administration and Management.
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Emoloyment and Trainina Assistance HIST # 066800..

Total.

SUMkARY TABLE

Youth Service's

'OS PF LP

1964

PG Other

TOTAL 122,117

1970

Summer Work-1 13,470 - - - 13,470

Support

Special - -, 11,244 - 25,798 37,042

Targeting

-Program - - - 1,557 24,961 -26,,518

,Support

All other. 343 897 343 897

TOTAL 13,470 - 11,244 1,557 394,656 4201,927

1976

Summer Youth 5364779 536,779

All other - 458 630 - 2 162 115 2,620 745

TOTAL 536,779 - 458,630 2,162,115 2,620,745

1980

TOTAL - 2,193,417 - 4,639,657 6,8t3,074
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Job Occortymities Program HIST = 029500

This account existed in 1976 and 1980. In hoth years, of the total

prcigram funds, 1% wes allocated-for youth based on estimates of youth under

lperticipating in the'program repoi.ted in "An Evaluation of the Direct

.ICipacts of the Job Opportunities Prpgram, Title X7 (Program Evaluation

Division, Economic-DeVelcpment Administration, U.S. Department ofCommerce,
,

umpublisSed, 1979). This sum was classiZied as LP. '

SUKIARY TAALE

Youth Services
OS

1976
PF LP PG OtteT. Total

TOTAL - 2,694 266 ,742 269 ,436

1980
TOTAL 120 11,909 12,029
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TemnorarvImtlovment Assistence HIST = 066800

This-account existed only in 1976 and 1980. For 1976,:besed on data

supplied by Imployment and Trai Administration, Office of Administration

andHanagementi 22% of the e o ees in the Title VI program of the Comore-
'

4 tiNe

hensive EmploymenVand Tra ct were under 22 years. Accordingly, it

was,estimated that 7% of the fux4 coUld be allocated for youth under 18.

This' sum was classified as Li.:
,

For. 1980, 32..13 f the ecco t was allocated for youth and classified

as LP based on data.eupplied by e ImploYment and Trsining Administration,

Officesof Administration.

Y TABLE

Youth Services .

PF LP PG Other Tott1

1976 - 132 113 1,755,214 1,887,327

1980 - 559, 2 1,184,176. 1,744,000
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Unenmloyment Turst Fund (rraininz & Ernuloyment)

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1975, and 19B0.

For 1964 and 1970 funds were allocated for Youth based on data relating to,

"characteristics of individuals placed by,the U.S. Employment-Services, py'State,'

fiScal 1976" presented in the U.S. Department .of Labor, Employment and Training

\ 4

HIST 067500

Report of the President, 1977, Table F!..s. These filOres showed that 41%, of all:-------*
,

------\recipients were under 22 years in 1976: Accordingly, it was estimated that 8% 10

of'the funds could be allocated for youth uhder 18. These sums were 'classified

'as'LP.

For 1976, according to the U.S. Employment Service, 13,5% of employment

serviCe'recipients Were under 18 years. This,sum was classified as LP.

For 1580, funds.were alldcated-for youth based on data relating to.'

"Characteristics of Individuals -.Placed' by the USES by S tate, FY.1978",

presented in the U. S. Department _of Labor Employment and Traininz Retort

-of the President 1979, Table F-9. These figures .showed that 44% of all

individu4ls placed by the U. S. EmploymentService were under 22,years in

1978. Accordingly it was estimated that 14.5% of the funds were for youth

under 18. this sum was classified as LP.

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
Other TotlOS' -FP LP PG

1964

TOTAL - 74,163 162,879 177,042

1970

TOTAL - 29,238 336,237 365,475

1976

TOTAL
- 50,053 315,299 365,352

1980

TOTAL - 108,829 641,719 750,548
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Work Incentives HIST 4 050900

This program:existed in 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1970, based on 'budget data, the account was subdivided.intb two programS.

All of the funds for the child care program were-allocated fdr youth.,and classi-

fied as OS. The second program, training incentives, was not classified as a

service for youth.

For 1976, the account was not classified as, a service fdryouth.

For 1980, acdount funds were allocated for youth.based on data relating

to "Selected tharacteristica of WTINT Registrants and Job Entrants" presented

in U. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Report of the Presi-

1,11%66.ZY-1, Table 6. These figuresehow that 8.9% of WIN. registrants were

under the'age of 20 in 1978. Accordingly, it was estimated that 4.4% of

.the fun.6 could be allocated for youth UncLr 18. This sum was classified

as LP..

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services

OS PF LP PG Other Total

1970

Child Care 15,591

Training .

Incentives

TOTAL' 15,591

4
15,591

- 70,027 70,027

70;027 a6,618

TOTAL

ToTAL

1976

307,313 307,313

348,940 365,000
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Youth Conservation Corns HIST = 024900

This account existed in 1976 and 1980.

For 1976, 100% of the account funds were allocated for youth and

classified as DS.

For 1980,, 75% of the funds were allocated'to youth'based. on 13-17

yearolds as a share of the total'eliglb1e beneficiaries as defined in

the Annendix to the U. S. Budget.FY 1981. This sum was classified as' ps.

1976
TOTAL

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth.Services
1)5 PF LP PG, Other Total

17,389 17,389

1980
TOTAL 41,524 13,841 55365
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Al.cohol, Drug Abuse & Mental Health HIST # 044100
,Administration. (ADAMHA)

This accOunt.existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964 and 1970,funds for the various programs within this account were

allocated,for youth baeed on data supplied by Office of the dministrator,

ADAMHA, OHEW indicating that 23% of tervica program fun 16% of research

program fund; were targeted for youth. All activities in 1964 were classified

' as PG. 'In. 1970 service 'Prograds were classified at LP, research and manpower

development programs were classified as PG,.and life supporting activities,program

Was divided among categories in proportion to all other account funds.

For 1976 this aCcount included three separate sets of programmatic activities
.dt

as well as funds for buildlngs and program direction. Based on data supplied by

the Office of the Administrator ADAMHA, 18%sof the funds for buildings and prograM

, direction were allocated for youth and classified as LP. For mental health

activities, 24% of the, research and training funds were allocated for youth
These sums were classified

based on data supplied by the Office of the Administrator. /as PG. The child-
totally

rens services subprogram funds were/allocated to'youthjand all other mental

health funds were allocated for youth based on their share of the population.

For drug abuie activities, 11% of research and training funds were allocated

for youth based on data supplied by the Office of the Administrator, and other

prOgram activities were allocated for youth baied on their share of the popula-

tion. For alcohc: abuse activities 1.2% Of research funds and 2.4% of training

and all other program funds were allocated for youth based on data provided by

the Office of the Administrator. Research and training funds were classified

as PG; all other program funds were classified as LP.

For 1980, the account was allocated and classified in the same manner

as 1976, except that there was no longer a separate program for general

Mental Health childrens services and buildings.
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Alcohol, Drug Abuse & Mental'Hialth HIST 4 044100
Aaminjstratton (ADAMMA)

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
, Other Totalbs PF'- LP

1964'

PG

TOTAL 32,108 128,172. 160,280

, 1970

ReSearch 16,737 94,840 111,577

Manpower 28,497 95,401 123898
DevelOpment

Orogram ,739 1,725 9,857 12,321

Support
,))ctivlties

All other - 21 726 72 737 94 463

TOTAL - 22,465 . 46,959 272,835 342,259

1976

General Mental
Health
Research 26,778 81,373 108,151

Training 20,681 77,798 111 98,479

Chilarens 29,896 - 29,896

Services
Ali-other 57,014 131,152 188,166

Drug Abuse
Research 4,256 34,432' 38,688

Training 1,143 10,288 11,431
All other

-
- 66,072 151,989 218,061

Alcohol Abuse
Research 169 13,899 14,068

Training 211 8,682 8,793
All otner - 3,566 145,033 148,599

3uildings 317 1,142 1,7E9

P"cgram 2,371 10,8f5 13,189

OirectiOn ------,

TOTAL . 29,896 -
./

12;9,343 53,238 666,803 879,280

-
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o

(ADAMHA Summary Table, p. 2)

General Mental
Health

Youth Services
Other TotalDS PF LP

1980

PG

Research 38,733 122,656 161,389
Training - - 22,784 72,151 94,935
Sezvices - 77,666 - 178,657 256,323
A11 Other - 10,785

,
27,189 37,974

-

Drug Abuse
Resetrch 5,221 42,246 47,467

' Training 1,044 8,449 9,493
All Other 53,923, 135,946 189,(869

Alcohol AID:me r >

.Research 342 28,,138 28,480
Training - - 233 9,260 9,493-
A11 Other

.,
- 2,506 - 101,922 104,428

Program - 1,709 ,7,785 9,494'
Direction,

TOTAL - 146,589 68,357 734,399 ,949.,345
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Center for Disease Control - -Preventive Health Services HIST # 040300
040409

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

In 1964, the aCcount was subdivided inta four programs. For the VD control

program and the foreign quarantine program, funds were allocated for youth based

on their share of the population and classified PG. The TB control program

was divided into two subprograms: the grants subprogram was allocated exclusively

ta adults; the reaearch and training subprogram was allocated ta youth in pro-

portion to their share of the population and classified as PG. The fourth program

was grants for research. UAder this program all funds for immunization were

allocated for youth trid classified as DS; the remaining funds were allocated

to' youth in proportion to their share of the population and classified as PG.

For 1970, the entire account was allocated for.children in proportion ta

their shre of the population and classified as PG.
the

For 1976 the account was subdivided into four programs. OnejoccUpational

health progranies not classified as a service.for youth. 'The buildings and

facilities program was allocated for youth in proporticin to their Share of the

populatitin and classified as PG. The disease control program was allocated for

youth based on their share of the population; praject grants in this program were

classified as LP while.other activities were classified as PG. The, final progfam,

project management was allocated in proportion to_the other accounts for

, oyuth and classified as LP.
- -

For 1980, the account was allocated and classified in the same

manner as 1975.
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Center far Disease Control

SUMMARY TABLE

HIST # 040300
040400

VD and Foreign
Owarantine .

TB Control
Grants

Youth Services ,111
Other TotalDS PF LP

1964

r1211'.'

-4e3k
4,889 8,505

3,691

13,394

3,691

Research a
Training 675 0 1,2$3 1,908

Grants for Research
Community Immuni-
zation 8;045 8,045

All Other 5.109 9 322 14.40r

TOTAL 8,045 - 10,673 .22,751 41,469

1970

TOTAL 16,690 32,254 )48,944

1976

Building &
Facilities 53 121 174

Disease Control
P:oject Grants 14,152 32,555 46,707

All other 21,728 49,982 71,710

Project Management 1,409 2,169 8,229 .11,807

Occuoational Health - 43.235 43.235

TOTAL 15,561 23,950 134,122 173,633

(Table, cont. . )
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(Summary Table, p. 2)

Youth Services
DS PF LP. PG Other Total

1980

Buildings E.
Facilities 3,485 8,786 12,271,

Disease tonfrol A

Project Grants 19,516 - 49,203 68,719

All Other - 28,274 73,804 /103,078

Project Management 260 423 1,771 2,454'

OSHA 58 902 58 902

TOTAL 19,776 33,182 192,466. 245,424

ar.

It
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Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund (HI) HIST # 046500

This account existed only in 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1970 the account was not classified as a ser ice for children.

For 1976, data supOlied by the Health Care FinanJ Administration,

Office of Planning and Research indicated that 05% of the fund% provided

coverage for the Tnedical costs of 'Ilildren receiving d-ironic renal:dialysis

care under tha HI program.' This sum,was classified as LP.

For 1980, data supplied by the Health'Care Financing Administration,

Office of Policy Planning ,and Research indicIted that .0I% of the funds

Provided coverage for the Medicaid costs OffChildren receiving Chronic

renal dialysis care under the HI program: This sum 'Taas classified as LP.

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
DS PF , LP PG Other Total

- 1970 - 4,952,911 4,952,911

1 ,

191:6 69.056 12,572,571 18;578,627

1980 3,065 23,218,143 23,221,208
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Federal SUoolementary Medical Insurance Trust Fund (SME) HIST 046400

This account e)eisted in 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For, 1970, the account was not classified as a service for Children.

For 1976, data supplied by the Health Care Financing Administration,

Office of Planning and Research indicated that .3% of the funds provided

coverage for the medical costs of Children receiving chronio.renal dialysis

care under the SHE program. This.sum was classified as LP.

For' 1980, data supplied by the Health Care Finanding-AdMinistrlion,

Office of Planning and Research indicated that .1% o'f the funds provided

coverage for the medical costs of children receiving Chronic renal dilaysis
'r

care under the SME program. This sum was classified as LP.

SUMMARY TABLE

.Youtti Services

OS PF 4, j.LP PG 'Other Total

1970 ;2,196,296 2,196,296

1976 -17,909 5,182,164 5,200,093

A

198a 9,768 10,115,769 10,325,537

,
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Grants to States for Medicaid Payments HIST 4 046200

,
This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980:

For 1964, the account was not classified as A service fur ch-ildren because

medical assistance payments were limited to the aged.'

For 1970, T91: 'of account funds were allocated for youth based on the share of

medical expenditures under public programs as reported in Barbara Cooper and MarY

McGee, "Medical Care Outlays for Three Age Groups: Young, Intermediate and

Aged," Social Security Bulletin, May 1971, Volume 34, Number 5, Table 4. This

sum was classified as LP.

For 1976, 17.2% of the funds were allocated for youth based on the shark of

medical expenditures under public programs as reported by Robert Gibson, Majorie

Smith Mueller and Charles R. Risher, "Age Differences in Health Cap .Spending,

Fiscal year 1976," Social Security Bulletin, August 1977, Volume 40, Number 8, .

Table 3. This sum was classified asl.P.

For 1980, 17.5% of the account funds were allocated for youth based

on the share of medical expenditures under public programs in 1977 as

repor4ed by Robert Gibson and Charles Fisher, "Age Differences in Health

Care Spending Fiscal Year 1977," Social Security Bulletin, ;January 1979,

Volume 42, Number 1, Table L.

SUMMARY TA8LE

Youth Services
'OS OtherPF LP '"PG

1970
.e

TOTAL - 518,100 2,208,745

1976

TOTAL - -1,473,737 7,094,500

1980

TOTAL
der'

-2,471,173 , 11,649,818

Total

2,726,824

8,568,237

14,120,991

p.
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Health Services HIST # 040000

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976 and 1980.

For 1964 based on budget data the account was subdivided into four programs.

For two programs--maternal and child welfare and the childrens bureau--100% of

the funds were allocated for youth And classifi as OS. For the two other

programs, funds were allocated to youth on basis of their shire of the popu-

lation and classified as LP.

For 1970, the account was subdivided into three programs. All funds for,the

maternal and child health programs were allocated for youth and classified as OS.

For the two remaining programs, funds were allocated for youth oQ the basis of'

their share of the general Population and classified as LP.

For 1976 the account was subdivided into seVen programs. One program, patient

care and special health services, was not classified as a service for youth. The

quality assurance program and the, buildings and facilities program were allocated

for youth oh the basis of their'share of the geneal population and classified as

LP. The funds for the HMO program And the emergency medical services program

were allocated for youth based on thetr share of the population and classified

as LP. The community health services program was divided into six subprograms.

The maternal and child health subprogram and the family planning subprogram were

allocated 100% for youth and classified as OS.

The four reMaining subprograms were altadated-fdr yolith th prO0Orttbd td

their share of the population and classified as LP. The seventh program--

program management--was allocated for youth on the basis of their share of the

general population and classified as LP.
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For 1980, the account was subdivided into three programs. The community

services program was divided into nine subprograms. The maternal and-child

health subprogram and the family planning subprogram were' allocated 100% -

for youth and classified as DS. The seven remaining subprograms were allo-

cated for youth in proportion to their share of the popilation and classi-

fied as LP.

The funds for health care services and program manikement programs were

allocated for youth ih proportion to their shay of the population ana

alassified as LP.



TAS

Health Services

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth. Services

HIST # 040000

Maternal and
Chifd Welfare

DS

92,376

PF LP

1964

PG Other Total

92,376

Salaries and 3,553 3,543

Expenses
Childrens,
Bureau

-All other 29 827 51,890 81,717

TOTAL 95,929

7

- 29,827 -.51,890 177,646

1970

Maternal and 267,187 267,187

Child'Health

All other 94,829 183,263 278 092

TOTAL 267,187 94,829 183,263 545,279

1976

Quality - 12, 214 28,097 40,311

Assurance

Buildings & 1,018 t 2,341 3,359

Facilities

HMO's - - 6,786 15,610 ' 22,396

Emergency - 10, 178 23,t41t4 33,592

Medical

Services

Patient Care
and Special

167,960 1677,960
.

Health
Services .
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Health Services

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services

Community

D5 PF LP PG-

Health
Maternal & 370;636 -

Child Health
Famill 100,777 , -
Planning
All. other - - 101,785, -

Program - - 13,571
Management

TOTAL 471,413 - 145,552_

HIST V040000

Other Total

370,636

- . 100,777

239.138 335,923

31,219 44,790

502,779 1,119,744

1980

Community
Services
Maternal & 325,010
Child Health

Family 132,411 4 -
Planning

All Other - 153,838

Health Care - 54,698
Services

Prograin
Management

3,419

325,010

132,411

387,844 541,682

137,900 192,598

8,619 12,038

457,421 - 211,955 534,363 1,203,739'
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Indian Health Facilities
e4,

.

HIST # 040200

Thig account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and,1980.

For 1964, 1970, and 1976, 10% of,the-account funds were allocated for
,

youth. This estimate Was based On0datm relating to the "Number of Discharges
. -

by Age for IBS and Contract GeneraL Hoppitala;,FY 1978," supplied by Office

-

Of Program Statistics, Division of Resources .Coordinition, Indian,Health

Services; DHEW. 'These figures indicated that 33%,of all dischargeS were

.under age 20. Accordingly, 30% of all di-schargdi and related expenditures

were estimatpd to be for youth under 18% These,sums were classifidd as LP.

Far, -1980, 50% of the account funds weie allocated for youth. Thia.was

based on the'share of Indians under 18 on or near-reservations eligible for

service in 1980, supplied by an internal estimate from the Office of PrograM

Statistica, Indian Health Service. this- sum was clas'aified as LP.

11
SUMMARY TABLE

Youih Services

Ds PF LP

1964 .

TOTAL . - 1,64B

.1970

TOTAL 4,. 698

1976

L

1980-X

'TOTAL - 37,246

a
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TotalPG . Other
,

- 3,840 5,486

.0

T07962 15:660

41,512 59,301
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Indian Health Services HIST # 040100

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

Data supplied by Health Services Administration, Office'of Financial

ftnagement, Indian Health Services indicated that 53% of the program funds

benefitted youth in 1976. This percentage was applied in 1964, 1970, and

1976, and the sums were-classified as LP.

For 1980, 50d/6 of the account funds were allocated tor youth. This

was based on the share of Indians under,18on or near reservations eli-

gible for service in 1980, supplied by an internal estimate from the Office

of Program Statistics, Indian Health Service. This sum was classified aS

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
OS PF. LP PG Other Total

1964 31,933
4

28,306 60,239

1970 55,108 48,870 103,978

19,76 144,790 128,400 273,190

263,08S '263;086 S26,171

0

4k
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medical Care - Veterans Administration HIST # 107400

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964 and 1970, this account was not classified as a service'for'

cnildren.
- I

For 1976, based on budget data, the acCount was subdivided into two programs.

For the CHAMPVA progrim i7% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on

youth patient data reported in The Health Affairs Reoort: All Branches Of Service and

All Offices of Civilian Health and Medical Proorams ofthe Uniformed Services

(CHAMPUS) Beneficiaries 1976 (U.S.'Department of Defense, Statistical Branch,

Program Evaluzition Division). This sum was classified as LP.

The second program, Veteran Medical Care, Was not classified as a service

for youth.

For 1980, the account was allocated and classified in the same manner

as1976.
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SUMMARY TABLE

TOTAL

Youth Services
OtherOS PF LP PG

1964

1,111,451

1970

TOTAL 1,652,627

1976

CHAMPVA 3,769 18,401

Ail others /111. 3.672.7890
3,769 3,691,190

Total

...,4.111,451

1,652,627

3.672.789

3,694,959

1980

CHAMETA - 10,074 49,187 59,261

All other 5 866 824 5 866 824

TOTAL - .10,074 5,916,011 5,926,085

152.

-

I.



re

NatIonai InstItute of Child Health and Human Development HIST # 041100
and 041200

These accounts existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four

years, funds weie allocated for ,youth based on the share.of children and

youth in the general population These sums were classified as PG.

SUMMARY TABLE

Al
Youth Services

DS PF LP PG Other Jotal

1964 7,030 12,230 19,260

1970 23,739 45,877 69,616

a976 46,601 107,199 15,800

1980 52,696 132,854 185,550
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St. Elizabeth's Hosoital HIST # 043900

This account :existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For each year the share of total account furuis allocated for youth was 5%

based on an estimate by the Office of the Special Asiistant to the Superinten-

dent St. Elizabeth's Hospital. These sums were classified LP.
«..

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
TotalDs PF LP

1964

PT Other

TO1AL 467 8,881 5,348

1970

TOTAL 15,884 16,720

1976 -

TOTAL 3,007 57,138 60,145

1980

,TOTXL. 4,052 76,990 81,042
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...

Payments r,or Operation of. Low Incomeilousing kIST.# 09e500

This account existed in 1964, 1976, and 1980. In 1964 and 1976, .. 42% of the
1

account funds were allocated for youth based on the share of eligible recipients

for'subsidized housing payments who were feMales with children. This percentage

4as based on data reported in Lower Income Housino Assistance 2rograms, November

1978 (U.S. Department of Housing and Urb OevelopMent, Office of Policy Develop-

ment and Research). These sums'were cl sified as PF.

For 1980, 47.2% of the account funds were allocate4 for youth based on

the Share of Children under 18 in families reexamined for Cont#Ued 9ccu-

pancy in low-rent public housing in 19. This percentage was based on data

reported ih "Families Reexamined farsContitued_-Occupancy in LoW-Rent Public

Housing,"_. Table 225.1 (Subsidized HOtaing Admission's and Continued Occupancy

System, MUD). This sum was classified alls

7.

SUMMW TABLE
i

t

, 'Youth Services

DS PF 14 PG . Other Total.

12a . 4337 - 466 803

,1976 74,710 -
,

103,171 177,881

1980 , - 366,364 407,236 772,600

ci

,

1-5 5
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Subsidized Housing Programs HIST # 699400

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. For 1964, 1976, and

1976, 42% of the,account fm-04'were allocated for youth based on the-share

of eligible recipients for subsidized housing payments who were feMales with

children._ This peratge was based on data reportea in' Dower Income Housirm

Assistance PrograMs, November 1978 N., S. Department of Houting-and-Urben

Development,'Office of_PolicY tevelopment and Research). These sums ivere

(
.-

classified-as PF, 6.
-

A
For 1980:-.47% of the account funds were allocated for xouth based on

the, mean'shlre of recipients that were children under 18 in subsidized housing

progress in 1979. This percentage was based on data from "Families Recerti-

fied for Continued Occupancy for Rent Supplement 9/30/78." Table 426.1

(Subsidized Housing Admissions and Continued Occupancy System, DHUD): Thls

sum-was classified as PF.

SUMMARY TABLE
6

Youth Services
_ Total

DS PF LP PG Other
,

1964 < - 68,944 - - 124,177 193,121

4 .

1970 . - 199,131 - 274,992 474,123

-,

1976 - 958 ,632 - 1 ,323 ,824 2 ,282,456

laso -2,054,840 2,317,160 4,372,000

156
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Assistance Payments HIST # 049400

This account existed in 1964: 1970 1976,.and 1980.

..fOr 1964,based on budget data, the cc-Count was subdivided into three

programist: state expenditures, cost oiadMinistration, servides and training and

' demonstration projects. For state. expenditUre paments on behalf of aid to

Aot ,

famdlies with dependent children (AFDC recipients, 76: of the funds were allo-

cated for yoUth This allocation was based on ilia share of AFDC recipients who

were children from data supplied by the Social Security Administration, Office of
.

Research and Statistics. This sum was classified as PF.

For state expenditure p.ayments on behalf of aid to the blind (AB) recipients,

2: of th4i'undswereea11ocated for youth based on AB recipients who were child-
.

ren. This allocation was made using data reported in Findinas of the 1970 AB.

Study:Part I, Demoaraohic and Proaram Characteristics [U.S. Department of Health,

Education and .Welfare,'Social and Rehabilitation Service, DHEW Publication No

(SRS) 73-03903, NCSS Report AB-1 (70i]. This sum was classified ai LP.

State expenditure payments for,recipients of ald-age assistandi (0AA),

medfcal assistance for the aged (MA-aged) and Aid td the permanently and totally

41 disabled (AFTD) wert not classified as services for children.

The program administration costs associated with AFDC and AB were allocated

and classified based on-the same data and ln thesame manner as the state ex-

penditures for these programs. Administration costs for the OAA, MA-aged and

AFTO prograMs wgre not classified as servicis for children. Allocation

of funds for demonstration projects was based on the samd data and classified

in ,the same manneras for AFDC-expenditures.,

For 1970, 73: of the funds for the AFDC, emergeniy assistance and stata and

local administration costs under the maintenance assistance program wers'allocatec

for youth. This allocation was based on the shars of AFDC recipients who were

157 .oal
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children frem data supplied by the Social Security Administration, Office of

Research and Statistics. These suns were classified as PF.

The allocation of AB ;funds for youth was based on the same.data and classi-

fied in the same manner Ls for 1964. The OAA and AFTD programs were not classi-

fiedas services for children.

For 1976based on budget datathe account was subdivided into two programs:

maintenance assistance and child support and enforcement. For both programs,

71I of the funds wereollocated for youth based on the share of AFDC recipients

who'were children AS reported in Public Assistance Statistics, December 1976

EU.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Social and Rehabilitative

Services, DHEW Publicatiron No, (SRS) 77-03100, NCSS ,RepOrt A-2 (12/76). These

sums were classified ai PF.

For 1980, the account was subdivided into7three prngrams: maintenance

assistance, research and evaluation and administrative expenses. _For all

programs, 70% of the funds Were allocated for youth based on the share of

AFDC recipients for FY' 1979 whn were Children. Dita were supplied by the

U. S. Department ALZ.9.,th, Education and Welfare, Division Of Family

Assistance Services. These sums were classified as PF.
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41
Assistance Pay,ments

1964

State Expen-
ditures for
AFDC

State Expen-
ditures for
AB

Cost of Program
Admi ni strati on
for AFDC and
AB

Demonstration
Projects

All other

TOTAL

'HIS; # 049400

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
OS PF LP PG Other Total--

- 663,110

978

- 757,955

1970

Maintenance - 1,508,966
Assistance
for AFDC

Maintenance
Assistance
for AB

Emergency 1,024
Assi stance

State & Local 96,768
Admi n 1 s trati on

All other

TOTAL 1,608,758

1976

70TAL \- 4,152,578

7980

TOTAL - 4,933,52.9

221,037 884,147

932 45,673 46,605

36,340 131,507

326 1 ,304

- 1 670 634 1.670 634

932 1,974,010 2,734,197

558,111 2,067,077

994 48.715 49,709

1,118 4,142

168,349 265,117

1 756 394 1 756 394

994 2,532,687 4,142,439

1,696,125 5,848,703

'2,114,365 7,047,884
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Civil Service Retirement and Disability Fund HIST # 128300
/)

This account eocisted in 1964, 1970 /1976, and, 1980.

For 1964, 11% of the account funds w re allocated for youth Pased on annuities

paid to children is a share of total ann ities and benefits reportecLin t.he Annual

Report of Financial and Statistical Da (D.S. Divil Service Commission, Bureau

of Retirement Insurance and Occupatio l Health, fiscal year 1964, Table A-8).

This sumiwas classified as PF.

For 1970, 10% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on annul-

ties paid to children as a share o
/
total annuities and benefits reported in the

Annual Report of Financial and S tistical*Data (U.S. Civil Service Comission,

fiscal year 1970, Table A-8). is sum was classified as PF.

For 1976, 7% of the funds were allocated for youth based on annuities paid

to children as a share of total annuities and benefits reported in the Annual

Report of Financial and Statistical Data (U.S. Civil Service Commissicm, fiscal

year 1976, Table 8-11).This sum was classified as PF.

Far 1980, the youth share was allocated and classified in the same

manner as 1976.

5UM4ARY TABLE

Youth Services
OS PF LP PG Other Total

1964 146,331 - 1,171,965 1,318,296

1970 26'4,153 - 2,487,452 2,751,605

1976 555,035 - 7,729,074 8,284,109

1980-
,..,

-1,018,750 13,534,817 14,553,567
,
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Cuban Reftlee Assistance HIST 4 049500

This account existej. in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four years,

O

funds were allocated,onthe basis of youth as a share of the general population.

These sums were classified as LP.

SUMMARY TABLE

' Youth Services
TotalLP P5 Other

1964 , - - 15,537 .. 27,030 42,567

1970 N - - 28,595 55,262 . 83,857

1976 -
1

- 41,815 96,190 138,006

1980 - 118,8/4 299,545 418,359



Federal D1sat5ility Ihsurance Trust Fund HIST # 049800

This accourrt Er:fasted 4.r; 1964, 1970, 1976, arid 1980.

Ixi a11 four years, the allocation' of funds for -youth was based. on the same
sdata and.iclassified in the sane manner as" for the Civil Service Ret'rement and

Di sabil ty Fund. .

SUMMARY TABLE

.t Youth Services
TotalOS PF LP PG Other

1964 - 147,460 - - 1 ,193 ;08.5 1,340 ,545

1970 42,531 - - 2,911,412 2,953,9413
.

1976 665 ,728 - - 8,940,734 9,606,462

1980 1,073,724 14, 265,202 ,15,338,92.6'

162

.41

1 7 /



Federal Old,,Acre S'earvivors Insurance Truit Fund

This Account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. .

HIST -..t.01.19700

For 1964, 9,1%.of the funds-were ellocated'for yquth based on benefits

paid to youth as a share of total benefits paid. This allocation was based:

on data reported in Social Security- BuLret=Ln Annual Statistical Supplement,
.-

1976, .CU. S. Departmer4 of Health, Education and Welfare, Social Sedurity..

Administration, Tables 54 and 91. Thip smt was classified PF.

Far 1970, 8.2% of the account wa.allpcated for youth based on the

same data source and ClaSsified ;.;.the 6ame manner as for 1964.

For 1976, 74% of the aFcount was allocated for youth based on data

hfram the same source and classified in the same manner as for 1964..

For 1980,,6.7% of the account was allocated for youth,based on unpUb-

lished data available from'the Social Security Administration, Office of

kesearch end Statistics. This Sum was classified as PF.

MNIIARY TABLE

Youth'Services
TotalDS PF 'LP Other

1964 1,390,899. 13,893,708 15,284,607

1970 .2,2410,301
es

25 ,osa,o144 27020,345

4,7'57,910 59,538,173 64,296,083

,143.12 6,968,284 97,0.35,944 104,004,228

1 7

*

.
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Federal Unemployment Benefits and Allowances OIST 0 007100

This accougt existed in. 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. ,

For 1964 and 1970 acCount funds were allocated for youth based on-data re-
..

lating td ,"characteristics of insured unemployed and,benefits under state programs."
c

,
presented in U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Remict of the President, April 1971,

Table F.17. These figures show that 6% of all%beneficiaries were under 22 in 197Q.

AcCortingly, it was estimated that 2% of the funds'could be allocated for youth

under 18. These sums were claisified as LP.

-For'1976 account funds 'were allocated for youth based on similadata reported

.4w #

in U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Traininc Report of the President, April
z(

1978 Table F-10. Theie figures- gliow that 10%44 of all beneffciarles were under

22 im.1976., Accia gly, it waS estimated that 3.4% of the funds-could be allo-.

0
cated for youth un

11
er 18% This sum was classified as LP.

For 1980 accbunt fundS were .allocated for youth based on similar data

reported .1.17 U. S.'Department of Labor. Emolovment and Training Rebrt of

tha1President, Atril 1970, Table F-10. These figure's show that 9.6%. of

the insured unemployed receiving benefits in 1977 were under 22. ACcord-
,

ingly it was estimated that 3.1% of the j- ": cciuld be allocated for youth

under 18. This.sum was clasaified as LP.

111
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SUMMARY TABL4_

TOTAL'.

Youth Services
Other Total .Dt" PF LP, PG

1964,

149,464 152,5143,050

1970

TOTAL ') 3,671 179,883 181,554

4.419 1976

TOTAL 64,334 1,827,839 1,892,173

1980,

TOTAL 31,930 998,070 1,030,000

L.--

44c

4*.
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% Srants to States for Unempl oyment
1)(-441,ST 06700

Insurance and Emolovment Servicds

This account existed in 1976 anct 1980. For 1976, funds were allocated

for youth based on data relating to "Characteristics of Insured Unemployed

and Benefits Under State Programs" presented in U. S. Department of Labor,

Emtlovment and Training Retort of the President. April 197Z-.1Table F-10.

These figures showed that 10.4% of all beneficiaries were under 22 in 1976.

Accordingly, it was estimated that 3.4% of the funds could be allocated for

youth under 18.. .This eum.was classified as LP.

For 1980, funds were allocated for Youth based on data relating to

"Characteristics of Individuals Placed by the U. S."Employment Services by

State FY 1978," presented in U. S.'Department of Labor Emtlovment and

Training, Report of the President. April 1979,.Table F-9. These figures

showed that.44% of indiViduals placed.by the U. S. EmAoyment Service were

under 22 in 1978. Accordingly, it, was estimated that 14.5% of the funds

could he allocated for youth under 18. This sum was classified as LP.

SUMMARY TABLE

1976

Youth Services
TotalDS PF CP

.6,182

7, 3,234

166

PG Other

175,649

1-9,066

181,831

22,300-

TOTAL

1980
,TOTAL



Judicial Survivors Annuity Fund HIST 006800

This fund existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 180. In all four years,

N4B% of the account funds were allocated for youth based.on the youth

share of all annuities and death claims in 1976 as reported by the Admini-

strative Office of the U. S. Court, DiVision of.Personnel, Retirement and

40 Benefits Section. These'sums were classified as PF.

SUMMARY TABLE ,

4

Youth Services
DI- PF LP. PG

1964 - 10 -

1970 - 14 - -

1976 - 27 -

1980 34 -

167

Other

,

I

Total

480, 490-

682 696

1,328 1,365

2,226 2,260

1



A

National Life Insurahce Fund HIST 0 109000

,

This accoUnt existed in 1964, 1970, 1978, and 1980.

For 1964, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into eignt

programs. For dne programthe operating costs funded for death claims--.05%',
1

for the account.funds were allocated for youth based on death claims paid to youth

as a share of all death claims paid. This allocation was made on the basis of

data reporpsd py the 'Veterans Administration, Office of the District Council,

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and the sum wasclassified as PF. The seven programs'

in the balance.of the accaUnt were not.classified as services for youth.

For 1970, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into eight programs

For oneat-operating costs funded for death claims--.0114 of the funds were
based on the

allocated for youthiaame data and classified in the same manner as for 1964. The

seven programs in the,balance of the account were not classified as services for

youth.

For 1976, the account was again Subdivided into.eight programs. Fol

N''\\
only one--operating costs funded far death claims--.007% of the funds were allocated

for youth based on the same data and classified in the same manner as for 1964 and

1970. The seven programs in the balance of,the account were not classified as

services for youth.

For 1980, the account was allocated.fOr youth and classifiedA.n the
16

same manner as in 1976.

Ni
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National Life Insurance Fund , mIsT o109000-

laims

All others

TOTAL

, Death Claims

ALI others

TOTAL

Death Claims.

All others

r0TAL,or

Death Claims

All others

TOTAL

SUMMARY TABLE

/ Youth Services
Other. Total

.

'.PF

pe

LP PG

1964

1
294,301

290.878

294,389 -tVat%
290.878

-

- 88 1 585,179
-

585,267

1970'

29 291,817 291,846

393 238 393.238

29 685,055 685,084

1976'

19v. 273,443. 273,462

359 551 359.551

- 19 632,994 633,013

1980

25 361,325 361,350

441 650' 4u1 650

25 802,975 803,000
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PaVments to States for Child SuPpart. Title IV-a
'tor'

This iccount existed only in 1980. The allocation of funds for youth

was based on a FY1979 monthly average of the share lof AFDC recipients who

were children. Data were supplied by the U. S Department of Health,

Education and Welfare, Division of Family Assistance Services.

,

SUMMARY TABLS

Youth Services
Other Total

1980 245 105 350

't.

1.

4

.
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Railroad RettreMent Account HI,ST # 129900

sTh1s account existed in 19613, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964, 2.8% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on child-

ren receiving retirement and survivor benefits as a share of total survivor

annuitants. Data for this allocation were reported in the Yilroad Retirement

Board Annual Report 1964 (Table 8-2). This sum was classified as PF'.

For 1970, 2.7% of the account funds were allocated for youth on ;the same

basis ,as for 1964: Data fqr this allocation were reported in the Railroad Retire-
.

ment Board Annual Report 1970 (Table 11). This sum was, classified as PF.

For 1976,, 3: of the Account funds were allocated for youth on the same basis

as for 1964 and 1970. Data for this Allocation were reported in the Railroad

Retirement Board Annual Report 1976 (Table 11), This sum,was classified as PF.

For 1980, 3% of the account funds were allocated for youth on the same

basis as aIl previous years. Data for this allocation were reported in

Railroad .Retirement Board Annual Report 1978 (Table 11). This sum was

classified ai PF,'

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
DS FF- LP PG Other Total

1964 30,897 - - 1,072,575 1,103,472

1970 . 43,283
e

- .-
1,564,618 1,607,901,

1976 104,239 - 3,3761423 3,V,664
AO

1980 143,820 4,650,180 4,794,000

.8"



Soecial,Benefite for Disabled Coal hiiners- HISi # 04'93d0

/his account eXisted id 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1970 based-on budget data the account wassubdivided into three programs.

For two programs--benefit'payments and administration,--10% of the acCount funds were

allocated to youth based on an estimate of benefits paid to.children as a share of all

oenefit payments. This sum was classified as PF. For the third program, environ-

mental control,_ 10% of the funds were allocated-for youth based on the same

estimati,of benefitbayments t(children. This sum was classified as LP. The

estimate for allocating funds for the three programs was provided by the Social

Security Administration, Office of Research and Statistics.

For-1976, 11.4% of the funds were allocated for yoUth based on the actual

benefits paid to children as a share of total benefits baid reported by the

Social Security'Administration, Office of Research and Statistics. This sum

was claesified as P.

For 1980, 3.1% of funds were allocated for youth based on the'actual

benefits paid to children as a share of total benefits paid,reported by

the Social Security Administration, Office of Research and Statistics:

This sum was classified as PF.

A
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SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
TotalOS PF LP.

.1970'

PG Other

Benefit Payments 739 6,652 7,391

Administration

e.nvironmental

*290 2,617 2,907

Control 83

TOTAL 1,029 a 9,Z4 10,381 .

1976 - 113,709 883,745 997,454

1980 32,198 1,006,455 1,038,653.
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Suntlemental Security Income (SSI) HIST = 049200

This'account existed in 1976 and 1980. For 1976,-14.3% of the account

funds were allocated for youthbased on SSI benefit payments to children

as a share of all benefit payments, reported by the Social Security'Admdni-

stration, Analysis Branch of the Division of Supplemental Security Income.

This sum was classified as LP.

1980, 7.9% of the ?fccounts funds were allocated for youth based

on the same data and classified in the same manner as for 1976.

. -

1976

:1980

a

pw*

SUMMARY TABLE

Ytuth Services
DS PF LP PG Other Total

. . 217,493 4,840,478 5,057,971

505,578. 5,894,142 6,399,720
.4.

174



Unemployment Trust Fund HIST # 067600

This account existed in 1964,1970, 1976, and,1980.

For 1964 and 1970 account funds were allocated for.youth based on data

relating to"characteristics of insured unemployed and benefits under state

programs" presented in U.S. Department Of Labor, Manpower Report of the-

President, April 1971, Table F-17. These figures show that 6: of all bene -

ficiarle's were under 22 in 1970. Actordingly, it was estimated that'2: of the

funds could be allocatedfor-youth under 18. These sumi were classified as LP.

For 1976 account funds were allocated for youth based on similar data re-

ported in U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and,Trainino Report of the Pre-

sident, April 1978, Table F-10: These !igures show that 10:4:.of all beneficiaries

were under 22 in 1976. Accordingly, it was ettimated that1.4: of the funds could

be allocated for youth under,18. This sum Was classified asLP.

For 1980, account funds were allocated fiaryouth based on similar data

reparted in 13:.S. ,0epartment of Labar;iMhiavment and rainink Retort of the

Presidnet, Anril 1979, Table p-10. .These figures show that 9.6% Of all

beneficiaries were under 22 in 1977. Accordingly, it was estimated that

3.1% of the fUnds could be allocated for youth under 18. This sum was

'classified as LP.

SUMMARY tABLE

TOTAL,

TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

Youth Services
TotalDS

a

PF LP

1964

PG Other

3,422,227

3,125,889

(

16,958,189

001519

3,492,068

3,189,652

17,5E5,061

14,449,452.

- 69,841

1970

- 63,793

1976

- 596,872

1980

(447,933-.
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Veterans Comoensation and Benefits

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964, 8.2% of the account funds were a/located for youth based on

HIST # 106561

Veterans death and compensation payments for all cases involving children,

Including Widows with thilaren, as a share of totil compensation and pension

expenditures. This allocation was based on data reported in AnnUal Report of

the Administration of Veterans Affairs (Veterans Administration, 1964) and the

'sum was'classified aSPF.

For r970, 9.9% of the account was allocated for youth on the Same basis

as for 1964. The allocation was based on data reported in the Annual Rebort

of the Administration of Veterans Affairs (1970) and the sum was classified as

PP,

For 1976, 7.74 of the account was allocated for youth on the same basis

as-for 1964 and 1970. The allocation was based on data reported in the Annual

Reoort If the Administration of Veterans Affairs (1976) and was.classified as PF.

For 1980, three accounts - veterans' compensations, pensions and

burial benefits - were combined in order to malCe programmatic breakdowns

correspOnding to categories in the earlier years. For the entire account,

5.6% of the funds were allocated foryouth on the sanm basis as earlier

years. Thiseallocation was based on unpublished data for 1979 made

available from the Central Office of the VeteranS Administration and

was classified as PF.

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
OS. PF 4 -LP PG Other' .Total

1964 288,620 3,672,586 3,961,206

1970 525,482 1,810,2,55 5,336,757

1976 ,670,622 7-1507,70T- '3178,323

1980
0

9, 865,220 10,434,704",
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I

Veterans Insurnce and Indemnities HIST # 106900

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964, .03% of the accoUnt funds were, allocated for yOuth mased on death

claims maid tm youth as a share of all death claims paid: This allocation was

Dased on data reported My the Veterans Administration, Office of the DiStrict

0ouncil, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and the sum was classified as PF,

For '1970, .01% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on the

same data and classified.in the same manner as for1964.

For 1976 and 1980 the amount of death clairrs paid out to youth was

considered insignificant.

1964

19-0

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Servises

OS PF LP v PG , Other Total

26,834 26,842

4 13,460 13,464

1 is



veterans ReadjustAnt Benefits HIST # 10700

A
This accountexisted in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For all four,years, based on budget data froth the Appendix to the

Budget of theh.l. S., the account was subdivided into two programs. For

the readjustment benefits paid to'sons And daughters component of the

education and training program, 100%-of the account was allocated to youth.
4

This sum were classified as DS. The belance,of the account in the.four

years was not classified as services for youth.

s.
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Ed. & Training
'Benefits ta
Children

All others

41 .TOTAL

o

Ed. & Training
for Sons and
Daughters

o -

All others

ro3t.

\

E. & Training
-for Sons and ,

Daughters

.A1/ others

TOTAL

,

:Wm
t

SUMMARY TABLE

24,839'

24,839

youth 5Tices -

DS PG Other Total

43,452 43,452

.

,

__ 944.083 944.083

43,452 944,083 987,535

160,270

160,270

1976

1970

44.159

44,159

24,839

44.159

68,998

160,270.

..366.292 5.366.292

5,366,292/ 5,526,562

i. TraidIng 173,053
Ear Sons and
Daughters

All others

TOTAL % 173,05a

1980

173,053

2 165 497 2.165497

- , 2465,497 2,338,550
A
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U.S. Government Life Insurance Fund HIST # 109200

r--

This account existed in 1964; 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into five programs.

For one programoperating costs funded for del claims--.03%'of the account

funds were allocated for youth based on death claims paid to youth as.a share

of all death claims paid. This allocatiocl was made on..the basis'of data reported

by the Veterans Administration, Office of,Distfict Council, 'Philadelphia, PennsylVania

;
ark' the sum was classified ad PF. The our prograMs in the balance of,the account

were not classified as services for' youth.

'For 1970, baled on budget data, the.account was subdivided .into seven programs.
- -

For one--operating costs for !death claims--.01Z of thf,funds were allocated -for
r /. .

youth based on the-same data and calculated in the same manner as for 1964. The
P .

f
.

J.._,..
.

balance of the aebouni was not cla6sified as service for childten.

For 1976, the account was subdivided into nine programs.. For one--Operating

costs for death ciaims--.007%t of the account was allocated for youth based on the

same data and calculated in the same manner as for, 1964 and 1970. *The balance

of the account was not classified as services for children.

For 4980, the account was calculated dnd classified in the same

manner as 1976.

1.
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U.S. Government Life Insueance Fund HIST # 109200 * ,

SlAiMARY TABLE

Youth ServiCes .
. .

: DS PF LP --, PG ,
Other Total

4564
.

*

,.
,-,

. r -

Death Claims . . 13

*
All othert :

TOTAL

Death Claims

. Alpothers

TO.I4L

Death Claims

All others

TOTAL

. 3

Death'Clairs

All others

3

TOTAL. 'Pt 3

.

43,826

53.365 '

r .

43,839
,

53.364

Ja
97,191 57,203

197O

42,422 42,426

41 752 41.752

84,174 84,178

1976
Cs'

40,779 40,782

30,512 30.512

71,291 71,294

1980

41,904 41,907

- 26 793 26 793

68,647 68,700 *.
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A

'Law Enforcement Assitance Administration (LEAA) HIST4 066200

This aount existed 14 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1970 the account was subdivided into sx programs. For two--matching

Ihnts and administration--20% of the funds were allocated for youth based on

estimateslupplied by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
--

LEAA, Department of Justice. Thitse sums were classified as LP. The same 20%

figure was used to allocate funds for youth from two other programs: grants for

development of comprehensive plans and academic asiistance. These sums were

clatsified as k. The two remaining pro§rams--the National4natitute of Law
- t

Enforcement and Criminal Justice and the National Crtminal Justice Information
lp

and Statistics.Service:Wele hot classified A" services for youth.

For 1976, 20% qf the entire accOunt was allocated for youth.and claSsified

as LP. ,

.t

For 1980, the account wassubdividedlinto ten' programs: For juvenite

justice formula grans and fuvenile just;Ce programs, 100% of the funds

were allocated as a diibot &ervice to youth .(D9). Funds for corrections

A\ formula grants were deteiined not to be a service, for children. For'the

remainder of the growrams, the funds were allbcated based on youth as a

share bf the populatibm and classified aS LIN

11

±-8 2

Narr,

.4L
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0

Law Enforcement
/.

Grants for
Development of
Comprehensive
Plans

Matching Grants

' Academic

.Assistance

AdMinistration

All Other

TOTAL

Sistance Administration (LEAA) HIST # 066200

SUMMARY TABLE . ,

'Youth Services
PF . LP PG Other Total

1970 OP

3,229 12,915 16,144

A

j -

4 ,1

16,014

16,531

20,Q19

20,664

904 4 3,616, 7,749 .

:3 229 3 229

- 4,909 7,362 52,305 64,576.0-

TOTAL

:d

- 184,0

1976

736,505 920,555

'

Juvenile
Justice
Formula
Grants

1980

68479

Juveni1e I
43086

,

Justice
Programs

Correction
Fortula
Grants

AU Other

TOTAL

- ,

68,179

143,386

37,188' 37,188

t ,

93,779 337 273 1471 jm

111,565 - 134'79 - 3714,41 619,805
o

I

183
-
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Child Nutrition ROogranIS HIST # 024400

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976 and 1980. In al/ four

,

years, 100% of the program funds were allocated to children and youth

and classified as DS. .

SAMARY TABLE

Youth Services ..

-4.
. OS PF LP PG 0the r Total

0

1964 180,664 - - - 180,664

1970 299,131 - - 299,131
I /

1 7,

1976. 1,801,666. - - -
o

o

1,801,666.

,1980 3,290,134 - - 3,290,134,

.10

184
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Food Dolptions Proeram

This account existed in 1976 and 1980.

HIST # 023900

4or 1976, based on budget data, the account was subdiAded inic; three

programs. For the 'direct dieOtibution to needy families component of the

commodity acquisition program, 54.I% of the fmills' were allocated to Children

and youth based on the ihare of food sta0p recipients under 18. Data were

supplied by the Food and Nutrition Service, USDA. The sane metho'd and basis

of. allocation of expenditures was aPplied ti the cash assistance program. t

These suns were classified as PF.,

For the-suppleMental food program component of the commodity acquisitions.
,

activity, the allocation for children and youth was based on preliminary data
/

in the forthcoming publication, WIC Participation O'rpfile Study (Fooeend Nutri-

0

tion Service, Office of Policy Plannihg and Evaluation). The'study estimated

that 80% of the,beneficiaries of the WIC program are. .infants and chfldrep. Thii

share was cldssified as-PF.

For operating expenses, fdnds were allocated to children andyouth in,pro-

portion to the aggregate amounts for the other programs' in this hist fund account.

For 1980, based on budget data,-the aTnt was divided into two programs.'

For the direct distribution to needy filies component of the commodity acqUi-
I

Nt

sition program, 54.e% of the funds were allocated to children and youth based

an the share of food stamp recipients under 18 reportgd in,Characteristics

14.

Food Stamp Househol s. September 1976 (U.S.D-A., Food and Nutrition Service,

FN7168, 1977). This sum was classified as DF.

The second program,.elderly feeding, did not provide services to youth.

.1

18

,

,
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1

SUARY TABU '
Youth Services

1976
PF LP

4,886

24,417

PG Other
.

Total

2,890

79,203

,

7,776, .

106,620

TOTAL

'1980
TOTAL

4

186
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Food Stamo Program HIST # 024100 I os

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980:

In 1964 and 1970, 54.1% of the program funds were .allocated to children

and youth based on the share of.food stamp recipients under 18 as reported--
. ,

by the Food and Nutrition Service. These suMs were classified as PF.

For 1976, the method and basis of allocation of expenditures was the same as

for 1964 and 1970. Three of the four programs were classified as PF. The fou'rth,

matchin% for state administration, was classified as PG. *

For 1980, 54.8% of the account funds were allocated for youth based

k, v
on data reported in Characteristics of Food Stamp Households, Seotember 1976

'.(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition SeX,Vice, FNS-168, 1977)

The sum for matchingvfor state administration was classified as PG. ,.A.11

other funds in the balance of the account were classified as PF.

1964

1970

1976

Matching for
State Admin-
ittration

others

TOTAL ,

1980

Matching for.
State Admin-
istraton

A21 others

TOTAL

1

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
Other Total",bs PF LP PG

. ' 16,472 ' - - 13,976 30,448

- 312,054 - 264,756 5761,1
.

911407 77,552 168,959 r

2.955 481 2.507 514 5 462 995

-2,955,481 91,407 2,585,066 5,631,954

235,347 520,680

- 4 470.211 3 687 109 8.157 326

n 4,470,211 - 285,333 3,922,456 8,678,000
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1

Soecial Milk Fund HIST = 02380D .

Thd. s account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four years,

and youth and classi-100% of the programs unds were aliocated stochildrep

fied as DS.

DS

TOTAL 97417

TOTALk

TOTAL

83,800

88,710

TOTA4 149,600

41/

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth ServiCes
TttalPE LP

1964

PG Other

97,097

1970 41, -;*

83,800

1976

88,710

1980

149,600



Special Supplementary Food Proeram (WIC) HIST = 024300'

This account existed,only in 1976 and 1980. For 1976, the allocation

for youth was based on preliminary data in the forthcoming publication,

WIC PartiCioation Profile Study (Food and Nutrition Service, Office of

Policy Planning andktvaluatioh), which estimgted that 80% of the benefi-

ciarie; of the WIC program were infants and children. This share was

classified as PF.

For 1980, 74% of the funds were allocated.'for youth based on the

share of Children participating in the special supplemental fond program

in 1980 as reported in the Budeet of the United States Government Aovendix

Fiscal Year 1981, p. 196.

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services .

41 . DS .PF Li PG Other Total

1976 - 114,037 - 28,509 142,546

1980 573,347 161,713 735,060

189
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*

Bureau,of Land Manegement Development ahd Operation of Recreation
'Facilities

This account existed in.1964, 1976r and 1980. For all years, program

fluntiq were illo6ated foe children and youth based on youtti as a share.of

the general population. These sums were classified es LP.

No

HRT 0530800

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth,Servicee
05 PF ' LP PG Other Total

1964
7 259 451 716.''

1976 68 158 226

1980 - 85 - 215 300

dB.

190
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Forest Service Construction and Operation of Recteation Facilities HIST # 025300

'Mit account existed only in 1976 and 1980. Funds i those years were

allocated for Children and youth basest oe youth as a share ol..the general

population. :pis sum was claSsifi9d as Li".

SUMMARY TABLE ,

Youth Services
DS PF LP PG Other Total

1976 833 1,917 2,750

1980 1,044 2,631 3,675

191
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40

IN Center foe Performing Arts HIST # 057800

This account existed in .1970, 1976, and 1980: In all years, fpnas were

ocated for children and.youth based on youth as a share of the general

-pepulation. These suns were clasdified as LP.

SUMMARY TABLE -
%

Youth Sen./ices ,

OS PF LP PG Other Total

1970 - . - 3,722
.

14;194 10,916

1976 768 1,766 2,534

1980 -. 1,163 2,933 4,096

192
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A

National-Park Service Planning Development and Operation _HIST # 058100
'of Recrifitidn Facilities.

Thii,aecount existed in 1976 and 1980. For each year, program funds

were allocated for chadren and youth based on youth as a share of the
41 ---

general population. These sums were classified as LP.

,.. 414. 1

1576

1980

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
DS PF , LP PG Other Toti

4,896 11,262 , N0158

4,998 12,599 17,597

9F

't.



Ooeration of the'National Park Service HIST # 057600

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964, based on budget data, tOe account was-subdivided into three

programs: general admini ration, maintenance and rehabilitation, and

management and protectilv 'Allocation of funds for youth 'from the three

programs was based on youth as a share ofthe general,,population. The sump for,

two components of the managemet and prptectIon program7-eorestry and fire

control and soil moisture bonservationwere c/assified as PG. The balance

of the account fund# for youth waS classified as LP.

For 1970, the account was subdivided into three programs: management and

protection, maintenance and rehabilitatigh, and 'general administrative

expenses. Allocation oe funds for youth from theNthree prograte-was based on

youth as a share of the general population.4 The sums for the,forestry and fife

control component of the managpment and protection program were classified as

PG. The balance of the accoUnt funds for youth was 'classified as LP.

For 1276, the account:was subdivided into six programs. Allocation of

funds for-youth from all programs was baSed on youth as a share of the

general'population. The sum for the forest fire suppression Program was.

classifia*Ns PG. The balance of-the acCount funds for youth was classified

as' LP.

, For 1980, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into

six programs. Allocation of funds forivouth from all programs was based

on youth as a share of the general population. The sum for the fire

suppression program was classified as PG and the balance of the account

funds were classified as LP.

194

2u
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f.

Operation of the National Park Service . HIST # 057600

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
Other TotalDS PF LP _

k964
NIP

Forestry and
Fire Control 593 1,032 1,625

Soil & Moisture
Conservation . 7 5 1 30

)
205

All other 18. 064 31,427 49.491--- __ ---

-TOTAL 18, 064 668 '' 32,589 51,321

1970

Forespry and
Firetontrol - 994 1,921 2,915

All other - 32.138 - 62.109 94,247

roTAL. 32,138 994 64,030 ,97,162

1976

Forest Fire
Suppression 752 1,730 2,482

All other 71.4-2.117
17122.9 245.666

TOTAL 74,437 752 172,959 248,148

1980

Forest Fire 332 837 1,169
Suppression

. -

All other 108 494 273 528 382 022

TOTAL

:._

108,494 332 274,365 383,192

195
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Recreational and Pith and Wildlife Facilities HIST # 054700 ;

This.account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, add 1980:

.-In al/ four years,.program furids were allocated for children ahd yoOth'

,Dasedn youth as a share,of the genera/ populatTon.' These sums were classified
.0

as LP.

1964

SUMMARY TABLE

Yo6th Services
0 ,

TOtalDS PF LP

'n ^A 902

PG. Other

1,5 70 2,472
,

1970 982 1,898- 2,880

1976 585 ',)1,346 , 1,931

1980 \\ ,S7 143 200,

a.

196

4
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Urban Parks and Rpreation Grants
j

lk This account existed only in 1980. For that year funds were'

allocated for children and youth based on'youth as a share of the

general population. This sum was Classified As LP.

DS

1980

SUMMARY TABLE

'Youth Services
DF .LP PG Other otai

1.4

-

L.

4,828 12,172 17,000

197
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Appendix

Distribution o'f: SejectedE*penditures for Youth Aged 18-2t

e
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Expenditutea for youth aged 18-24 were divided into two catwories -

employment and higher education. Employment expenditures were generally

1.4))based on the share of program monies for 18-2 year olds; higher education
0

monies included expenditures under the Higher Education Histfund accounts.

Employment

1 In 1964, two Histfund accounts, Employment and Training and UI

Trust Fund (Training and Employment) included employment expenditures

for 19-24 year-olds. For. UI'Trust Funds (Training and Employment)

the share for18 -24 year-olds was interpolated from Employment Service

estimates that 413,1 of the program participants were undet 22 (Department
4

of Labor, U. S. Employment Service). Accordingly,it was estimated
'44/714;

that405%.of the funds could be allocated for youth, 18-24. For Erigloy-

ment and Training, the share for 18-24 year-olds was based on estimates

that 38% of program participants in 1964 were under 21. (Manpower'

Report of the President, 1965). AccOrdingly, it was estimated that

431% of qe funding for this account could be allocated for youth.

In 1970, three accounts included employment expenditures for

18-24 year-olds. For WIN,the share of eenditures wis based on data

.ndicating that 23% of the ptogram participants were under 22. (MalaRgesx

Report of the President, 1971, Table F-12, p. 3113). Accordingly it was

198
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estimated that 23%,,of the funding wee distribdtedfo

24 year_ olds. For:UI Trust Fund, the share fOr ear-olds

'was bieed on esti.mites from the U. S. Employment-Servi`IPes 'Depart-
,

ment of Labor-, .71-1ich indicated that 405%of the retipi4ntsof employment

services were between 18-24. For, Employment and Trai.Oing, the share

46.4% of :lie 1970 MDTA enrollees were under 22. (Manpower Report of

ear-olde, was based on' proiram and budge(date:sholiwing thatfor,18-24 y

the'Rresident, 1971, Table F-.,3,F-6, F-8). Accordingly, iftwas es-
110

timated that 73% of the fund, were allocated to 18-24 year-olds.

For Community Services, the allocation for 18-24 year-olds was based

on CSA estimates of 6% funding for this age group. (Community Ser-
e 4-

vices Administration, "Summary of 1975 CAA Sample Survey").

In 1976, seven Histfund accounts included employment expenditures

for 18-24 year-olds. For Temporary Employment Assistance, the share

for 18-24 year-olds was based on EmEiloyment and Training Data which

indicated that 22% of CETA Title UI enrollees were between'16-22 years

of age. CDepartment of Labor, Employment and training Administration,

Office of Administration and Management). Thus, it wes estimated that
4

23 of the tunds were allocated for 18-24 year-olds: For WIN, the
0

.

-,

share for 19-24 year-olds was interpolated from unpublished daa

which showed that 17.4% of 1976 WIN registrants were under 22; it'

was estimated that18.3% of the funding was illocated to 18-24 year-

*
olds. (Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration,

Office of Adniinistration and Management). The allocation for 18-24

199



year-olds for UI Trust Fund (Training and Employment) was inter-

polated from U: S. Employmentervice Data showing that 41% of the

lifecipients of employment services were under 22. (EMolovment and
. ,

Training,. Rebortt of. the .President, 1977,- Table F-9) . It wap therefore .
40;

estimated that 41% of the funding Was ailbcated to the 18-24 year-old

cohort. Estimates for thq share of fi4nding for 18-?4 year-olds for

Community Services were based on 1975 CEA data indicating that 13%

of the funding was allocated for this group. (Community Services

;Administration, "Summary of 1975.CAA Sample Survey", 1976). For

Job Opportunities, the share of funding for 18-24 year-olds was

based on an unpublished survey of enrollees indicating that 35%

were betmen 18-24. (U. S. Department of Commerce, Economic

Development Administration "An Evaluation of the Direct ,Impacts

of ,the Job Opport'unities Program, Title X", Protram Evaluation.

Division, 1979). Estimates for the share for 19-24-year-o1ds for

Employment and Training were based on interpolations from Employment

and Training program and budget data indicating that 65%'of the en-

rollees in 1976 were under 22. Thus it was estimated that 59% of

*
the f ding was distributed fo 18-24 year-olds. (Employment and

Trainin Administration, Office of Administra d Management).

ik1980, five Histfund accounts included emp oyment expenditures

for 18-24 year olds. For Temporary Employment Assistance, the share

for 18-24 year Olds was based on Employment and Trainint Administration

data which. indicated that 30.5% of the participants in CETA programs

were between 18.724. (U. S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training

Administration, Ouarterly Summary of Participant Characteristics, January,

1480.) For WIN, 16.9% of the funds wad estimated for 18-24 year olds



based on the share of program pa icipants under 44)and under 19.
4

-(EMDIEW-

ment,and Tait1in g Reoort of the esident, 1979; Table 6: WIN Registrants
r

and Job Entri ts by Selected Characteristics, FY 1978.) For Unemplaymenex
6.

Trust Tund (Trainl and Emp oyment; 44% of the iunds was allocated for

youth under 22 based o da9c from, the,U., Employment Services. .Acc6rd-
., .

ingly, it was est mated th t 40% of the funds,for U.I. Training and Employ=

ment s ailocatk for gouth, 18-24. (Emolovmen't and Training Report of
,..

the President, 197g; Table F-9: Characteristics of Individuals Placed by
,

the U. S. Employment Service by State, Fiscal Year (1979.) For. Job*

Opportnities, 35% of the funds was 'allocated for 18-24 year olds based

on a survey of enrollees. (U. S. Department of Commerce, Economic Develop-
.

ment Administration, "An EvltStion of the-Direct Impacts of the Job.

Opportunities Program, Title X," Program Evaluation Diyision, 1979.) 'For

Emp oyment and Training Assistance, 30.5% of the funds was e timated for

youth, 18-24, baseq on the quarterly summary of participall characteristics

e

1 4
prepared in January, 1980. (U.: 5:..-Department of Labor, Employment and2

Training Administration,.Quarterly SuMMary of Participant Charadsteristics.)

Education

The share for higher education expenditures.for 18-24 gear olds is

base on total expenditures in eight Higher Education Histfund accounts.

These nclude the following'accoants( Student Financial Assistance,-Higher

and Co inuing Education, Student Loan Insurance, National Institute for

the Dtaf, Callaudet College,' Howard University§ Higher Education Facili'ties

Loan and Insurance, and College,Housing Loans.

201
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Appendix III

Sourdes and Methods for Estimating Public Expenditures

for Services to Children and Youth

in New York City

A. Expenditures by Local Governmeni

1. City of New York

2. New York City Hous-ing Authority

B. New York State Direct ExpenCtures in New York city'.,

C. Federal Outlays in New York City

4.



A-1. Expenditures by the'City of New Yot*

Expenditures for the City of New York for fiscal year 1978 (July,

1977 - June, 1978) were identified from the "Budget As Modified FY1978"

columns of the Executive Budget, Fiscal Year 1979, Supporting Schedules ,

prepared by the Office of Management and Budget, City of New York.

According to this document total, expenditures for Fr-1978 rere

$14,394,351,023. -Of this total $2,201,294,273 was for pension and debt

/ service items that could not be relisted to the provision of services.

Hence these items were excluded from the analysis leavinian "allocable"

budget total of $12,193 i056 ,7.50 .

4 4'

Within the
hi
allocablembudget a total of $10,457,140,040 represents

4

. the budget total for 28 agencies (including Aiscellafteous) which were

found to provide services to children and youth. Of the remainder

$644,446,418 was for agencies'providing indirect services such as

building inspections or street cleaning and $791,470,292 was for agencies

providing overhead services to City agencies.

The remainder of this appendix describes the method used to identim,

fy the share of the budget devoted to youth services for each of the

28 agencies providing such services and to identify the functional distri-
;.

bution of these services. The total amounts ancryouth shares are sums-

* rized in Table A-1. The functional distribution of youth shares for each

agency is summarized in Table ,A-2.
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TABLE A-1'

HMI YORK CITY AECNCIES PRINIOING D1 1112!T SER1/11r1:s 111 YOUTH.
fiscal Year MR

. Agency

Total
Agency

Expenditures
Tenth

Expenditures

Youth Share
of Agency

Total

Agency Share of
Total Illreet Yngth

Expenditures

iloard of Cdoeation
ihaWin Resunree: Administratinul,
itepartment of Social Services

$ 2,603,350,280 0,451,450,074 94.2% 119. ri

(1111A/D4S) 3,113,746,650 1,371,119,652 44.0 27.6,
Miscellaneous 2 071,276,247 , 295,078,645 10.4 5.9
Charitable institutions ilialgot 605,409,280 299,340,165 49.9 6.0
liculth and. Hospitals Corporation 805,268,064 124,993,700 15.5 2.5
lbliartment or Lailloyuent 219,729,659 71,520,500 35.7 1.6
Deportment of Health 159,332,752 76,360,348 47.9 1.5
Polley ilepartont 897,332,153 70,510,049 7.8 1.4
Ooportamin of tiental Health, Wattal
Retardution and Aireholiam Services 97,801,369 46,713,510 47.8 .9

Deportment of Parks aial Recreation 112,879,453 41,720758 37.0
Librarlem 62,905,005 36,858,214 58.6 .7
heportment of CorreCtion 108,36088 19,721,244 18.2
DapartAmnt or Probation 22,904,364 11,622,770 50.7
Conusinity Development Agency ,

thyoraity (Youth Beard only ) 1.

39,851,291
.8,015,469

10,509,470
8,015,460

26.4
100.0

.2

Department of Cultnral Affairs
Criminal Juntlee Coordinating

24,849,454 6,850,763 27.6
_

.1

Coonell 18,348,911 4,878,976 26.6 .1
iii6Clee of Model Cities v35,145,572 4,770,530 13.6 .1
Huard of Higher.Cdoeution 478,906,989 3,698,000 .8 .1
Dialelet Attorney,- !Unto County 12,018,608 1853,031 15.4 .0

14.4 llepiirtment (Comity Ccoirt only) iv 1,681,417 1,681,417 100.0 .0

Notelet Attorney -tiepin( County) 7,393,658 1,105,961 15.0 .0

District Attorney New'Yoric County 13,549,311 910,513 0.8
Platelet Atturney r Qncens.Connty 5,109,863 732,357 13.8 .0

Departosnit fur the Aging 29,262,893 354,823 1.2 .0
DiAtelet Attorney - Richmond County 829,550 138,204 16.7 .0

Comaistilon an theism Rights S . 1,301,830 130,185 10.0
aimed ot Curreetion. 372,020 6? 704 18 2 ,0

TOTAL $10,457,140,040 $.4,071,936,112 47.5

Nolyi: 1. Although IlItA and Oth; have illsrrete budgets', they haye been ecUtaitlered as ..Single nit turennet the ctual ergenization. USS la the direct aerviee arm of IIIIA. The, liepartment uf
Employment and the- Counsualty Development Agency have been considered separately from IIII/Vthey are no longer administratively part of

2. The totl Mineelluneous expenditures were 4'1,1711,855,577. The remainder was elaosifled an anOverhead Agency. '

3. The total expendlturea for the Mayoralty wefie $311,605,1135. Tito reminder le cluaalfied as allOverhead Agency.

The total expentlituros for the &Am Oepartment wore $N7 119,9513. The remainder I. elannifirda on Overhead Agency.
S.. The total, expentlititrju fur tho Entuatiession of Inman Rights were $2,753,961. Tito remainderIn chianti-fed as an Overhead Agency.
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TAMA: A-2

Alit.34CY ocronunincs rok 11'011111.ATIIIN IIHIWR 111 DY IUhTllIUAI. CATEGO(lY

I. p

.

MIIIIINI uf 14otiot Ion
Instruct I otut1

I:donation
r4nPloYa1011f/
Training

Deal th/
Hent sl
iltuatli

Income
Antiletance/

Howling ,litetlee Nutritlan Recreat ion

Child Coro/
Protective
5erviees

Agency
conDo

2,45 ,450,0711

$

2,121,300.110

$ $ $ $ $ $ ,

:..

Svhoul 1.1iindi Program 126,906,189
Al ter School Prourunts S..2113,175

1.1
CC

-

't'
Houton Item nes Admin./
Dept . of Suniull Services
(1111A/DSS I

1

Medical Aso titmice 163,511 .1126 1,371,319,652
llovoitt Au.shittoicti 930015,377
Food St toititt hilo admin. ) 6,850,674.

Fotitt;t Curti/Duy Core 270,941,675

Hlelliiaieouli
i'uynentai imgal
Ahl Bucluty 1689,259 1,6119.259

Ilene f Its & 148,161,640 .4,987,619 31,979,443 58,971,267 7,334,735 8,508,292 .3,814,061 29,632,328 243,389.386

Chun I t able I nod I tot lulls

Sort, folio to t olliully
gout Hotipltuls 99,996,116

IMyloents to Voluntary 299,3110,165
Child Caro Agennins 199,442.049

lieu! th & loop 1 [alit Carp. 124,993,709 124,993,704

Dept of 1.olploylount 78,520,500 . 78520,500
Dept . of lied fill 76,360,3118 71, .360,3101

.1'01 Ie. Dopur t moot
163,912

Kemal !Wog Dept . 70,510,094.

Ayt ivit les
Dept . of Rini 51 Ilea III.,

11toitai get urdut Ion A.

70,346,187,

A 1,oholl ism Sore let's 46,733,510
46.733,510

(Coot limed)
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(Continuation of Table A-2)
1

Educution
Employmont/
Training

Health/.
Plutital

Usiath

Income
Assistance/
Ormaing Justice Nutrition ,

$

Recreation

Dept. in' Pork* &
Recreation 41,720,758

Llbrariem 36,859,214
lkipt. a Curvirmilon 19,721,245
Dept, of' Prolaniou
rum:Amity buvelopment

11,622,770

Agency
EmpinymentArmining 1,551,252
Musing & rommunity
liapeuvumunt. program,: 8,958,218

14:1y111ulty (Youth Board
Only) 1,610,804 992,443 , 265,318 4,554,623

Dept. uf Cultural AffaIrs
Brooklyn Cblldren's Museum 493,37)
Inbar Culturul InatIlu-
lions & Prugruato 6,357,380

Criminal Justice CourdInst-
lug C 11

1
Office uf Model rItlos

licultb 151a/rums
E ducation Programs
laploymunt rrugrams
Ormolu); &

laikirovement Programs
nuard uf Higher rdnemtion

H unter iicl 1m

Attorney-
County

low Depurtmen (Family
C L Duly)
Diotrict Attorney -
Oriom Couut y
Dlairict Attorney
New York C ty

Dlmtrict Attorney -

-Queens Conety

(runtinnadl

622,625

1,699,000

2,662,929

0 %
0... W

4 878 9/6'
CP

1,851,031

1,681,437

1,105,961

919,511

732,357

4
Child Cure/
'Protective Agency

Totals.9prisdeett

682,281

4l,720,f58
36,859,214
1'1,721,245
11,622,770

10,509,470

8,015,1169

6,960,763

4,878,476

4,770,530

3,6911,000

1,053,031

1,601,437

1,105,961

919,513

.732,357



(Coutinnatiou of Table . A-2)

Oupt for thu A log
rma or Grandparent 350,1123 3511,823

Heal th/ Immo C.1.11t1 Care/
Employment/ Mantel Assistance/ Protective Agency,

Utineation Training Health Mousing Juatiee Nutrition Reereation Services Totals
$ $

District Attorney -
II I clanoncl Count y 1311,2011 1314200
Convolution .011 Ihhomil 8101 a .

Nu I gIanninna1 St ab11 I iat Ion 130,185 130,185
800r11 0 t COMM: i I on 67,1011 67,7011

ra0 ..

cr,
roTAI.s $2,512,251,993 $86,532,532 $51111,756.628 81,000,737,976 8122,091,379 81112,265,155 $62,3117,293 3500,953,15 $11,971,936,412
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41 A. Board of Educttion

The youth share consistsof the entire budget less debt service

payments, less $5,551,178 transferred to the Fashion Institute of Technol-

('
ogy which serves persons aver eget, and less payments of

$144,349,028 *for transpOrtation services to'and from school.

13. Human Resources Administration/Department of Bocial Services

The Department of Social Services is the ditect service arm of,

the Human, Resources Administration. Two distinct agencies have

been maintained for technical reasons and there are separate bud-

gets. However, there is a single Administratoritommissioner, and

there is no division in terms.of programs. For that reason, these

two agencies have been merged in order to allocate expenditures

based on program data., ,)

The Human Resources Administration/Department of Social Services

has, five'basic componenta. These were'allocated as follows:

1) All expen'ditures for Family and Adult Services (serving

only clients aver 18) were excluded.

2&3) All expenditures for Special Services for Children (foster care)

and for Child Development (day care and Headstart), were allo-

cated for youth.

4) Medical Assistance payments were allocated according to the

natimal distribution of Medical expenditures by age group (see

7Age Differences in Health Care Spending, FY 1976," Social Se-

curity Bulletin, August, 1977, Vol. 140, No. 8, Table 3).

Accordingly 17.2% of medical assistance expenditures were allo-

v

cated far youth under 18. In addition all Child Health,Assurance
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Program expenditures and related administrative costs were allo-

cated to_ xouth.

'Income Assistance payments wete allocated in three ways based

on data for January 1978 from the "Monthly.Statistical Report,

New York City Human Resources Administration, January; 1979."

a) Aid to Dependent Children payments were allocated according

to the proportion of recipients who were children (under

18 except for a few 18-21 year olds attending school

living at home).

b) Home Relief payments were allocated according to the pro-

porn of recipients under 18. Children under 21 repre-

sented 3i.286% of the recipientso which was adjusted to

11.388% for recipients under 18 assuming an eVen age

distribution.

c) SSI payments were allocated according to the proportion

of recipients under 18 (4.28%)

In addition to the, five basic components, the following items,

in the DSS/HRA budget were also included in the youth share of

the agency budget:

A proportion of food stamp administrative costs

equal to the share of food stamp recipients estimated

to be under 18J49%).

All administrative expenditures for the Bureau of

Child Support,

Other federal operations and administrative expendi-

tures in proportion t the youth share ofkkall other



agency expenditures. They were allocated to a func-
:'''

tional .category on the same proportional basis

C. Miscellaneous

The following items are included within the Miscellaneous

budget:

1) Personal Services (i.e., Cost of Livihg Adjustments and salary

and wage adjuStments) allocated according to the distribution

of total City pS expenditures (except those included within

Miscellaneous) for youth services as reflected in all other

agency budgets (see above and below).

2) Fringe Benefits were allocated in three different ways.

a) The Contingent ReserveTund for the New York City Employees,

Retirement System was allocated according to the youth

share (35.5,4 of total PS expenditures, excluding the

Fire Department, Police Department, and Board of Education

O which.have separate retirement sYstems.
14

b) Payments to the Cultural Institutions Retirement Systet

were allocated according to the youth share'(27.6%) of

the expenditures of!the Department, of Cultural Affairs.

c) The City contribution fop other fringe benefits Was allo-
.

cated according to the youth share of total City PS expendi-

tures (except those included within Miscellaneous).

'1\

4

41,

a
Of payments to maintain Legal Aid-Society, which only support acti-

vities in Criminal Court, 10% were allocated to youth based on,
qh

the percent of total arrests in New York City represented by 16

and 17 year olds. Information was drawn from the New York State
,

I.
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I.

,fi

- 1977 = Uniform Crime Report Adult Arrests by County4/1

4) All other items,in the Miscellaneous budget were excluded.

D. Charitable InstitUtions Budget

The Charitable Institutions Budget includes payments to Volun-

tary child care agencies (foster care). and payments to private

hospitals for.services to the medically indigent. g

a) Payments for priVate hospitals were allocated to youth on
.

. ,

:le basis of-the share (249/.D of medicaid reiMbtmeements to:
,

,

voluntary hospitals far inpatient and outpatient visits
'e

of youth..L.See Hospital Payment Statement for January, 1978,.

Reimbigsement Summary '(Medical Claims, Voluntary Hospitals)s,
.4

and Medicaid Managemeni InfOrmati6E'System Payment Sumary]

b) -All'payments to voluntary child care agencies were allocated

for child care and social services of'children under 18,

although in ajew special cases, these Payments for foster,

care May include children 'between the ages of 18 and 21.

E. Health and Hostitals Corporation,

For the Health and Hospitals Corporation, 15.5% of New York ,

City payments to HHC (excluding debt service),were allocated

for youth under 18. .
:Ibis estimate was baSed on a system of

weighted In-Patient Service Units, which included inpatient days,

outpatient visits, emergency room visits and newborn days. Based

on data from the "1978 Patient Characteristic Study, Manhattan,

Brooklyn, Queens, Acute Care Hogpitals," and "Hospital StatistiCal

Notes #3, 1979 Patient Characteristics Study Bronx Hospital, FY 1978

Sample Siirvey;" it was estimated that youth under 18 represented 20%
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of the total inpatient days. In 1977, for outpatient visits, the

;

share for youth under 18 was based on the share of outpatient

visits for pediatrics("Hospitals Statistical Notes 45, 1978, Out:
'Y

patient Services Utilitation, All Hospitals, All Boroughs, Total

Visits, 1972) which was applied ti5 the average daily cumulative

visits for July, 1977 to February, 1978. (Ambulatory Care, Out.=

Patient Deiartment Total Doctor Visits:) The same percent was

used to calculate the number di. Daily Emergency Room,visits for

youth under 18 from data provided by this report. The number and

percent of newborn days was based on "Inpatient Utilization Data"

for the average Daily Cumulative Census for July, 1977 to February,

1977.

The appropriate weights for each component were calculated to

determine the annual WIPSU's for youth for each hospital and applied

to unit cost data for the appropriate institution. ("Quarterly.

Management Report" Octobgr to December, 1978, Health and Hospitals

Corporation.)

F. Department of Employment

The Department of Employment administers the Comprehensive m-

ployment Training Act Program (CETA), the Work Incentive Program,

the Youth Employment Program; and a variety of citywide manpower

training and employment services. Based on data from the "Draft

Employment Training Council Staff Report on the Need for Publicly

Funded Manpower Services'' in New York City, 32% of the expenditures
-

for CETA II and VI programs were allocated for youth. For all other

programs including CETA I, YETP, YCCIP, HIRE, STIP I and Summer

Youth, 39% of the expenditures were allocated to employment for
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0

ybuth. Administrative services for theeTepartment of Employment

were allocated in proportion to youth expenditures for these pro-,

g.Tams.

G. Department of Health

Fbr the Department of Health, expenditures are divided into

three categories: public health services, other health related

services, and administrative expenses.

Public Health services includes five programs for youth.

(aj Maternal and cPild health services - 100% of the funds were

allocated for youth. (b) District Health - based on estimates from

the Depai,tment and the 1978 Mayor's Management Plan, 80% ot, District

Health Services, Nursing Services, and Laboratory expenditures. were

allocated for youth, as were,25% of VD clinic expenditures. (cj HRA

medical assistance - 31% of the expenditures for medical assistarAce

were distributed to youth based on the DOSS/HRA allocdeton of medi-

cal assistance payments (see above). (d) Lead poisoning programs -

100% of funds were allocated to youth. (c) Environmental Health

Services - 26% of funds were allocated to youth based on their share

of the population.

Other health related services included three programs. (a)

Prison Health - based on the age distribution of inmates in Depart-
.

ment of Cbrrections facilities, 9.6% oi prison health expenditures

were allocated for youth. (b) Addiction Services 39% of the

funds,were disti,'ibuted to Youth based on data supplied by the

Department of He'alth. (c) Health Education - 80% of the funds

were allocated for youth.
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:Administrative expenses were allocated to youth.based on the

combined youth share of all other departMental'funds.

H. Police Department

Estimates for youth expenditures for the Police Department are

based on two data sources. For police precinct operations which

include arrests, insyection, and criminal justice activities, 7.5%

of the total was allocated for youth on the basis of the proportion

of arrests of under 18 year olds for all crimes and Violations.
4

0 11

(Monthly Crime Comparison Reports, FY 1978, Police Department.) Of

Youth Aid Division expenditures, 80% were allocated for youth. All

expenditvres for the Police Athletic League were allocated for chil-

dren under 18. Administrative expenses were.allocated to youth-

based on the youth share (7.8%)of all other agency. funds.

I. Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and Alcoholism
Services

The major expenditures of Department of Mental Health, Mental

ft

Retardation and Alcoholism Services are payments to City and non-

City agencies to provide services.

Youth expenditures for the Department of Mental Health, Mental

Retardation,,wd'Alcoholism Services were divided among seven pro-

gram,categories. (a).Payments to the BOard of Education - 100% of

' expenditures were allocated to youth. (b) Payments to the Health

anoWlospitals Corporation the share of expenditures was allocated

to, yOuth based on psychiatric inpatient census data for.youth pro-
,

by 1410. Accordingly, it was estimated that 34% of the funds

were allocated'for youth Under 18. (c) Department of Health's

prison health program - youth share was Atimated at 9.6% based on
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the number of inmates under 18 in City Correctional Fac4.1ities.

(d) Contraots to non-city agencies - 47%,;&E-ihe funds were ho-

.cated to youth according to FY 1978 and' 1979 Department of Mental

Health data on iatient characteristiOs. (e) FamilY Court 100%

of expenditui,es were ellocated for youth,' (f) Criminal.Court

expenditUres - 6% of the funds were allocated to youth on.the basis

of the proportion of arrests for 16 and 17 year olds. (g)

ministrative expenses were allocated according to the youth share

of all other agency,programs (47%).

41 .J. Department of Parks and Recreation

For the.Department of Parka end Recreation, total youth expdndi-

4
tures were distributed within three categokes. (a) For the

Children's Zoo 100% of the ependitures were distributed to youth.

(b) The remaining expenditures,-14th the exception of those pro-

grams specifically for senior citizens, wire allocated-Tor youth ori

the basis of the youth'share of the population. (c) Executive

management was allocated to youth in proportion to the youth shae

of other agency expenditures,(37%).

41 K. Libraries

The Libraries do not maintain information on the age distributIon

of visitors to their facilities. Cipculation statistics only

distinguish between juvenile and adq# books. This i ormation is

not relevant since children will graduate from jayenile books at

various ages, depending on their reading skills, but hopefully be-

fore high school.

On the basis of a phone survey and statiotics detailing the
4i1 4

I. a
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attendance at librarli prograMi expenditures were allocated 60% for

,youth and 40% for non-youth servides. -The Research Libraries;

prirriarily serving the population over 18, were allocated to non-

youth services.

L. Department of Correction

For the Department of CorrectiOn-s, estimates of operations ex-

penditures for youth were joased on census data from all facilities

for youth between 16 ..liknd 20. Sdnce discrete age data was not

available, estimates of 'expenditures for 16 and 17 year olds were

calculated as a share of the total adolescent population for each

facility. For the court expense, 9.7% of operations expenditures

were allocated for youth; for Rikers Island Headquarters, 27.4% for

youth. 8ased on the share- of youtfi expenditures for operations in

all institutions, 27.4% of.administrative_expenditures were alio.-

lrated for youth.

M. Department of Probation

Department of Probation expenditures were allocated according

to information subtitted to the Mayorts BlueRibbon Committee on

Youth Services and discussions with.agency personnel.

All funda for court-related services to youth were allocated for

youth, as was 29% of court'related services for adults. The combined-

share of dourt-related services for youthwas then-applied td 'execu-

tive management, centrál,Operations diviaion, court,accounting, and

collection expenditures and OTPS expenditures.

N. Community Development Agency

The Community Development Agency is the adminiatrative 'arm of-
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.the'Council'Against Poverty. This agency adMinistere payments to-

the,CSty's Anti-Poverty Agencies, implementing the policies of the

Council.
.

'For the Community Development Agency, 33% of.expenditures were
4

allocated for youth-employment programs. The remaining peyments to

the Anti-PoyertytAgencies were allocated to yOLith according tO.

population data (26%). Administrative 6xpenditures were allobated

according to the distribution of the payments.to Anti-Poverty

Agtncies.

O. Mayoralty - Youth Board

The New York City Youth Board is included within the Office of

the Mayor. For this analysis, this specific youth service was

exaMined, and the remaining expenditures for the Mayoralty were

excluded.
,

The Youth Board contracts with delegate agencies Which,provide

a wide range of services to youth. According to the Agency Service

Statements fot FY 1978, the Youth Board awarded 175 contracts

totaling $4,899-,295. These programs serve a wide range f geogra-

phic arees and client populations. Some of the'Ptograms do serve

the 18-21 age cohort. However, the,information was not readily
.

.
.- ,

evailable tohetermine which programs serve this group or the ex-,

tent of :their participation. Therefore,,all Youth Board expendi-

tures have been allocated to yputh under 18.

According to Agency Service statements,for FY 1978,approximately

20% of Youth Board expenditures were allocated for educational pro-

grams,. 11% of expenditures were allocated for employment pro&ams
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for youth, 3.3*Uss alloiated to health programs,56% were allp-

eated to recreation.and cultal enrichment,. ContractS for familial
,

and intergeneratiOtal services 04:homeless youth represented aPprPxi-
t.1!)

mately Rg*of tOtal Ybuth 'nerd contracts.

eParptent of Cultural Affairs ,.

The' Department of Catur l'Affairs awards grants to veribus

catural institutions (museumst cultural assdcia'tiOns, etc.) and

-
performing arts groups .(dance companies, theater groups, Opera-

companies, etc.).

With the exception of the grant te the Brooklyn Children's Mu-

seum l'Aihich was allocated totally for youth, grants of the nepartment

of Cultural Affairs were'allocated on the basis of the youth share

of the population:(26%). Administrative expenditureS".of the Depart-
.

ment were allocated to youth in proportion to the youth share of

grants 'for all institutions including the Brooklyn Children's Maseurn.

Criminal Justice Coordinating Council

The Criminal Justice Coordinating Council is responsible for the

planning and coordination of crime control and cripinal-justice

ac;ivities in New York City. One of the Council's major activities

is to award grants to various programs for prevention, diversion,

11 rehabilitation, etc, $4
-,e

According to information supplied to the.Mayor's Blue Ribbon

Committee on,Youth Services (assuming an even age distribution and

making the appropriate adjustments for programs whiCh served a

population dyer 18), contractual services for youth represented

26.59% of total contracts. Administrative services were allocated
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according to the same distribution.

R;office of Model CitieS)

The Office of Model Cities provided a wide range of services,

to three targeted areas - Harlem/Zast Harlem, South,Bronx, end
,

Central Brooklyn. These services' provided .directly,and through

OTPS Purchase pf Service Agreements include health, counseling,

education, employment, sanitation, an fire salvage programs... ,E

penditures for these services.were alio ated as follows:.

1) Health/Mental Health, educaticfn, and employment programs which

served yOuth were identified. If alprogram served the under

21 age cohort, expenditures were allocated to youth and non-

youth assuming an even age distribution; (i.e., expenditures

for youth = -total expenditures X 18/21).

2) The remaining social service program expenditures were excluded.
.13

3) Expenditures for sanitation and fire salvage were eventuallli

allocated based on the youth share of population (26%). These

expenditures were classified urider Housing, as these services

4

were considered to contribute to neighbothood/community improve-

ment.

4) Administrative expenditures were allocated according to the

distribution of total service expenditures (PS and OTPS).

S. Board of Higher Education

The Board of Higher Education administers the Hunter Elementary

and High Schools along with its responsibility for the City Univer-

sity of New York. All other expenditures were excluded.

T. Law Department

The Law Department is basically an overhead agency represdnting
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the City in litigation. However, the Law Departm4"nt also handles

cases in Family Court, including Juvenile Deliquency,Petitions,.
-

Paternity Cases, Persons in Need of Supervision (PINS), and Child

Support. Hence, all expenditures for Family Court were allocated

for youth. In addition, 11% of executive, administrative and

appeals expenditures were allocated to youth services on the basis

of the.share of Family Court expenses to.the tOtal agency expenses.

U. District,Attorney,

For the District Attorney's offices in the 5 counties of the

City of New Yor, youth expenditures .were based on the proportion

of lb-17 yea'r olds arrests to total arrests within each county

(see New York-State Uniform Crime Report Adult Arrests lb and over

by County, 1977') and the ratio of,legal services for youth to ad-

ministrative expenditures; With the exception of Richmond County,

which did not receive an LEAA grant for prosecution of juvenile

offdnders, 100% of LEAA funds for these programs in each county,

were allocated for youth.

V. Department Zor the Aging

41 The Department for the Aging administers the Foster Grandparent

Program. *Essentially, senior citizens are paid for providing child-

care and companionship to eligible children. All PS expenditures

for this program were allocated to youth.

Executive Management funds were alloCated according to the per-

cent of the total program PS represented by the Foster Grandparents

Program.

OTPS expenditures were not allocated to specific programs. The
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$23,575,901 in purchase of service agreements were allocated to

non-youth and the remaining OTPS was gllocated in the same propor-

tion as Executive Management.

Based on administr ve and executivd management expenditures
'

approximately 1% of the Department bf the Aging budget ,of $29,262,893

was allocated for Child care expenditures for children under 18.

W. Human Rights Commission

The Commission is empowered to eliminate and prevent discrimina-

tion in employment, housing, places of public resort, etc. This is

essentially an overhead function. However, the Commission also ad-

ministers the Neighborhood Stabilizgtion Program.

Based'on data supplied by Human Rights Commission, 10% of the

Neighborhood Stabilization Program was allocated for youth. To

this amount was added 4.4% of administrative expenditures based on

the distribution of personal service costs among overhead, direct

youth services, and non-youth services.

X. Board of Correction

The expenditures for the Board of Correction were allocated kok

reflect the proportions of the total expenditures for the Department

of Correction, 18.199% for youth and 81.801% fOr non-youth services

(see above),



A-2. New York City Housing Authority

Expenditures are based on the New York City Housing Authority,

Annual Fiscal Report, December 31, 1978. Total expenditures were

$413,240,620. This total ws divided among two programs and allocated

0

aa f011owa:

(a). Housing Authority Police Total expenditures of

$27,268,394 were allocated to youth based on

arrest data for FY 1978 in thelHousing Police

Statistics, Incident Report, All Projects, Annual

Report, 12/781 the New York State Division of

Criminal Justice Services Form 41986; and the

1Rew York State Division of Criminal Justice Ser-

vices Uniform Crime Reporting, Monthly Offenses

Known to t4Police". Accordingly 32.6% of total

police expenditures or $8089,496 was allocated

to youth.

(b) Housing Services All other Housing Authority

expenditures were allocated to youth based on

the shar% of the tenant population under 18

(42.6%) as reported in the Housing Authority

Tenant Population Censusesof January 1,.1978 and

July.1, 1978. Accordingly $163,998,168 was allocated

to youth.
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B. State of "New York

Expenditures ior the State of New York'are appropriated amounts

for fiscal year 1978 as repotied in the State of7New York, Executive

Budget fidt the Fiscal Year April 1, 1978 to March 31, 1979. Only ex-

'penditures for the State Purposes Fund were considered since expendi-

tures from the Local Assistanoe Fund are reflected in local government

-expenditures.

Within the State Purposes Fund, twelve agencies were found to

operate programs serving children and youth. The agencies and programs

ar4 listed in Table 1B-1, and the functional distribution of each

agency's, expenditures are prepented in Table IB-2. The youth' hate.

Of each agency,and program was estimated in the following ways.
.

A. Office of Parks anp Recreation_

Services for New York City children are provided through two

state purposes linea - Park Operations and Recreation Services.

According.to regional workload data provided by the Office, atten-

- dance at New York City historic sites'and garks represented just

-over 0.2% of attendance at parks statewide. Accordingly', this share

of state purposes funds for Park Operations was allocated for New

York City Youth. Tor Recreation Services, $427,004 was expended

for the New York City region in FY 1977-1978. (Recreation Budget

Summary, 1977-1978 Fiscal Year, New York State Parks and Recreation,

Internal memo.) Based on the youth share of the New York City popu-

lation, 26% of these funds were allocated for youth.

B. Department of Mental Hygiene

There are two offices within the Department of Mental Hygiene

which include services for New York City youth. (a) For the Office
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TABLE . 8-1

ExPenditures by State of New York for Youth Services ,by Agency,'Vi' 1978

Agency

Total
Appropriation,.

N.Y.C.
Youth Share

Youth Share as
Percent of Total

Distribution of.'
Youth Expenditures

Office of Parks and Recreation
Parks Operations
Recreation Services
A11.0thers ,

$ 56,944,103 $ 226 828 .4

.2

6.4
4)

.3

.1J.,

. .2.
,

o

500,01,551
1,906,753
4,735,799,

' 104,627
122,201

--,

Office of Mental Health 436,318,800 13,156,365 3.0 18.4

Prevention and Care
in Children & Youth

41,113,641 13,156,365 32.0
. .

'-..,0

All Other 395,205,159 _... o

Office of Mental Retardation; 254,613,107 17,300,329 6.8 24.3

Prevention and Care 242,147,562 17,300,329 24.3

All Oyher 12,465,545
.

o

Commission on Alcoholism
an4 SubStance Abuse

1.976,138 1.741,653 88.1 2.4

Department of Health 79,594,683 6,533,992 8.2 9.2

Office of Public Health 2,524,435 295,358 11.7 II

Preventive Services 56,714,856 6,238,634 11.0 8.0:

All Other 20,355,392 _ 0 0

Education Department 56,532,000 . 2,428,016 4.3' 3.4

State Schools for Blind Deaf 3,468,000 1,040,400 30.0 1.5

VoCational Education 1,089,000 315,810 29.0 .11

Library,Services 4,320.000 465,866 10.8 .6

Museum & Scieuce.Services 3,154,000 346,940 11.0 .s
Vecational Rehabilitation 13,651,000 259,000 1.9 II

All Othert-..... 30,850,000 - o 0

Department of Correctional Services 219,070.003 10.335,114 . 4.7 P1.5 ."

Supervision Of Inmates 111,865.,274 10,335,114 9.2

All Others 107,204,729 0

Judiciary 272,360,903 5,227,425 1.9 7.3

Coiwts of Original Jurisdiction 211,762,841 2,117,625 1.0 3.0

Professional Services to Indigent 9,946,511 3,109,800 31.3 11.3

All Other 50,651,551

(Continued)



(Continuation of TABLE B-1)

\

Agenci

Total
Appropriation

N.Y.C.
Youth Share

Youth Share as
Percent of Total

Distribution of
Youth Expehditures

Division of Probation
Supervision of local services
All Others,

$ 1,331,849 $ 148838 11.2
39.5'

0
376.804
-955,045

148,838

Division fur Youth 32,979,957 10,045,665 30.4 14.1

Rehabilitation ,

28,513,631 9,1185;930 33.3, ,K i 13.3

Delinquency Preyention ,
All Other

1,465,092
3,001,234

556,735 38.0
,0

.8,-

'n''

.,.,

Deportment of Socild Services 48,429,653 3,988,250 8.2 5,6

7,424,145 3,988,250 5.6
. Supportive Services

, 53.1 --

' All Other , 41,005,508 _ 0 0

Department Of Labdr' 16,176,345 ,.4 .1

3,530-,800
.6111±
55,610State Manpower Training

1.6 .1

Manpower Services 686.100 10,806 1.6 0

All Other 11,959,445 0 *0

Department of Agriculture & Marketa 15,994,602 140 000 .9 .2

Extension Services 5,258,542 140,000 2.7 .2

All Other 10,736,060 0 "0

Subtotal.- Ageneles with Youth 1,492,322,143 71,338,891 100.0

.Service,Programs

711 Other AgenCies 2,910;710,227

Total - State Pnrposes Appropriations $4,403,132 370 $71,338,891



.

...

'V-

iviv
til

,

Ili

,

-, .

,

,.4

.
'.. ., -

kunctional

..,7

i.-

54

.

-., .

.

, .

TABLE B-2

Allocation of State Upenditures for Youth Services, PY1978 ,
,

.1

Education Employ/ Healti'll 'Income Justice Nutrition Recreation, Child, .,
, Training Mental Health ,Assist/lionsing Eare

.
$ 226,828 .

,
$13,156,365 . k 4.

17,300,329 .

1,7111,653
6 .533 ,992

. .

$2 aiia8 ,016 '

$10,335,1111
- 5,227,1125 -

1118,818

10,0115,665
$ 3,988 ,250

$ 66,1116 ,
.

.
.

1110,000
. -

II'
.

.

...

Total

$ 226.,828

1.3,156.,365

17,300,329

1,7111,653
6,533,992

. 21128,016
1(1,335,1111,

5,227,1125
1118,838

10,0115,685
3,988,250

,66,1116

1110,800

S.

,

.

Agency

.ffiee of Parks- and Recreation
afice.of Mental Health
iffiee of Mental Retardation
vomniasion On Alcoholism and

Substance Abuse
1epartment: of Health
:dneation Department
1ept of Correetional Services
Judiciary
/ivision of Probation
1ivision for Youth
lept. of Social Services,
iept. of Labor
1ept of Agriculture and

Markets

total Youth Budget '2 ,1128,016 $ 66,816 $38,232.339 $25,757,0112 $ 11,355 078, $71,318,891 ,

.

i

.. 4.

.t.

,

,-- ,

-\
,

., '
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of Mental Healtb, 32% of 'State purposes appropriations for preveh-
-

tion,and treatmeni of mental illness in children and youth were
,

allocated for New York youth based on NYC youth admissions as a

share of statewide youth admissions. (Admissions, Discharges of

Resident Patients, State and Children's Psychiatric Centers, Chil-

dren and Youth by Comparative Age Categoiies, FY 1978; Bureau of

,Statistical Analysis, October 16, 1979.) (b) For the qffice of

Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities, 7% of the funds

for Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities were alio-

,' cated for New York City youth based on the share of-NYC youth

of the total population in care. -(Bureau of Statistical Analysis,

New York State Department of Mental Health, New York City Children'

in State Developmental Centers; New York City Children in Family

Care, New York City Children in Residental Treatment Centers,

March, f479; New York State Executive Budget. Estimates of DMH

Census, March, 1979, p. 394.)

C. Commission on Alcoholism and Substance Abuse, Prevention and Educa-
tion

For the Commission 88% of state purposes funds were allocated

for New York City youth under 18 based on estimates prepared by the

Commission on Alcoholism and Substance Abuse Prevention and Education.

D. Derartment of Health

Two programs within this department oversee or deliver services

to New YOrk City youth. (a) Local Public Health Management and

Preventative Services, Research, and Development - According to data

suppliedby the Department of Health Budget Office, approximately

45% of local assistance funding for Local Public Health Management

o

226
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was allocated for New York City. Based on this data, the youth

share of Local Public Health funding for New York City children

was estimated at 11.7% (.45 X .26) of the t pl state purposes

appropriation forelocal public health management. (14r) Preventa=

tive Services include child health services, family planning, medi-

cal rebabilitation, communicable disease control, dental health,

Roswell Park and Helen Hayes Institute. Caseload data was not

available for these activities. Consequently, 11% of state pur-

poses appropriations for Preventative Services was allocated for

New York City youth based oh their share of the tota2 state popuia7

t47>rt--

E: Education Depavtment

Educati,on...Department expenditures for New York City youth.were'

divided among :five programsv the g=tate Schools fpr the Blind and

. Deaf, Vocational pnation, Occupational and Vocational Rehabilita-

tion Operations, Library Services and Museum and Education Service.

For the New York State Schools for the Blind and the Deaf, 80%

of state purposes appropriations were allbcated for New York Cit

youth based on the share of children enrolled in State Schools

for the Blind and Deaf in 1977-1978 from New York City. (Informa-

tion Center on Education, New York. State EducatiOn'Department.)

For Vocational Education, 9% of state purposes appropriations

were allocated for New York Cit youth based on the shatie of state-

wide secondary occupational class nrollment from New Nork City.

(ttOccipational Education Data System, School Enrollment, 1977-1978,

New York State Education Department.)

227
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For Library Services and Museum and ScienceServices, 11% of

state purposes appropriations were allocated for New York C54y

children based on New York City's share of the New York State

population under'18.

For Vocational Rehabilitation, approximately 2% Of state pur-

poses funds were allocated to New York City youtil under 18. new

York State Office of Vocational Rehabilitatjlon, Payments to Indi-

viduals, October 1, 1977 to September 30, 1974 BureaU of Fiscal.

Services.)

F. Department of Correctional Services

For the Department of Corrections, estimates( of expenditures for

youth were baSed on reports on commitment's.by age and county of

eommitment prepared by the State of-1/67 ybrk Department of Correc-
-

tional Services. Of the 8,084 males committed during 1978, 8.6%

were New York,City 16-18 year olds. Of the females, 1.39/ were

New York City 16-18 year olds. Accordingly, 4.9%'of state purposes

funding for Corrections was allocated for New York City 16 and 17

1/4year olds.,

G. Judiciary

Judiciary expenditures for youth consist of two categories. For

the Courts of Original Jurisdiction, approximately 14% of'state

purposes money was allocated for the Family Court, Criminal Court
0

in*New York City, Civil Court of the City of New York, and District

Courts in New York City. Accordingly, it was estinvted that

approximately" 7% of this amount (or .98'%-of the total) was allocated

to youth based on the proportion of JD and PINS petitions'filed in

228



1976. (The City of NeW York Budget.as modified 1978; Family Cdurt

and Supplementary Petitions, OCA, Table 13, 1978 Crime Contrbl Plan,

DCJS, 1978.) For professional services, 100% of the funds identi-
,-

fied as appropriated for law guardians in New York City and for

the'Legal Aid Society's Juvenile Rights Division in New York City'

were allocate4 for children. (Twenty-third Annual Report of the

Jadicial Conference and the Office of Court Administration, Table

85, Family Cbuiit, Law Guardian Programs, p 170.)

H. Division of Probation 1

Appropriations kor New,York City youth from the Department of

-
Probation weree limited7to the "supervision..pf local services" por-

tion of the agency's, budget. According to DCJS data, 22% of-all

juvenile delinquent and persons in need of supervisiOn in 1976,

were New York City children under 16. Similarly, 51% of all

(Y.
juvenile probation intake cases and 28% of all juvenile investiga-

.

tions consisted of New York City youth under 18. Combining these

figures, the average share for New York City youth was 39%. Accord-

ingly, 39% of State purposeg for supervision of local probation

services were allocated 'for New 'York City youth. (State.of New

York, Division of Probation,"Statistical Fact Sheet, Summary Re-
0

port, Family Workload, 1977.)

I. Division for Youth

For the Division for Youth, expenditures for New York City chil-

dren are distributed through two ptograme: rehabilitative services,'

and delinquency prevention and youth development. Based on data for

admiseions to residential facilities in 1977-1978, 33% of rehbilita-

229
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tion funds were allocated for New York'City youth udder 18. fNew

York State Division for.YOuth,Statistics and Survey Units, SPSS

Report on Population Billing File, 10/18/79f!) Based on the pro-

portion of New York State ehildren under 18 who live in New York

CitSr, 38% of the funds for Delinquency Prevention and Youth Develdp-

ment were allocated for New York City children.

J. Department of Social Services

The Department f Social 8ervices reaches New York City child-

ren- through the.. Supportive Services progra According to the )

Comprehensive Annual Social Servides'Program Plzq for New York

State, 1977-1978, 79% df statewide funding was allocated for

children's services. Two-thirds of this share or 53% of total

appropriations for supportive services in New York State were allo-

cated to New York City children.

K. Department of Labor

According to the Employment a d Training Administration, 17.5%

of state and local programs may be allocated for youth. Thus,

17.5% of New York State purposes appropriations for manpower train-

ing and services were allocated to youth. Of this amount, 9% of

the total was allocated to New York City youth based on the city's

share of the state's 16 to 19 year old population.

0 L. Department of Agriculture and Markets_

For the Department of Agriculture and Markets, all funds appro-

priated for 4-H Cooperative.Extension Services in New York City were

allocated foryouth.
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C. Federal Expenditures for Youth

Federal expenditures are from Community Services Administration,

Geographic Distribution of Federal Funds in New York, Fiscal Year

1978. Only.direct federal operations are considered since grants
;

to state a 1 al governments are counted as state or local expendi-

tures.

The ,shar of a programs expenditures allocated to youth is based

on the share of federal program funds allocated to youth identified

in Conservation of Human Resources, "The Changing qcale and Nature of

4 Federal Expenditures for Youth," yorking Paper #1 in a series for NIE

Contract #400-78-0057. The reader. Iss referred to that working

paper and its appendix for an explaqation of the basis for estimating

youth ghares of federal programs. The calculatigIns for each program'

are summarized in Table IC-1.
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IPrOgrams'

TABLE 'C-1

Expenditures in New York City
Under Federal Youth Programs

1

($ in thousands)

Total Outlays Outlays for Youth
,in New York City in New York City

Child Care & Social -

Services Programs

Child Welfare Research 0 43 43

Child Abuse & Neglect
Prevention & Treatment 1,840 k 1,840
Foster Grandparents
Runaway Youth -

Rehab. Services - Special
Projects A 3,692 495

Rehab. Research &
Demonstration Projects 3,199 429

Rehab. Training 2,547 341
Developmental Disabilities -
Special Projects

VISTA
Community Action
Youth Challenge
Native American Programs
Child Development & Headstart

Education Programs

Emergency School Aid - Title VII

2,362
1,048
17,051

115
22 243

n

317
325

'13,641

58
6 451*

54,140

-

;23,940.

-

Ethnic Heritage 110 110
Hpdicapped Early Childhood Assistance 461 461

Voc Ed Improvement Project - -

Ed TV - Sesame St & Electric Co 2,693, 2,6.93

Ed TV - Packaging & Field Testing ,52 5?

NlE 130 40

National Center for Ed Statistics 77 24

NEA - Artists in the Sehooli . 460 460

NEA - Expansion Arts 50 3.5
NEA - Special Projects 1,688 118.5
Handicapped Innovative Programs -
Deaf/Blind Centers 2,529

,

2,529
Innovative Programs - Severly
"Handicapped 122 122

8072 6e613

'Outlays for youth are estimated share less headstart pools reported
in the Budget of City of New York. This adjustment Was made to svoid
double counting of headstart funds received by the city.

232
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TABLE C-1, p.2

Programs

TotalAptlays
n New York City

Outlays for Youth
in New York City

Employment Programs
National OJT e4- $ 4,644 $ 789

Job Corps ETA 1,770 301

DOI Job Corps 908 154

7,320 1,244

Health Programs
Alcohol Demonstration., 4,838 822

Drug Abuse Demo 1,092 186

Drug Abuse Education 322 55

Drug Abuse Comm. Service 6;293 1,070

Mental Health.Centers 534 91

CDC Lead Based Paint 645 226

Federal Hospital Ins. Fund
Federal Suppl. Medical Ins.

914,987
394,628

458
1,184

or

Community Mental Health Ctrs. 21,140 11,711

Family Planning Projects 2;707 1,489

Home Health Services 168 92

Veterans Hospitalization 198,755 199

NIH Research & Demo for
Mothers & Children

Income Programs
Refuge Assistance

6 54 2 159

1,552,652

*

' 61

19,742

19

Social Security Retirernen% Ins. 2,390,794 21Z,781

Federal Unemployment Ins. IBenefits 15,346 522

Unemployment Ins. Benefit4 11,076 377

Veterans Death Benefits 41,846 3,055

Sp,Benefits for Disabled cloal Miners 1,794 205

Social Security Disabilitjr Ins. 423,911 37,728

Sgcial Security Sxvivorsf Ins. 689,629 61,377

SSI f 310,867 13,367
VA Compensations to Dependents 1,625 119

Dependents Indemnity ,23,147 --

Railroad Retirement Fund 57,948 1,739

Payments for Subsidized HouSing 90 063 37 826

4,058,107 369,115

Justice Programs
Discretionary Grants
JJDP Special Emphasis
Concentration of Federal -fforts
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9,305 1,861
6,042 6,042

181 181
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4.

TABLE C11, p.3

1Prorrams in New. York Citv in New York City

Nu4rition Programs

Total Outlays Outlays for Youth

WIC 1
$ 20,191 $ 16,152

Food Stamps Bonus Coupons 270,903 146,559

Community Food & Nutrition 460 368

291,554 14,079

Recreation Programs
Management of Land & Resources 773 240

Operation of National Parks 743 230

Planning & Development NPS 44 13

NEA - MUseum Programs 5,689 341

NEA - Music Programs 2,814 169

theatre Programs 2,43e 146

NEH -,Museum & History Programs 1,223 73

'NEE - Special Prbjects 264 16

Youth Grants. .61 61'

Smithsonian 467 145

$ 14,514 $ 1,434

.1?

r
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Appendix IV

Sources and Methods for Estimating blic Expenditures

for Services to hildren and Youth

in'Houst.tn, Texas

A. Expenditures by Local Government

1. City of HOuston

2. Harris County

3. Harris County Child,Welfare Unit

4. Harris County Hospital District

5. Housing Auithority of the City of Houston

6. Houston,Independent School District

7. Spring Branch Independent School District

8. pther Independept ,School. Districts

9. Mental Health and Mental RetardeAon Authority of Hafri-s gounty

;

B. Texas State Di;ect Expenditures in Houston

C. Federal Outlays in Houston

A



,.A-1 City of Houston

,Figures for City of Houston are expenditurS' figures from the City

Controller, Annual Financial Report of the City'of Houston, Texas for

the fiscal year ended December 31,,1978.

Total expenditures for the City of Houston were $529,712,901. Of

this total, $53,561,000 in debt service waS-excludedfrom the analysis.

In addition, $67,358,370, was for agencies providingyoverhead functions
A

-

and $228,817,604 whs foragencies providing indirect_services such.as
/

transpOrAtiod and street clegning. The remaining $179,975,927 was for

nine agencies engaged in the direct provision of serviceS to youth.

The following sections describe the allocation of funds within these

nine agencies.to youth services and the funCtional allocgtions of these

youth service expenditures. The calculations are summarized in Tables

A-1 (a) and. A-1 (b) .

A. .

CIVIC CENTER

The Civic Center Department is responsible for the operation, /

engineering, and maintenance of downtown City office buildings. The

Department's Auditorium Division is responsible for management, rental,

maintenance and operations of Sam Houston Coliseum, Music Hall, Jones

Hall, Albert Thomas Convention Center and the City's parking garages.

The Civic Center sponsors several y9uth specific programs including

student concerts by the Houstolt Symphony, summer youth programs, student

music and'dance reCitals and similar kinds of targeted programs.



b V

TABLE

Expenditures for Youth Services by the City eg Houston, FY 1978

Total Youth
Share

Percent to
Youth

Agencies,Pioviding Direct Services,

Civic Center

Cultural Arta' Council

Health Dept.

plumb Resources

$179,975,927

3,686,000

1,461,000

20,463,630

2,467,785

0

$40,269,231

1,024,708

406,158

10,755,655

1,837,815

22.4

27.8

27.8

52.6

74.5

Library Dept. 9,106,651 2,131;76 23.4

Mayor's Office - CETA 34,837,208 5,781 00 16.6

Mayor's'Office Community Development 4,650,000 2,293, 8 49.2

ir
Parks & Recreation Dept. 14,039,000- 6,487,785 46.2

Pollee Dept. 89,256,653 43,550,462 10.7

,-

Agenales Providlng Indirect Services 228,817,604 .63,611,294 27.8

Agencies Providing OverheadlServices, 67,358,370 18,725,627 27.8

Unallocated Items (debt serVice) 53,561,000 0

Grand Total $5291712:901. $82,336,921 15.5

ef



Civic Center

Cultural Arts Council

Health. Dept.

ihussn Resources

l'Alorary Dcpt.

thiyore Office CETA

Mayor's Offiee'-
Como, Ouvelop.

Parks A '

Recreation Dept.

Police Dept.

TOTAL

TABLE A-lb

Functional Allocation of'Youth Service. Expandiedres, City of Houston, II, 1978

Education
Cmploy/
Training

Health/
Mantel. Health

Income
Asaist/Housing Justice Nutrition Recreation

Child Care/
Protection
Seri/ices

Agency
Total

$ $
7 $ $ $ $ $1,024,708 $ $ 1,029,,O1F

406,150 906,150

10,755,655 10,755,655

137,836 608,317 1,091,662 1,837,815

2,131,763 2,131,763
,

569,699 5,039,988 176,610 5,781,300

50,510 511,092 312,211 ,279,977 116,911 1,028,389 2,f91,585

315,038 6,172,747 6,487,7851

9,550,962 9,550,462

82,804,803 85,039,988 01,266,797 $312,211 $10,748,299 $7,897,142 $2,120,046 890,269,231
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3.

An analysis of the bookings of events in the Civic,Center buildings

determined that youth specific programs plus general programs likely to

be attended by'larger numbers of youth than adults (rock concerts for

examfle) closely approximated the youth proportion of the total popula-

tion o'f. Houston. Hence, the youth proportion of the total population of

Houston, 27,8 percent, was used to allocate agency funds to youth pro-

grams. All expenditures by the Civic Center are,allocated to "Recrea-

tion".

B. CUT,TURAL ARTS COUNCIL

-0"

The Cultural Arts Council'of Houston provides financial support

for a variety of artistic organizatiOnk, exhibits, and productions

including the Houston Ballet, Houston Grand Opera, Houston Pops Orchestra,

Society for the Performing Arts, Theatre Under the Stars, and a few

museum s The broad range of the programs and activities supported by

the CAC prohibits detailed research on the user population profile. In

the absence of .valid and reliable data to the'contrary, it has been

assumed that youth.benefit in proportion to their representation in the

population (27.8%).

'C. HEALTH DEPARTMENT

The Health Department's programs are divided into five divisions:_

1) Administration; 2) Technical (Program) Support; 3) Personal 'Health

Services; 4) Environmental PollutTon Control; ana 5) Consumer Health Ser-
.

vices. For purposes of allocation, the first two divisions were treated
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as "atridnistrative expenditures to be allocated on the basis of the

proporti of youth expenditures determined from the last three.

Environmental Pollution Control and Consumer Health Services (inspec-

tions, issuance of licenses, and veterinary services) were excluded

from the analysls as not being a direct service to youth. Personal

health aervices were allocated by specific programs to determine the

proportion of youth served. ''The total number of cases or contacts for
0

fourteen personal health programs were comguted as shown below:

TOTAL CASES/tONTACTS = 439,662
TOTAL YOUTH CASES/tONTACTS = 299,734

Thus, approximately 70 percent of personal health services were

considered to be for youth. If the youth share of the population

(youth population) was then applied to the total expenditures for

Environmental Pollution Control and Consumer Health Services and 70

percent to Personal Health programs, then it is estimated that youth

received 56.6 percent of the department's administrative funds. This

proportion was applied to the two administrative program divisions to

calculate the total youth share.,

D. HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

The Model City Department wes"redesignated the Human Resources

Department in 1976 to provide a variep of services aimed at improving

the quality of life for all Houstonians. The Department's primary

responsibilities include coordinating the deliverY of'human services

withinthe city and ensuring that the service'delivery System is

239

MI

AP



adequate and addresses the needs of the community. The HRD contracts with

other public and selected nonprofit agencies to provide direct services to

youth, particularly child care, delinquency prevention and treatment, and

education.

The percent of HRD expenditures allocated to youth (74.5%) was

determined by ag analysis of the budge'ts for all contracts for services

during 1978. Revenue Sharing funds for architectural and engineering

work on a multi-service center construction project were excluded. Federal

Title XX funds generated from the CD Revenue Sharing funds were inclu

since these funds did not pass through any other department or lo6a1

government. Community Development Funds transferred to HRD to ca y on.

model city projects, however, were excluded in analysis of HRD expendi-

tures but are reflected in the Mayor's Office--CoMmunity Development

Division expenditures.,

Of the funds expended for youth, the following functional distribution

was revealed by the contract analyses:

4.0

E.

FunCtion Amount

Child Care $1,091,662
Justice $ 608,317
Education $ 137,836

$1,837,815

/1

LIBRARY DEPARTMENT

The Houston Public Library System offers a broad proprarn of educa-

tional, informational and.recreational opportunitieS and cultural enrich-.

ment alternatives. These services are available-through the' Cehtral ,
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Library (500 McKinney), the Clayton Library -(Center for Genealogical

Research, 5300 Caroline), twenty-six branch" libraries, four reading,and

study'centers, three bookmobiles,:the Children's Carousel and two

outreach programs--Books-by-Mail and Institutional Services.

The Houston Public_Library conducted a study of the 1978 expendi-

tures for children as an International Year of the.Child activity. A

door count and te],ephone. count survdy revelled the following user
,

4'

o

profile.

.Number-_ Percent

Adplt 3,808;532 76:59
Child 1464,020 23.41

.TOTAL 4,972,552 100.0

The total eXpenditures for 1978 were allocated to youth ha\sed upon

the survey findings.

F. MAYOR'S OFFICE:, CETA PROGRAMS.DIVISION

The CETA Programs DiVision is.responsible for U.S. Department of

Labor funded manpower and training programs in the :City_of Houston
,

particularly_administration of-the'Compi,ehensive EmployMent Training Act

(CETA) programs. Youth.activities can be carried out under several
,. . , .

,

titles but Title III 51 specifically earmarked for yoUth programs.'
The following proportions were used to determine percentage of',

youth expenditures in the re'Speotive titles of CETA. These data, were

furnished by CPD Central Records and represent the reported number of

clients in the,-youth" category.

.Title Percent Youth

I' 10.3
II 6.0

VI.-- 5.0'
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Since CETA records include percentages for participants ages,eighteen and

under, Titles II and VT were further reduced by 33 percent on the basis

of CPD monitoring report data which revealed that about one-third of the

participants eighteen and under would be eighteen years of age..

Youth specific programs, principally Title III and CSA funded-pro-

grams, were allocated to youth as follows on the.basis of data supplied

by subcontractors:

!

Program
Percent for,

Youth

Mayor's Summer
Youth prograt 85.0

.YETp 75,0

YSIS 95.0

YCCIP 25.0

CSA 100.0

84.5

.-

The,youth specific enedaitures are subdivided further by functional ic

category as follows based on a review of the contracts.

G.

Function Amount

Employment & Training . $5,039,988
Education $ 564,694
Recreation $ '176,618

$5,781,300TOTAL

0

MAYOR'S OFFICE: COMMUNIV DEVELOPMENT DIVISION,

A
Community Development is a special block grant.program through which

the U.S. Departm4 of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)prEn;ides grant

which the City allocates at its discretion for eligible aativities. The

prograM is capital in?ensive and focuses On physical environmental

242
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improvements in low income neighborhoods. Certain public services

(principally social servicW can be provided where they can be shown

to be related to the physical environmental improvemenis being under-

,

taken with grant funds. In addition; the recipient City has had the

option to continue certain model city activities, which was done in

Houston. The youth expenditures by Commudity Development in ,1978 were

for cOntinuation of Model Cities program and supportive public servivs.

Youth expenditures, as a portion of 11 CD expenditures, were

estimated through analysis of each subcontract for services rendered

during 1978 and a division of the services into adult and-youth cate-

gories by project or within projects, where the project served both

youth and non-36outh.. Administrative costs were distributed according

to the proportion of youth services to total services. The result was an

follows:

,estimated $2,293,585 or 49.2% for youth services.

The distribution of youth expenditures by function is as

Function Amount
ii

Education $ 50,510
Health/Mental Health . -511,092
Income Assistance/I-lousing 312,211
Justice 274,477

Recreation 116,911
Child Care/Protective Services 1,028,384

TOTAL , $2,293,585

H. PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

The Parks and Recreation Department organizes and carries out a wide

variety of recreation programs.



The Parks and Recreation Department, Facility Control Division

0

provided 'the following financial and user data:
(

Total
Program Activity Expenditure

Percent
Youth

Youth
Expenditure r

-

Park Police
Special Activities
Miller Theater
Facility Planning
Garden Center
Zoo
Facility Maintenance
Facility (Recreation)
Operations

TOTAL

$ 940,613
387,476
120,735
103,889
37,905

1,406,708
6,655,890

3,474,653

31.3 ,

20.0
3540
31.3
44L.0

50;0
31.3

80.40

'$ 646,201
309,981
78,478
71;372
3 4114,

703,354
4,572,596

694,931

$13,127,869 46,2 $6,066,842

The expenditures for each of these program activities were allocated

to youth according to these user patterns. The cumulative total revealed

that about 46.2 percent of the Department's program activities 1)enefit

youth. Administrative costp were distributed accordingly to arrive at the

total youth allocation ($6,487,785). All funds except those for Park

Police (Justice) were allocated to recreation.

POLICE DEPARTMENT

The share of Police Departm9nt activity allocated to youth w'as

estimated on the basis of offense reports. Of the total of 191,046

offense reports handled by the Police.Department in 1978, 20,525 were

repollted by the Juvenile Division. _Thus 10.7% of police activity and

expenditures were allocated to direct youth services.
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A-2 Harris County

Figures for Harris.County are expenditures reported in County Auditor,

Harris County, Texas and Harris County Flood Central District Comprehensive

Annual Financial Report for the Year Ended December 31, 1978.

'Within the structure of Harris County foUr types of agencies were

found 'to provide services directly to children and youth. The method for

estimatieg these expenditures are described in the four sections beloW.

A. ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE

The designation Administration of Justice is inclusive of District,

Civil and Criminal Courts, and related law support personnel and,agencies.

It does not inclUde Child Welfare or Juvenile Probation county agencies

which are reported upon separately. Included are the Juvenile Courts,

Family LaW Courts, Probate Courts, County Courts, Civil aild Criminal

District Courts, court support personnel such as court reporters, bailiffs,

court administrators, and certain other departments, servi)ces, or personnel

where youthservice relatedness can be deinonstrated to some degree. The

deSignation Administration of Justice, then, does not refer to an agency

but to functionsland personnel employed by several county agencies.

Table A-2 Ia) lists the wide range of,agencies and.positions which

are included in this service oluster in Harris County. To determine the

totals for Houstoz, the county totals were reduced by the proportion of

persons below the poverty line who resided in the countk, but outside the

&ty of Houston. (Court-related activities as a whole, iMP-ac:q'poverty

persons mare than non-poverty persons, particularly for juvenile justice

matters.)
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TABLE A-2

expenditures for Administration of Justice
in Barris County', FY 197'8

Program Total Percent Youth
. Youth
Expenditure

Juvenile Courts -
Office of Referee

ramilytiourt Services

104,8B2

554,631

100%

See TeX t

104,882

148,225

Vre-trial Release 494,296. 1 4,943

Attorneys (Court Appointed) 2,477,648 2 t 49,553
3,823,998 2 76,480.Constables

Legal Defense Services 49,650 993

Court Reporters
t,

. 2,352;666 47,053

Court Coordinator
District Courts 577,938 See Text 37,175

Judges, District Courts 1,110,934 See Text 71,460

Justice of Peace 2,160,491 2 43,210

Sheriff 5,574,559 2 111,491

First Court Civil Appeals 23,559 2 471

District Attorney 6,145,221 2 122,904

District Clerk 5,227,694 See TeXt 336,267

' lath Court of Civil Appeals 25,037' 2 501

Law Library 253,754 2 5,074

Jury rund 935,016 2 18,700

Probate Court Judge& 605,752 20 121,150

Civil Court Building 543,487 2.3 12,500

ramilV Law Center (Building) 563,080 See Text 142,910

District Attorney Building 304,241 2 6,085

Miscellaneous 30,136 ' 2 601,

Other (All.non-youth) ,

llrrAL-

1,0521056 2 0

$34,990,726 .
$1,42,631



District Courts expenditures are aggregatwol.in the Annual Financial

Report olf the County. This fact, coupled with the lack of othe data

presented many problems in estimating costs that could b specif cally
sof

attributed to youth services. Most often a figure of 2 percent was used

based upon an analysis of the court docke-ps and aesuming equal.distribu-

tion in time between adult and child cases'. Of 123,200 cales on the
t..

docke4S for the eighteen divil district courts, at least 2,473 could be

considered-child cases (about lL15O1.a4optipr1s plus 1023 j.tvenile court

cases). Thus, the 2 percea figuie is used. Pretrial release affects

only about one percent since a juvenile must be certified as an adult

to, participate in this adult 9ffencipr program. .In sCime Qases a two Step

1'.
proCedure was needed to allocate costs'. roltexample since the juvenile

courts comprise 25.percent of cOltits generally heariag-family and child

.cases (nine family plus three juvenile courts equal twelve total), this

percent was applied to the expen4ture item-of Ffmily Court Services. In

addition, however, it was necessary to add 2.3 perCent of cases .(adoptioris

.which are also heard inAthe family court which are child focused. t Accord-

ingto Probate Judge 20 Percent of the probate cases concern children and'

youth under age eighteen.

Judges' expenditures in the District Courta were allocated according

to the percent that the hUmber of1Juveni3e Courta and Family Courts

comprised of the total 'number of.cotrts. Thus, Juvenile Courta Comprised

6 percent of the total,-"FamAly Law Courts 18.8 p5rcent, and 2.3 percent .

was allocated based on the rate of)adoptions on the District Court dockets..

The same procedure was followea in' allocating costs for the District Cleilk
-

expenditures, and tHe Court Coordinattirs' expendillures.

In order to estimate building maintenance and operating costs to be

assigned to the Civil Courts buildingJ, the 2.3 percent figure on adoptions
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was usectthecause this is

and where most support4P

the thrlee probate 'courts

courts and related perso
.

sases for each court, as

operational allocatibn.

B.

the location of the courts which ,hear adoptions

ersonnel are Foused. The Family Law Center houses

, three jUvenile cburts, and nine family-law

nnel. A weightingcof the proportion of youth
2 1

,previolisly indicated, was used to detgrmine the

1.nim

. j " I #.

, -

CHARVTIES: 'INSTITUTIONS AND CHILD CARE,

Charities Ins.titutions is also a category in. the Harris County ..

A . A

=

Financial Report and not,a Department. Child Care has been'added to

provide a more accurate description of the services included in the

budget class. Included are Burnett,Bayland Home, Harris Dounty Youth

Village; and,three bounty group homes. These group care facilities for

rbuth; ages through seventeen years serve clients of the Juvenile

0

ProbatiOn Department and certain youth under the custody of the Harris

CourIty ChildWelfare unit. (Excluded are expenses 'which have been allo-

cated to the pdrris County Child Welfare Unit, Mental Health Mental

Retardation Authority, arid the Harris County Departthent of Social

'Servibes. These funds are included elsewhere in this study.)
/

.

,,-,
,

.
.-

The entire l978,expenditure 'for Burnett-Bayland Home, Harris-County

Youth Village, and three group homes, as reported-in the Annual Financial

Report, inclusive of buWing engineer and related maintenance cost, wad

considered as sperit for-youth. This amount, $2,434,342 was multiplied

by 82.2 percent, the proportion of Harris County clhildren under eighteen

years of ageWith poverty family incomes who live in Houston to estimate

the Houston Share of the,county total or $2,0010291 The proportion of



the child ,population of persons living in households below poverty was

determined from U.S. Bureau of Census, 1970 Census of' Population and

Housing: Census Tracts, Houston, Texas, SMSA and adjacent area (May,

1972), p. 100, Table, p..4.

C. DEPARTMENT OE EDUCATION

Trr Dbpartment oyduamtion, also referred to as the Harris'County

Board'of EduAtation, receives tax funds'through a specific levy-on

property by the Harris Cdunty Commissioners Court. The Department

provides .1) teadher and counselor training; 2) curriculum develop-

ment; 3) psychologica; services; and 4) at-hendancq Services. About 30

'percent of the agency's activities are concerned with'psychblogical

testing, 10 percent'with attendance services (mostly outside of Houston)
a

and the balance distributed between curriculum development and staff

development functions to enrich direct educational servIces. As the

/
larger Independent School Districts in the County have developed inter-

nal capacity in these functions the Department has allocated more of its

resources to the smaller districts to.the,point that as of 1978, an

estimated 50 percent of the Department's services were provided outside
,

.of Houston. This 5.0 percent of the agency total was allocated to youth

in Houston. ,

D. JUVENILE PROBA'hON DEPARTMENT

The Harris County Juvenile Probation Department (HCJPD) is the county
.,

agency charged with administration of the non-judicial aspects of the

Texas Family dode conCtrned with juvenile delinquency and children in
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0
need of supervision. The Department provides direct services to children

in the form of probation, placement, short-term detention, direct and

purchased group care and foster care, and counseling and referral services.

The agency supports the juvenile and family courts through home investi-

gations and dispositional recommendations. The HC5TT is also charged

with collection of child suppor ments ordered by the courts.

The total expenditure was $6,120,560 fo; the, County. Of this amount

an estimated 79 percent: ($4;835,242) was allocated:to Houston. The 79

percent figurc was furnished by a staff planner at HCJPD and is based

upon referrals to the department from various law enforcement agencies.

,
The percent has been relatively constant for the last few years and is

substantially in agreement with other indicators.

Amounts for each function were obtained from the Annual Financial

Report and result in the following allocation:

Function Amount Percent

Health & Mental Health $ 36,802 0.8

Income AssistanceAliousing 772,193 16.0

Justice 2,357,156 48.7

Child Care/Protection 1,669,091 34.5

$4,835,242 100,0

4
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A-3 HARRIS COUNTY CHILD,WELFARE UNIT

Harris County Child Welfare Unit (HCCWU) is legally a County agency"

with an independent Board of Directors. With few exceptions, however,

its employees ate state employees and under the supervision of the

Regional Administrator of the Texas Department of Human Resources. The

HCCWU Board can allocate local tax funds at their discretion, subject to

budget apptovl of the Harris County Commissioners Court. Local tax funds

can be used to match state and fedetial funds for programs or be used to

supplement or add to the servaces available thrOugh state funds.$ A con-
-

tract between TDHR and HCCWU governs the joint state-county sponsored

services and defines authority and responsibilities.

The HCCWU provides the customary range cif services for tublic child

welfare agencies: 1) protective services; 2) child placement; 3) substi-

tute care; 4) medical; 5) legal; and 6) transportation services. Incident-

al recreation and educational services are provide n addition.

The total 1978 expenditure reported by HCCWU wag.$3,489,276. (See

hild Welfare'Unit, Annual Financial Statement, 1978.)

From this amount $529,385 in AFDC foster care payments were subtracted,

since these are ref ected as a TDHR Regional Office expenditure in this

study. The resating total was $2,959,891 for the County. The best

indicator for determining the amount of funds used to serve youth in_m_

Houston is the proOrtion of County children under a"ge eighteen with

family InComes below the poverty level who reside in Houston,Nreported in

the 1970 densus.as 82.2 percent. Accordingly $2,959,891 was estimated as

spent on children in Houston.

2 1..



To determine the functional allocation of expenditures, each service

11
itemized in the agency financial report was classified by function. The

'resulting amount was subjected to the 82.2 percent City proportion_asi

cited &love. Overhead and administrative costs were distributed accord-
,

ing to the percentages reported per functional category. Legal services

were considered an mdministratiie expense ALM to the absence of a mire

appropriate category. The resulting distribution is as follows;

Function Amount . Percent

Education 7,518 0.31

Health/Mental Health . 288,268 11.85'
Recreation 894 0.00

Child,Care/Protective 2,136,350 87.80

TOTAL $2,433,030 100.0
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A HARRIS COUNTY HOSPITAL DiSTRICT

4
Harris County Hospital District provides a wide range of inpatient

and outpatient health services through two large public hospitals and

eight decentralized clind.c facilities. The two hospitals are located

in Houston and six of the eight clinics are in Houston. Eligibility

for service is based on low-income family status so that the user pro-

file reflects the distribution of the poverty population within the

County.

For certain youth targeted services separ'ate financial data is
.

reported in the fiarris County llospital District Budget, Fiscal Year
, .

Ending March 31. 1979. The youth4specific programs are as follbws:

Hospital ,
Program

Jeff Davis New Born Nursery
Jefk David Neonatology
Jeff Davis and Outpatient Pediatric

Bpi Taub Clinics
. Ben Taub 'Pediatric Bed, Allocation

Ben Taub Pediatric ICU
Ben Taub Other Child Speci?ic

40 Hospital Programs
Estimated Youth Expendi-
tures in Neighborhood
Clinics 4,091,000

TOTAL $12,198,000

9

These data on pediatric services include only persons fourteen years

of age and under. To identify expenditures for services to persons

1978 FY
ExPenditure .

$ 2,288,000
781,000

914,000
1,6/5,000

624,000

1,825,000

15-17 the proportion of the population represented by this age group

(5.8% in 1970) 'was applied to total expenditures to estimate the

additional share ($707,484) c)r persons aged 15-17. Thus', total Youth

expenditures were $12,19,8,.000 plus $704484, or $12,905,484.
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The total amountsfor youth wirhin Houston was estimated baselOon
.t,

the proportion of the county poverty population that resides in Houston

(82:2%). Thus total-youth expenditures in Houston are estimated at*

$10,608,308.

H.

te

0
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HOUSLNG AUTHORITY.OF THE CITY OF HOUSTON

Description . f .
A

The Housing Authority of the City of Houston (HAM is charged with
, . 4k

. ..,

developing and administering standard housing for lotaer income indivituals

end families. There are three MajOr programs operated by 'HACH: '1) HACH

cywned.projects; 2) HACH leased Projects; and 3) the Housing Assistance
_

Payments Program (Section:8). Tenant sei,vices, including proteCtive

services, recreation, referiqa-and-counseling are provided tc residehts

of multi-family facilities owned VT.' leased by HACH as a part of programs
5

(1) and (Z) above.- Housing assistance services are provided for persons

who participate in the HAP Section 8 (number 3) program but npt tenant

services.

are:

4.,

-Total expendittres reported in HACH finanbial statements by.program

Program Total Amount
HUD Amount

(Subsidy/Assistance)

'LHA-Owned . $ 3,501,943. $1,358,782
Rental Housing

LI-IA-Leased' ,gs 47,9,796 320 802,

(5:4) ,

LHA-Leased 592,747 408,769

C5-10)
Housing Assistance :7,112,078. . 7,353,520

Program
(S.8)

10TAL $11,686,564 .. $9,441,873

The amounts to be a4ocated to youth were estimated thrvh assist-
_

ance from HACH 'Division of Resident Services and Division of Protective

Services who advised that,i) 75 percent of tenant services; 2) 15 percent

of prOtectiveseri)iee.seetnd 3} 60 percent Of housing'services were

255
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,Consumedby youth. The housing tervices estimate was determined by

.diViding the:average nUMber of children per unit (2:4). by the aver'age
,

number of persons per unit (4.0). When the totalexpendituree ate\
allocated by use of these ratios it was, found that 57.2 percent of

Housing Project services benefited youth. Thus, 57.2 petcent of the
%

administrative costs for Housing prOjects were allocated to ybuth with

th following results:

PROJECT8 ONLY

Total Amount Percent Youth Youth Amount '

.J4,574,486 57.2 $2,618,479

'HOUSING ASSISTANCE PAMENTS PROGRAM

Total:Arno* Percent Youth Youth Amount

$7,112,078 60.0 $4,267,247

TheyoCith specific services are allocated by function-as follows:

Function AmOunt

4

Percent
. .

Income Assistance/Housing $6,764,155 98.2

Justice .46,910 0.7

Recreation 74,661 1.1

:TOTAL $6,885,726. 100,0

, 2 7,
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A-6 HOUSTON INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

According to the Houston Independent School District Annual Financial

Report for the Fiscal Year ended August 31, 1978, the total expenditures

of HSID for FY 1978 were $286,563,267. Of the total number of students

in HSID approximately 5 percent reside in other municipalities. Thus,

Houston youth are beneficiaries of 95 percent of the total youth expendi-

ture. In addition the total number of persons over age seventeen (exclud-

ing persons in standard educational programs who have reached their

eighteenth birthdate but who have not yet obtained the high school diploma)

constitute about four-tenths of one percent (0.4cYc ) of the total population

served by HISD. This number includes non-youth in vocational programs,

adult education,Jand certain special services. Thus, the' total amount of

, 'funds spent on Houston youth was further reduced by 4 percent after the

5 percent'reduction was made for non-residents.of Houdton. Finally,

transportation expenditures totaling $8,166,107 were eliminated from the

analysis.

The overhead expenditures of $53,484,037 were allocated according to

the above percentage distributions for Houstbn youth and by function and

are included in the allocation totals. CETA funds.from the City of Houston

in the amount of about $1.9 million were excluded, having already been

counted in the expenditures of CETA'.

The functional distribution of expenditures for youth allocations

'was estimated From analysis of the general fund, approximately forty (Ll.Q<

grants, and user proiie data furnished by the District. The estimated

functitnal distribution is:'

7



Function Amount

Education , $230,594,118
Health/Mental Health 3,548,792
Income Assistance/ Housing 16,362
Nutrition 623,500
Recreation 3, 97,284

TOTAL ;$262,980,056
.
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A-7 SPRING BRANCH INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

According to its Annual Financial'Report for the year ended

AuguSt 31; 1978, the total SBISD expenditure for FY 1978 was $54,319,008

of which 99.5 percent was spent on youth, for a total of $54,047,413.

Eigh-8Nhree percent (83%) of the SBISD pupils,live in the City of Houston,

thus a tOtal of $44,859,354 was estimated to be public expenditure for

Houston youth.

The percent distribation of expenditures by function was determined

through analysis of the repoAted activities ill the Fina'acial Report. A

total administrative overhead expenditure of $11,088,151 was distributed

to the various funCtiOns on the basis of an analysis of the perceritage.

distribution of direct educational services, as reported ih the budget.

Transportation servicft were excluded from the analysis. This yielded

the fOIlowing functional distribution:

Function AmoUnt

Education $37,042,418
Health/Mental Health 366,780
Nutrition . 3,620,091
Recreation' 2,073,421

TOTAL $143102,710

4.
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A-8 OTHER DIDEPENDENT SCHOOL.DISTRICTS

-

There are sixteen (16) independent school districts which overlap

the4City of Houston's municipal boundaries. Approximatelyt eighty-five

percent (85%) of-the Houston children attend either EISD or SBISD, for'

which specific data have already been furnished. Little justification

could be found for reporting On each of the other fourteen districts

separately since none of these are located in whole in Houston and most

have a small p'roportion pf their total pupil population in Houston. More

error is likely to be present in determining the Houston student popula-

tion for eactiotthese "surburbanu.districts than in generalizing from

HISD and SBIaktotal expenditures and distributions to the JA percent or

Houston students who attend the follirteen other districts.

Consequently expenditures for Houston residents among these fourteen

other school districts was estimated as follows:

First, the total expenditures for Houston youth by HISD and SBIS were

determined by adding the expenditures shown in the two preceeding sections.

Second, fifteen percent (15%) of this total, or $47,400,828, was'estimated

to be spent by other school districts for their students residing in

16
Houston. Third, the functional'distribution for this sum estimated by

calculating the mean percent for each functional category from HISD and

SBISD. The rationale for this procedure is that the two districts repre-

.

sent the Ixtremps in socioeconomic conditions of.all ISD's in the City

krutexpenditutes. by .func tionaare zesurne to-be-about-the-midpoint-between-.

the two extrelpes. .Moreover,.since HMI, was eligible for the kind of

c.
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housing assistance grant reported under HISD, this functional category
7

waS excluded. The resulting distribution follows:

Function
PERCENT

-4114E1%

HISD

1

SBISD MEAN

Education,
Health/Mental Health

. Recreation
ansportation

85.1.
1.3
9.4
1.2
3.0

82.6
0.8
8:0
4,6
3.9

83.9
1.0
8.7
2.9
3.5

Applming the mean percent figures to the previous total and excluding

transportation expenditures produced this functional distribution:

Function Amount'

Education)
(

$39,769,295
Health/Mentar,Health '474,003

. Nutrition 4423,877
Recreation 1,374,624

TOTAL $45,741,799
40"

8

-- ,
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A-9 MENTAL HEALTH MENTAL-RETARDATION AUTHORITY
OF HARRIS COpNTY

Js

10

.

'The Mental Health Mental Retardation Authority (MENRA) of Harris

County ProVides county-wide planning, administration,-direct services,

and contradting for. mental health and mental retardation services. -The

agency directly provides inp tient, outpdtient, day-treatment (or train-

ing) i recreetionv diagnost and referral services for mentally ill and

mentally retarded persons in gouston and Harris Countx,\

The 1978 Annual Report.to the Taxpayers by Mg-MRA reported total

expenditures of.$12,161,611. This amount has.reduced by $1,026,439 to

exclude $42,876. TDHR Title XX Funds ahd $573,563-:CETA funds, counted

elsewhere, for a net expenditure. of $10,135,172.

The allocation for youth on .a county-wide bZ:s was estimated.based
. , 0. .

on analysi s of the age fdistribution o clients served as rePorted in the
.

.

1978 Annual Report. Accordingly_25.5 percent-of the clients vere'estimate'd

to be under'See

Since net-expenditures were $10,135,172, the youth total was estimated

as 25.5 percent of.this-amount or $2,584,469.

The percent of the Harris County popu1ation living in poverty who

reside in Houston (82.2%) was USed to estimate the share of the youth

expenditures )11-MPEIV.RA within.tfie City of HolistOn'. According19'youth

expenditures in Houston were estimated at .$2,124-,434.

The functional distribution of .expenditures was estimated:based on .

o .

an analys,is.of 1978 expenditUres'for all projects. Mos-tsei4vIces were

classified as health-or mental health; hOwever MHMRA had five:contracts
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to purchase 24-hour care from group homes, which was considered child

care rather than Aktal health services, and one project for the mentally

retarded was eonsidered to be more recreation than any other function.

The resuitihg distribution is:

Function . Amount 'Percent.

Health/Mental Health $1,871,626 88.1
Recreation 101,973 , 4.8
dhild Care/Protective 150,835 7.1

$2,124,434 S00.0

4

0( -
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State of Texas

.Expenditures for state agencies are based on'the Texas Legislative

Budget Board's Legislative Budget Estimates for the 1980-81 Biennium.

This document reports actual expenditures by agency for the fiscal year

September 1971 to August 1978. The only exception is the Department of

Human Resources for which expenditures are for the samd fiscal year but

are based on data supplied directly by the Houston Regional Office of

the Department.

, Fifteen (15) state agencies were found to provide services directly

to,youth in Houston. The general approach followed for estimating state

eXpenditures for services in Houston was to use agency statistics to

estimate expenditures for youth within Harris County and then allocate a

share of these expenditures to Houston baged on the City's share of either

total persons under 18 in the county (69.5%) or total persons under 18

'with low incomes in the county (62.2%).

A more detailed explanation of the.estimates for each agency follows.

Tabl4 II B-1 summarizes the estimates of youth expenditures by agency and

Table II B-2 shows the functional distribution of youth expenditures.

1 Department Of Human Resour%es

,

The services provided directly by divisions of the regional office,

thr0Iiiii Harris County Child Welfare Unit or contracted through local

government, are: A) AFDC; B) AFDC-Medicaid; e) child support; D) child

welfare; E) day care; F) EPSDT; G) Indochinese program; II) non-emergency

health transportation; I) vendor drug program; and J) food stamps. Since

the food stamp.program is inCluded as a direct federal program (see
A
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Section.II-C) it has been excluded from this analysis. The youth share

estimates for the remaining programs are described below.

A) AFDC - Total expehditures for Harris County were $18,196,906.

Based oh characteristics of the caseload it was estimated that 80% of

this total, or $14,543,925 supported,persons under 18. It was further

estimated that 82.2% of this total, or $11,955406 was spent on youth in

the City of Houston based'on the city's share of all low income Youth in

the-county.

B) Medicaid Total expenditures for Harris County are $14;258,547.

Based on national figures Tor the distribution of medicaid expenditures

by age (see R. Gibson, M.S. Mueller and Charles Fisher, "Age Differences

in Health Care"Spending, Fiscal Year 1976," Social Security Bulletin,

(August, 1977) Vo1.40, N. 8, p..6) it was estimated that 17.2% of the

total or $2,452,470 was spent on youth. 0 this aMount 82.2% or

$2,015,930.was estimated to be spent on ybut'h in the City of Houston.

C) Child SuAtrt - 'Total expenditures were $147,229 all of which tre

for yodth. Of the county tot41 82.2% Or-$121,022 was estimated to be

spent in'Houston.,-

D) Child Welfare = Of the total county expenditures of $5,38,51an

estimated 82.2% or $4,424,427 was s'Pent for youth in Houston.
tl

E) Day,Care Of the !total expenditures of-$5,084,164 an.estimated'82.2%,

or $4,179:183 was spent.for youth in Houston.

F):EPSDT - Of he total of $752,605 an estimated 82.2% or $618,641 wai'

sbent on youth n HOuston.
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G) Indochinese RefUgees Total expendituries for Harris County were'

$74,610. Based on'caseload data 67.7% of this total or $50,511 wss

estimated tc5 be spent on persons undpr age IA All these persons were

reported to be living in Houston.

H) Health Mansportation - Total expenditures for Harris County were

$21,441. The proportion of youth was estimated at 7% or $1,501 based

on the share of youth in the vendor drug program which has similar eli-

gibility requirements (see below). Of this amount 82.2% or $1,234 was .

estimated to be spent on youth in the-City of Houston.

I) Vendor Drug Program - Total expenditures in the county were

$8,850,000. Based.on statewide caseload figures it was estimated that

7% of this total or $619,500 was spent for persons under 18. Of this

amount 82.2% or $509,229 was estimated to be sperit 41 youth

2 Commission for the'Blind

Houston.

The CB provides services directly through three programs--vocational

rehabilitation, visually handicapped and cooperative school program. For

each program funds were allocated to Harris County based on service sta-
r:,

tistics provided by the agency. 'Then 69.5% of the estimated expenditures

for Harris County were estimated to be for Houston yeliith based on'the

share of persons under 18 in Harris County residing in Houston.

3 Commission for the.Deaf

I. .04.. WZ.- (.4-. 4.4... .,,. .,ta Ia.. .... ,..',.. ,.... ,4 ,
Me CD provides services directly to children in Houston ionly through

its interpreter services program. Only $107 was spent in Houston under

this program.
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4 ,Department of Health

41

Expenditures for Houston children were found in two p grams:

crippled children and kidney care. For-crippled children Services, the

share of expenditures for Houston youth was based on the share of Harris
41

County children to all children served multiplied by the percent of

Houston children living in Harris County. Accordingly, 67% of total

expenditures for health for Houston children were allocated for crippled

children's services. Similarly, the share for kidney health care.was

based on the proportion of Harris County Children to all clients state-

wide multiplied the share of Houston children living in Harris County.

Accordingly, .02% of state health expanditures for Houston youth were'

allocated to Kidney Health Care.

5 Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation

Expenditures for direct services were divided among-four programs:

41 State.Hospitals, State Schools, Human DevelopMent Centers, and Trims.

For each of the.programs, the share of Harris County children was calcu-

lated on the basis of the proportiontof Harris County children of all

clients in each facility: Of these expenditures, 694% were allocated

to Hdusion on the basis of the number of Houston children living in Harris

County.

1 5

6 Texas Rehabi/itation Commission

The TRC provides direct services to youth 4hrough its voCational I

rehabilitation program and 14.3% of these_expenditures were allocated to

the Houston Regional Office. Of this sum, 30% was allocated for youth

based on the share of the caseload-under age 18. Of this total, 69.5%.
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was allocate& to Houston youth based on the Houston proportion persons

under 18 n Harris County residing in Houston.

Texas Agricultural Extension Services

. Expenditures for Houston youth.were divided between two prograMs:.
,

4-H and Tamily LiVing. For 4-H, 10.7% of total expenditures were tllo-
,

baeed
cated to Harris County/on service statistics for Family Living, 5.9% of

expenditures were allocated to Harris County based on caseload figureey

Of these expenditures, 69.5% were allocated to'Houston based on the

HouSton share of Harris county children under 18.

4 Texas Youth Cotincil

The Texas Youth Council administers the state correctional facilitiee

for delinquent children and specific delinquency prevention and diveAion

prograMs. Funds are divided among seven programsr-training schools

training camps, state homes, contract residential care,

ance, halfway

tistics were sed to estimate the share of funds spe

mmunity assist-

uses, and parole. For each program agencyttrvice sta-
.

on youth,in Harris

County. Of these sums, 69.5% were allocated to Houston youth based on

their share of the Harris County population under 18.

9 Texas Department of Community Affairs

.

4our_prOgraMs of the DCAwere found toprovide servides. directly to

Houston-youth7drug itirvdntion contrwtservices,' dnug abuse programs,
-

youth employment), and early childhood,-For-drug prevention contracte a

total of $47,851 was identified as spent in Harris CountY f
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13 Texas School for Deaf and Blind
cc

An estimated 6.87% of total expenditures Was allocated to Hal"ris

County children based on their share of the schools population: Of this

total, 69.5 was allbcated to Houston children based on their share of

Harris County youth,

14 University of Texas Medical Branch af Galveston

This unit of the state university system operates John Sealy Hospi-

tal, Galveston State Psychopathic Hospital, Moody State School for Cere-

bral Palsied children, sZiegler Memorial Hospital, and the Children's

Health Care Center. Each of these institutions acceptsreferrals on a

statewide basis. Of the total budget $29,617,478 was.identified for

provision 55T clinical seryi5es at those institutions. Of this sum, 5.9%

was estimated to be spent for Harris County youth and 69.5% of Harris

County youth were estimated to be in Houston. The resulting estimate of

expenditures for Houston ybuth is $1,214,465.

15 University of Texas Cancer System

Research and education expenditures were,excluded to yield an esti-

ma-te of statewide patient service expenditures. Of this sum 4.1% or

$1,267,689 -to H6uston youth based on their share.of ihe std-te populatilun.
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this gum or $33,256 was allocated to gouston youth. In the three other

programs

share of

$6 3 ; ;

A.

funds were allocated to Houston youth in proportj.cin to their
k

the state population under 18 as folfaws: early childhood -

youth employment - $13,838; '-Vnd drug abuse - $15,883.
A

10 Texas Depatmentof Corrections

Of the total of 24,659 inmates'it is reported that 28 or 0.114%

, .

are residents of Harris County under age,18. This fraction was applied

to total agency expenditures for correctional Nices of.$60,634,822 to

estimate youth expenditures-in Harris County of $68,850. Of this sum

41

82.2% or $56,595 was estimated f'or Houston youtti based on their share sof

the clvnty's low income,youth PoPulation.

- .

11 Governor's Office: 'Criminal Justice Division.

;.`

In this office one contract for child care services was signed for

services in Harris County tptally $15,477.,.40f this sum 82.2% or '$12.,722

was allocated to Houston youth based on their shaTe'of the county Poverty

population.

12 Texas Education Department

Direct
1

ServIces were funded bY this agency through its Region Di

EduCation Service Center. Ofthe funds for this program. 40% were alio-

cated to Houston youth based On the Houston and'Spring Branch.school,

district attendance as a share of attendance in all school 'districts in

the region.
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TAK,E 8-1

-

Expenditures by State Agencles for Youth Services in Houston
Fiscal Year 1978

Agency Total Expenditures Houston Youth
Share

$23,R5,283Departmont of Human Resourges! $ 52,768,017

AfDC 18,196,906,

Medicaid 14,258,547

Child Support 147,229

Child Welfare 5,382,515

Daycare ,
5,084,164

EPSRT e.
752,605

Indochinese Program 74.610
Non-emergency Realth Transportation 2N,441

Vendor Drug Program 8,850,000'

Coandssion Tor the'Blind 3,033,034

Cdmmassion for.the Deaf 182,170

Deriartment of Health, 53,707,205

Departmont of Mentaljjealth
and Mental Retardation 333,2641606

Texas Rehabilitation Conodssion 40,500,944

Agricultural'Extension,Services 16,025,811

Texas Youth Council - 29,014,394

DeOartment of Community Affairs 2,928,338

Department of Corrections 75,910,311

Criminal Jaistice Division 5,190,513

+

v

Figures,are totals tor Harris County ooly and exclude Food Stamp program.

11,955,106
2,015,930

121,022
4,424,427
4,179,183

618,641
50,511
1,234

509,229

28,912

107

798,956

3,859,220

271,323

433,333
-

c1t2,678,323

126,471

56,595

12,722'
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(TABLE . B-1 Ccint..)

fotal Expenditures Houston Youth
. Agency

, Share
Texas Education Department

Texas Schools for Deaf and Blind

$2,133,563,480

8,661,290

$ 861,402

340,336

University of Texas Midigal 65,136,223 1,214,1165 .

Branch at Galveston

University of Texas Cancer System 45,577.,724 1,267,689

Totj NA $35,825,137-

_y

29,_ 0



4

. ' TAULE 11-2

fateflonal Diutribution of State Expenditures for Direct S vieee'to Yotith, FY 1970

,

Educetion Health i Finanee & Justice Hutriti t Recreat4o44Child Core li 14mployment' TOM
% Hantal Health Housing k Protection

4. --.... ..

bupt, of Ounwn lionourrof

Commimalon h kr illiu4 /

Comedsmion fur D'eaf .4'.

Dept: of Health

Dept. of Mental Health

Texas Rehabilitation
Camiumlon

..,

Agricultural Extenuion
Survive

TeA14. Yoqtli C .11

Dept. uf Coml. Affair.

ilept. uf Corrections

Criminal JilaticeDI.vielon

Texas CducatIon Dept. ,

Texas. Svintolm for

Oettfdilliind

ihav, Texas af Gelveuton

Univ. Teou:s Cancer Symtem

$7,_,,-., $ 3,145,034

.

20:912

107

790,956

3,059;220

271,323

. 4rliligra4-7

,

49,139

061002

340,338
lli

'a 1,214,485

1,267.609

$12,126,639,

,

at

...

$ $

2,670,323

56,595

.

`v

,$,;:1 -.$0,603,610

,-

63,494

12,722

i

$

13,830

$2.3,075,20/

28,912-

107

790,956

3,859,220

271,323

.

433,333

2,670,323

126,471

56 595
.,--

12,722

861;402
. ...

- -

340,336

1,214485

1,287,809

TOTAL
-

$1,935,413. $10,334,503 e $12,126,639 $2,734,415 $ $ $0,679,826 $13,838 $35,025,137

.
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C. Federal Expenditures for YdUth

Federal expenditures are from Community SerVices Administration,,
1

Geographic Distribution of Federal.Funds in New York, Fiscal Year

1978. Only direct federal operationd are considered since grants

po state and local governments are counted as state or local expendd7

tures.lr

The \share of a program's expenditur s allocateto yol3th is based

on the share of federal program funds aUc&tedEto youth identified,

in Conservatdon of Human Resources, "The dianging Scale and Nature of

Federal Expenditures for, Youth," Working Paper #1 in a series for NIE

Contract #400-7t0057. The.reader )'.s referred to that working paper

and its appendix for an explan tion of the basis for estimating youth

shares of federal programs.

summarize ,Tble

The calculations for each progr

274
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TABLE C-1

gxpepditures4n Houston
Under Federal Youth Programs

($, in'thousands)

Total 9utlays Outlays for Youth

1Programs in Houston , in Houstbn

'il'Child Card & Social
Services,Programs

i

Child Welfae Research
Child Abuse & Neglect
Prevention & Treatment
Foster Grandparents

1
Runaway Youth ,

.

Rehab...Services - Special
Projects

,

Rehab. Research &
:DemonsIration Prljects
Rehab. Training

.

Developmental Disabilities
Special Projects

VISTA
Community Action A f . r
Youth :.Challenge * :4

,NOtive Americ4n Pro'graM,4 -:.---'-

iChild Development & Headstart

Educatiom PrOgrams.

Emergency School Aid TiAe VII
Ethnic Heritage
Handicappea Early Childhood Aositence
Vo6 Ed Improvemint Project
Ed TV - Sesame St & Electric Co
Ed TV - Packaging & Field Testing
,NIE ,;

National Center for Ed Statistics
NEA - Artists in the Schools
NEA - Expansidn Arts
NEA - Special ProjeCts
*Handicapped Innovative Programs
DeafiBlind Centers
Innovative Prdgrams Severely
'Handicapped

Employment Programs

275

,

.4

9 12Q
_ .

) $ !..20

187 \-- 90

125
,

125

350 47

3,260 437.

- -

- -

1 31 10
4,028 3,224

- -

-

3 S12, , 3 612 .

11,713, 7,665

-

44 44

70
o

70
-

-

1,660 118

1,794

A

232;
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TABLE C-1, p. 2

ot,
A

Total Outlays

Programs 'in Houston

Outlays for Youth p.

in Houston

Health Programs

Alcohol Demonstration
Drug Abuse Demo
Mental Health Centers
CDC Lead Bffbed Paint
Federal Hospital Ins: Fund
Federal Suppl. Medical Ins.
Gommunity Mental Health Ctrs.

393
242

140
57,245*
)25,003*

911

$ 67
41

49
29
75,

5Q1

Family Planning ProjectS 635 349

Home Health Services 82

Veterans Hospitalization 64 599
NIH Researdh & Demo for
Mothers & Children 743 245

149,993 1,466

IncOmePrograms
,

, Refuge Assistance - -

Social Security Retirement Tbs. ;03,803 18,138

Federal Unemploywent Ins. Beiefits 1,757! 60 .

Unemployment Ins. Benefits 479- 16

Veterans Death Benefits ,8,873 648

Sp.Benefits for Disabled Coal Miners ,' 170 19

Social Security Disability Ins. 44,615 3,971

Social Security.Survivors Ins. 103,256 9,199

SST 29,911 1,286.

VA'Compensationsto Dependents- 645 4Z

Dependents Indemnity 9,188 -

Railroad Retirement Fund 25,743 '772

Payments for Subsidized nousing 3 517 1 477

431,95,7 35,624
Ic

Justice Prograps

Discretionary Grants 1,288 258

.JJDP,Special Emphasis
Concentration 0,f Federal Effprts. 120 185

1,408 F 443

*Total outlays reported'onl'y fdr Harris County. The City of Houston
share estimated as 71%-of Harris County total based off estimate
,proportion pf Harris County poPulatinn residing in the City pf.Iiouston

'in 1918. See HOuston Chambernf Commerce, 7Houstbn Area,Population
1960-1990," February 1979:

276
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54,

TAB*. C-1, p. 3

4.

JPrograms

Total Outlays,
in Houston

Outlays for Youth
in Houston

Nutrition Programs
WIC, ,

$ 1,700 $ 1,360

Stamps Bonus Coupons . 24,446 13,225,Food
Community Food El Nutrition

26,146 14,585

Recreation Programs
Management of Land & Resources 48 15,

Operation of National Parks
Planning & Development NPS
NEA - Mtseum Programs 40 2

-NEA - Music Programs 709 43

Theatr4 Programs 99 ,6

NEH .Mtseum & History Programs.
NEH:-- Special Projects 148 3

Youth Grants
Smithsonian

944 69.

op

4
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Calculations reported in this working piper, required three types ofddath

, expenditures for yodth services under the eight major p ograms by state; youth

beneficiaries under the eight major programs by sta , and population data for

the number of children and poor children by state. Since the soutce and charac-

ter of te population data are described In the body of the paper,. this AppendiX

describes only the sources bf the expenditur4 a d benefidiary data. I.

OASDI Prograt

Expenditures and beneficiary data b; state are from U.S. Department of Health, .

Education and Welfare, Social Security Administration, Office of Policy, Office of

Research and Statiitics, Social Security Bulletin, Annal Statistical Supplement,

.1976; Table 119, "Benefits in Current Payment Status: Number of Monthly Benefits

4y Type of 'Beneficiary and by State, at End of 1976" , p. 161; Table 120, "Benefits

in Currenyayment Status: Amount of Monthly Benefits by Type of Beneficiary and

by State, vit End of,1976," p.162; Table 124,"Benefits in Current Payment Status

for Children: Number by Type of Child Beneficiary and by State,it End of 1976,"
-

p. 166.

AFDC Program

Expenditure and beneficiary data are from U.S. Departmart of lAalth, Education

and Welfare, Social,Security Administration, Office of,Policy, Office of Research

and Sta-tistics, Social Security Bulletin,:Annual*Statistical Supplement, 1976,

Table 172,1"Aid to Families with Dependent,Children and Emergency Assistance:

Average Monthly Number of Families and Recipients of Cash Payments and Total

Amount of Payments, by State, 1976," p. 204.

Medicaid Program

Expenditure data are,frot U.S. eparttentof..Health, Education and Welfare,

Social an; Rehabilitation Service, Office of Information Systems, NaVonal Center ,

for Social Services, Medicaid Statistics, March 1977, Table 4, "Amounts 'of Medical

Vendor Payments by Basis of Eligibility of Recipients and by HEW Region and State,

Fiscal Year'1976," pp. 18, 19. Total Medicaid outlays for children is,the tirn of.

/.
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4.

41 medical yendor payments for children (Table 4%*p. 18) and medical vendor payments
/

for other itle XIX recipients under'21 (Table 4,.p. 19).
II'

As.

Bentficiary data are from'U.S. De .rpent of Health, Education-and Welfare,

flealtA Care Financing Administration* fice of Policy, Planning and Resdarch,'

.OffictOfrfesearch, Medicaid State Tables, Fisfal Year 1976, Table 2, 'Recipients

by-Basis olf Eligibility and by State, Fiscal Year 1976," p. 8. Total Medicaid en-

'rollment for children is from Table 2:p. 8, "dependent Children Under 21." ExpenL,

ditures per beneficiary wre'c puted-by dividing to outlays for children b,S,

total enrollment.

Vocational Education Program

Expenditure and beneficiary data are from U.S. Department of Health, Education

and,Welfare, Office of Education, Bureau of Occupational and Adult EdUcatiop, Office

of Adult, Vocational, Technical and Manriower Education, Division of Vocational and

Technical Information, "Total Expenditures for Vocational Education by Levtl of EA-
_ ,

cation, All Pro4rams in 1976," p. 17, and "Total Enrollment in Vocational Educatiot

in the U.S. and OutlyinkAreas, Fiscal Year 1976,"-p. 25. Appropriate expenditure

and beneficiary figures were estimated based on the ratio of the federal share of

dollars for secondary vocational education programs and the'share of total second-.
a

ary enrollment in vocational education programs as reported in Vocational and jech-
s)

nical Education, pp. 17, 25.

.1

Headstart Program

Expenditures by state are from Community Services Administration, Federal Out-

lays, Fiscal Year 1976,,(j/pshington D.C., Community Services Administration, undated).

Beneftiary data are from unpublished.tabulatiOns prepared by the U.S. Department_of

Health; Education and Welfare, apd titled "Summary of Headitart Enrollment, Fiscal

Year 1976." Figures are for full-year earollment at Headstart, and Parent and Child

centers.

School Lunch Program na

Expenditure data by state are from Community Ser)ices Administration,,Federal

Outlays, Fiscal Year 1976, (Washingpn D,C., Communi:..y Seryices Administration, un-

dated.
I.



Beneficiary data are frod the unTublished report National School Lunch PrOgrSm,

Fiscal Year 1976, prepared by U.S. Department of AgricultureyBudget Division, Pro-

gram Reports and AKalysis. Beneficiary figures are ayerage-S df nine monthly reports

of beneficiaries by state.

P
Food Stamp Program

Expenditures by state are based upon outlays reported in Community Services

Administration, Federal Outlas, Fiscal'Year 1976SWashin.gton, D.C.: Community

Services Ailministration, undated). The state totals were adjuste .to reflect only

the share of expenditures accounted for by children and youth. The adjustment was

based on regional proportions of beneficiaries who were under 18 as reported in

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Survey of Character-

istics of Food Stamp Households, September 1977, p. 63, 70.

Youth beneficiaries are based on total beneficiaries as reporled in U.S. De-

partment of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service,,Food Stamp Program, Statis-

tical Summary of Operations, December 1975. The total number of beneficiaries'eficiaries was

adjusted to reflect only youth beneficiaries based on the regional provirtiOns if ,

beneficiaries under 18 as reported in the Survey of Characteristics of Food Stamp

Households, op. cit.

ESEA - Title I Program

Expenditure and beneficiary data are from unpubl4shed-tabqations2or fiscal

year 1976, prepared by the Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Educa-

tion and Welfare.
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Tabl,e 1

Equity in the AFDC Program

krf 1976

. -

Children Serveda.s a Percent
of Residents
pnder.18

ChilJdren Served
as a Percent of
Poor Childrem"

ERpenditure Expenditure
per Resident per Poor Resident
under'18 under 18

Expenditure
per Child'
Served

All States 12.1% 82% $12.86 $86.73 $106'.16

Alabama 10.8% 59% $4.81 $26.16 $44.50
Maska 6.1 78 8.69 111.34 142.80
Arizona . 6.2 33

....-

3.61 19.31 58.18
Arkansas 11.9 53 ' 6.30 27.85 52.90
California 15.8 MI 20.70 ,' 141.35 . 130.76
Colorado 8.4 75 8.19 73.12 97.80
Connecticut 10.8 112 12.74 132.93 118.41
Delaware 12.3 117 11.27 107.44 91.87
D.C., 3/.6 221 39.56 232.43 105.30
Florida 7.7 84 4.29 46.63 55.81

Georgia 13.0% 58% $5.32 $23.80 $41.10
Hawaii 13.5 128 21.09 ,..' 199.52 155.88
Idaho 5.0 43 5.93 50.17 119.61,
Illinois 16.7 104 18.22° 113.51 108.96
Indiana 7.6 77 4.26 58.74 . . 76.66
Iowa 7.3 87 8.95 107.39 122.83
Knsas
Kentucky

8.5
13.5
13.4

6

ird
6

9.12
10.81
6.36

99.11.
50.72
26.56

106.78
80.38
47.43

Maine 13.5 ,x-mgo9d87 11.61 71.35 82.41

Maryland 12.0% 111% 9.94, $41.92 $83.03
Massachusetts 14.8 137 20.39 189.14 137,78
micmigan 16.2 130 26170 166.22 128.07
Minnesota r 7.3 -75 9.47 96.64 130.45
Mississippi+. 17:6 54 3.27 9.98 18.65
Missouri 14.2 94 9.00 59.58 63.38
Montana 5.6 42 4.63 34.36 82.65 ,

Nebraska 5.3 51 4.94 47.18 93.26
Nevada 5.5 48 4.26 36.66 4 '76.95
New Hampshire 7.1 67 7.44 70.33 105.10

New Jersey 14.6% 117% ,$16.78 $134.29 $115.17
New Mexico 10.6 '41 6.63 ,25.36 1 . 62.83
.New York 16.8 122 28.46 206.65 ;-'169.08
North Carolina -8.8 48 6.62 36.23 75.34

--Nortb..DUPta 4.9 41 5.45 46.15 112,18
Ohio 1270- 91 11.19 84.99 '93.69
Oklahoma 8.4 52 7..01 4396 83.78
Oregon 11.5 118 15.08 154.92 131.42
Pennsylvania 12.9 97 16.62 125.04 128.90
Rhode Island 14.1 125 17.21 152.65 152.65

Al
South Carolina 11.2% 47% $4.26 $17.82 $17.82
South Dakota 8.5 60 7.80 '53.90 53.95:1

Tennessee 12.1 60 5.68 27.79 27.79
Texas 6.3 31 2.71 13.22 13.22
Utah 5.6:- Vt. ' 62 6.45 71.18' 71.18

'Vermont 10.7 59 i 12.70 69.17 69.17 W

Virginia 8.6 63 7.74 56.24 56.24
iashington 8.9 82 11.58 107.08 107.08
,est Virginia .8.1 45 7.41 36.77 36.77
4isconsin 9.4 91 13.48 129.86 129.86
iyoming 4.0 44 3.75 40.91 40.91
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Table 2

Equity in the Old Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance (Social Security) Program

t FY1976
e

Xhildre Seried
as a ercent
of R idents

u r 18

ChiTdren Served
as a Percent of
Poor Plildren

Expenditure
per Resident
under 18

All States 5.6%
'

38% $13.69
.

,Alabama 8.1% 44% $16.94
Alaska 4.3 55 10.61
Arizona 5.9 ,' ' 32 14.29
Arkansas 8.8 39 18.20

California 5.1 35 12.54

Colorado 4.4 39 11.12

Oonnecticut 4,1 43 . 10.32

Delaware 5.4 51 13%74

D.C. 6,1 36 12.22

Florida 6.4 69 15.84

Georgia 7.4% 33% $15.96

Hawaii 5.7 53 13.1)

Idaho 5.0 4 42 12.68

Illinois 4.9 30 16.46

Indiana 5.3 53 14.22

,.
.Iow,i

Kansas

4,2

4.6
50

50

10.18
11.00

' '' 7.8 37 17.34,Kentucky
Louisiana 7.7 32 16.19

p.
MaiKi .

6.0 38 13:63

ittt, Maryland - 4.5% 42% $11.18

Massachusetts' 4.4 41 10.34

Michigan 5.4 43 14.27

Minnesaa 4;:' 4.0 41., w9.13 '

Mississippi 9.2 28 16.49 ,
Missouei 6.3 42 15.01

I
Montana
Nebraska

5.5

4.2 ,

40

40
13.35
9.60

Nevada . 5.6 47 15.96

New Hampshire 4.7 49 12.04

New Jersey . 4.7% 17% 4.95
New)Mexico 7.3 29 15.77

New rork 5.1 37 1 1235
North Carolina 7.0 38 .14.92

North Odkota 4.4 37 9104

Ohio 5.1 40 13.07

Oklahoma 6.4 40 14.87

Oeegon 5.2 53' 13.72

Pennsylvania 5.1 38 12.80

Rhode Island 4'.9 ',44 11.68

South Caeolina 7.4% 31% $15.51

South Dakota 5.0 .34 10.39

4
Tennessee
Texas

,.7.4

5:8

36
28

16.32
12.72

Utah 3.6 39 9.29

vermont 5.4- 29 12.83

Virginia 5.8 42 12.83

4.8 44 12.35

'

,Gashington
west Virginia 9.8 . 48 23.55

Wisconsin 4.6 ,
45- 11.03

Wyoming 4.5 50 11.69

'e

a'
282

Expenditure Expencliture
'per Poor Resident Der Child

under 18 Served

$89.65 $231.66
,

$92.00 $208.51
135.92 245%00
76.39 241.16
80.36 205.67 ,

85.65 244.34..
29,61. 252.30

147.68 250.11
130.75 255.11
71.80 200.44

. 172.12 i 247.18

$104.22 $216.99
124.94 231.44
107.48 255.78
102.53 337.53 .

142.89 268.43
122.09 242.41
119.60 241.18
81.32 221..63'

67.54 209.67
87.15 227.96

$103.35 $248,05
95.26 235.54

11459 26405
93.19 228.15
50.31 178.78
99.28 238.73
98.94 241.56
91.60 e 231.28 ,

137.13 286.51
113%74 257.76

-

$95.64 $252.38
60.36 211.11
89.66 241.22
'81.67 213.04

: 76.51 204.09
99.26 255.15'
93.21 233.70

141.00 263.57
96.31 252.39

103.57 237.13

$64.79 $208.69
71%75 209.50
79.77 220.53
61185 218.43

101.54 255.79
69.90 238.45
93.20 222.61
114.18 258./0
116.8 240%50
106.24 238.21
126.63 255.42



,Table 3

Equity in the Food Stamps Program

FY 1976

v

Childrentkved
as a P nt

Children Served Expenditure Expenditure

R
AS a Percent of

per
pf esidents

Poor Children uiclee:illni
;int per Poor Resident

under 18
under 18

Expenditure
pee Child
Served

All State{ 14.5t 98% $41.23 $278.05 $283.94

Alabama 1716% 96% $52.50 $285.12 $297.65

IS Alaska 4.2 54 16.81 215.20 149.93

. Arizona 12.7 68 39.85 213.01 313.94

Arkansas 21.3 94 63.65 '281.00 298.76

California 13.4 92 35.96 245.56 267.44

Colorado 10.9 97 35.12 314.51 323.05

Connecticut 10.5 109 30.06 '313.51 286.46

Delaware 11.4 109 32.6/ :311.26 285.98

93.C. 32.5 191 8T.64 491.41 257.35

'Florida 18.7 204 64.45 700.14 343.77

Georgia 18.4% 82% $54.30 $242.65 $295,15

Hawaiims 19.6 186 68.17 646.48 341.03

Idaho'"'' 8.9 75 22.17 187.42 248.34

Illinois 15.8 98 52.35 326.06 331.90

Indiana 8.3 83 24.99 250.94 302.10

Iowa 7.1 85 18.77 225.01 265.00

Kansa>, 5.2 54 12.17 132.28 233.37 I.

Kentu y 22.3 105' 68.70 322.14 1307.80

Louisiana 21.2' 89 65.29 272.33 307.39

Maine 21.5 137 61.43 392.69 285.80

"Maryland 12.2% 112% $37.8 .$349.73 $311.12

Massachusetts 20.8 193 45.75441/ 424.20 219.81

Michigan 12.9 104 27.87 223.70 216.07

Minnesota 8.2
v

83 21.89 223.40 267.'1

Mississippi 25.1 76 ,77.20 235.46 307.66

11.2 74 53.33 352.62 474.86,Missouri
Montana , 8.0 59 23.28 172.44 291.62

Nebraska 5.4 51 15-72 130.94 255.04

Nevada - 8.9 77 32.33 277.73 361.09

New Hampshi.re 11.9 , 113 32.67 308.52 274.09

New Jersey 14.0% 112% $45.74 $365.91 $327.48

New Mexico 19.7 75 62.11 237.70 315.13

ii,ew York 15.4 112 33.35 242.08 216.07

North Carolina 16.2 88 47.66 260.85 295.00

North Dakpta 4.2' 36 12.70 107.42 299.25

Ohio , 15.1 5, 115 46.78 355.13 309.38

Oklahoma 12.2 76 28.81 180.58 236.56

Oregon 16.1 : 165 43.25 444.35 268,64

. Pennsvania 14.5 110 33.37 250.96 230.32

Rhode'island 22.7 201 49.62 439.93 218.57

SoutW.Carolina 21.8% 91% $67% 90 $283.51 $311.87

Dakota 7.6 53 20.43 141.03 267.78_South
Tennessee 18.4 90 58.39 285.32 317.62

Texas 14.2 69 41.00 199.33 289.36

utah 5.7) 62 14.08 153.91 248.60

Vermont 17.5 95 44.04 239.78 252.24

Virginia 10.4 .::.76 28.53 207.17 274,24

Washington 12.6 111 36.78 ' 339.88 285.14

west Virginia 21.8 i08 53.99 267.86 248.01

Wisconsin 6.9 15.43 148.64 225.03

Wyoming 4.4
..66
-48 12.83 140,0Q 292.28

283
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Table 4

Equity in the Nationil School Lunch Program

FY 1976

Children Served
Children Served Expenditure Expenditure Expenditure

as a Percent
of

as a Percent of per Resident per Poor Resident per Child
Residents

under 18
Poor Childreh under 18 under 18 Served

7

$64.66$35.16 $190.92 a°

$21.86 $147.17 $52.78

10.48 134.19 40.65
19.33 103.32 56.93,

60.46
\.

147.8433.49
17.04 116.36 60.65
15.72 140.79 41.65
f4.44 150.70' 46 03
20.93 199.35 43N04
34.01 EL3199.79 .6a
26.87 , 126.14' 57.06'

$35.62 $159118 564.85
,

22.71 215.32 34.79
13.09 110%58 34.33
17.56 109.40 54.21
15.73 157.9$ 35.86

220.26 35.63
1E1 211.63 44.07

26.91 126.18 44.32
39.53 164.88 63.44
25.88 165.42

. _ 55.09

$18.26 $168.69 4

20.11 186.46

12.85 103.19,
T.,1
44.18

19.23 196.20 37.45
24.01 127.62 74.89

. 21.76 143.89 46.20'
16.06 42.19

115E21.9055' 37.15
. It:: 102.99 41.14

13.43 126.84 40.20

33.49
$15.35 $122.83

128.16
$52.41
69.69

41.39
152.61 57.1021.03
226.52 71.09

18.11 153.17 39.83
17.43 132.31 46.040
24.49 153.54 49.15
16.08 165.16 41.23
17.75 133.48 47.20
21.20 187.99 62.14

All Sta'tes . 41.3% 279%

Alabama
Alaska

54.3%
25.8

2951
4t"TrO

...

' Arizona 33.9 181
Arkansas 55.4 24;
California 28.1 192

' X
Colorado
Connecticut

37.7
31.4

338
327

Delaware 48.6 463
D.C. 40.7 239
Florida 4.7.1 221

.

Georgia 54.9% 245%
Hawaii 65.3 619
Idaho 38.1 .- 322
Illinois 32.4 202

Indiana 43.9 440

Iowa 51.6 618
Kansas 44.2 480
Kentucky

.
60.7

, 2135

Louistana 62-.3 260
Maine 47.0 300

Maryland 34.8%
'

322%
Ma ssachusetts 48.2 447
Michigan . 29.1 233
Minnesota 51.3 524

Mississippi 55.9 170

Missouri 47.1 311

Montana 38.1 282

Nebraska 42.9 409

Nevada 29.1 250
New Hampshire 33.4 315

New Jersey 29.3% 234%
New Mexico 48.1 184

New York 36.8 267
North Carolina 58.2 318
North Dakota 45.5 385

Ohio 37..9 287

Oklahoma $9.8 312

Oregon 37.0 401

Pennsylvania 37.6 283

Rhode Island 34.1 303

South Carolina 56.9% 238%
South Dakota 52,2 360

Tennessee 50.4 246

Texas 44,3 215
Utah 46.0 503

Vermont 45.2 246

Virginia 51.1 . 371

Washington , 31.7 293

west Virginia 56.1 278
Wisconsin 36.9 356

Wyoming 35.8 390

284

$38.90 $162.42 $68.36
22.81 157.45 43.68
29.08 142.11 57.67
25.94 ' 126.12 58.53
16.64 181.59 36.13
20.91 113.85 46.28
25.68 186.47 50.27
16.51 152.60 52.05
30.32 150.45 54.08
14.19 136.71 38.42
13.25 144.55 37.04

;Z.*:



Table 5

Equity4n - ESEA

FY- r976

Children Served
Children Served

as a Percent
as a Percent of

of Residents
under 18

Poor Children

Expenditure
per Resident
under 18

Expenditure
per Poor Resident

under 18

Expen4iture
per Child
Served

All States .73% 49% $24,.20 $190.14 S388.64

Alabama . 11.8% -6TTS---) $38.61 $209,21 $327.01

4 s Alaska 4.5 57 43.92 562722 969.86
Arizona 8.3 44 22.64 ,121.03 272.26

4 Arkansas 11.6 51 41.88 184.92 362.41
California 8.7 60 24.86 169.76 284.63
Colorado 3.9 ,35

, 21.79 196.9, 564.10
Connecticut 5.7 .59 21.93 228.75 387.55
Oelaware. 5.5 51 31.41

i099.30 585.37
0.C. 9.0 53 .0 67.01 393.72 745.52
Florida 7.1 77 29.05 315.63 ) 407.46

Georgia 8.9% 40% $34.37 $135.76 $340.23
Hawaii 4.2 40 21.35 202.54 512.14
Idaho 3.9 33 21.95 185.64 566.29
Illinois 4.4 27 26.80 167.50 611.36
Indiana 6.2 62 15.13 151.96 245.17
Iowa 5.6 67 18.21 218.35 325.99
Kansas 5.2 56r ' 22.38 239.96 430.31
Kentucky 10.4 49 32.23 151.14 309.64
Louisiana 12.2 51 40.80 170.18 334.89
Maine 12.1 78 23.32 ' 149.09 192.07

Maryland 5.1% 48% $24.82 $229.41 $473.98
Massachusetts . 4,0 37 21.91 203.25, 551.45

Michi.gan 4.9 39 29.71 238.56 610.48
Minnesotjaf. 4.9 50 23.48 239.70 476.74
Mississippi 15.3 46 f 53.65 163.63 350.96

Missouri 6.6 44 23.56 155.84 355.25

Montana 4.6 34 t 28.08 208.02 612.39

Nebraska 6.2 59 19.56 186.67 317.45

Nevada 2.7 23 13.36 114.78 497.79

New Hampshire 2.9 27 14.32 135.32 497.78

New Jersey 4.5% 36% $26.80 $214.40 $589.52

'New Mexico 6.8. 26 40.33 154.34 589.09

kew York 7.2 53 39.34 285,66 543.22

North Carolina 8.5 46 34.13 186.82 403.45

North Dakota 7.2 60 28.16 238.21 392.87'

Ohio 3.7 28 17.11 129.91 . 460.26

Oklahoma 13.1 82 26.83 168.21 204.95

Oregon 5.7 59 27.03 277.73 470.89

Pennsylvania 8.3 62 26.82 201.74 323.14

Rhode jsland 5.8 51 27.01 239.52. -467.74

South Carolina 13.85 58% $38.33 $160.04 $277.62

South Dakota 7.3 50 28.77 198.62 394.45

Tennessee 7.8 39 32.22, 157.49 410.28

Texas 11.1 54 31.76 154.45 286.48
Utah 4.1 45 13.99 152.97 395.24

Vermont 8.5 46 31.21 169.94 368.70

Virginia 6.6 48 28.26 205.2.7 425.80.

Washington 6.0 55 24.22 223.89 403.21

west Virginia 8.3 41 34.50 171.20 414.47

Wisconsin 4.2 41 22.30 214.78 529.37

Wyoming, 4.2 45 25.12 274.10 604.85

285

3



II

Table 6

1Equity in the Vocational Education Basic Grants to State's Program

FY 1976

A

Children Served
as a Percent

Children Served Expenditure Expenditure Expenditure.

of Residents
as a Percent of per Resident per Poor Resident per

under 18
Poor Chijdren under 18 under 18

ghild
Served
4_

All Stites 13.4% 91% ' 94.92 112,1k_ $36.58

_

Alabama 13.5% 74% $4.87 $26.45 $35.96'

Alaska , 19.9 255 7.05 90.28 35.44

Arizona 17.4 "93 5.62 30.05 32.31

Arkansas 14.5 64, 6.82 30.11 47.14

California 12.0 82 5.15 35:16 42.97

Colorado 9.3 83 3.16 28.28 33.91

Connecticut 23.9 ° 250 (
5.53 57.72 23.:)7

Delaware 23.8 227 7.60 72.36 31.93'

D.C. 7.9 46 9.58 56.31 121.53

Florida 25.0 271 2.11 22.95 8.46
'

Georgia 23.7% 97% $3.36 $15.52 $16.03

Hawaii 14.1 134 3.15 29.85 22.34

Idaho 11.6 98 3.18 32.21 32.84

Illinoit 16.0 99 3.95 24.67 24.76

'Indiana 6.7 68 5.77 57.90 85.59

Iowa 13.6 163 3.17 . 37.94 23.21

Kansas 10.8 118 7.26 78.87 66.84

Kentucky 14.8 70 4.83 22.63 32.51

Louisiana 13.2 55 3.30 24.90 45.11'

Maine 17.1 110 8.94 67.15 52.14' .

Maryland 14.5% 134% $5.27 $48.69 $36.38

Masiachusetts 9.1 , 85 4.80 44.48 52.48

Michigan -7.9.* 64 N 7.07 56.80 89.14

Minnesota, ,

13.1 134 4.25 43.41 32.35

Missitsippi 14.3 44 4.63 14.11 '32.42

Missouri 109 72 4.74 46.34 64.12

Montana 10.1 t 75 3.59 35.59 47.61

Nebraska 12.0, .115 ....___5.66 54.03 47.07

Nevada - "

New Hampshire 25.7
'

Z43
.

7.21 611.1, '--

,

.8.61. ----4'
.

New 'Jersey. 124% $4.81 :' $38.44 t30.98
New Meidco,

.15.5%
11.1 42 4.36 16.67 39.30

New Yort 11.9
,

86 3.77 27.39 31,72
North tarolfna 18.9 103 6.97 36.93 35.76
North Dakota 18.2 154 4.85 40.9g '26.56
Ohio 13.4 101 5.41 41.09 40.51
Oklahoma 11.6 72 6.27 39.30 , 54.12,

Oregon 19.7 202 4.35 44.65 22.10
Pennsylvania, 7.6 57 5.02 37.50 65.79
Rhode Wand 12.7(' 113 8.83 78.26 6944

,

South Carolina 14.9% 62% $8.67 $36.19 1 57.94
.South Dakota 11.5 79 5.28 36.42 ' 45.82

Tennessee 10.0 49 5.74 28.05 57.41

Texas 12.5 61 2.88 14.00 23.03

Utah 22.1 241 4.08 44.60 18.49
Vermont 11.7 64 8.54 .46.48 73.07
Virginia 19.0 138 7.56 54.92 39.72
Washington 12.3 113 \2..91 26.86 23.67
West Virginia 12.0 60 5.44 27.00 45.37
Wisconsin 9.9 95 3.37 31.52 33.05
Wyoming 14.2, 154 6.62 65.64 42.49

286

40.11.
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Table 7

Equity in Medicaid Expenditures
FY 1976

4

1

Children Served
as a ,Percent

of Residents
under 18

Children Served
as a Percent ot
Poor ChiJdren

Expenditure
per Resident
under 18

Expenditur% Expenditure
per Poor Resident per Child

under 18 Served

A

All States 15.7%, 1.116.1
$31.30 $211.07 $19-9.98

: Alabama 9.0% 53% $1388 $ 75.38 $141.94

Alaska 3.1'
Arizona -

I.W
9.57 122.53

-
.

, 306.32 .

Arkansas f1:4 . 50 20.54 .40.67 180,11

California 22.8 155 57.48 392.52 253.31

Colorado ' 9.4 - 84 .

Connecticut 13.8

Delaware 17.7

144

168
8.69
22.35

90,64
212.93

162:81/4,

126.43

D.C. ' 45.2 266 169.20, 194.07 374.24

--Florida 7%1

.7'

77 . 11,23 121.96 158.40

A
'Gebrgia
Hawaii

18.6%
16.7

...

V83%
159

$ 16.52
34.82

$ 73.83
330.24

$ 88.59
208.19

Idaho 6.4 55 13.22 111.81 204.98

Illinois 23.6 147 1.62 10.07 6.84

Indiana 8.0 81 .16.58 166.46 205.92

w Iowa 7.1 25 17.59 210.87 247.11

vz Kansas 10.6 115 16.08 174.71 151.92

, Kentucky 6.5 31 22.50 105.50 344.01

Louisiana 12.8 53 18.48 77.09 144.66

Mai'ne 180 116 44.03 281.93 243.27
,

Maryland 15.1% 139% $ 37.45 $346.01 $248.70

Massachusetts 20.3 189 20.59 190.98- 101.30,

Mfchigan 18.1 146 56A2 451.34 309.49

Minnesota 9.2 93 17.14' 174.96 i 187.24

Mississippi, 17.0 52 21.95 66.96 1'28.96

Misvuri 12.2 81 16,33 107.97 133.52

Montana 7.6 .. 56 15.68 116.04 206.29

Nebras-ka 6.5
62 12.80 122.09... 196.92

,....

Nevada ----"---5.3' 55 19.14 164.47 301.54

New Hampshire 8.6 81 14.55 137.42 168.65

New Jersey 16.3% 130% $49.24 $393.92 $302.34

New Mexico 10.3 39 17.56 67.20 170.44

New York 27.2 ;197
.

115.52 838.61 425.07
,.

''.North Carolina 6.7 37 13.72 L75.11 204.45

V North Dakota 4.9 42 13.34 112.87 270.88

Ohlo 12.2 93 22.68 172.16 185.56

Oklahoma' 12,0 76 45.60 285.85 378.16

Oregon 14.2 145 34.03 349.57 240.32

Pennsylvania 29.5 222
.35.25

-

Rhode Island 15.8 .140
,

249.81 210.58

South Carolina 10.5% 44% $ 13.96 $58.27 $113.11

,South Dakota 7.9 55 14.26 98.44 179.50

Tennessee 12.1 59 20.00 97.76 164.65

Texas 6.8 33 11.10 53.98 163.14.

Utah 6.7 74 9.04 98.79 133.85

Vermont 1 17.7 96 47,31 257.58 267:48

Virginia 10.2 74 20.30 147.52 198.67

Washingto 10.3 ..96 17.61 162.73 . 170.06

West Virg 16.1 80 - -

Wisconsin 17.7 '^ 171 45.62 439.41 236.75

Wyoming 5.0 55 - -

A

287
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Table 8

Equity in the Headstart Program

FY 1976

3.

Children Served
as a Percent

ChildrentServed Expenditure Expensifture Expenditure
as-a Percent of per Res4dente per Poor Resident per rhild

. of Residents
undel

'Podr Children under,16 k under 18 Serveuo 18

All States 0.42% 2.8; $ 6.15 $41.50 $1.478f
.

Alabama. ' D.77% 4.2% .$10.36 ' " $56.27 41,336
Alaska 0.6/ 7.9, + 12.18 . 155.90 1,949
Arizona 2.66. 14, % 9.36 50.05 3.577
Arkansa4 A 0.79 "9.22 40.72 1,161

u. California 0.23 1.6 4.77 32.56 2,048
Colorado 0.52 CZ 7.11 63.70 1,371
'Coqnecticut 6..24 2.6 2.98'. 31:10 1,219
Delaware 0.40 3r5" 6.71 63.95 1,648
07C. G.88 5.2 . 1 27.13 159.41 3.064
Florida. 0.44. 2.1 6.31 29.63 1,417

Georgia 0.41% 1.8% $5126 $23.49' $1.275
Hawaii 0.39 3.7 7.66 72.65 .1,964
.Idaho 0.33 6.46 54.64 1,997

Illinois 0.35 2.2 5.03 .31.34 1,459

Indiana 0.32 . '3.3 3.94 39.56 1,216

Iowa'' 0.30 3.6' ,4,27 50.65 1,396

eansas 0.39 5.69 61.87 1,473

Kentucky 0.90 10.68 50.10 1,184

Louisiana 0.66 2.7 8.04 33.53 1,222
Maine 0.43 2.8. 6.25 39,92 1,451

Maryland 0.23% 2.3% ' $4.15 413.38 $1 .749
MassachuSetts 0.28 2.6 4.75 44.03 1 ,670
Micn'tvan 0.27 ." 2.1 ..' 3.55 ' 28.53 1 ,331
Minnesota 0.31 -3.2 4.55 46.39 1 ,460
Missistippi 3.77 11.5 ' 49.14 .+ 149.87 1 ,304

9 Missouri 060 4.0 7.24 ,47.87 1 ,202
Montana 0.40 3.0 10.19 75.44 ' 2,512
Nebraska 0.34 ' 33 4.98 1,456
Nevada 0.17 1.5 4.75 40.77 2,803
Neii Hampshire 0.25 2.4 4.16 , 39.26 1 ,628

New Jersey 0.25% 2.q% $ 5.06 $40.45 $1,992
New Mexico 0.85 3.3 10.57 40.44 1,242
New York 0.24 1.8 5.53 40.15 2,288
North Carolina 0.59 3.2 7.32 40.08 1,248

North Dakota ' 0.18 1.6 7.63 64.54 4,098
Ohio '0.36 2.6 3.94 29.93 1,173

Oklahtma 0.82 5.2 8.83 55.34 1,074

Oregon 0.20 2.1 4.26 43.76 2,075
Pennsylvania 0.22 1.7 3.82 28.71 1,710

Rhode Island 0.32 2.8 4.49 39.80 1,413

South Carolina 0.66% 2.8% $ 7.40 430.89 51,122
South Dakota 0.27 1.8 8.21 56.71 3.084
Tennessee 0,67 3.3 7.94 38.78 1 ,176
Texas 0.41 2.0 5.35 26.01 1,311
utan 0.26 2.8 4.71 51.43 1 ,818
Vermont 0.54 2.9 7.92 43.15 -1 ,467
tirglnia 0.28 2.1 4.12 29.95 1 ,455
viasnington 0.33 3.1 5.07 46.87 1 ,534
west Virginia 0.68 3.4 10.77 53.43 1 ,574
Aisconsin 0.27 2.6 ' 3.87 37,32 1 ,459
Wyoming 0.45 4.9 7.25 79.09 1 ,623

288

o 3 0

4



Aeans, Standard Devi"ations aad Coefficiehts of Variation

Child)4.en Served .Children Serve'd Expenditure' 4.

Expenditure
Expenditure

peras a'Pei-cent of as a Percent of'per Resident
Poor ResidentResidents under 18 Poor Children: under 18

Under 18
Child Served

ESEA

OASDI

Folod.Stamps

School Lunch

R = 7.04
s = 3.Q2
V = .429

R = 5.69
S = 1:'42

V = .250

R = 14.06
S = 6.28
V .447

R = 43.85
S = 9.95
V = .227

Vocational Education
R F 14.30
S 4.68
V = .327

+0,

Medicaid

Headstart

AFDC

= 13.19
S = 7.49

V = .568

R = 0.54 .

S = 0.59
V = 1.18

R = 10.87
S = 5.25
V = .48

T( = 48.75

S = 13.15
V = .270

7

R = 28.47 .

/ S1 4= 9.89
_V = .347

4 '
=

S =
V =

2.06%05

73.94

..359

X = 434.57
S = 143.69
V = .327

R = 41.04. r(--= 13.38 . 7( = 99.740 = 238.08(
S 8.09. = 2:76 = 24.19 . = 25.20 ice

.197 V = , .206 V = .243 = .106

R = 98.22 T( = 40.50 = 281.55 R = 288.35
S.= 39.98 S = 18.70 S = 117.79 S = 47.55
V .407 V = .462 V = .418 V = .165

It

T( 320.27 R = 21.90 X = 152..69 R,= 50.14
S = 104.11 S = 7.83 S = 32.29. S =- 11.71
V = .325 V . .358 V = .211 V .233

-

R= 111.88 R = 5.33 = 41.1? R = 42.60
'S = 61.03 S = 1.82 S = 17:56 S = 20.95
V = .545 V = .341 V = .427 V = .492

R = 97.48 R = 28.05 R = 207.08, = 206.33
S = 53.96 S = 28.60 S = 189.67 S = 84.18
V = .553 V = 1.02 V = .916 V = .408

3.18 R = 7.67 R = 51.29 R = 1695.65
S = 1.68 S = 6.97 S = 29.18 S = 643.19
V = .528 V = .909- V = :569 V = .379

R = 79.24 R = 10.52 = 81.48 R = 95.02 -

k S = 35.57 S = 7.30 S = _55.73 S = 34.17
V = .449 V-= .694 V = .684 V = .360

NOTE: The means,, standard deviations, and coefficients of variation were computed

u
/

2fX
2

v N

from the data in Appendix B.

The formulas are: X =
N
X S = ,z


