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'\Yntroduction

]

This report presents the f1nd1ngs of a study of four aspects of pub11c

>

bo]icy towards,youth in the United S*ates. First,

what has been the trend

in the nat1ona1 commitment %0 youth as reflected in the federal budget for

.

services to ch11dren and youth?

Second, hon does ‘the totai pub]ic'sector .

(federa]

"state ,and local) comm1tment to- serv1ces for children and youth

"vary among magor unban centers7 Th1rd how we]T“Hres ‘the distribution of
;'federal spend1ng among the states match the var1at1ons Jin apparent need for
serv1ces among ch11dren .and ,youth? F1na11y, to what extent are variations”
" in total pub11c expend1tures for services to ch11dren and youth due to
d1fferenees in un1t costs of serv1ce rather than°d1fferences in the scope or

\

'-'qual1ty of services. These four quest1pns are addressed in the four

" chapters that follow.. ~ S e T T
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_v questions is addressed in the sections which follow.

How much does, America'care about its youth? The question can be

- §

answered in several ways, but a dlrect reQ}y is provided by the-federal

¢budget It reveals how much we as a natlon spend on youth and the

-

type of aid we make available to thewm. ng purpose of this-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-1960's.

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

ject. Neither the federal budget itself nor the Special Analyses prepared °*

bﬁ the OMB treat youth expenditures as a single category. ‘ While_the

Congresslonal Budget Office has examlned budgetary optlons in selected
program areas such as welfare reform and employment that affect youth, it |

has not developed a comprehensive format for monltorlng youth expenditures.

~ |

Similarly, the Brookings Institution annual budget review series’ Setting National

Priorities has periodically examined selected programs affacting youth, but -

has not sought to review comprehensively expendltures in thns area.v
Because of. the limited data upon which an anaI?51s can be based, thls‘
effort to estimate a federal youth budget will'address only three batic
issues: (1) How much of the federai budget is devoted to youth and has
this changed over the period iéﬁﬁ‘to 1990? (2)‘wha¢ types of se;;dces are
provided to youth with federal fund§ and<how has this changed over the

period 1964 to 19807 (3) Does federal assistance reach youth directly,

~ through their familiespy or through some other mechanism, and has this:

- as%ect of youth policy changed over, the period 1964 toJlQBO? Each of these

~1

l“ ¥ &

+

How Much for Youth? . A : ot

%

Defining an expendlture for youth~ds a dlfrlcult and somewhat esoterlc

task, In Iact an Appendlx of approx_mately lGO pages has been prepared in

< e | R




conjunctlon with -our estlmates.

?3
. 5
forward. (See Table 1. In flsca 1980 the federal government will soend‘

¥
@ - :

‘ lQSp. Slmllar estimates for 196:
» i
' tures for %outh/%ave incregsed j' e

‘Q the youth share of the togal bu )
®

‘and to, 78% in 1976.  The youthfj
(from 6 7% to 9 RV) between’ 1964?and 1970 and has grown at a less rapld
, pace.51nce . Between 1970 and 1976 the youth share of domestic expenditures

rose only from 9.9% to 10.5% and between 1976 and 1980 increased only

)

modestly to 10, %, e : /

Chanoes in the share of the domestic budget devoted to youth cannot -
be related to changes in thelr share of the nation's population. (See
mﬁ Table 2) . Whlle expendltures for youth ro;e rapldly from “1964 to 1970, .
their share of theppopulatlonAfell sllghtly from 36.5% to 34.1%. "And

while the youth share of domestic outlays rose modestly:during the 1970's,
f the share of the population‘under 18 fell sharply from 34.1 to just over

28.4% in 1979. 1y, while federal spending for yopth'is proportionately less
~ than their humbers mightljuStify, it is also true that _the share of federal

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

. fallen. " . .

» . o , . ‘
¢ Lo g .
Exoenditures for Whatéa

¢ L : .
The Su5.3 billio@“spent for youth in 1980 was upevenly divided among

Q / ten tvpes of se}<f<ces

t-

P

£§ee Table 3). Income assistance reprasented over

-m.:wm-.-,.w,ﬂ
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" ' \ TABLE 1 N - - .
N : Eo 9.
. ‘ \ s ' . - .
~—l ' . . X » ™~ .0 4
: _ Expgnditures for Children and Youth As A Share of Federal and Domestic Outlays -
¢ B S 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980 , | -
| ~ ‘ . ‘ (Dollars in ‘Fhousands) '
T | : 1960 - 71970 1976 1980
ixpenditures for children.and youth % u;17u,792 '$ 11,116,396 $ 28,621,823 $ 45,368,898
Total Federal sutlays {13,533,703 196,587,786 366,439,402 568,933,423
Share for chilﬂizf and youth 3.5%" 5.7% 7.8% : 8.0%
w Totul domestic outlays $ 62,139,553 $113,737,238 $271,457 ,385 $u23,833,423
. Share for children and yduth - 6.7% 9.8% 10.5%. ©10.7% ;
T N N L -
P — k o . ) = ' ) ¢

\

[ A

; Source: Calculations based bn Office of Management and Budget, “"l{istorical Outlays by Function,

1948 to 1980." T A
See Appendix for details. : ; - . | - )
. o | \
’ |




TABLE 2

)

X ‘ Population of the United States by Age Group 19064 1970, 19767 and, 1980

-
. -
- -
. -
3 . N B
- \
It

) 1964 1970 - 1976 N 1980 |
. Numper Percent Nunber Percent Number Percent\ Nunber Percent

Total Pppulation 191,141,000 100.6° 203,810,000 100.0 215,152,000 100,0 220,584,000 100.0 |
0-17 years 69,674,000  36.5 69,700,000  34.1 65,199,000 30,3 . ‘' 62,572,000  28.4
0-12 years . 51,829,000 ‘27.1 49,620,000 ° 24.3 . 44,235 D00  20.6 42,664,000 . 19.3
13-17 years 17,845,000 9.4 20,080,000 9.8 20,964,000 9.7 19,908,000 9.1
18-24 years 18,370,000 - 9.6 23,959,000 11.8 28,163,000  13.1 59 284,000  13.3.

26 and, over 103,097,000  53.9 110,151,000  54.1 121,790,0q0 56.6 128,728,000  58.3 °

- | | T .

-
«

Source: U. S. Department of Conmerce, Social and Economic Statistics Administration, Bureau of the Censis,’
Current Population Reports, "Population Lstimates ahd~Projections,"-Series P-25, no. 519, April,
1974, pp. 43, 49; Series P-25, no. 870, January, 1980, pp. 7, 17. o

e ‘ , J




Percentages may not total. 100% due to rounding.

b
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\
, »  Table 3
\ Distributlon of Expendltures for Children and Youth by Function
1964, 1970, 1976 and 1980
ibollars in thousands) - '
S . ¥ ’ = . -
1964 - 1970 i 1976 1980
Income $2,8717,780. 68.9% ’ $H,866,i01 43.8% 12,106,837 l|2.3/6 16,105,565 35.5%
Lducation - 593,133 14.2 ° 2,783,608 25.1 4,575,866 16.0 7,489 ,1u4 16.5
. _ - -
Nultritidn 294,233 7.0 694,985 6.2 4,964,680  17.3 8,793,032 - - 19.4
! i T $ -7 b ) el o *_ ) .
Health 217,658 5.2 1,050,611 ° 9.5 2,582,613 9.0 3,806,439 -)a.n
. . . - - N\ . N
Hous ing '¥69,28} 1.7 » 199,131 1.8 . 1,033,342 3.6 2,200, 200 7 5.3%
Child Care 64,093 1.6 297,487 2.7 " 942,683‘ 3.2 14,102,729 2.4
N - » . , . )
Lip loyment 14,163 .3 512,462 4.6 ' 1,198,786 .2 2,9]..9:%13 6.4
Cuummnity_uevelopment 24,558 .6 661,904 5.9 ' 951,227 $.2 '2,35u,715 5.2 .
. - ~
\ Recreation 19,893- - .5 i 37,836 " 82,339 .3 121,001 .3
WJustdee " - - 12,271 .1, 184,050 .6 254,295 * .6
$4,174,792 100.0% J11,116;396 100.9%&" $2B,62%.ﬂ?3 100.0% $45,368,898 100.0%
, i ' i o _
- ‘_ \
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$16 billion or 35.3% of a%} funds devoted to yguth. VWhile‘lB different
federal programs proéidé dncome for youth, nearly three-quartershcfwthe .
funds are spent for two programs--publlc ass1stance "and social sequrity. '
Social- securlty, the la%dest single program aldlng youth .provided an
estimated $7. 0 bllll%& in cash ass1stance to the surv1v1ng children of-
deceased, dlsabled and retlredqyorkers.~ Public assistance provided over
Su.9 bllllon to aid children in poor families. IR

* Approx1mately one-thlrd of all expenditures for youth 1s accounted
for by education (16 5%) and nutrltlon (19J+%D.serv1ces; The nearly

$8. 8 blll;on in nutrltlon con51sts of five programs with food' stamps

~ *

(su 8 blll;@n) and school lunches ($3.3 bllllon) accountlng for most of

the funds. The $7.5 bllllon in edupatlon spendlng involves 23 dlfferent

~

programs, but activities under the ESEA account for $3. m bllllon or over

' 45%. Four other educatlon programs 1nwalve spendlng of at least‘one—half

‘ bllllon dollars : aid to federally affected areas, occupat;gpal and voca-

»

tlonal educatlon, educatlonal act1v1t1es under the Human Development
SerV1ces CHead Start) program, and spec1al educatlon fcr the handlcapped

" About S3 8 bi&llon or 8.U% of all spending for youth is devoted to
health serv1ces. Althongh eleven different programs provide health
services to youth, medicaid accounts for an est1mated $2.5 bllllon or’
6U% of the totaP* “Among the remaining servicegareas, housing, employment
and communlty development each account for between 5 ZV and 6.u% of total
youth spending. Chlld care accounts for approx1mately 24% and recreatlon
and criminal Justlce each account for less than 1% of the total spending
for vou ervices.

Wh:ie%income assistance plays a dominant role in federal'spendin%

for youth, this is far less true in 1980 than in the mid-1960's. Between

e ey
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: ' ' . . , . R
1964 and 1970 the share ofetotal spending‘for youth d%voted to income » N

assistance dropped from 63% to 4?%, by 1976 it decreased further to 42%

|

‘and hy 1980” had fallen to only 36%.-* Between 1964 and 1970 the shift in

federal_spending was due to both relatively slow growth in spendi for

AN \
1ncome assistance andisspecially rapid increases in spending for other

.

services. Among the ten types of serVices to youth only income assisgr

ance grew less rapidly an all domestic outlays between l964 and 1970.

(See Table 45. 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 was the ESEA which helped raise the educational share from 14% ‘to 25%; . .

the medicaid program which ‘helped raise the health share from 5% to lO%;
™

apd the grqpth of youth employmen} programs which rose from less than 1%
<

to nearly 5% of all youth spending. -

[ I ~

~Since 1970, the shifts in the nature of spending for youth have also

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

rapidly (169%) than either, domestic expenditures (273%) or total youth
expenditures (308%D Accordingly, the educational share ef total spending for youth

dronped from Z:V to 17%. In contrast, nutrition programs, most notably

e

food stamps, 1ncr=ased nearly twelvefold, and in 1980 accounted for'a
larger share (19%) of the youth budget than education. All of the otheér

-

services received a relatively modest share of total youth expenditures. .

_However, it is worth noting that the hougfing and employment shares of the

youth budget increased while the health share has steadily fallen since
Q\ ~

1970. : . : R




i ' | o ) " Table 4 .
ID | o )
o ‘ )
'; | ' Rate of Change in Expenditures for Chlldren and Youth
1. . | . by Functlon 1964 =70 and 1970 8Q .
\
o g R -» 1964&,970-. . 1970-80
e ' Income . o 69.1% . - 1231.0 |
Education b - 369.3 o 169--0
: ‘Nutrition S S 11s5.2
®  deadw s w2t
| ' ousing o~ s ©1,115.8 ‘
Child Care v eaem2 27{1.7' R _
. . ' Employment I 3,518.3 , o 469.;5 S " )
Community Develpment =,  2,595.3 - . 285.8 o
kecr'éationi . ‘ S .%0.2 ~219.8
L Justice - - o o 2 ~1,972.3
Votal ’Child’.ren and Youth T166.3 308.1
° Domestic;éﬁtiays o : - 83.0 | -—2%?
. Fedez;al Outlays . 5.8 : 189.4
. - ;
3
® o
.. (’ "
1
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‘part of famllles

f1c1ar1es

'thpough programs for all unemployed persons cn(medlcal care .

.of a larcer oovulatlon.

How do Servicés Reach Youth? A . /~
. ‘ ,

) Federal Epending for youth needs td'Se cbnsiderea not only
in terms~of amounts and fenciions' but also ﬂpr:fhe way in whlch
governhent segke to deliver'assiEtance. Youths beneflﬁ’frpm ‘
federal ppograms in any eee ef four waysr

-

Flrst they may bé the

£

) prlmary target populatlon for services whlch they recelve directly.

School based edueational.serviees or. a school lunch~program are

‘

w - 14
examples of ‘diréct services to youth.

Second, the family may

P

. .. ) St T
-serve as the primary mechanism for delivering eid,tn;their/children.

L]

Cash” assistance under the AFDC program and.food‘stampibeﬁefits

& . . A B, /

to héuseholds with children a§egexamples of serviees‘te youth as

gplrd seqzlces may be prov;ded to é broad

segment of the populatlon with youth as one Subgroup oﬁ-the bqu-
’ . et “ l- .
Occupatlonal tralnlng PEGQIVJd by unemployeé youths

I

prov1ded by programs such as medlcald ‘'which beneflt both\poor
L

chlldren and adults are examnles of serv1ces to youth asAgart
o &;

Finally, a small number of programs

i

benefitting'youth do _so in the form of public-or quasipublic goods

which 51multaneously benefit both youth and the entire populatlon.

2 ST -

Examples of such services ihclude researéh and demonstraglon pro=-

jects in the fields of educatlon or SOClal serv1ces which both

[ .

improve society's knowledge in these fields and prov1de some.

service to the participanté.

H . . X

L 5 N
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,When the youth budget is viewed‘in terns of the way in whlch serv1cg;?
are prov1ded the 1mportance of the family becomes clear. (See Table 5)

In 1980 about 49% of. all expenditures for youth serve their objectlve
) i

through the famlly. About one-quarter of the youth budget funds services _J'

that are prov1ded dlrectly to youth, while over one-fifth (21%) of ‘the .

sarvices reacH/youth as part of the larger popuiatlon; Only about u% of . <
the youth budget takes the- form of public goods.

While the role of the family remains s1cn1f1cant, it has declined
since the mid- 1960's. FrOm 1964 to.1970 the share of the youth budget .
relying on the famlly to de11Ver ass1stance fell frum 68V to u79 At . 7.
the same t1me the share of expenditures reachlng youth through programsti 5',
that serve a broader po;hlatlon rose from 6% to ZlV and serv1&es prov1ded ‘

-~

d1rectly to youth as a ‘target populatlon ;ncreased from ZHA to BOV. The fﬁ.p

s1on1f1cant decllne in the role .of the famlly‘durlng the ”Great Soclety"

era was due to the llmlted growth of earller programs such as AFDC operat-

ing largely ‘through the famlly and the enactment and expans1on of new

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

action. - _ & ST
Between 1970 and 1980 the pattern of" ﬁel;very of youth services remalned

relatlvelytstable. The share of assistarnce prov1ded through families in-
creased modestly from U7% to 53% 'rom 1970 to 1976 but then fell again to
49% in 1980, still a sharp contraSt»to its more than two-thirds share in
1964. The share provided'direct%y to youth has fallefn from 30% to 26% since”

1970 while the share\progided to youth as part of a larger population fluc-

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

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

iA\xgiiﬁe maintenance and food stamp programs while the declines in other

Y




~
. \
!
'
-
~ .
’
v
.
"
® .
0 .4
! ™~
-, .
- ]

'

:'ICE l{lC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. L /
- ' - » . -
. . - . -~ _b R
* - ° ¢ ' /—’\/ .
. v K - ! ) »
2 Table 5 .
* Distribution of Expenditures for Children and Youth by Service Dglivs}y Type ’
P . ‘ 1964, 1970, 1976 and 1980 *
~ - LY “ ‘
(Dollars in Thousands,) -
- 1964 ', 1970. ° . , 1976 1980
Direct services to . - - * - s
children and, youth $987,394 24% _ $3,364,837 30% §7,747,052 27% $11,567,185 - 26%
"

" Services to ) e :
. children and youth . g i T . : ) s
Y. .as part of families 2,854,483 68 ° §,234,759 47 15,126,926 53 22,307,253 .49
« . _ r Lot ¥ . - ©% L e e ———— N R -

Services tg ehildren e R - A o T e e
and youth as part . . ‘. .
of larger populations , 24,262 6° £,319,081 21 | 5,356,213 18 9,699,173 21
. s g . ; o ,
public and quasi-public . o? .
goods benefiting o a S
3 children and youth 85,653 2% 197,719 2 591,632 2 1,795,287 4

,Totai

$4,174,792 100% $11,116,396 100%, 528,621,823 100% 545,358;é§8 100%
R . )
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areaslretlect;slower:groging_outlays under education programs.and the social
d;lfare legislation‘first’enacted during the Great Society périod.

The rise and rall of dlrferent modes of dellven;ng a1d to youth is
related to the chang:r.nc functlonal distribution of the youth budget.
lerereht functlons rely prlmarllyton dlfferent typés of delivery structures..
Cash is prov1ded perarlly to youth through their famllles, education is
prov1ded directly through schools, while méddcal care is prov1ded pr1mar11y>

to youth in conJunctlon w1th efforts to reach broader segments of the popu-
S

jlatlon. (See Table 6).' Thus, of the $16 lxbllllon in income ass1stance

prqv1ded to youth 1n 1980 fully§926 was prov1ded throucﬁ families; of. the
$§7.5 billlon in educatlonal serv1ces 96% was prov1ded directly to youth and
of the $3. 8 billion in medlcal care SBA was provided as ‘part of-a larger
population. of the major fundtlons only nutrition has been split about
evenly between famllles (food.§tanps larcely) and direct serv1ces through ,
school lunches and other programs, Consequently as greater emphasls was
given to services over income;the role of the family deelined. To the extent
that educational serv1ces were 1ncreased the dlrect dellvery was favored
whlle emphasls on health houslng, employment and other soclal services

—ag-

meant that children were served as part of larger populations.

Extending Youth - Expenditures for Teenagers and Young Adults

Preparinc estimates of a youtl budget such as those descrlbed above
necessarily lmplies that we know which individuals are youth and which are

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

wwrr 19. But'an'addltional aspect of the youth budget is worth exploring:

“hat is the level of expenditures providing developmental services such as

°chat’od and tralnﬂng Zor “hose Setwemn 18 and-2%
~\’ .
Estimates of expenditures Ior those between 18 and 24 under federal

»

programs in two major developmental areas - employment training and higher

12 D .
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* : ‘ l)latribut.h uf prendlturea for lhlldren and Youth b .‘Sc'rvicc bellvery Type ) .
4 (Ilul]urs fu 'I‘huusmuls) L .
i b o -
. o . . s
196% A 1970 1976 T 1980
JWirect Services to Children N 5 % $ LY~ 5 % 5 .
Theanne ' . 24,839 2.5 3,152 1.3 160,270 2.1 173,053 1.5
. Lalucation 547,567 - 55.5 2,626,781 78.1 n,3ny 78 SH.1 7,165,857 61.9
Nuteition . 277,761 28.1 382,931 11.4 1,840,270 25.) 3,139,724 29,7
Hewl th N 103,474 10.5 267,187 7.9 S01,309 6.6 n75,n821 9]
Hous fng - . - , - - - - - -

v Houeind Services and Child (_an 33,253 . 3.m S 15,425 .5 59,551 .8 70,852 . .G
Lo Loyuent - - - ' 29,061 ] S50, 161 7.3 ooun2n N
Conemin ity Develtpment - - \ = - - - 89,184 B
eereation ’ - . - . - - - e - -
Justice - - . - - /’ - ‘- 111,565 1,0

CUTAL - T 987,390 1000 - 3,364,837 100.0 7,547,052 100,0 11,567,185 L0000 o
Hg{:’ to Children as Part of famiiies . ] . ' ( " N
lmpmuf"' - - 2,763,071 96.8 1,723,574 9,2 ll,ilig,lﬂ() 72.8 14,819,070 66.4
* Ldueatlon < - - - - - - -
Nuteition 16,472 .6 312,054 6.0 3, 07u 0 203 53067 ,975 22.7
Health - - - - \ PO - - > I
llous fug 69,281 2.4 199,131 3.8 1,033,342 6.9 ' 2,420,200 1.9
Socful Services and Chilal Care 5,659 .2 - - - - , - - - .
Iaployment . - - - - - - - -
Conmmnity l)evelupuu*nt - - - - - - ) .- -
Recrcation - - - - - i - - .
Jdnstice A - - - - - - —_ - -
TOTAL ‘ . 2,851,083 00,0 5,234,759 1000 15,126,926 100.0 :22,307,253 10,0
Services to Children as Part of Larger v [
Copudation ' -

| Vi oe 89,870 36.4 49,075 4.3 4927 ,3A7 7.3 1,115,138 11.5
Laucation . 13,409 17.8 f133,216 5.7 167,720 3.1 235,468 2.1
Nutrition - - - . - - - . - -
Health 63,873 25.8 696,036 30.0 1,957,518 36.6 3,172,731 32.7
Huusing e : - - - - - ‘ - . 2 - -
Social'Services amd child’ “Care : - 16,222 6.6 280,628 10.6 451,577 — 15.9 - 969,400 1.0
LngrLoyment ) . o AN,163 Ll ST agL.ent Ui’ c.ml,gw ‘z({ 2,870,250 29.7
Comsni ty Developmeat - - . 622531 268 S, 759 - 10, 1,006 087 1.
Rtevreation . ' 19,228 7.7 . 36,812 1.6 81,507 1.5% 120,669 1.2
stice R ____ln_ MWw. ey IO Y | RS L7 2 2. U R I

TOTAL . 207, 2627 gL 0" 2,319.081 0.0 PRI TERERT N el 173 1N
' - TR e : >
Iul;l Lyt Quan -pabl le Cood Nenef i t.ln;g ) .
Llllldu:n 1 and Yuurh ’
Liome - - it - - - - -,
Iducation . 1,657 1.9 23,611 11.9 26,664 n.5 87 419 .9
Nutrition - - - - - - 285,333 15.9
Health 9,811 58,2 A7,348 .2 123,789 20.9 15A 287 #.8 V
[{BNETY - - - . - - - -r
sueial Servives nml Child Care 8,959 10.5 37,43 18,9 30,955 , 5.2 . 62 ,n72 3.5
Luployment ’ - - 1,557 .8 - - . . -
Consmm ty Development R 21,558 28,7 39,3714 19,9 0 N6R 6.2 . b2 n 0,
T Recveation 668 .7 991 5 752 2 132 .62
dustice ” - - 7,362 1.8 e . o
TOTAL . . A5,653 1D 197,719 1000 591,032 10D 1,795,047 100N
\) e — g e T . - - e e~ PP
ERIC . | |
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, educatlon - are presented in Table 7. Together' these funds have grown

from 0.8% to l 9% of" domestlc outlays between 196u and 1980 Dn:ing %he l% ff

~ first part of the 1970 s the rate of growth for employment serviqee fer :% -

i;esevolder youths wes far more rapid than for"domestic oﬁtlays or, %er all vf
expenditures for cni%nren and yonth undepfis, but this ;ete‘of incneaSe

ihes slowed inlfhe later part 5} the "decade. Higher edueation outlayngrew
d rapldly ffom a relatlvely small base between 196u and 1970 but in the -

4

l§70-1976 period the rate of growth was slower than for all domestic outlays
(

and for total expendltures for ¢hildren of youth under 18. In the later

part of the 1970's these expendiéures have again grown rapidly. Thus in the

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

services to older youth, but the trends have varied during the decade.

~
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topeinli tures Cor Selécted Programs for Youth Ayged 18-21
3 . o (Wellars in 000's)
v « . E . . . _ . ;',‘;.
oG . ) C 1904 . 4 C 1970 1976
g Loyt f’.ﬂ!iil“.-’ﬂ,'ﬁi* \ * o0 » - o
Teinporary  Fap Layment Assistunce ’ - ! ‘ - ' ”'l3ll,!l§2,
Eip Loywentt agd Tratning . 52,901 - 3us sk - l,»55'l,r.‘(.)5
WIN . ) . . - e ‘ 19,722 56,0065 -
Upemp b yment  Lnsorance  (TELE) : E 71,860 148,017 l'l9,7‘)‘l ~
Commniily Servicos Administeation - - R ui,a8u2 - ::‘62.

=L -

dob nyuw-lun_i Lies 1'rugram

‘@

532,880
2,080,088
6t ,685

¥ 226,677 .

518035 5

12,761 S

. . . A,

sublotal

Nigheer Ndueat fon Progeams #*

2,279,258 5 2 909,544

Higher and Contlnuing Lducation ¥%% ) 17,291, 1,029,131 2,155,165
Student Loan lusuvapce Fund . . - : . 2,323 133,504
Wigher B, Lacitities Loon & Ins. l'und - - 114%,199 - '
tlal Lyadet Cot lege . ’ 2,354 5,153 29,678
o Howiid Buiversity : . ) 12,088 32,725 84,817 '
National Techwivcal Instltute for the Deaf - » + 2,976 - 11,846
College Housigg Loans’ - 219,334 195,976 -
Eisenhuser College Grants : ' ) - 1,880 w 1,000
ey S. Feman Monorial Scholarship : - - s 10,000
R - . 9
Sublotal § . 3,067 $_1.384,363 § 2,720,014
Total l’.xlwmlih,yln.‘-:;;: Selected : - o
Frograms Tor 19524 - Year Ulds 505,828 1,902,398 5,005,272
Total tederal Outlays "118,583,70 196,587,786 366,139,102
« Shiare ol Selectad lrograms S % 9.7% . 1.0
Total Domestic Outlays a + 62,139,553 113,737,248 271,457,305
Share toe Sclected Programs 8% ‘1.7% 1.8%

sourree:
Out Tays by Function, 1948-1981."
* neludes expoditpres related to scervices for these ages i8-2n. .
%4 peludes okl expendibives under these llistiund accounts,
3 (yeludes student Cinanelal ald in 1980.
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' " Public Expenditures for Youth in Two Citie§
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The previous chapter identified trends in the federal comm1tment‘to
- ch11dren and youth since the mid 1960s, including the amounts of federal ' _
:funds devoted to youth, the type of* services which federa] money supported,
‘and the primary mechanisms for deliveringsxifese service;. This»chapter ad-
dresses a different set of questions: How much is the total bodgét - in-
- © cluding looal, state, and federal funds - .for youthrse;;iées ih an urban
area? How does the mix ot\serv1ces-for youth differ from one comhunity to
another? To answer these quest1ons, all pub11c expend1tures for youth in
two large cities - New York- and Houston -. are 1dent1f1ed and analyzed.
The significance of the findings 15'thofoldi First, they show that it . .
is possible to identify puoiic oxpenoituhos for youth in a complex intergov- L
ernmental delivery system such as characterizes laroe American cities.
‘quélly 1mmportant, the effort identifjes'the prob]ems associated with pre-

<

|
\
) : » ) |
paring comprehensive "youth budgetsﬁ,for largé cities. Second, the findings :
indicate there is a w1de d1spar1ty in the -level of fund1ng for youth servi-

ces among Amer1can cities and 1dent1f1es particular. service’ areag,where the - v
® ’ . : : |
« - disparities are most pronounced. * - h
! - The two sets of findings - substant1ve and methodological - are de-

- scribed more fully below. But'ih order to make thesé findings most easily

® comprehensible,"some background information is required on thetwo urban
\ . centers including their economic bose, governhontal stéucture and popula-

tion. A



Two Cities: New Yor#"& Houston

/ : i . -

New Yb;k City anq‘Houston ﬁéy be viewed-a$ dpposite ends of a spectrum-
“embracing American urban éreas. ﬁkw York is an older city wifh a declining
popu]atjon,‘shrinking tax ‘base, and no room to expand geographically. It is
known as é "Tiberal" city with an inclination to shpport geherous welfare
programs, and as‘p “bub]ic" city which depends heavily on government for mass
transportation, Sbcial’servfées,‘aqd_land;uﬁé-regu}ation, Houston, in‘éon:
trast; js seen as a "conseﬁvatiV%f city and as a Uprivatg“ city which depends
on private tran;poﬁt and'private éhoice fo ;he point whete there is no city

~zoning ordinance, Houston is also a relatively new city with anlincreasing
popu]gtipn, a rapidly growing ecgnomy, and 5qbstantia1 unincorpdrated acreége‘
on its borders which pefmjts geqﬁraphic expahsion. o .

| As Table 1 demonétrates, these differencés'arq not simply a matter of

popular images. During the 1970's, New York City'suffered losses in popula-
tion, earned fnﬁomg and property income, and émp]oyment. In contrast, Houston
(or more pkecise]y‘Harris County) has experienced sigzificant groch in eaéh

* of the§é categories during the decade. Because of these different ecoﬁ;mié
and po]itical’?nvironments, Houston and New York Eomprise an illuminating

pair of\cities for analysis.

To facilitate comparisons the areagﬁgre deffned in this study as the

central city of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area - (SMSA) in which {'

{t lies. - In the case of New Yoré, this includes the five boroﬁghs of the

City of New.Yofk; in_the case of Houston, the City of Houston is theﬂprincf—'

pal goverﬁmenta1'entity. The ,central cities were chosgn'to insure that the

units being.coﬁpared were urbanized; much of the Houston SMSA, which_com-

’pr?§es ijbcounéies in.Southeastern Texas, is undeve1oped,']ow-d¢nsity 1ahd.
18
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Table 1 "
: \
Selected Chénges in New York City and Harris Countv,
- L : . . 1890-1976. ' )
2 | ; , .
New York City ‘
‘ 1970 : ® 1976 % Charge
Population® ' ' 7,850.3 7,149.3 — -8.9 .
N .
® . Labor and Proprietor's_,Incomeb ] 32,286.8 28,750.9 -10.9
Prqperty'lncomeb - " §,115.7 5,815.2 -4.9
Employment 3'7888,6u2.0 3,515,613.0 -9.6
7 l v N
. M
Harris Coun
° . fermie femnx .
~ . ¢ Population , 1,661.9 2,194,0 32.0
“Labor and Proprietor's Incéme® s,566.5 & 8,383.3 50.6
|  Property Income © , 947.0 . 21,203..6 L27.1
| Employment - ) , 1 767,470.0 1,100,977.0 43.5 '
° , < SN

v

aFigures in thousands. Tigures f@r 1976 column are 1978 egtimates from U.S.
. Bureau bf 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, Lotal Area. Personal Income.

-
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The five boroughs of New York City hold a similar relationehio to
® the New York SMSA as the City of Houst'on‘ holds to the Houston SMSA, .but
. there are sigoificant differences’. (See Tahle 2.) New York City is home .
‘to about 78 oercent of ‘the metropolitan area's population, while Houston
. | hoases 58 percent of 'its metrOpolita-n”area ?opulation. These popule-'
tion differences are-related to the fact thatﬁNew York City égmpriees’
22 percent of the area'e total land area hhile Houeton comprises only
7‘percent of its SMSA's land. 'However, each city houses about 90 per-
. cent of the area’s welfere oopulation. Both New York Cify and Houston
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-

-
3

‘cent éjq 86 pereent of the manufacturgng plehts.
Within the context of the above general socioeconomic setting. is the
L) nature of the populat:.on, and particularly the youth populatlon whlch is’
| most relevant to-an analysis of publlc expendltures for youth serv1ces.
i~ (See Table 3.) . Of New York Clty's total 1976 populatlon of 7 213 021 an
[ estimated 1 .876 956 or 26/ are youth under age 18; of Houston s 19?6
populatlon of l 323,388 ‘an estlmated 367 ,840 or 297 are under 18. ' Based
. on 1970 Census figures 21/ of those under 18 in New York City llved in
- families whlch were below the poverty level while in Houstgn the figure
‘was l7m.k Estimates for 1976 indicate that by.thet yeer‘NeQ'York’e poou-ﬁf
lation of oh%ldren.;ivihé'in poor'familiee-had risen.to’ZU%;hhile ﬁoostonfs_
o o had risen to 21%. Thus, by the middle of 'the 1970's a slightly ‘greeter
- proportion of ohi%dren in New Yorh_CitﬁAwere likely. to.be inkfamilies L

A -

.

-suffering economic hardship than is the case in Fouston.
The structure of govermnment through which these children reveive
. public services varies significantly between the two areas (see Table '4).

-
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TABLE 2 ’
New York City and liouston as Parts of Their Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas
; New York New York - City as a* City of Houston City as a
. City + SMSA % of SMSA * louston SMSA % of SMSA
) . .
Population, 1975 . . )
' (thousands) . 7,481.4 9,561.1 78.2 1,326.8 2,286.2 58.0
R4
~Land Area, 1975 . )
- {square miles) 300 1,384 & 21.8 Lugy - &," 6,794 7.1 ﬁﬁi
"Personal Income, 1975 ' ; R *
‘(millions of $) : o u6,345.0 , 56,199.6 e 82.5 12,2264 13,282.2° . . ..92,0

w | AIDC Recipients, ' ‘ * C *\“

— | I'ebruary, 196 - 832,397 887,732 ‘ 93.7 . 56,467 62,507 ' 90.3 . k
Local Government . t . _ * “ %
Lmployment, 1972 382,380 - 450,819 o su.8 . 52,788 62,032 85.1 &

- - ., . ! - . : *
Retail Business : :
Istablishments, 1972 65,570 83,228 78.8 12,188 - 19,838 61.4
l“’lanufucturfng : ‘ \
I'stablishments, 1972 24,306 28,u)0 85.6 . 2,336 3,170 73.7 J
. ’ : . o N
" Source: U, S. Bureau of the Census, Coun‘fy and City Data Book, 1977. :
: o o v 3N : 4 .
* : , : ; 2 . - &\f §
Figiires for larris County, Data for City of Houston upavailable or inappropriate.
. N ‘ K , . s '
B ‘ ) .
4 - ) C .
) J " .
Tnh N
o B3




TABLE 3

; 'Total Population and Youth Popuiation in New York City and Houston,
1970 and 1976 |

. : ‘Low Income- , ‘ Poor
, Total Population ° Population Youth Share * Share
v ' _Population - Undgr age 18 . Under age 18 of Total . of Youth
NEW YORK
. . . ,
. a0 ., 7,894,798 2,210,168 463,933 28,3% 20.7%
‘ e ‘ 4 s . S : ‘
1976 7,211,820 11,876,840 - 56 ;453 26;0 % 24,3
~ HOUSTON
INS b : { . _ :
, 1970 S 1,231,572 © yuo,u93 76,,323 35,7 . 17.3
o [ ) o e : . o -
~ 1976 1,323,580 . 367,840 77,325 A 27.8 21,0
| :
Sources: ‘ ‘ : - p

The 1970 figures'for Houston are from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970,
Detailed Characteristics, Final Report PC (1) - DU5 Section 1, Table 138, p. 1268 and Section
2,. Table 207, p. 2338. The 1970 figures for New York are from Ibid., PC (1) - D34, Table 138,
-.p.706 and Table 207, p. 1393, . ' ‘ \ . .

The 1976 figures are unpublished data from the 1976.Survey of Tncome’ and Education.
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TABLE 4

Governmental Units by Type in
New York City and lHouston

P

Type of Unit

In New York City
- \

In Houston

vNational Government

U. S. Government
U. S. Postal Service

dJ. S. Government;
U. S. Postal Service

State Governmént

State of New York

State of Texas

o

General Local Governments
with Property taxing power

J
N

City of New York

&

County of Harris
City of Houston

Single-purpose Governments

. ‘

Houston Independent School
District 7 - ,
Spring Branch Independent
School District -
14 other independent school
. Districts (partial roverlap)
junior cgllege districts
Harris County Flood Control
~ District - '
Harris County llospital
District . :
water and utility Districts

‘(Continued)
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(TABLE 4, p. 2)- =

In- Houston

Type of Unit

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

In New York City

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 of NY and NJ

Power Authority of the State of NY

Houston-Galveston Area
Counell

‘ -9
Gulf Coast Waste Dlsposal

Amthorlty v 3

Public Benefit Corporations
(Local, with operatlons exelusively
in area) : :

Battery Park City Authority ‘

City University Construction Fund

Manhattan and Bronx Surface
Operating Authority

Municipal Assistance Corporatlon

NYC Health and Hospitals Corpora—
tion :

NYC Housing Authorlty

-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 Authorlty
Mental Health and Mental
Retardation Authority
of Harris County




New Yorhers pay'tares to orily three governmentaI units - the federal
government; the state and the city;A In‘addition there are numerous
puhlic 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 munieipal corporation. ‘Moreover, the clty does not perform’as
many functlons as thelpdnsolldated Clty of New York does, so there are
numerous éhngle purpose local governments which adsess a'separate pro-
perty tax. The main functlon -of these governments is the.provision of
primary, secondary, and higher education. This is carried out:through
twent& indegendent schooladistricts, some of which extend beyoﬁé the bound-
aries of ﬁouston and three junior college districts. Other fuhctions
provided by special purpose governments in Houston are water supply, pub-
lic works'construction; flood control, and hospitals. Inladdition;to the
numerous special districts.with taiing power, Houstonvalso has organiza-

tions that are similar to a pyblic benefit corporatlon in that they

! ¢

collect user charces and issue revenue bonds. However, they were created
for dlfferent reasons than the public beneflt 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 ¢
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 puh%dc expenditures for youth

.apong urban areas. A principal purpose of this study has been to develop

25 . 34
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.~ a method for undertaking such comparative analyses. The general problems ,
encountered and the techniques‘develcped to deal with them can be described
. -,
in terms bf a three stage process: '

I. -Identifying Governmental Units Serving,Youth

¢ 1

3  The first necessary step is to identify those units which provide _ T

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

the concept of "service".  In our 1n1t1al exploratlons we .defined three

S'“(' Vu

lasees of- serv1ces whlch governments might prov1de to children and youth

1

\
|
|
A. Direct Serv1ces - This refers to services received by an 1nd1— . W
’ \
vidual for which it is possible to 1dent1fy a partlcular cllent and |

\

‘a partlcular time" and place for this serv1ce‘transact10n. Included . §
are seven types of direct services: (l) educatlonal preparatloﬁ

LY

(2) .employment counseling and cccupatlonal‘tralnlng, (3) personal

\

|

|

: |

& health and mental health services; (4) criminal justice administra- ‘
tion; (5) nutritional assistance; (6) recréational activitiesy and

(7) child care and chiid protective sgtvices.
B. Indirect Services.e-~ This refers tc services not provided

) directly to the individual but which represent line agency functions
of government.' Included are such services as street cleaning,
garhage collection and'fire protection. | “
C. Overhead Services --- This refers to the support services reéuired‘
to run publlc agencies such as . those prov1ded by Persomri Departnents
and Law Departments as well as the operatlons of elected bodies such
as the City Council or State Legislature.
Initially a basis was sought to identify the share of ‘each type cf

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

could be develdped for allocating gither indirect or overhead services to
: . ) .
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youth other than “their representatnon in the general population. Since .
automatic calculations. based exclusively on population shares seemed to
add little to the understanding of the allocation of public resburces to
youth, we subsequently dropped estimates of expenditures for indirect and
overhead services to youth from our analyses. All subsequent analyses
~deal anly with direct serVice,expenditures, however ¥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 revien)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 New York 28 separ—

abg. agencies (including a Miscellaneous agency included for budgetary

[

purposes) were found to prOVlde direct services to yodths; in Houston eight

different muniCipal agencies, four different county agencies and 21 other ‘
independent governmental units were found to prOVide direct services tor
youth. At the state level 15 Texas state agencies and 12.New York agencies
were found to prOVlde,dlrECf serVices to youth, At the federal level our

‘earlier analysis identified 78 programs (defined as- Histfund accounts) that

funded services for children, but *the data source does not indicate the

geographic distribution of funds. Consequently, the Community SerVices

f Federal Funds Was

+

Administration's series ‘on Geographic Distribution 0

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

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

distinct from federal grants -in-aid to local and state covernments

27 11' 'f,’ - (" o ,‘ )



whieﬁ,in turn provided the services). " Thus up to approximately 100 .

.different public agencies or programs may be involved in the prevision
- of dipe¢t services to youth in an urban area.

- : [

~

IT. Estimating the Share of  Agency Expenditures Devoted‘to Youth Services
Most of the agencies engaged in providing services to youth are not
concerned exclua@vely with yohth. Only in a few instances - child welfare

units or day care services, for example < are all agency expenditures .

—

devoted to services to youth, Even Boards of Education provide adult

efucatien programs as well as sérving children. Thus in most casés esti-

~

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

services, Developing a justifiable>basis for:making this allocation
N .

represenﬁ;the 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 ceneldsion is that youth shares, and hence
youth budgets, even for direct services, can be estimated only roughly"

giyen existing data colleefion procedures and all findings must be inter-
preted in this light.

A final complication sugporting this general conclnsion is the fact

that some expendlture items cannot be related to any particular target

~

populatlon'“\Notably debt service-is generally not allocéble to” partlcular
programs or cllent populations- and was excluded from both the Houston and
New.York City analyses. For some units of government pension and fringe

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

LY

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

7

urban areas vary in these practices comparatlve ahalysls is partlcularly

N

-

’
.
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'dlfflcult, although we have made a maximum effort to treat similar 1tem5'

in bomparable ways throughout the analy51s.

v

‘III; Estimatlngfthe Geoggaphlc Dlstrlbutlon of D1rect Youth Serv1ce

Expendltures

Preparing youth budgets 'is also complicated by the fact that many -
agencies serve populat1ons in areas broader than the area qhosen for

analysis. The federal government has responded to this problem through

thé Community "8ervices Administration series on Geographic Distribution

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

city, only by county or’state, and independent estimataes must be made.
Perhaps more importantly, the(gSANrelies on relatively crude methods for
allocating expenditures'and its data series hae been subject to cfiti-
cism,  Nevertheless it is a useful basis for estimating federal direct
eipenditures in an urbar area.

Unfoftunatelj such geographic distributions ane'generally 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 of serviae 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-

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

tional problems arise in analyzing independent school district expendi-

tures when these district boundaries corrdgpond to neither county nor

+

municipal boundaries.,

The ovsrall conclusion regarding preparation, of total public sec-

‘.,

) tor youth budgets is that it is a complex task involving examination of

numerous financial documentszand estimates based on often inadequate
»
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.data. ,Tﬁe pfocéés is time doﬁﬁuming énd‘proVides results that must he
ihterprefed cautiously. This suggests that large scale cdmﬁafative
analy51s of publlc expendltures for youth would be an expensive task
Jpnless ba51c refofms in reportlng procedures are 1n1t1ated by a varlety
of governmental units. Moreover completing such analyses wouldvrequlre
a clgse familiérity Qith the overall governmental'st?ucture df‘each'

o
metropolitan area.

Findings: Differences Between NgwAYork-and Houston .

Findings resulting from the application of the methodology described

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

-

I;’ Thé Role of Each Level of Government in ‘Providing Yputh'Services

Varie§'Between Cities,

Tab%e 5 summarizes the estimates of the amodnts spent in each area
by each level of government in.a direct provision of youfh ser&ices. These
sums differ from the total amounts §pent by each level of government since
intergpvernmental traﬁsfers are counted q% expenditures by the last unit |
receiving the funds not the unit initially raising the funds, Thus the
estimates represent the role of‘eacﬁhﬁéyel of government 'in actually
delivering services not their role as»financers of servi;es.'

The greatest similarity between Ngy York gnd 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

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

-~

and only 41 in Houston. However in both places the same 12 major programs
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IADLE S
Experditures for Direct Servjces to Youth by Level of Govevnment
New York and Houston FY’ 1978 . R
’ New York . Houstdn . ) ’ N
R * T T T : —]
Total Amount ‘ Percent ‘1 Total Amount " Percent
($ in millions) . Distribution ($ in wmillions) Distribution
Federal Agencies ) " § 593,3 10,2 1l . %601 ‘ 11,6
. } Q . " . - e
< State Agencies ‘ 71.3 1.2 35.8 6.0 T
NWocal nits - Subtotal 5,144.8 © 88.6 Tow22.7 . 8L.s
City and County Agencies ; 4,971.9 ' 85.5 51.3 9.9
= Independent School Districts - S - 351.8 - 67.8
Authorities and Others 172.9 3.4 . 19.6 3.8
Grand Total ' , | $%,809.4 100,0 | $518.6 © 100.0

Source: See Appendix,
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accounted for the bu.lk of all federal spendlng - 95 percent of the outlays ¢»

kS

Y )  in- New York and 96 percent in Houstomn. These major programs are llsted in

Table 6. Most of the . programs prov1de direct- cash bEHEfltS 1nclud1ng the* | N
various «soc1al secur:Lty beneflt programs SSI veterans death benef1ts,( ’
o . and. railroad .re‘t:Lrement beneflts. ‘Slm:.lar to cash asslstance is the food
stamp progl.'ar'n‘ . There are really no direct serv1ce operatlons 51nce the
remalhlng service or1ented programs are operated largely through contracts
] _. with pr1vate nonprof1t agenc1es. These 1nclude*the" chlld development and y
fcommunlty act:Lon programs. Thus in both New York and Houston the role of
’the federal aovernment in youth services is restr:.cted to d1spersement of

® cash as31stance and food stamps and some contract:Lng for social services.

’I'he state governments role var1es .more w1dely between New York and -

N

Houston. The State,.of Texas- accounts, for nearly 7% of youth expenditures-
@ ‘ compar'ed to ‘a state share of only 1% in New York City. In both places '

the state provides youth detentlon fac111t1es arid mental health and |
mental retardation services. The pr1nc1pal difference is that the State ‘
o of Texas, through its Department of Human Resources, assumes responslblllty
for public assistance, medicaid and other social welfare seryices, while "’:x

~N
ih New, York these functions are adm1n1stered by municipal government If

X

. , spending by the Department of Human ReSources were dropped from the Texas
State total, the state government would represent only about 2% bf total !
youth spending, a figure close to the New York State share. |

g 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

- L

~

state government in “Houston.
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TABLL 6

b

'10ral and Per Chl]d Outlays for Youth Under Major Federal Youth Probrams,

10

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
-

. . New York and ‘Houston, 1978
i Amount - " Amount Per Percent K Amount ‘Amount Per  Percent
($ in thousands) Chilad - Distribution - (§ in thousands) Child Distributior
Social® Security . $ 212,781 . 113. . - 35.7 $ 18,138 T 30,2 1

o Retirement v T o - . , )

) 'ood Stamps Coupons o 146,559 78, - 24.7 N . 13,225 > 36 22.0

-4 Social Security’ T 61,377 33 : 10.3 9,190 .25 -15.3

| Swevivors : : , S co <
Sucial Security . 37,728 20 0 6y ) 3,971 11 6.6
Disability : T ' . ' - ' o
Child bevelopment 6,u51 3 1.1 . . 3,612 - 10 6.0 °
| aund ileadstart : ‘ : . .

v JCommmity Action R 13,641 7 2.3 . 3,224 . 9 5.4
Subsidized llousing 37,826 . 20 ., " 6.0 - 1,477 o M - 2.5
WIC : 16,152 9 2.7 1,360 ooy 2.3
SSI- . 13,367 7 2.3 ) 1,286 . 3 2,1
Railrosd Retirement Fupd . 1,739 1 0.3 : { 772 2 1.3

w |Veterans Death Benefits ) 3,055 2, - 0,5 ~6us . 2. o 1.7

“ ICommunity Mental lealth . " 11,711 6" 2.0 501 1 0.8

' Centers »

Subtotal - Major Programs + 562,387 300 94 .8 - . 57 ,u0u 156 95.5
TOTAf. - All Programs _$ 593,251 N 100.0" $ 60,084 163 100.0
. - — ;
* 5 . .
New -York City figure excludes funds paid to local govebnment for operation of programs.
[al ’ ’ : 3
. A}
Source: See Appendix. .
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Wﬁile the overall role of local government is éimila: in both places,
.thé divisions within the local sector are Qui@é.différent, Virtﬁally all
;locai spending in-ﬁew York is handled ﬁhrough the conéciidated municipai
| government of the Ci%y of New York. EQén 5pénding byvtﬁé Board oflﬁduca—
tion,a;a fhe‘Healthland Hospitals Corporation are represented in‘fhe
municipal budget since these agencies dependlheaﬁily-on local‘tax sub-
sidies and have no.indépendeﬁt taxing authority. The bnlyAagency with
ﬂsignificant indépendent revenues providing‘ﬁervices to youth is thé Néﬁ York
 City Housing Authofity'with a~youth budget of $172.9 miliion or 3.1% of
total youtly épeﬁding. In contrast the‘City pf Hoéston accodnfs‘for less )
‘ﬁhan 8% of ali yoﬁth expendituresland otHer indepéndent local governments
each play a sigﬁificant role in yodth service deiivery. Iﬁdependent
school districts with seperate taxing authority account for the buZk of
the spending - $351.6 million or 67.8% of the total.‘ By comparison
New York City’s Board of Education, a division of "city government. repre-
sents only 42% of total youth spending in New York, indicating é smaller
d;role for tﬁe ééhbols in youth service delivery in New York. Other impor—-
~ tant units‘in Houston are Harr%s County government (including the- Child
Welfare Unit) with 2% df the total youth budget, the in&ependént Hospital
District witﬁ 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 Exﬁenditurés 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

<l S Y
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. ~ TABLE 7 ’ o L
Public Spending per Child for Youth Services in New York and Houston by Function, FY 1978
New York Houston Ratio |
Education B R . $ 1,343 . o -$ 851 - 1.6
Employment & Training Y w7 m 3. |
 Health and Mental Health | 321 109 2.9
Income & Housing Assistance . j - 817 | 151 " 5.4
Criminal Justice . . 88~ w8 . 1.8 ,
Nutrition - ’ 163 130 _° 1.3 |
Recreation . . " ' 36 4o - . .. 0.9
Child Care & Protection S 280 66 o2
TOTAL - ‘ " $ 3,095 ' $ 1,410, - 2.2
N+
. 1, 2
w »




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

-

.$l,410.f The bulk of this difference is in state and local épending,

. $2,769’per child versus $1,2U46 "per child."HoweviE.it is interestihg to -

note that even among direct feaeréi’programsw which are presumably.oberated
- . ’ ] ) Y
uniformly around the nation, spending pep child was still twice as high-

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

The diffefgnces‘in~spendfag are not wuniform among the vapious types .
of youth ser&ices.» In fact spending per- child for récreation éérvices
is actuaily greater in Houston than in New York. For other categories of
services the aﬁognt of spending per child in\ﬁew Yofk varies from 1.3
times greater in New York (nutfition) to 5.4 times greater (incpme and .
housi;g;assistance). ' | =
Because some of t‘e largest differences in spending per child are in

¢

services that are generally targeted to poof children, notably health,

income assistance and child care services, it may be more appropriate.‘l{g/>
-assesé such spending in terms.of amounts per child in poverty rather than
e

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 poverfy incomes, then this may help explain the greater rates of
spending in New York City,., Table 8 presents public expenditures by sgrﬁice
type in terms of spending per poor child. | ’

. Spending per poor child is, oVerall, somewhat léss than two times
greater in New York:than in Houston. But dramatic variations still rema;n
in spending per child for thé services aimed pfimarily at poor children'- |
income and housing, childucare and proteétion, employment and trainiﬁg,

-

and health services.

\ ' 36




TABLE 8 .

-4

Total Public Spending Per Poor Child in New York and Houston by Function, FY 1978

o léx ’ l : Z‘New,York' _ - Hqustog  "Ratio
Eduqatio&\h ) = 8 5,521 ~$ 4,0u8 o L.t
<Eﬁp1§§ment~&'Tpaining_ LT e T es 3.0
HeaIthgand‘Men%al Health - - 1,322 . . 5él S 2.5
Incomej& Housing Assigtance‘" ‘ 3?360_ ; .  719 o 4.7
Criminal Justice . T 1 227 1.6
Nutrition - . 669 . e20 | 1.1
Recreation | . . L 1o 191 0.8
Child Cave & Protection . 1,150 36 .. 3.6
TOTAL N - ‘-$12,727" $6,707 1.9

- - |
.
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\ Chapter Three e - :
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A

Equity in.the Distribution of FederaluFund§9for Youth Services . ;
N " . ’ : \\!‘ ) N |
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This\dhapter is concerned with the question of equity: Is federal

funding for: youth services:distributed among states in proportion to the-
children who ﬁeed services?  To answer this guestfon, the éhapéerAexamines
the distribution of federal spg;dingvfor eﬁghfﬁselected progrﬁms fundﬁng
youth services: ESEA - Title [, Medicaid, Aid to Familie§ with Dependeét
Children (AFDC), Food Stamps, Headstart, Vocational Education, Schoo] Lunch,

and ‘Social Security Survivors Benefits (0ASDI)." These eight programs are -

“the Targest.among the .84 programs identified as funding youth services. In
L ‘ \

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

: spending fdr youth and the combinéd expehditureé’for the eight programs

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

(Table 1).

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

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

rgﬁFéseﬁggq almost 75 percent of all income maintenance expenditures for
chi]dfén; tﬁé éfho@i Lunch and.FOOd Stamp§ programs accounted for more than
90 percent of exbenditures fpr child nutrition; Medicaid funds:for cpildren
represedféd near]§ two-thirds of federal spending fonughild‘health services; o
Headstart accounted for almést 65 percent of all federalgg}penditures for L
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.

39



. v . * Table 1 .
. Role of Eiéht Major Programs in Federal Spending for Youth Services
® o Fiscal Year 1980 ‘
(dollars in thousands)

4 T Percent of Percent
) Coe Amount Subtotal of Total

. Income Assistance - Subtotal 16,105,565 100.0 . 39.7 ‘ :
o B Public Assistance - AFDC _ 4,933,519 3076 12.2
Social Security Survivors Benefits - 0ASDI 6,968,284 43.3 17.2
Others * 4,203,762 26.1 10.3
Nutrition - Subtotal B 8,793,032 100.0 21.6 o
Food Stamps 4,755,544 54,1 - 11.7
® : . School Lunch 3,290,134 37.4 8.1 R
Others ' 747,354 8.5 1.
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
o , 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
5 4
Headstart 705,044 63.9 1.7
Others- , A . 397,685 361 1.0 -
Judicial Services ' 254,295 100.0 0.6
. Recréation ' : K 121,001 100.0 +« 0.3
TOTAL “ 40,591,979 100.0 100.0 .
- \ N

Eight Major Programs . 27,287,352 67.2 67.2 Yoo
Others . 13,304,627 32.8 . 32.8
) , 3 _
Source: Appendix .
40 - .
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It is also important to note that the eight major programs represent sig- -
nificant portions of the dollars distributed thfough each major type of funding -
. - - . ) W . . RN -

mechanism. Federal.spending for youth services, 1ike all federal spending, takes
: hat ‘

.p1ace through one of five different types-of funding mechanisms:

(1) direct payment programs provide funds throudh federal operations;

o

(2) project grants ﬂward_fudds to project sponsors on the basis of. specific

project applications; T ; ’
. " k

-

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

]

gtates and;]oca]ities) on the basis of predetermined formulas applied

to fixed congressiona]lappropriationsj-

. (4) open ended grants prov1de fundg to eJ1g1b1e recipients on the bas1s of

predeterm1ned criteria but the amount received is based on the numbers

eligible; not a fixed appropr1at1on; -

¢5) all other forms of payment are classified as "others".
: @ . . .

The largest share of the thi]dfen'é budget is distributed through direct

. payment programs (Table 2). This includes income support }or children under in- .
surance programs tor the beneficiaries of retired, disab]ed or deceased workers;
or other special categories of'workers such as coal miners and railroad workers.
Fully 42 percent.of the children's budget in 1976 (the 1atestyear for which com-
p1ete data could be assemb]ed for this paper) was d1str1buted through such direct
payment programs The second largest share of the children's budget is d1str1b-h
uted through open formula grants. "This category 1nc1ude§ so- ca]]ed "categor1ca1"

programs such'as AFDC and Medicaid designed to provide a spec1f1c popu1at1on with

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

4., 3
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@ o
R e Table 2
® Eight Major Youth Programs and Funding Mechanisms in the Federal Youth Budget
. ) : Fiscal Year 1976 ; L
. ' * (dollars ip thousands)
. . Percent of Percent
o Amount " Subtotal of Total
PN N ’ ~
. Ly : Direct Payment - Subtotal ¥1,354,474 " ©100.0° 41.8
, ) .Soc':ial Security Survivors Benefits-0ASDI 6,230,158 54.9 23.0 , ? i
_" Food Stamps ) 2,969,907 26.2 .10.9 . -
Others . ) 2,154,409 18.9 7.9 b
. Formula Distribution, Open-ended Funds 8,694,648  100.0 32.0 .
. N ; i ELLTL =Lz
® Public Assistance - AFDC .~ ° 4,921,131 56.6 18.1
) Schoot Lunch 1 ‘ 1,451,116 16.7 5.3
. Y . . . ‘
_— . Medicaid - 1,303,409 15.0 : 4.8
Others " 1,018,992 11.7 ’ 3.8
’ Formula Distribution, Fixed Funds " 3,389,231 100.0 . l2.s . |
| ’ ESEA - Title I 1,939,481 ° 57.2 7.1 i
. L Vocational Education . 422,629 12.5 1.6 |
Others _ 1,027,121 30.3 3.8 ~ |
Project Funding- ‘ 2,891,814 100.0 10.7 .
Headstar? 415,055 14.4 1.5
o Others .. 2,476,759 _  85.6 9.1
- Others 796,820 100.0 2.8
TOTAL " 21,126,987 100.0 100.0 IR
. Eight Major Programs 19,652,886 72.4 J2.4
1]
® Others . : 7,474,101 27.6 27.6 '
Sources: Classification of programs based on information in 1978 Catalogque of
Federal Domestic Assistance Programs; total dgollar amounts for programs
/ are as reported in Community Services Administration, 1976 Federal Qut-
Yays in Summary; youth shares of program expenditures are estimated as
) described in Appendix.I. ’
42 " .
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- distributed through this type ot 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 Vocat1ona1 Educat1on in* 1976 Project grants,
generally used to support narrow]y defined programs for a 11m1ted purpose or pop-

¢ ‘ulation group, accounted for 11 percent of the children's budget.’ A large number
of education programs in the chi]drenfs/hudget 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 federa1
agency act?v1t1es such as those of the National Park Services and the Sjpthson—
ian Institut1on | ‘

Among the e1ght major youth programs,'two provide funds to chi]dren through
direct payment mechanisms: : - - DASPI and Food Stamps:
The over $9.2 billion dollars distriouted through these programs in 1976 account;
ed for approximately 81 percent ot all direct payments in the youth budgetu Pay;
ments to children as beneficiaries of Socia]Securitxlreprésentedwnear;;QES per-
cent of this amount, while the children's share of Food Stamps dollars accounted
for another 26 percent. fhe three programs which provide support for children
through open formula grants -- AFDC, Medicaid, and School Lunch -~ represented
almost 90 percent of all funds provided to children through this mechanism. Funds .
for the'federa1~share of AFDC accounted-tor 57 percent of all open formula expend-
itures, while funds for Medicaid and‘§chool 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 Vocational Education -- are dis:
tributed through f%xed forpula grant programs, while Headstdrt 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 accounts.for about 14 percent ofproject grant funds for youth
services.
In sum, the eight major programs selected for analysis in this paper corpL
° prise a useful basis for an inquiry into equity in the distribution of federoi
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
P ‘ prinCipal functional areas for which the federal government supports youth serv-

ices; and they are representative of the princ1pa1 funding mechanisms through '

which the federal government distributes its domestic do]]ars.

-~

v Demoéraphics: A Basis for Defining Equity

Pending release of the detailed repOrts from the 1980 census, the most com-
Lt prehensive demographic-datq source is the 1976 Survey of Income and Education.

‘ In that yea’r,r‘the 64,619,000 persons under 18 rehresented slightly 1es‘s than one-
third (31.5 pereent) of the United States' population iTab]e 3). Like the general
popuiation, chi]dren were not evenly divided among the fifty states. More than\

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

| sylvania, Ohio, ﬁ]]inois, Michigan, F]orida,:New Jersey,and Massachusetts. The =
largest number of children, 6.2 million or almost 10 percent of the total, Tived
in California, followed by 5 million chi]ﬁren in New York, and 3.9 million in
Texas. In contrast, the three states with the sma]]estrnumber of children were
Vermont (147,000)3 Alaska (128,000),>and Wyoming (120,000) .

The distribution of children does not directly parallel the distribution of
the adylt population. That is, among the states the share of the population under
18 vari®s significantly around the national average; The state with'the largest,
share the.popuiation under 18 was Utah’(37.6 percent) ‘followed by Alaska (37.1

percent). The state with the smallest share of the population under i8 was Florida

\‘1‘4' L . -
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Table 3
Persons Under 18 by State
1976 ' .
(in thousands)
Total Population Percent of
State Population . U:de: lg Population
. Under 18
Total 211,308 64,619 31.5
Alabama . 3,585 : 1,135 R YO
Alaska 345 , 128 ~47.1
Arizona 2,274 743 32.7
Arkansas 2,126 . 649 30.5
California 20,981 6,200 29.6
Colorado. 2,536 797 N 31.4
Connecticut . 3,062 897. ¢ 29.3
Delaware 875 181 31.5
District of Columbia 693 188 27.1
Fiorida 8,493 . ) 2,314 27.2
Georgia ] 4,908 \ - ~ 1,582 32.2
Hawati . 842 275 32.7
Idaho 828 279 33.7
I11in8s . 10,983 _3,401 30.9
Indiana 5,258 L. L 1,677 31.9
Towa 2,836 : 899 LA DI
Kansas 2,227 : 652 29.3 -
Kentucky 3,372 1,055 31.3
Lou ftana 3,739 . 1,268 . 33.9-
Maine - 1,054 326 30.9
Maryland 4,055 . 1,275 1.4
Massachusetts 5,746 1,697 29.5
Mighigan 9,063 2,890 n.9
Minnesota 3,888 ) 1,245 . 32.0
Mississippi 2,325 . 793 kL
Missouri 4,704 1,382 . 29.4
Montana 745 . 237 % BN
Nebraska 1,527 ' 477 3.2
Nevada 601 189 ‘ 3.4
New Hampshire ., 818 258 31.2
New Jersey 7,240 ' 2,192 30.3
New Mexico 1,152 398 . 34.5
New York - 17,815 5,089 28.6
North Carolina 5,369 - 1,609 .. 29.9
North Dakota 621 : 203 2.7
Ohio 10,632 3,363 31.6
Oklahoma 2,680 - N 796 v 29.7
Oregon 2,290 3 678 29.6
Pennsylvantia 11,663 ) ‘ 3,399 29.1
Rhode Island 912 _ 266 29.2
South Carolina 2,181 " 906 32.6
South Dakota 672 214 N3
Tennessee : 4,178 1,251 29.9
Texas 12,287 3,953 31.2
ytan 1,22 . 459 37.6
Vermont 469 147 1.3
virginia 4,907 - 1,467 29.9
Wasnington 3,496 1,072 30.7 |
west virginia 1,792 516 .o~ 28.8
Wisconsin 4,569 1,435 . 1.4
Wyoming 376 120 N9
Source: Bureau of jhe Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-60, 110, 111, 112,

u.s.

113, "Money Income and Poverty Status in 1975 of Families and Persons in the uUnited
States and tne Northeast Region (No.-110); the North Central Region (No. 1l1); the
Soutn Region (No. 112); and the West Regioh {¥o. 113) Spring 1976 Survey of Income
and Education/," U.S.Government Printing Office, Wasnington, 0.C., 1978
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® (27.2 Percent) and the District of Columbia had an even lower share (27 1 percent).

“

From the perspect1ve of federa] programs,, poor chﬂdren are often of spec1a1

interest. Nationally, in 1976 approximately 14.8 percent of all chﬂdren lived in

@ fam111es whose incomes were below the poverty threshhold’ (Table 4). But this fig-
ure varies w1de1y among the states from’mder 8 percent in Alaska to a]most 33

percent in M1ss1551pp1 In New York and Cahforma, the two states wth ‘the lar- ‘

e gest num'ber of chﬂqdren, the share of chﬂdren 11v1ng in poverty is JUSt below }

v the nat1ona1 average -- 13.8 percent and 14.6 percent, respectively. In 11 states ‘

- M1ss1sS1pp1, New Mexico, South Carohna, Lou1s1ana, Georg1a, Arkansas, Kentucky, '

Y F]orida, Texas, Tennessee, ano West Virginia -- more than 20 percent of all ch'ﬂ‘- 1

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

‘ ’ The uneven distribution of' both all children and poor children among the }
® states provides the bases for establishing standards of equ.ity for the distribu- . :
tion of federal expen‘ditures for youth. Several criteria for assessing equity
- ) can be 1'dentq1’f1'ed. The first two measures deal with the level of federa'l ‘spend- ‘
e - ing among the states: | k /', :
(1) Expenditures per child indicates the extent to which prograrn s,pending' : .
- is distributed dmong the states .in proportion to the youth population; g
(2) Expenditures per poor child indicatesthe extent to which program spend- J
ing is distributed among the states in prdportion to the population of
i} poor children. ,
o ,
A second set of criteria deals not with spending, but with the reach of fed-
eral programs in terms of the n’umbers of persons served:
® ~ 13) Ratio of youth beneficiaries to residents under 18 indicates the extent

to which a federal prog‘ram is reaching the youth population;

~
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' Table 4 .
Persons Under 18 in qu-lncome Familias by State
1976
v (i1 thousands)
Number of Persons Under 18 Percent of All Persons Under 18
State Living in Low Income Fam_ﬂies Living in Low [ncome Families
Total 9,582 . 14.8
Alabama ¢ 209 18.4
Alaska 10 . 7.8
Arizona 139 ) 8.7
arkansad 147 22.7
Zalifornia 908 . 14.6
Zolorado 89 w112
Connecticut 86 9.6
Jelaware 19 / /10.7
Jistrict of Columbia 32 171
Florida ' 213 21.3
Georgia 354 22.4
Hawaii 29 10.5
ldaho 33 11.8
ISARLIAN 546 « 16.1
Indiana . . 167 ) 10.0
[owa 75 8.5
Kansag 60 . 9.2
Kentucky 225 21.4
‘Louisfana 304 23.9
Maine s 51 . ~15.6 '
Maryland N 138 10.8
Massachusgtts 183 10.8
Michigan 360 12.5
Minnesota ' 122 9.8 ’
Missipsippi ~ 2k0 32.8
Missouri 4 209 15.1
Montana 2, 13.6
_ Nepraskd 50" 10.6
Nevada L 22 11.8
New Hampshire . 27 . 10.8
- 4 « . H
New Jersey - 274 . : .5
New Mexico " 104 f ., 26.1
New York ~\ 701 REN:
North Caroljna 294 ~ f 18.3
North Dakota 24 ' n.7
Ohio 443 ' 13.2
Oklahoma 127 16.0
Oregon . 66 | 9.8
Pennsylvania ( 452 < 13.3
Rhode Island P 30 . 4 n.3
South Carolina . 2V 23.9
South Dakota 1 14.6
Tennessee i ’ 256 20.5
JTexas . 813 20.6
utan ‘ - 42 9.1
Vermont : 27 ‘o 18.2
virginia 202 13.8
dasnington . 116 10.8
Aest Virginia 104 20.2
disconsin 149 ' 10.4
dyoming I 9.6
Sour{:e:, fJ.‘é.Bureau of the Census, Current Population Re i
i ' ports, Series P-60, 110,
111, 112, 113, "Money Income and Poverty Status in 1975 of Families and
.Pzrs_ons in the United States and the Northeast Region (No. 11p); the
Nortn Central Region (No. 111); the Soutn Region (No. 112); and the
. West Region {No. 113) (Spring 1976 Survey of Income and E£ducation/,”
U.S. Government Printing Office, Wasnington, 0.C., 1978. !
/ . '
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T

(4) Ratio of youth beneficiaries to poor persons under 18 indicates the ex-

tent to which a program targeted to poor children is serving that popu-
. N \ .

lation.
.

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

)

=

vided to beneficiaries: : ’ \\\

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

. - _
In'the next section, deneral findingg with respect to these standards of

equity are presented for the eight major- federal yduth programs.

-
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Overview of Findings

The Measures

The principal measure used in this study to address the qﬁestioln of equity in

i .
the distribution of .federal spending for youth is the coefficient of variation.
The coefficient of variation was chosen bei:au_se it allows comparison of distribu-

tions which although measured in the same wunitSJ are of such different magnitudes
® ' that comparisqh in absolute térms is ngt suffjcient{y. meaningfu].“ |
¢The ‘coeffic;enf of variation (V) is compu.te‘d by dividing the standard devi- 4
ation ,ZS) b)'l the .mean (-)():1 !

® " :
S ‘ 2 2
Vi= — where S = / X (LX—) :
X . N N
, Lo ¥ =2X ‘ R
. . ) X N :
ZX = Sum of. Observations
. Y
N ‘= Number of Observations
-
) This measures the relative vdriation among numbers where large and small numbers .

have equal weight. For example, the doefﬁ'cient of variation can be usdd to d'eter-
mine which program's expenditures per beneficiary, Vog:ationa] Education or Head-
® start,‘are relatively léss variable and, therefore, more e.quitab1e. The coeffi-
_cie;ts of variation for the Vocationa] Educatié)n and‘Headstart ‘programs4are
'.492 and .379, respectiveTy. I‘n this comp;arison,"‘locational Educatioh is more
o variable because its standard deviation ($20) is 49 percent of its mean ($42)
mwhi]e the Hea‘dsfart program is less variable with its standard deviation ($643) '

38 percent 6f its average ($1,695). Using a program's range of expenditﬁres.,'

e " rather than its ‘coefficient of variation, as the principal measure of spending .

L}

lpppendix»\[’presents the means and standard deviations for the eight programs.




ve

inqﬁua11ties could lead to incorrect, findings. Headstart, .for example, with an
absolute var1at1on of '$3,024 wou]d be found less equitable than Vocational Edu-
cation with a range of‘$Ll3, a faulty conclusion. However, one warn1ng is in or-
der. Coefficients of variatien do not explain why variations exist such as urban-
rural economic d1fferences, age structure of the population, labor force partici-
pat1on‘rates, race, etc. For example, a.large coefiac1ent of variation for Head-
start program might simply indicate that in some states labor part1c1pat1on rates
are tow and, tnerefore, the need for child care is low.

The coefficient of Varfation, then, is a measune of dispersion te]ative to
an average and is independent of the un1t or size of measurement. Since the coef-
ficient of variation is not an intuitively mean1ngfu1 number, ranges are a]so g1v-

en as measures of the absolute discrepancies among states,_For this study, however,

the coeffic{ent of variation is the more significant #easure. . //

Expend1tures Per Child and Per Poor Child

The coeff1c1ents 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 equ1tab1y among the states and, furthermote, that these funding
disparities fo]]ow no consistent pattern for the two neasures.

On aeper child basis, Medicaid is the most variable (1.02) followed by Head—
start (.909), AFDC (.6941, and Food Stamps (.462). A11 of these prognams, however,
are designed‘to provide a specific pobu]ation wWith pa;ticular assistance or serv-
jces -- income, medical, nutrition, ‘or child care services to 1ow-intome families
and individua]é. Expenditutes per poor child, then, may be a more useful measure
of equity of tnese programs. |

'Y v

Adjusting for distribution among poor children does not substantially im-

b

prove the relative equity of Medicaid (.916) or AFDC (.684). Both of these pro-

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



‘ = ~ Taple 5 : g
Measures of Equity in Levels of Federal Spending for Youth Among the States
. 1976 :

e i " Coefficient of R ange ’
* Yariation High Low Difference
Expenditures per Child . . ‘ — —_—
AFDC . ~.694 ' $39.56 $2.71 $36.85
) 0ASDI T .206  * 23.55 9.04 14.51
® Food Stamps 462 %  83.64 12.17 % 71.47
School Lunch - Y 358 - 41.39 10.48 30.91
ESEA - Title I ' .347 67.01 13.36 53.65°

9.58 2.11 7.47
169.20 1.62 167.58
.14 2.98 46.16

Vocational Education .341
] Medicaid 1.020
® Headstart ‘ .909

ﬂ Expenditures per Poor Child
AFDC .684 $232.43 §9.98 §222.45

0ASDI o .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 I ' © 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

0ASDI .106 337.53 178.78 _158.75 @ ’
Food Stamps \ 165 474.86 216.07 258.79
) School Lunch o .233 83.62 34.33 49.29
. - o ESEA - Title I - .327 969.86 192.07 777.79 o
- 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
. . Source: Authors' calculations. See Appepdix V for means and standard deviations

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

ment rates réhge from 50 percent to 90 percent depending. on a state's per capita
income. For AFDC, the federal government pays 5/6ths of the firsti$18‘of monthly
benefits plus a variable percentage above this figure. Federal a1]ocations, however, -
ere dependent on benefit levels established by local governmehts which can cause
large spending discrepancies among the states. For examp]e, expend1tuh£; per poor
child vary from $10 to $994 for Medicaid and $9 to $232 for AFDC, the 1atter more
than a 2,000 percent difference. | -

Review of another federal program, Food Stamps,dgndicates that.expenditures
per child and peeroor child vary considerably even for a program with uniform na-
ttona] sthndards of e1igibi1ity‘and assistance levels. Equity improves vepwdittie
-~ from .462 to .418 -- when adjustment is made for distribution to.poor children.
Givgn the\ihequa]itiesbin AFDC, however, the inequality in Foo& Stamp a11ocatton
may not .be so surprising since access to AFDC is one of the important mechanisms
~ from which eligible fami]iéswfind out about Food Stahps.

At the other extreme, another federally administered-program, QASDI, is the
mo§%‘@quitab1e progrgahon a per child basis (;206) and the second mo3at equitabie
on a per poor child basis (.243). Expenditures per beneficigry (discussed more
fully below), however, may be a more appropriateAmeasure of equity than"%&péhdffu
tures per ch11d and per poor ch11d, since 0ASDI benefits are based on past emp]oy- (W
ment and earnings, and are intended to replace lost income to benef1c1ar1es rather

54
than provide new income to the poor.

The two educational programs studled Vocational Educat1on and ESEA - Title. I

on a per child basis (.341 and-.347) than the other programs. However, these two

programs are more inequitable oh a per poor child basis I.427Hand.135?)1 This fihd-

-

|
are both funded through formula grants and are ‘relatively more evenly dlstr1buted _
|
|
|
|
\
\
|
1
|
J




’f@g;is particularly significant for ESEA - Title I which {s designed to reach edu-

N\ .
cationally deprived ch11dr$n..

-

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

" cient of .358 is the fourth most equitable program; This program'provides Tow-

cost lunches gt full or reduced prices, or free to children in school. As with
the other formula grant programs, federal allocatijons depéhd on local discrét{oh:
cash ahq in-kind benefits are provided on a 3-to-1 matching»basfs; additional as-

sistance is provided for free or reduced price lunches and for lunches served to

“children from poor families. On a per poor child basis, variation decreases_ to

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

When expanditures per poor child are compared to expenditures per child,
substantial imb;ovement occur§ o%]y for the Héadstart (.909 to .569) and School
Lunch‘( 358 to 211) programs. Headstart funds are awarded on a project basis
accord1ng to need or wmerit rather than through a formu]a des1gned to d1str1bute ”

funds equally. Because the program's target population is d1sadvantaged ch11drenn

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

_proxy for need.

In sum, accordin§ to coefficients of variation for per child and per poor
ch11d expend1tures, there are 1nequa11t1es in the interstate d1str1but10n of
federal funds for youth ranging from substantial var1at1on for the major 1ncome,
medical, and nutr1t1on programs to little relative variation for OASDIL and\School

Lunch.

Expenditures Per Beneficiary ’ ¥

_OASDI and Food Stamps are the most equitable programs on’ an expenditures per

beheficiary basis. Little variation is expected.for OASDI recipients since 0ASDI

53 °
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' benefits are distributed only to'chi1dren who are insurance beneficiaries. Given .

the objectives of the Food Stamp progrem, however, greater simi1arity is expected
between the poor child (.418)Aand per beneficiaryl(.165) cdefficients;

"  ) '7,A substantial eecreasé in expendfture variabi]ity per recipient also occurs

' »fon'AFDC and Medicaid. AFDC declines from 68 percent for poor children to approxi-
mately 10 peréent for beneficiaries while Mediceid 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 less successful in re-

A /gressing the'expend}tUre fnequa]ities arisingcfrom local Medicaid po]ibies.

o . The equ1ty of the Headstart program also 1ncreases when adJustm:;;W '
o for benef1c1ar1es, but the var1at1on is re1at1ve1y high (.379) compa to OASDI;-

| Food Stamps, AFDC, and School Lunch. But given the program's basis for fnnding

and its narrow target population, it is not surprising thatAexpenJitures vary

Y

widely across states;*some programs may be more extensive or more expensive to
y -

operate than others.

L

yh11e six of the eight prqgrams become more equ1tab1e on an expend1ture per

" ben F1c1ary basis, two programs, Vocat1ona1 Educat1on and School Lunch become

"

fs]1ght1y more 1nequ1tab1e Furthermore, there does not appear to be any corfte-
Jlation between the scope of these programs. and dollars. spent. For examp]e, Vo-
/tat1ona1 Educat1on $ pro;ort1on of out]ays exceeds the proport1on of recipients "
in 21 states while for the School Lunch program the majority of the states
~shares of funds is w1th1n 1/10th of 1 percent of the1r share of rec1p1ents on
"a benef1c1ary basis (see Appendix B). These d1screpanc1es question how Schoot
. _ Lunch and yocatfgn§1 Education/funds are being used by the ‘states.
lThese findings indicate that the majority of.thé eight programs are more

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

,findings:question the extent to which federal grants are designed to chahne1—

-




resources.to where need is greatest.,

[}

4 ’ 4 N s
Beneficiaries as a Percentﬂof Children and a Percent of Poor Children

ES

The statistics in Tab]e 6 measure the extent to whlch the eight programs reach *L\ :
both the genera] youth populat1on and poor ch11dren These figures reveal ser1ous

1nequa11t1es in most of‘the,e1ght program§ in the extent to which they reach tar-

b - bl -
- -

get4popu1attonsq B T

Not surpr1srng]y,.programs targeted pr1mar11y for poor ch11dren show greater

~ . ._,

1nequ1ty in the measure of benef1c1ar1es as. a percent of a11 thildren than do pro-

grams with a broader c11ente1e The least variation is Found in the school lunch
program-(.227) ‘with OASDI next lowest (.250)- and vocat1ona1 educat1on third (.%27).
In contrast Headstart shows a startling degrée of inequality (1. 1180)‘and Médic-

aid, AFUC Food Stamps and ESEA - Tifle I also, hav1ng coeff1c1ents ranging between
429 and 568 ’ i '

The coeff1c1ents of var1at1on fal] s1gn1f1cant1y for some of the programs tar-

geted for poor children when the measure is benef1c1ar1es as a share of poor chil-

[y

dren. The figure for Headstart falls to .528 and the figure for ESEA - Tit]e.I-dips.-

.

to 270 However, there is }1tt1e change for the Med1ca1d AFDC and Food Stamp pro-

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

®

w1th the expend1ture measures, those three programs ev1denceps1gn1f1cant 1nequ1-

t1es in their d1stn1but1on of benef1ts to their target population

-~
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. . Tabde 6 N
' Measures of Equity in Population Served in Youth Programs Among the States, 1976 .
® ’ : g .
Coefficient of Range ‘
Varifation High . Low _Difference
Beneficiaries as Percent of ¢ '
> Children in the State
' - AFDC B . .483 37.6% 4.0% 33.7% ‘ -
| 0ASDI .250 9.8 3.6 . 6.2 :
| Food Stamps - BN YY) 32.5 4.2 28.3
School Lunch s 227 65.3 25.8 39.5
ESEA - Title I .429 15.3 2.7 12.6
® oo *  Vocational EdBcation. .327 25.7 6.7 19.0
o Medicaid - ) .568 45.2 3.1 42.1
~ . Headstart ‘ © - 1,180 - 38 0.2 , 3.6
L3
\ ‘ Beneficiaries as Percent of : ,
' 0 . Poor Children in the State
K ) AFDC e ¢ .449 2% .- 31% 190%
OASDL T ¥ 197 69 28 4 N
" Food Stamps . .407  © - 204 36 168
| - Schoe Lunch .325 619 170 449
® Y ESEA - Titlg I 270 82 .23 59
Vocationa) Education .545 271 42 229
’ . Medicaid 553 . 266 31 235
Headstart ' .528 12 1
S Source: Authors' calculations. See Ap'pendix vV for means and standard deviations
and Appendix VI for percentage data. . ) .
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Chaﬁter Four

Efficiency in‘thetDéliyery of Services to Youth

H



- N -
° Th{s1chapter is a direct outgrowth of the previous examination of dif-
ferences in public spending for. youth services between New York'City and
_ Houston. Thathna1ysis found that public spendingvper child for youtﬁ,servi-
ces ‘was 2.2‘<t1mes greater in_ New York than in.‘HOUSton - $3,095Jpversus
$1,410; aﬁd that public $pending per boor chi?a Was»l.QCtjmes greater in New
Yorf¥tity - 312,727lversus $6,707. The purpose of this chapter is to ?Qplore
the reasons beHind‘éhe'widé vari fion in spending. In‘particular, do the
additional funds plovide services to more of the abpropriéte youth popula-

tion or. do the added funds simfly 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 nuteition.
In the case of income maintenance, the earlier study found -spending per poor

child (the appropriate target group) to be 4:7 times greater in New York

57




City than in Houston - $3,360 versus $719. This was the greatest difference
betﬁeen sbending levels for any major youth service area. In the case of nu-
trition, public sﬁending 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

r
t

. range for émp]oring the nature of expendituree differences. The findings for

‘-

%gch service are are presented in thé following two sections.
B :

& L |
Nutrition: The Case of School Lunches

L
| . "
b

Y

The,principai pubiic nutrition programs reaching youth are food stamps
and the school lunch program. Since food stamps will be considered in thg.
ana]ysiélof income maintenance expenditures, it is apprppriate to focus on
the school lunch program in th¢§‘section.

In 19456 Congress, in part motivated by the poor physical conditfon of
man& of the young people drafted for military ;ervice, passed the National
School Ehncﬁ Act. The next 20 years saw a threé-fogd increase in thé spend-
{ng under the progrgm. By ?967 the federal govérnment w;s spending $338 mil-

lion annually to feed nearly 19 mil%ion school children. While this figure

S /

‘represehted mear]y.30‘percent of the school population, there .was mounting

concern tha€ many poor children remained undernguriéhed and would benefit by
an expansion of the school ]unch program. -

In 1970 Congress passéd amendments to the National School Lunch Act
that thrnéd‘the‘program into an entitlement. Children were eligible for a

free' lunch if’they came from® a family whose income‘?as be]ow the poverty

Jevel. For children from families which earned up to 25 ﬁéréent more than

the poverty level, a maximum of 20¢ was to be charged for a lunch. Later .

LA

>
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this standard was increased to 195 percent and the max imum payment was

doubled to 40¢. In addition subsidized meals were to be offered to all chi\-

-
«

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 governmegt provided to a schqo]
for the preparation of a 1un§h in. 1980 was $1.13 +for each free lunch it
served,_$.9%>fer each reduced price lunch, and 29.5¢ for each fu]]-érice
lunch fbr wh{ch students pay from 55¢ to $1.20.’fhe actual pricefoﬁ érépar-
inqu meal may be higher thén thoée subsidies and local school dfstricts se-
cured additional revenues through state and local taxes and by aditional'us-
er charges for other programs such as snacks. ’
Speﬁding 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
. v

anerﬂthg program may differ, reflecting either greater input costs or lower

levels of efficiency. Second, tﬁb reach of the program in terms of numbers
of children regeivjng free or reduced price lunches may vary.

Data for thesé two aspects of the programs show the disparities between
New York City and Hougton are far greater in terms of program participation
than‘in term§ of unit costs. As shown in 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 costs are significantly higher in New -

York than in Houston: 62¢ versus 50¢. 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 iskflightly

higher than for Houston - $1.12 versus $1.09. - .

EIY




Table 1,

'Cost of a School Lunch
New York City and’ Houston,-1980-81

®
\ .
'(J/ | New York City Houston ~  Ratio -
+ Food :(65: - .59 85 . .
Labar . . i .2 P 28 TN
. * ‘ * " - - ’ - (’
©, = Direct Expenditures 1.12 . . 109 1.03
’ . . ] 4 | .
. ‘ ~ [ ’ ‘ ' St
v . v 4 . . T : ‘ e .
: Donated Commodities . A3y 1~; ' .18 .72 I
. o‘\?' - ' ) . (
e ¢ _ 3 b
’ Al ) t ¢ : 8 o
. Total Costs 1.@5 \ 1.27 .98 .
¢ . s o « N4
w .‘ ‘ ) : .
“Source: Unpublished data provided by 0ffice of School Food Services, New
. York City %Board of Education; and by Food Service Department,
Houston Independent School District. . ~ '
¢
: (0 ,}
. ) ,
. L) - * - -
. . 7 .
~ v s 1 ' . -
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S
costs,’ there are substantial differences in th part1c1pat1on rates for

schoo] ‘Tunch programs between New York City and Houston - (see Table’ 2). Re]af

4

tively fewer free school lunches are- served in Houston .than in New York

City. Of all the s@%bo]‘]unches served 91 percent are free (as opposed to

P 4

In contrast to this relétively small two percent-difference in unit.

’part1a11y or fu]]y pa1d by students) in New York C1ty versus 66 percent 1n{

T ~ [
‘Houston. More s1gn1f1cant1y, the number of free 1unche5 served‘da11y"1n New
\" .
York City exceeds by 5. percent the, number of ch11dren in’ poor fam11les,_
e o, &
that ejty: in contrast the ga11y;number bf*free,school lunches 1anouston’1s

ronly ebogt threeiquarters (77 percent) the number of children in poor fami-

t

lies in that.city.

Income, Maintenance .

y
*Both differing levels of participation 'and differing levels of expendi-
tu're"per° ecipient, that is "nnit costs;" play a significant role’ in ex-
plainjng the wide range of,expendftures for inco@e'maintenanee etween New
" York pif& and Hpnston. Participation in the proéram can be ga::eé by the

numbers of famtlies and children receiving benefits and‘by'the share oor

children who receive benefits in each ¢ity (see Table 3). In New Ygrk City

L ) 4

;o the number of children ip.families receiving AFDC is 115 percent’ of the num-

ber of children “in families with incomes below the ppverty line; in con-
trast, for Houston\ (using AFDC tigures -for Harris, County) the equivalent
figures are 33,512.e;¥1dren who represent Jjust 43 percent1of tne children in
1ow income . fami]ies Thus the rate of part1c1pat1on in New York City is

near]y 2.7 times gree}er than in Houston.

~

~

61



@ . - Table 2 -

Participation in Schgol Lunch Pr‘ogrqrhs‘
New York City and Houston, 1980-81

’ : .
Al ' 1]

®
[ . . . » ’ 3
| § l . New York City: - Houstom
s T , ' . 3
B . : ’ ' . ' " ' e " ~
~ © % !jAverage Daily Participation 526,823 . 90,535
* Free lunches _ . | 479,409 59,753
|  Reduced ,prfce lunches \ 26,341 . ' ‘ 8,148
PY .. 'Fully paid.lunches * 21,072 ' 22,634
Low Income Populgtion Under Age 18 456,453 f 77,325 oo
PY Free ijn'ehes‘ as a Share of Poor *Youth 105% 77%

’

. Sources: UnpubTished data -supplied by Office of Food Scool Services, New

Lo York City Board of Education; and by Food Services Department,

@ Houston Independent School District; population figures are for

' 1976, based on unpublished tabulations friom the Surevy of Income
.and Education. ' ‘ ,

o
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Table 3
Parttcipation in the AFDC Prégram
New York City and Houston, 1980
. ~ . : ;
z New York City . Houston
: Aé?C RecInients , Co L S
:?‘“ * :" “» "‘ ’ : N “}. 4‘- | ’
Total ’ Sl ; coT el 46,010
" Children under age 18 * . 527,007 33,512
Popu]ation'UnderﬁAge 18 in . :
Low Phcome Families (1976) 456,453 . 77,325
AFDC Child Recipients as a ‘ _
Percent of Poor Youth 115% 43%

- Sources: Office of Research and Statistics, Social Security Administration,
' U.S. Department of Health nad Human Services, Public Assistance
Recipients and Cash Payments by State and County - February 1980,
SSA PubTication No. 13-11921, December, 1980; and unpub]ished/ﬁéta

from the 1976 Survey of Income and Education. . .

/
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® The concept of "unit costs" takes on a special meanifng when applied.to
income transfer programs. Since cash is simply being transferred, rather

than goods or labor being purchased to produce a ser'vice, the level of ex-

. penditure per person or per family could be equated with unit ‘costs. Howe‘v-

er, a more refined approach relates levels of cash benefits to the cost of

" providing famiiies and children with an adequate minimum standard of iiVing
N

® - ' The €ost of maintainieg minimai adequate standard of living in major

metropolitan areas of the Unted States has been /estimated annually by the

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. The family for /which these budgets are es-
. ' .
p. timated consists of 'a 38 year old husband employed full time, a non-work ing

wifé, and two children.. It is assumed that t e famiiy rents its sheiter and

.’.
r

that the rent exciudes heating fuel "and u~ti‘ ities, and househoid insurance; .

utritionally adequate diet estab- —.-—

. that food is. purchased in accord  with a
i , ~ lished by the U.S. Department of Agricu/)/ture; that only half the 1ow‘ income
fami lies /ovin their A'own’carjs‘in New Yon’lé City while 65'percent do in'Houston
® ‘ (and the remainder rely exlcusively ,o'n public transportation); and that med-
ical care costs include hospitais' and’ medical insurance as well as dental,

eye care and prescriptions.
o . Table 4 gr\esents these official estimates of the lower level living

costs for a famMy of four in New York and Houston. In 1979 the costs were. -

seven percent hi;;her in New York than in Houston. Not all items in the bud- i

L get were more ¥ostly in New York: the Houston famitly had to pay more for the
" Same .1eve1 of transportation and medical serVices, and for qiothing.

While New York Cit?;’is a more expensive place to live than Houston, the

® » gap for lower level living standards in the two cities haswbeen narrowing.

An examination -of the lower level family budgets in bothpiaces,in ‘1976‘ and

oic 7 | B |

\ -y
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Table 4

.

_Annual Costs of a Lower Level Budget for a Four-Person Family in New York City and Houston

- * Autuinn, 1976 and 1979
N 4
- . ' Percent Change in -
, oo L9 T 6 Lol 9 7 9 — Budgets 1976-79
) ‘. . New York City Houston Ratio New York City Houston Ratio New York City Houston
' ' e .
Total Budget $10,835 $9,532 1.14 $12,949 * $12,100 1.07 19, 5% 26.9%
“Total tamily Consumption 8,645 7,975 1.08 10,391 10,103 1.03 ..  20.2° 26.7
F ood 3,346 2,924 1.14 4,195 3,792 1.11 . 25.4 29.7
Hous 1ng 2,064 1,821 1.13 2,410 2,200 1.10  16.8 20.8
3:' Transportation 670 720 0.93 847 913 0.93 . 26.4 -26.8
" - - o ' ,
' Clothing ' 768 . 788 0.97 - 91 923 0.86 3.0 ! 17.1
Personal Care - 280 276 ~ 1.01 ‘ 335 T 364 0.92 19.6 31.9 -
\ Medical Care 993 983 1.0l 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 T 824 742 1.11 r 24.5 33.5 N
. Personal lacome Taxes 1,063 556  1.91 - 1,190 720 1.65 11.9 29.5

-

Source: U.S, Department of Labor, Bureau'of Labor Statistics, "Autumn 1979 Urhdn Family Budgets and Comparative In-
dexes for Selected Urban Areas," USDL 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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© 1979 ShOV;IS every component of the budget becorﬁinyg more costly at a more rap-
id rate in Houston. Whereas the total budge”t.'in New York City was 11‘; ﬂpe.rcent
higher ,than in Houston in "1976, that margin was cut in half by 1979. The
o '1arge§t’increase in, expénses for. a Houston family was for medical ca’re,

.which soared by 40 percent from 1976 to ],979_.

‘Modifications are required to make the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower

dult and three children. The Community .Council of Greater New -York ‘ha's de-

v L]

® ’ fied to excflude rent which' is covered in a separate shelter allowance for

AFDC families, 'to’exc'lude medital care costs which ?re covered by’Medfcaid

for AFDC families, to ex“c]ude\sbcia] security and pérsona] income taxes

® which“ do not apply to the AFDC ;‘amﬂ*y's unearned income. The moc“h'fied' b;Jdget

also excludes a share of expenses.for alcoholic beverages, ‘tobaccq, reading

ang rec;‘eation, food \aw‘ay from home and automo'bﬂe coéts, since ;:slfar'e fam-

@ ilies are not expected to purchase}t‘hese ~tems. The resulting figure is mul-

tiplied by‘@.88‘ to adj‘ust for the féct that the family has one adu]t and

three children rather than two adults and two children. Usjng' *this app;roach,

Qe allower level living costs for a welfare ’famﬂy can be esti.mated at $5,459

: annually in New York City and $5,517 in Houston (see Table 5). This suggesté

that the “unit\cost" of providing a minimé] adequate living standard is yir-
@ | tually equal (99%) in Houston and New York City.

However, while the costs of a minimally adequate standard of living are

.nearly equ;1 in the two c‘ities, the AFDC benefit packages are far from e-

[ ] qual. In"1979 New York City families received basic welfare grants and food

stamp bonuses which totaled $4,452 annually oF 81.5 percent of the BLS modi-

‘

N

® level budget appropriéte for the typical. AFDC family -of one non-working a- .

" veloped a method‘o'logy for\m‘akihg'these adjustments. The BljS budget 1is modi- .



“

: 4 " Table §

-

, Basic PubTis Assistance Benefits Relative to a
Mod1f1ed Bureal of Labor Statistics Lower Level of Living Family Budget

" ' New York City and Houston, 1979 .
.} “ A3 * . . .
3— v . - .
New York City Hous ton Ratto
: ‘ ’ : i -
‘Modified Bur&au of Labor Statistics ' ‘ K =
Budget for a Family of Four $5,459 $5,517 .99
Basic Welfare Grant —_ . | S ff Y
for 2 Family of Four | _ o R
‘ Tota] ' g 4,452 4,128 - 1..08
. “Basic AFDC Payment . ] 3,096 1,680 -

Food Stamp Bonus. . 1,356 2,448 -

* o

*

Ratio of Welfare Grant to ’ v
Bureau of labor Statistics Budget 0.815 » 0,748 -

e
-

- 4 ‘ ! v
Source: Basic welfare grants are maximum amounts reported in U.S. Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, AFDC Standards for Basic Needs,

July 1979, Table 5; Food Stamp bonus amounts were calculated based
on formulas supplied by U.S. Department of Agriculture, Fami-ly and.

Nutrition Programs, Program Development Division, Policy and Regula-
tions Section; BLS budgewt amounts were modified using method devel-
oped by Cémmunity Council of Greater New York, Program Planning
Information Department. ' )
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

cause of lawer rates of participation in the programs. g

0

fied budéé&: in Houston tﬁese benefits totalled 54;128 annually-or 74.8 ber_

cent of the BLS budget. fhus'pub]ic expéhditures in Houston were less be-

cause of both’ lower expendfitures, (but similar "qpsts“) per teeibienf and be-
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. The start%ng'point'for all oui;estimates of.expendifures for chil-
® ‘dren and youth is the O0ffice of Management; and Budget's I"Histfnnd'?.'
accounts. These are budget accounting units ;hat have been made uni;
form over time. A functional analysis of the Histfumd accounts was
® the source document from which our analysis began. | " | .
Reviewing ali Histfund accounts (a total of 1140)yielded g3 accounts |
which in some way funded services for children and youth ‘These
®  accounts ‘were d;v:.dedwand class:.fled in three ways - by funct:.on by
share expended for youth and chlldren, and by Q:ture of service de-
livery. |
® Thé functional classification used in this study is a modification
of OMB's functional classification. We identified ten functional areas
which relate to the needs of children and youth: commnity development,
® he‘alth, housing, :':'.’ncome, child care, education, employrnent, jusfice,
nutrition and recreation.
These functional areas correspond to the OMB's functional classi-
L fications except that OMB doés not separate child care from ather social
services; does not sgparate housing ffom general income security brof

»

grams; does not separate nutrition programs from general income security

.‘_ programs; and does not identify récreational prog,ran'fs as a separate
category. Accordingly we classified Hlstfund account numbers 050'-1-00 Y
050500 and 050708 as ch.':.ld care; Ha.stfund accounts 0991-1»00 and 099500

[

as hou51ng programs; Histfund account numbers 023800, 023900, 02”-000

02”-100 024300, and 02Ll-'+00 as nutrition programs; H:Lst‘Fund account : \
: i
numbers 053800, 025300, 0:780’0 058100 05760G and 0:'-1-700 as regrea- .

.ti'onal programs. In add::.t:.on ACTION (1107 0) and Commum.tv Se*"'lces -
u ' - .
' Ad.nuru.strat:.on (113400) expendlturés were cla%:.fled as corrmunlty de-

‘

.
S .
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i

velopment rather than OMB's social services;lthe youth éonservation
corps (024900) was classified as an employment program rather than as
a natural resources fonservation program; the veterans administration }/
me@ical care program (107400) was classified a§~a\health program rather
than as a veteran benefits program;.an& five additional veterans aid
' programs (106500, 166900, lOQOQD, 109200, 107000) were classified as
‘income maintenance rather than veteran benefits proé;ams. All other
funectional classifications are those used by OMB. e

Within thg;e functional groups each Histfund account wés ana%yzed
to identify the share of expen@itureé allocated to services for éhildren
and youth. This analysis often inQolves.disaggregatiqg Histfund :
accounts into program elements. This diséggregafion was based oh infor-- |
mation contained in the relevant budget documents. Since Histfund
‘refers to actﬁal<outlays, budget ‘documénts ré}orting outlays for previ-
ous years were used to analyze the composition of Histfund outlays.

For lQSU‘see U. S. Bureau of the Budget. The Budget of the United States

Government, 1966: Appendix, (Washington: -U. S. Government Printing

Office 1963); for 1970 see U. S. Bureau of the Budget, The Budget of

“the United States Government. 1972: Appendix, (Washington: U. S.
[3

Government Printing Office, 1971); for 1976 see U. S. Office of Manage-

ment and Budeet., The Budset of the United States Governgent, 1978:

Annegaix, (WAshington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 19735. The
share of expenditures allocated to cHildren and Qouth was generally
baqu on service statistiqs provided by the administering agepcy and
the precise method.of aMocation is explainred more‘fullb foé each’
HistZund account in the sections which follow.
-:Share of Histfuné‘accounts (and‘fhoée subprogram where appropriate) -

0 . Sy
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allocated to children and youth were also classified by the nature qé#ﬂ

o service dei,ivery”- direct services to chilclré‘n Ds), services to
children as part of famiiies (PF), serviée; to children as part of a
larger population (LP), and public or quasi-public goods with a direct

® benefit to ch:ildren (PG). The general logic of these distinctions is
expigined in the text. The way in which each Histfund account was

classified is explained in the sections which follow.

~
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PY " A‘.l.l.oca'r:::.on and Classifica.ion of H.:.stfund Account Expenditures,
' ' | 1964, 1870, 1976, 1980

CHILD CARE AND SOCIAL SERVICES
o Gragts to 8tates for Social Serv::.ces and Child Welfare

Human Development Services
' Y

R4

’ .
o o COMMUNI’I'Y DEVELOPMENT . ‘
, ACTION '
Appa.l:acl'uan Regional Devdcpment Prcgram
Commmity Plamming and Dev‘elcpment Grants
Commmity Service Program . o
Comprehensive Plamming Gramts
Operation of Indian Programs’
. S
EDUCATION =~ - : ' C -
American Pr:.n‘t:.ng House for the Blind ;
Educational Development
Education for Handicapped
Elementary and Secondary Education
Emergency School Aid
Human Development Serv:.ces
Indian Educat:.oﬁ,
® ' Library Resources
Library and Learning Resources
National Foundation for the Arts. and Humam.t:.es . P
) - Natiomal Endowment for the Humanities. ' '
® National Institute of Education
Occupational, Vocational and Adult Education
Operation of Indian Programs( ’ '
Public Broadecasting Fund -

A -

® : “"Rehabilitdtion’ Services and Hand.:.ca'oped Educat:.on .
o} R&8search and Related Activities - NIE . ’
i . Salaries and Expenses, Na\t\lmal Ga_U.er-y of Art - I
{Schoo,l Assistande ‘In Fedérally A.ffected Areas

“_ e ' School Imprevement Prog'ams _ : . .




Science and -Education Administration Extension Activities..
Smithsonian- Institution, Salaries and Expenses
Special Projects and Training

Comrm.:nity Services Program

Empléyment and Training Assi:stanc_:e

‘Job Opportzniities Program

Temporary Employment Assistance;

Unemployment Trust Fund (Training and E‘.mploymerrt) e,
Work I.ncentlves

Ycru7:h Conservation Corps

'

' Alcchol, ‘Drub Abuse & Mental Health Administration (ADAMHA)
v Center for D:Lsease Control - Preventlve Health Services

I-‘ederal Hosg\ltal Insurance .Trust D.md (HT)

Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust I-‘u.ncl (SMI)
Grants to States for Mecl:.cald Payments

,Health Serv:..ces . C

Indian °Health Facilities

Indian Health Serv:.ces

Medical Care - Vetgrans Administration i

National Institute of Child Health and Human Develcmment
St. Elizabeth's Hospital

HOUSDIG
Payments for Operation of Low Income Housm.g

:\.:u?ed Housing- Programs

INCOME .; : o
Assistance Payments o . ‘
ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ civit Ser‘Vi"ée’ Retirement" and**Dmablil?Y"hmd” - e
Cuban Reru._.,ee Assistance- * h

Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund . | -

@




'

Federal 0ld Age & Survivors Insurance Trust Fund

\y’j' o 4 Federal Unemployment Benefits and Allowances .
/ ' BN Grants to States for Unemploymefit Insurance & Emloymem: Seﬁr:.ces
¢ S~ . Judicial Survivors-Ammulty Fund S }
< S National Life Insurance Fund' I - Ty
' ' Payments to States for Child Suppor‘ts Title IVB L. . |
Railroad Retirement Account ,

' Specz.a.l Benefits for Disabled Coal Miners

' Stmpleme.nta.ry Security Income (SSI)
Unerrployment Trust Pund * '

e o T Veterans Compensat:.on and Benef:.ts

Veterans Insura.nce and Indemnlt:.es

. ; ' Veterans Readjustment Benef:.ts ' ,
« U.S. Govermment Life Insurance Fund
o, - ‘
JYUSTICE

Law Enforcement Ass:.stance Adm:m:x.strat:.on (LEA.A)

Kmmxon* | -
Child Nutr:.t;.on Prbgrams o ' '
Food Donat:.ons, Program : .

. ’ Food Stamp Prog;bam _ ' . ' A

o © “Special Milk,Fund -

‘ Special Sunplementary Pood Pr;ogram (WIC)

» N 4

RECREATION P . , .
® - s - Bureau of.Land ement Develcroment and Operat:.on of

Recreata.on :Facilities ‘e K
F’ores‘t Service Constz'uet:.on ‘and One:'atlon of Recreat:.on

Facilities- : ‘ )
' JFK Center ‘for the Perform:.ng )

.. Natienal Park Service Plamning,. Develoyment and Operat:.on
o of Redreation Facilities., . o

-

Operé“"z.on ‘of - the, Nat:.ona.l Park Serviee: 7} S . ~

o _ . _  Recreational and Fish and W:lel:.f'e I"ac:.l:.t:.e\%
® , - - U ‘Parkes a.nd Recreat:.on Grants a

A SIMARY” IA.BLES OF EXPENDITURES FOR YOUTH BY mmow R SR
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a .
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'BEST COPY AVAILABLE
‘ )

f
.

Grants to St.atessi\r Social Servicés " HIST # 0505
and Child welfare , # 050500

)

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980,

into two programs. For the first, child

E

For 1964 the account was subd'lvi.ded

welfare services, 100% of the funds were allocated for youth and classified as 0S.

For the second—research, training and demonstration in child welfare--based an

. 3nare af “He recisients af afd %o deoendent chilaren reporzaad in dublic 2ssistance

budgat 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 threg 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-B in 1976 reported in Social Services Q

USLJanuavrv-Mar-ch. 1976 [Nat’lon;'l Center for Social Statistics, DHEW, Publi-

cation No. (SRS) 77-03300]. ‘This sum was classified as LP.- For the.two other

programs--state and local training and research and training--based on budget

‘data it was estinated that 35.7% of the account could be allocated for yout‘n.é

These sums wére classified as PG.

For 1976 the account was subd'fvided 1’nto~ five programs. For child welfare
services, 100% of the account was 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-B rgported in Social Services USA, January-March, 1976

[National Cente.‘r for Social Statistics, DHEW, Publication No. (SRS) 77%R3300].

.V.The sum for social services:was classified-as LP and the sum for state and local

n

sraining was classified as PG. For the final *wo programs--researcn and dvaluation

"'-,‘and :raim’nq oroiecss--71% of the funds were allocated for youth -5ased on their

5:23°stics, Decemoer, 1975 (BHEW, Soctal -and Renabilitasive Services, JHEW .

LN

P
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Publication No. (SRS) 77-03100, NCSS Report A-2 (12/76)]. These sums were classified
. . r ' :

as PG, NN .
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 ~N "
DI recipients of social services under Titles IV-B, IV A/C'and )O( as , -

N

® s . reported in Interim Report of First Ouarter FY 1978 ‘Social Services 1S4

Oct.- Dec. '7 [Office of Human Deyelopment Semces, DHEW Publicegtion

No. (OHDS) 79- 02020] 'n}p(s sum was classified as LP. For child welfare ' .
serviges 100% of the fund accounts were allocated for_youth and classi;fied
® . as DS For the state and local training program 70% of the funds were ’ ‘q

. a_located for youth based on the share of AFDC recipients for FY 1979 who ’
were chiidren. Data were supplied-by the U, S. Department of Health, ' L
Education and Welfare, Division ®f Family Assistance Services. This sum -

, w agssified as PG.
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'BESTCOPY AVAILABLE -
R \

‘

SUMMARY TABLE
Q \ . . Youth Services
v 55 F n; 8 Other Total
' 1964
Child Welfare 26,773 . = - . - 26,773
Services ‘ -
. B “ X
o 3 A1l other - - - 1,338 ° 2,278 3,616 - . .
TOTAL 26,773 - - - 7,338 2,278 30,389 '
| . ' A . 1970 , .
L ) Social . - 7,36 - 360,104 537,468
Services .
. ' ANl other - - - 13,799 _24,797 38,596
TOTAL - - - 177,364 13,799 384,901 ' 576,064 (
* o | ) 1976 ~
- _ Child Welfare 52,535  ; -v - - - 52,535
Services *
Social . - .703,590 - 1,428,502 2,132,092
. Services . ’
e State & - - - 19,587 39,766 59,353
Local o ' . .
.Tra?m‘ng , . Y NI
' A1 other - . - 10,307 4,210 14,517
( TOTAL  © 52,535 . 703,550 29,894 1,472,478 2,258,497
e N - 1980
Sociai . . . E
,Services - - 896,688 - . 1,896,732 2,793,420 .
Cuild Welfare 38,809 - - - - 38,809 )
. Services ’ L .
. ! ”u ’ . ~
C, $aze & nocal - - - 61,749 . 25,ubL 88,213 )
Trainin ' -
ToTAL . 38,808 - 896,688 61,749 1,923,196 2,9u0,uu2 v
. 77 ‘
1
N £ -
1 : N ' \
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~ Human Develgoment Services i ¢ HIST # 050400
o ; o _ ‘ 050700
) | R :
These accounts ‘existed ;.n 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. .In each year the
two accounts were comoined in order to make programmatic i:reakdowns corre-
sponding to catégories in the original Federal budget documents.
‘. ‘ ‘ | ) For 1964, based on budget data the account was subdivided into two ‘programs.
For the vocational rehabilitatjon program, 13. 5 of the funds were allocated for ,
youth Lased on the percentage of rehabilitated individuals under 18 year;s as
presentad in. the "Characteristics of Clients Rehab'lHtated in FY 1967-76 'In"
@ Federal -State Vocational. Rehabilitation Programs.“ report prepared by the Division '
. of Program Data and Analysis, Rehabilitation Serv1ces Adm‘ln‘istrat'lon DHEW. This ‘ ‘ -
Sum was cl@ssified as LP. The Welfare Adm'in'lstration program was subdivided into '
seven subprograms. For the Office of Aging .subprogram and the foreign research
X ) . and training subproéram no funds were ailocatad for youtn. For the juvenile delinguency
. .and youth offenses subprogram, all funds were allocated for youth and ci;'xssi- . .
fied as DS. For the four remainiﬁg subprograms, 75% of the funds were allocated
1\’or children based on' the shareO;weHare re::1p-ients who were children. Fo.;@the
e Bureau of Family Services and the Childrens Bureau, the sums were classified
as'PF; for the researct and demonstration and the Office of the Commissioner
subprograms, the sums were c1assif1eq as PG, ‘ \
T For 1970, the two account? were subdivided into five programs. (1) The *°
@ rehabilitation servicaes program was divided into six sul?pmgrams. ior four of the
. subprograms dealing with tradizional rehabiiitation sarvices the method of allc- '
cation and classification was the same'as for 1964. For the two subprograms o T
targetad Yor developmental d'isabﬂit'ies; 26.7% oTf the funds were allocated for
® youtn 9ased on data supolied by the Developmental Disapilities Bureau. Thesa
- sums were classi<ied as L?. (2) The programs for the aging were not a]locatad
’ 78 y
. ’ ~ '\ L oa e - .
’ .,_*;,aui“%j&“&
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S §
for youth except for the foster grandparents sﬁbprogram’which was allocated for
youth and classified DS. (3) Youth delinguency program funds were allocated ‘
100% to youth with program development funds classified DS and techniPa! ’
assistance funds classified PG. (4) Funds for research and tra1n1ﬁ;ff:;e
allocated to youtﬁ based on their share of the general population. This sum
was classified PG. (5) Salaries énd expenses for administration were allocated -

<

and classified in proportion to all othet account funds. Jsﬁgg,;ﬁ‘&

"For 1976, the ageount was subdivided into seven progr;;;f (1) The youth
development prog _"as allocated 100% for youth with the runaway youth subprogram~
classified as 0S and the research subprogram class1fied as PG. (2) No programs
for the aging funds were allocated for yoﬁuth. (3) The reha'bil‘ltation_serviceé -

program was alldcated 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 pmgnam,ya,sj;_aj_]ocated and classified in the same

' madner as for 1970 except that 1976'&até indicated that 27.5% of funds should be

a110cated ‘for youth. (5) Program funds for native Americans were allocated 50%

for youth and classified LP. (6) For the White House Conference on the Héndi-

“

‘capped, 6% of the funds were aTlocabed for youth based on the share of handicappeg

persons under 18. This sum was classified PG. (7) Salar1es and expenses for
program adﬁinistration were allocated and classified in proportion to all other

aczount funds. T, . §
Ay

For 1980, 'the account was subdivided into seven programs. (1) The

"punaway youth program was allocated 100% for youth and classified as DS.
g .

(2) No funds of the Administrqtion on Aging were allocated for vouth. (3) For
the r°hanll;tatlon services program l 1% of *he funds were allocated Ior

vouth based on the share of voutH rehgzilitated In the program during 1978

' . : ) ,
Da;a ‘were sunu’ied by the same sm.:‘M as 197% -and elassified {n *the séme- ~ - -
PN o
-

qanner_ (q) &orAhhe &evélonme"tal d;sabil_*les program 'l ‘of the funds




were allocated youth based on the same source as earlier years. (5) Fynds L 4
® . “ for National Institute of Handicapped Research were allocated G?f for vouth

based on the share of handicapped children in school from The Condition of

Education  (U. S. Department of Heslth, Education and wélfare, National

Center forvEducation,:Statistics, 1975). 'I'hzs sum was classified as PG.

[ . ' (6) Program funds for the Native American program were allocated on the )
same basis as for earlier Jears.‘ ) ‘Salarie,s and acpenses‘for program

- ‘ a.dminist'rétion:were allocated and classified’ in pz;oportion to all other

account funds. . , '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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(] ~_mar Cevelooment Servizes HIST #04720C
. .
. . SUMMARY TABLZ -
L - ¢ . -
. Youth Services
' 0s PE LY Pe Other Total R
) 1964 b @
| Vocational - " - 16,222 - 103,939 120,161
Rehapilitation ) *
Welfare Admin-
istration T
. Juvenile 6,480 - - - - 6,480
. ~ Delinguency . .
Bureau of - 3,240 - - 1,080 - 4,320
Family .
sy Services . . i
Chifdrens - 2,414 - - 805 .3,218
Bureau
Resear<h & - - - 1‘3043 347 1,390 -
e Demonstration
Qffice of the - - ’ - 578 192 770
Commissioner - ’ ,
A1l other - - _- - 1,238 1,2“1:}‘ 8
TOTAL 6,480 5,659 16,222 1,621 107,596 _ 137,578 ) .
-~ ’ : 1
® =
R - 1970 e
Renabilitation - - 54,244 - 347,568 107,812,
Services &
. Develoomental - - 9,453 - 25,951 25,404
Disabilities ’ : ,
. 1
O0f€ice of the :
Aging ‘
. . foster Grand- 7,868 - - - - - 7,868 .
« parents .
All-ather - - - - 16,297 16,297 .
, . s ..
o Youth Dévelop-
( ment & » . ’
Jelinquency
Prevention
y 2rogram §,744 - - - - 6,744
Jevelooment .
Tacnn~cal - - - 1,686 - 1,686
' issis=anca : .
Resaaren & -
~-~2:ning - - - 20,536 39,297 50,593
Sa‘aries i ‘
Zyoensas 323 - 3,367 _1.253 23" 238 31,571
. ' TCTAL 15,425 - ET,264 23,533 u33,551 362,975
( P
1 Q
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° .~ 7 SUMMARY TABLE
® Youth Serdices -
. iy PF IF TG Other Total
. ' :
. ~ . 1976
_ Youth Develdp- ,
. ment .
- Runaway Youth ' 6,439 - - - - 6,439
‘ : Research & - i - 234 - 234
Demonstratian . ,
, . 'Renabilitation - - 102,054 é ‘- 659,544 761,598
Services - , ' ) - , )
‘ Developmental - - 12,632 - XM 45,935
8 « ° Disabilities . . » : -
\ < . - ) \
) Special Prog. - ~- 15,804 - ,'. -%5,803 31,607
for Native . T ‘ : ’
., Americans
4 . B . " ‘ L. ~
N White House.~ - - - 58 914 972
Conference a . : T
® ' . on the > -
N Handicapped .
= ‘A1l other  ° - = . ce . = ... = __ .268,823 248,823 °
- Salarfes & . 577 - 17,497 769 77,291 96,134
Expenses for .
. Program Ad-
® L ministration ' _ -
TOTAL 7,016 - 147,987 1,061 1,035,678 1,191,742
-
. . 1980
.Runaway Youth 12,08 - - - - 12,0u8
e Rehabilitation ° — . - 50,820 , — 407,017 457,837
Services . L |
#  Developmental  — ' = ' 325 - 59,917  60,2u2
Didabilities, ;
Nat'l Institute = - - 723 11,325 ~ 12,0u8
of Handicapped . . ‘ )
, ’ Research :
e - «  Admin., for Native - - 18,073 - 18,073 3641U6
.Americdns
Ca Salaries & Ixpenses — . -  3,u0u - . 36,7u8 60,242
All Other o . 566,272 5663272
TOTAL 12,048 - 72,712 ' 723 1,119,352 1,204/835
® ' ‘ 82
N - 4
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ACTION _ < . HIST = uo7oo

® 'This’ account existed in 1976 and 1980. Based on budget data, in
1976 the account was subdivided into five programs: VISTA, service.

 learning programs*(SLP), older IA;ne,ricans volunteers programs (0AVP), .

special volunt‘ee: programs (SVP), and program support (PS)' .

' . K

-Q ' _‘ - For VISTA, the share allocatgd to chﬂ.dren and youth was based on the share Pt
' Chﬂdren 'In the general.,population. This shar‘é was clagsified as PG.

- For SLP data supplied by the Ofﬁce of VISTA in ACTION indicated that 93 .
of the SLP was 1dent1f1ed as LP. " For the ba'lance of SLP program

. . , :
a ' fUnds, a share was a'l]ocated on the basis of youth as a.share of the total popu'la"wn
w ! - and c'lassif*xed as PG, - - |
v ' For QAVP, data supplied by the Office of 0lder Americans Yoluntzer Programs

Im ACTION 1nd1cated that 59% of the funds were devoted to the Foster Grandparents

-~

Program Th1s share was classified LP.

For SVP a share was a11ocated to chﬂdren and youth based”on their share of

“~. - ! l

' the popu'latwn This amount was -classified PG, o
’ | . 5 For PS funds were- allocated to chﬂdren dnd youth and among types of serv1c=s"
Py : 1n propor..wn to the aggregate amounts for the other four programs in th1s hist
:  fund account. ) Y .
R In 1980, the account was ‘dii(ide'd into four acéour;té.
*‘ For VISTA, the sharé allocated to ch/i;.dre.n and youth was 28.u% base‘d
® < .‘ on the. share of children in the general population.- This, share was- i
‘ ‘ _classified as PG. . : E s
s N ¢ I‘Fcr OA\’?, data supplied by the 0ffice o;f' Oider Ameriéans Volunteer .
- ' programs is ACTION indicated.that 56% of funds were de;/oted to Foster .
, : ‘ 3
) ;‘; S - .Grandparents Brogram. Thisv'share -;-zas allocated to LP.'
b . "i" ' ".»‘he rest of the funds were allocated based on youth a.sA a share :z":' -
": ":he popu.lat:;on and classified as LP.., h
o ; ’ 83 o
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\ - . SUMMARY TABLE . . .
] 1976 ~ Youth Services . ; ' L
o S . PE LP PE Other ° Total
. VISTA 3 - - &= 2,204 - 21,801 24,045
SLP - - 850 V1,992 4,382 7,224
o QAVP - ev:n - g s2.em
SVP - - \. - 1,045 . . 2,405 3,450
PS R - 7,298 ".1.223 T 11,750 '20',271
’ L4 N ‘e )
« TOTAL - - 73,119 . 6,508 " 62,200 - 107,823
@ ' :
1980 - ) '
VISTA - - 8,540 21;532 30,072
OAVP - N - 45,162 - 35,485 80,647
e Citizen Partici- - ° - 397 - 970 1,367
vy ' pation & Volun-
teer‘ Progrgm - ‘ ) .
v : v. Program Support _-__\ _-_ _6.988 - 17,616 24,604
" romt ‘. - 52,547 8,540 75,603  ''136,590
e - ./ |
4
i
o
P
@ . ~
~ 0
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.and youth, For the vocatlonal education i(;iﬂlties program, 67V of the <

- |

Appalachian Regional-Develooment Program - ot HIST # 009700 . N

v This accouynt existed only in 1970, 1976, and 1980. - : y

.

In 1970, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into ten ‘ N

.programs. Four of the programs wert unrelated to %erviceslfor'children . X R

fund$ weére allocated to children and youth based the share of enrollees» et .
under 18 years old as estimated by the Appala a;.ReglﬁnalQGomm1551on s | - '2¢~
(ARC) Educatidn Divisiﬁp. This sum was classifiéd as LP. . |
For five additional programs-:AppaLach;an development highway system, demon;
stration health projéc,ts. supplements to federq]v grants-in-aid b;'ogram and tim?~

research and local demonStrat’I_on program--35.7% of the funds were allocated to

.

- thildren andk youth based on the share of the Appalachian region's.population " N 7 ,

who wepe uhder 18 in 1970 Thése sums were classified as LP.

In 1976, the b'l"st fund account was divided into three pro_grans‘. Al]t;cation
and classification ‘of the Appalachian devellop.ment highway syétem was made on the
same basis as in 1970. 'For t!ne other two programs,; 22% of the funds were aﬂocat- .
ed to children and youth, based on est'lmates supphed by ARC's Educatwn and Chﬂd .

Development Divisions. These sums were classified as LP and PG. ' SN
- ; . . ; ‘ ‘e

In 1980, 35.7% of funds for Highway Development were allocated for :7
children and vouth based on ARC Education Division estimates and classi-‘

fied in LP.. The youth share for the remainder of the fund% was 22% based

\ - - >

on estimates supﬁiied.by ARC's Education and Child Development Divisionms.

S

The share for Area Redevelopment was classified as LP; the other two were g

oG, - -
t o v

‘ 85 | ' / _




Appalachian Regional Develooment Pragram

)

SUMMARY TABLE -

Youth Services

HIST # 008700

>

ey PF LP PG "other . Total
™ -. . 1970 . |
: ‘ . . |
Appalachian .- - 49,507 - 89,169 138,676 ~ |
Development . : ‘ . ‘
Highway : » |
, System ' .‘
Oemostration - - - 1,74 - 3,108 4,829 . ‘
Health ~ : ‘ i}
Projects ' . ‘
) : . :
Vocatiqnal L . . 7,649 - ~3,939 11,588 - . < -
Educational ' - 4
| Facilities @
Research & S - 1,310 . - . 2,360 3,670 : ‘
Local Demo- . ' ¢ - ‘
strations t -
Supplements - - 9,033 - 16,268 25,301 ) |
© to Grants- » . L ‘
in-Aid s |
A1l other - = - - 9,078 9,078 o
TOTAL -y 7 69,223, - 123,919 193,142 |
' 1976 . ,
. ' N - - / ~
Appalachian - - @es033 - 118,93 184,967 ¥
Develooment o ) : ’
Highway =
System , .

Area Develop- ;,\J * _ A .
ment ngrams - - 27,186 - . 96,019 123,205 , . *
7 ' N N

Resaarch & L. - - 3,637 §,551 10,188
Local Demo-. ‘ o
‘strations : B
B ‘
ToTAL ¢, < - 93;219 3,637 221,504 318,160 L 1
(Summary Table, Comt. . . ) « ‘
N : -\ . |
- 86 1
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| Lo -
: ¢ ~ Youth Services '
. \ - EE P o Total
1980
. ; _ I . .
Appalachian - - 63,358 - S114,114 177,472
Development. ’ . ¢
. A ay v
System *
’ - ;Q ..
. Area Redeve- - - 24,485 - 111,296
lopment . R
Research & ' ' , = - ) - 1,323 6,016.
* Local District , »
Program
. \ . .
Other 1,323 6,016
TOTAL < - - 87,843  2,6U6 300,800
0
»
Py ‘
* ’
~ . v
<. _ ’ ‘l
SN
¥ ./ \
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, Y,
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- Communitv Planning & Development Grants v HIST #-101900
) This account existed in 1976 and 1980. For both years the share .

allocated to children and youth was based or youth as a share of the

total populazion and classified as EG. Y . ) |
. : SUMMARY TABLE ( : . |
o < - o |
R 1976 - Youth Services . " :
o . : = DS PF LP PG Other Total . . |
- ! : - - - - . _ . .
‘ TOTAL . - - - 297,789 685,00y . 982,789 ;
4 1980 ’ , ) ] A R |
° do80 - : - \
: TOTAL - - .1,073,236 2,705,764 3,779,000 |
.. - <
a ( - ) ”
‘ :
v -y
. ‘ . - et R S A s fm
- * ~, . .
' - ° b
-
. - s .3
7 -
1] ‘ “
. / ‘ o
& \ -
/' -
i - *
. . .
X
® /| e .
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‘ \wll ~ % . Jq
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_dum was classified as LP.

'

Conmmuni+v Services Program’ HIST =

'%his account existed omly in 1970, 1976, and 1980.

. o For 1970 the hist fund account was divided into two programs.

_development and evdﬂuation‘prggram was not classified as a service to childran

and youth. For the community.hction program, 80% .of the funds were allocated to

_children and youth based on data describing program participants in Summary_of

1975 CAA Sample Survey (Community Services Administration,‘November 1976). This

In 1976 the total hist fund account was allocated and

. class#fied based on the same. data and in the same manner 3s in 1976.

,

For i@SO, based ou budget data, this account was subdivided into
nioe programs. Ail of the funds for youth recreation apd summer /
emplovment programs were aLlocated for youth and classztied as DS.
For Community Economic Development, Food and Nutrztlon CETA, Energy
Conse§$3}13n and State Economic Opportunity of‘ices CAAs, and” ﬁésearch
and Development 40% of the funds were allocated for youth based on the
share of youth under 18 1n.§overty fEMLllES. m.s. Bureau of the Census,

This

Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 120, November, 1979.)

sum was classified as LP. Funds for.clder persons were not classified

as a serV1ce to chlldren and vouth.

A

© SUMMARY TABLE
Youth Services \
03 PF P PE - Other . Tota!
970

Research - - - - 44,147 - 44,147
Development s
& Zvaluation :
Comunity Action s - 533,308 - 138,327 631.535
TOTAL . - 553,308 - *182,47¢ 735,782
: L ° 1976 ‘ - .
TOTAL - - 369,842 -7 92,462 462,304

U
.
i

The research,

T e

w,(% .
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¥
5
< ! ‘
- hd i AN
.Youth Servicés P : ) . ]
. g3 BY LP Other Total N )
1980 .
° | Y =
1 t v
‘) ' - Youth 56,857 - - - - 56,857
Recreation e, ‘ . .
"Summer Youth 11,633, - - - - 11,633 Co
Employment s . .
® Youth 20,694 - - - - 20,694 B
Recreation
Commund ty - - -56,775 - 85,162 141,937 ' o
. .,  Economic . . o .
{ Development ' . ( .
~ ' - .
‘ Food and - . ~= 37,820 - 56,129 93,549
® - ) Nutrition : \/ J .
CETA - - 218 - 327 545
. ' o . . o,
Energy ' . ¥
. Conservation - ® - 232,260 - + 348,391 580,651 )
. e s~ - State EOC . o _ o o 3
L offices - 15,226 .iliesa—.. .22,839 38,065
) CAAs - - 500,285 - 752,954 1253,239 y
, Research - - 2,064 - 3,097 - 5,161
i Development ] - '
- Older - - - - 27,269 27,269
. Persons . .
TOTAL 89,184 - 8uy4 2u8 - 1,296,168 2229,600 o
¥ : N
- i }
® . .
: ¥
' 1}
R s
.. -
‘. \ \ . '3’ ; ‘.
. “ ’ e} \ . .
i A
: 3 o . » Y
. '.\ 4 * > . , ] ’
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Comn'ﬂehens:.ve Planning Grants. : : H’IST lOlBOO .
This account existed in 19614 1970, 1976, and\ 1980. " For all:four
years,rthe c}u.ldren and ‘youth- share5were based” on the:.r share of the total
popl..].atlon. These sums were classified as PG. S ,
. N » '
SUMMARY - TABLE ! |
Youth Services o " /
bS [ L 3 Other Total 7
i .
1964 - - - 8,1u3 14,167 22,3100
- 0 ) . . . ) !
1970 - - = 14,367 27,765 42,132
1976 - - - 37,247 - 85,679 122,926 .
1980 - - - 15,904 40,096 * _ 56,000
@ : .
- e e -
L8
/Z . .
. ) !/ '
! - /
5 s . v ) 1 .
- . [
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Overation of Indian Programs HIST # 059900 °
o This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. -,

In 1964 the hist fund account covered nine programs. The pr-,ogran{ for
development of arts and crafts which involved.the production ofe'éoods for sale
was not viewed as-a servic’:é to -children, .'For all the remaining programs, 44% '
o'fvthe’funds. was .aﬂocated for children based on. the share of thé I.ndian popu]ra-
tion under 18 in 1972 as estimated by the U.S. Department of Intérior, Bureau of .
Indfan Affairs. This sum/was classified as PG B e R

For 1970 the method and bas1s of aﬂocation and the expenditure c1assifica-

) oo - was the same as for 1964,

) A

For 1975 the Hist fund decount COnS‘ISt'e)d of ﬁ ve pr-ograms .In each. case the
. ' ,share aHocated to «children and youth was 39% based on 1977 est1mates of the age
ﬂistmbuticn of the Indian popu1at1on prepared by the Bureau of Ind1an Affairs

® - _ ' For four of the f1i ve programs the expendi tures for children and” youth were

classified as PG.

‘as LP.

@

.-

The youth share of the Incjjan services” pr-ogram was c1ass1f1ed

In;1980, the Hist fund account cosisted of four programs.

In each

L}

) case thé share allocated'-.é‘c;'c}ﬁldren and vouth was 44% based on the share
tof Indian population. undér the age of 18 from the 1977 estimate of the -
Ind:x.an pepulation on ard adjacent to reservatlons supplied by the Buresau
d? Indian A:r:a.a:x.rs.l The youth share of Indian serv1ces program was class:.~

9 . ' fied as LP; all others a&,PG . o '

* 4 S )

'S ® .
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Ot;eration of Indian Programs , HIST # 059300
4 ’
SUMMARY TABLE
° Youth Services . *
o bs . Pr P Pe Other Total
- . L U
| . : 1964
: Develocment - - - - '
of Arts & . ; T 365 365
% Crafts ) ' ~
o ATl otfer - - - 16.415 20,850 37,265
TOTAL - - -~ 16,415 21,218 '37,630
‘ ' 1970 ’
. Development - - - - 573 573
® of Arts & Yo
Crafts _
A1l other - " - _- 25,006 31,826 56,832
- TOTAL - - - 25,006 32,399 57,405
A 1976 ‘ :
® -
Indian Services - . . = 39,579 - 61,463 _ 101,042 .
A1l other - - - 64,295 100,564 164,859
" TOTAL - - 39,579 64,295 162,027 265,901
' 1980 -
[ ) =
Indian Servicds - - 79,448 ' - 101,118 - 180,367
. \
All other - - - 101,118 128,696 229,814
TOTAL ~ - - 79,449 101,118 229,814 -+ 410,381
® ..
K A
[ )
93
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A:Pet-ican Printing House for the Blind w ! (HIST #05000° )
' ‘This account gxiste:i in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four s
® s - . h ‘years, }00% r;f the program furds were allocated to children and youth and .
. dassﬁied as MDS,.“‘ S _ . ~i - IR : ) :
: SUMMARY TABLE N o C : . ]
® : S , Youth Services - | '
‘ ‘ e SRR\ LR PG~ - Other T Total
1964 75 e .- S
1870 1,404 - - - - 1,404 h
® 1976 - . 2,407 - - - - 2,807 8
1980" © u,3u9 - - - - 4,349
5 ~ .
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Educational Development ot o . HIST # 047800 f%
® .. This account.existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 19.8<0. For 1964, the
. ~ N - N
share allocated to children and youth was based on youth.as a share of the - S
rotal population. This sum was classified as LP.
i T -
R ~ For 1970, based on budget data,, the account was subdivided into three pro- ‘
. grams. For the personnel training and ‘dévelopment program, the share aHoca:ced to' i
N . ) " e g e A o N
ct‘ﬂdren and youth was based on youth as a share of the total population.’ THS sum . T .
) was clagsified as LP. For special programs serving children in low income areas, o
100% of the funds were allocated to youth and classdfied as DS. For planning and .
e .. evaluation, funds wepe allocated to children in probortion to ‘the aggregate amounts -
. for the other-programs in this hist fund account. This sum was classified as
L NS g N ) : N . : [y
g Ds. . ' . )
S ~ For 1976, 100% of the progFam funds were allocated to youth and classified as Ly
4 r : . . T ' N
® ’ o Ds, N :
! For 1980, 100% of the program funds were allocated to youth and - T ) .
, o . 4 ) *
" -~ elassified as DS. .
T . \
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. J SUMMARY TABLE "
» * .
. . Youth Services”
s PE - LP PG Other Total
v : . Y
- -~ S
- . . . * e
TQTAL . - - ) ,‘.4.:- T __-2 ,80§_ i U\',-«BBl "“ 7,686 . A
N — . v (
J. " 19-7_‘0‘ i ‘:.,. v ~
Personnel . - - 35,231 - 68,089 103,320
Training . < ,
. '
$p.Prog: 62,391 - - - - 62,391 T
N Serving . ' - T .
Child. in ' ‘
N Low Income *
> Areas < '
p] ’ - ' S . ;
. Planning & 251 - : - - 415 666
Evaluation o . : _ -
TOTAL . s2,682 . 35,232 - 68,504 . 166,377 S
L P ¢ = - T .‘ Tg7° - ¥
B ' ' ! : " ' \ >¢ ‘
IRY - TOTAL 9,06§ - - - '_-_ * 9,068 .
. AT e, . N . L. . . — e, S Y
1 Bl - [ e 3 ' \
. 1980
“TOTAL so0 - - - . 500"
. . R ~ :
4 ) : _'/
-t R 4 '
- - . *
\ .
» ‘ 13
.
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S .




HIST # 047600

Education for Handicacced
. -

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. ?or‘lgsu,\s% of

v

therachunt funds was allocated to children and youth based on the share ~
' g ©of all children emrolled in';ghool in Spring, 1978 who were hanggcénped
as reported in The Cogg;t;on of Edgcagign (U S. Department of Health,
, Educatlon and Welfare, Natﬂonal Center for Edncatﬂon Statiét#cs, 1978)
This sum was classified -as PG.

.

y For 1970, based on budget data the account was subdfvided 1nto ﬁve programs.
For the siﬂt& grant programs apd the early ch11dho;\5projects 100% of theafunds

were aﬂocated,jtp youth and c1assiﬁed as DS. For the'three additional programs--

S - . ' .
teacher education recruitment, research and innovation, and planning and’ evalua-

tion--the fuhds were allocated and c]ass‘i:fi ed based on the same data‘énd'in ‘the

® . samé manner as for 1964. . ’ % o )

For 1976, based on budgéf data, the account wés subdivided 'into(s*ix p’rograms.
L » - .

For four programS—state éésist&nce, special population program reg‘lro‘ria'l voca-

t10na1 educatwn and post-secondary educat1on, and 1nnovat1on and deve'lopment-- .

100% of the account funds were allocated for chﬂdren and’"youth These funds

-

‘were classified as DS. For the two additional programs--media and resource

serviges and special 'educaJ‘on énq manpower devﬂopment-—the funds were allocat-
ed-.based on the same data as for 1964 and classified -as LP.

~For 1980, baséalon budget data, t?e account was subdivided into five -
'progz;ams. For three programs - state aSsisfance, special population program,

. ) and innovation and tigvelopment - 100% of the account funds were allocated

These funds were «classified as Ds.

for children and vouth. . For the two

N additional programs - media and resources services and special education

personnel development - 6% of the account funds were allocated Zor youth

basééf?k5the share of handicapped children in school
div (1978).

e - | s 97

from data in The

ion of Zducation These sums were classified as LP.
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SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services

HIST # 047600°

iy PE P PG Other Total
+
4964
TOTAL “ \5 - - 153 2,897 . 2550
e 1970

State Granfs 27,207 - - - - 27,207

Early Child- ~ 2,768 - -t . - .2,768
hood 0 '

ATY others - s - 2297 85,167 49,14
TOTAL 29,975 - . - 2,947 46,167 & .79,089 "

State Assis- - 87,499 - - - - 87,499
tance : g

: 5 ’ Y

Sp. -Popula- 22,592 - - - - 22,582 . *
tion Rrogram . ) .

Regional Voca- 957 - - - - 957
tional Educa- » ,
tion :

Innovation & 7,657 - s - - - 7,657

Development _

A1l others J - - 4,365 - 68,32 _12,137
g . ’
TOTAL 118,703 - 4,365 - 68,372 191,442

. 1980 |

State Assis- 717,934 - - - - 717,934

tance ' )

Sp: Popula- 15,779 - - - - 15,779

tion Program .

Innovation & 7,889 - - - - . 7,889

Development - . '

vedia & Re- - - su7 - 14,832 15,779

sources Serv. .

Sp. Zd. Per- - - 1,893 - 29,663 31,338

sonnel Dev. —_ .

TOTAL . 741,602 - 2,840 » - sy 497 _ 788,939




? . .
Elementary and Secondary Education ’ . ‘ HIST # 047400

L

This account ;zxisted in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. 1In all four

~

yaears, 100% of the account funds were allocated to children and youth.

’ Thesé sums were classified, as DS. .

SUMMARY TABLE - : . R
- . ) )
Youth Services ., ) i
03 i LF 7S Other Total
1964
— b)
TOTAL 69,841 - -l - - 69,841
' 197 .
TOTAL 1,472,264 .- - - - 1,472,264 v
. ° ' . . \ -5
‘ 1976 . ] :
TOTAL 2,166/4989 - R - 2,166,989
. . » . . . a
. 198 \ ;
- , : , > ; s . .
TOTAL . 3,409,034 - - - .- 3,409,034 ‘
. g
b » L ,,\
' |
. |
) |
AN J
. ‘
. i - 1




Emergency School Aid ‘ HIST # 047300

. This account existed only in 1976 and M1980. For 1976, based on budget da<i, \
the accoufit was subdivided into three programs. For two programs--national cbmpe- .

N

titiaﬁ)projecbs and state apportioned projects--100% of the account funds were

.A]locateh to children and'youth. jhese sums were c1$ssif1ed as DS. - . ‘ . ) v
For the remainihg érogram, traindng and advisory services; 23% of the account »

was allocated to youth based on youth enrolled in school as a share of the general. T,

~ population, This sum was élassifj;d as PG. School enrollment data were'regofted ‘ o

. - in The Condition of Education {U.S. bepartment of Health, Education, and Welfare,

s , D

National Center for Social Statistics, 1978, Table SS)Hand pdpu]atiOn ‘data were

reportad 1n~turrent Pooq1atioﬁ Réqérts (U.S. Department of Commerce, Burtau of
o the Census Series P-25, Number 721, April 1978). T
. . éy 1980, the néme of the account had beievn changed to Equal Educatim
P Opportunitie%. Based on budget data‘for that yegr; the account was/subdivided
1nfo three progFams. 'Fundé for emergency school aid were allocated 100% for

youth and classified as-0S. For the two remaining programs - training and

“advisory services and women's educational equity - funds were allocated” for,

A youth based on the same data as 1976. Funds for training and advisory services
oyt - - ‘ i , , . .
were clagsifiedras PG and funds for womens educational ®quity were classified
- ) ' ‘ ’ *
: as LP. ' *
® . . .
£
. P ' ).
- B . )
® ©100 S '
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, . . .
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SUMMARY TABLE

4

- Youth Services . '
1976 s [dil Y Other Total

. toa .
Training & - - v one 03,9237 13,13 17,058
Advisory Services Lo N '
A1l others 196,173 - - . s - 196,173
L P ' A ¥ . .

CCTOTALS . 196,173 L U 73,9230 13,13 218,231
v
i - . .
1980 LI s
Emergency 247,876 - -. - - 247,876

Sghool Aid = -~
Training & - .- - 9. 198  32.612 41,810
Advisory ’ ‘ . ’

Seyvices S \ . . '
Women's ¥ ' - - 1,971 - 6,989 “87960
_Educational . T R ’ e

Equity —_ . _ ) ;

TOTAL . 247,876 - 1,970 9,198 39,60L° 298,646
x ;' ¢
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. | - HIST # 050600
".r_ ) - ) . .

and 1980.
i . e ‘ < ' ) » -
for children and youth'wa$ based-'on ‘youth as a 'share of the total population.

* : .

This sum wds classified as BG. P
£ \ -
. ° - - - »

Fof 1976 based on budget data the'account.was subdivided into three programs. °

LY
Human Develooment Services

This account existed in 1970,,1876, For 1970, the, allocation

For the Headstirt and child abuse programs, 1005 of the account was a11ocated to

For the researoh ‘and demonstrat1on
v

'f.program, finds were allocated on the bas1s of youth as a“share of-the tota1

- youth These sums 'were classif1ed as DS.

o

+ . population. This sum was classified as PG ‘¥

_— For 1980, based on budget data,_the account was sﬁbdiviﬁed into five

For Headstart, child abuse, child welfare raining and adoptlon

programs.
opportunltles, 100% of the account fupds were allocated for youth?§¥d classi-

fied as DS. For the research and demonstration program funds were allocated

.on the basis of youth asa share of the total pooulatlon.
»
" " eclassified-as PG. - - ’ .
il . . DR PN N o L . ..
- T w Y

e
. . - . 2 . -
- .

This sum was
-~

L, f‘ ~
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' i
' 3 . .
_ N )
4 ) ’
SUMMARY . TABLE \
() . ___ Youth Services L S
o ETE L E ther - Toml .
‘ T 1970 bl / :
‘ TOTAL ., . - - 3,617 6,991 . 10,608
* ~ —
R 1976 .
v ‘ . . - . a
. Headstart 464,664 ;3 - - Ce o bl - 46,664" : LT
V' child Abuse 19,988 @ . . - 0 < % 19,986
. _ Research & ' - '?." N 4,542 10,447 ; 14,989
. ,Demonstration o —_ U . Sy
>* - TOTAL 484,650 - -7 4,542 10,U47 499,639 AR
: 1980
®
Headstart 705,044 - - L - 705,044
ReseaI‘Gh‘J& - v'.l"A - ! . - m ) ls 162~ ,"‘
N ‘ (306 10,856 , il .
i 2 T T e Demo.r_ls;trithiii b = ’ ' " v e, — ’ : )
e N .. Child Abuse -  22,7uu o - - -7 22,7
'Child Welfare 7,581 - - - - 7,581
Training C ) ' -
b Adoption 7,581 - - : - - 7,381 L
- Opportunities o —_—
. TOTAL 742,950 . - 4,306 10,856 758,112




BERE N .
. Ihdian Education : ' - HIST # 046700
‘ . " This account existed only in 1976 and 1980. For 197§,/;|.00%'of' the funds .
' were allocated to childrén and youth and classified as DS. T ' »

v

For 19§0,, based on b&dgét data, the 5ccount was subdivided into fou
® - progz:afn&. The slgeciaik‘ programs for Indian adults 'account was not classi- _ ,
fied as a';;erv::icekfor children. ~For gayﬁen‘ts to LEA's and non-LEA's and - . 0
specj.al ;':rog.ams fbr Indian stqdents, 100% of thé accoﬁnt funds were allﬁ- | . -

cated foz;f youth and classified as DS, Funds for program administration

. " were allocated for youth in propoz:gi'on to all other account 'funds.
. . ’k" . . S T . ; e .
,.;‘; TR ) . Ry ;
N S .
® . . - 'SUMMARY TABLE.
‘ . ; . R N . Y B Y ot
, S L © . _VYouth Services . ... o , , Y
e BET PR P i) Other! = ~ “Total e | o
= 1976 - ‘ . . ‘ C
- . TOTAL 42,046 - - - e 42,08
) . 1980 . .
Paymenfs to . 47,502 - - - ‘ - 47,502
LEA's & , v
Non-LEA's , -
Special Pro-. 14,670 - - - L - 14,670
® : grams fop : -
N Indian .
Students
Program 1,928 - - . 168 2,096
Administration
‘ All Other - _, —_ - 5.588 5:“88 i re
1 TOTAL 64,100 . - - - 5,756 69,855 ’
. @
‘ R " -
® i v - 106
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 Library Resources ' ST HIST & 046800
s e ) :

. . o Th;,s acco;nt existeq .m 1954, 19/0,,1976, and ‘1§°éo For J:96u 25% of
T ' the ‘gccount ‘unds ﬂi'e al_located for children based oh youth errolled:

¢

4

- in school as-a share of the total populat:.on. 'l'h.:.s *41location figqure \
© was developed from school emrollment data reported in The CondiHon of

. ' A . .
'.' . * Education ( U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Nationmal
Center fo:_f» Social: Statisties, 1978, Table 66) and population data

'i-eoorted Ln Current Population Reports (U.S. Department of Commerce,

Bureau of Cemsus, Series P-25, Mumber 519, April 1874). This sum was '
® - classified as LP. - '

., For 1970 )Jased on budget data, the account was subd..vo.ded into
seven programs. For two programs - public libraries and. educat:.onal ~
bro\adoasﬁ.n.g fac:.l:.‘d.es < 5% of the funds were a,uocated to ch:.ld.r_n |
. ) . based on youth emrolled in school as a share of the total pooulation.
These sums were classified as LP. - The 25% figure was used again to al-
locste funds to youth for timwee other programs - librarian training, *
Library of Con.g;ress cataloging, and planning and evaluation. These sums
@ were classified as PG‘. The :}:_:asis of alloecation for these five programs

was the same as for 1970 ’.(' The two remaining programs - college library\
resources and university community service program - were not classified
as services for yoq{'}/:. i v
¢ For 1976, bas’éd on budget data, the account was subdivided imto
" four orograns. For public libraries 23% yas allocated to children and
youth. This sum was classified as LP. For trazining and demons‘-a*ion,
23% was used again to alloczte funds for vouth. This sum was class fied
® as PG. This zllocation figure ‘was developed Irom s?. 1c:—v.';:.on datz reportad

in The Condition of Educa‘:‘.on (C.5. Department of Health,Zducation and

105

CEMC . | o o




Lo N ‘
B . ! . \ .
~ : . . . .

.‘ N~ Welfare, “National Can‘t&:‘ for Social Stat:.st:.cs, 1978, Ta.b;.e 66) amd = =
populat'on data repcrted in Currerrt Ponulatlon .Revor*s (U.S. Depart- ' .. . s

ment  of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Ser:.es P-25, Number 721, Apr:.l 1978)r

&

. . The two remaining prog'rams - college\l:.brary resources and college :Lnsn'uc-

tional equlpment - were not class:.f::.ed as services ..or youth.

e
For 1980 22% ef aJ.J. account funds. were aJ_located fpr youth and classi-

fied"ags PG.. Tlu.s alloc.at:.on figure was developed from education data repor‘ted"'
28 . - ’ . . ' . o ‘7‘:'1_ ’ i
° _ v . in_The Co‘nd'ition of Education (U, S. Department of Health, Education, B{?ﬂ}h .
Welfare, ﬁat:l.onal Center for Soc:.al Statistics, 1979, p. 52) and populat:.on‘ \u . -
. .

.

data reported in Curz\en‘t Population Reports (u. s. Deparﬁnenﬁt-of ’Commerce, s

Bureau of the Census, Series P-25, no. 870, J.anua.x?yleBO)..

IR . -

‘Emc',!.;,'_f | R

PAruiitex: provided by ERiC . . . . " X .
. y o . . .
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Resources HIST & 046800 N
. : e I ‘1‘" i':
e . S
I
SUMMARY TABLE
Youth Services
i PF P TG Other Total
_ ¥ 1964 T '
TOTAL v - - 627 s 1,881 2,508
i 1970 )
Public Libraries - - 14,537 . 43,611 58,148 i
Ed. Broadcasting , - - 1,949 - 5,848 © 7,797 . | T
Facilities . . - h
ATl others - - - 10,585 3l.7ss 42,339
TOTAL - - 16,486 10,585 81,213 108,284 ’
1976 )
Public Libraries -. - #,215 - 76,872 111,087
Training & Admin- - - - 983 2,208 3,191 .
istration _~ ; .
RI1 others = - - - 37,687 37,687 . B
TOTAL - - . 3,215 983 116,767 151,965 ' ’
i ‘ iAo
1980 :
128,580

- 100,292




Librarv and Learning Resources

This account existed only' in 1980, Based on budget data the account
was subdivided into four progrénzs-’. For two programs - school li.braries‘ ao&f
instructional resourcet\ and research libpraries - 22% of the funds™were

aJloceted for youth hased on education data reported in 'I'he Condition of

Education (U. s. Depgrtment of Health, Eduncation, and Welfare, Ng,tional
Center for Social Statisti.cs, 1879, p. 52) and population data reported

in Current ‘Pooulation Reports (U: S. Depertment of Commerce, Bureau of the . .

| » ‘ - Census, Series P-25, no. 870, January 1580). ’I'he sum for school libraries -
® ‘ ' ‘ and insn'uctional resdurces was class:.fied as LP an.d the sum for research | , ¥
‘ libraries was classified as PG. -
-, For educational television programming 100% of the account funds 'were *
- allocated for youth and classified as DS. The fou:rth program, college : : ‘ ‘ j

i

. ; e T library resources; was’ not class:.fied as services for youth.

1

*+
SUMMARY TABLE

'Youth Services . : S

. . DS -  PE P *©  BG - Other Total .. , o |

o School Libraries - - 29,995 - 106,344 136,339 N |
' ‘ & Instructiopal - * , ' |

. Resources : |

- Research v' - . - - 978 - 3,468 ’4.,'4'46 . B , ‘

.Libraries s . . : . i

' Educational 1V 2,964 - - - - 2,964 - .

.. Programming - - ‘
_ All Other —— == 4, uL6 4 4u6 |
R TOTAL 2,964 - 29,995 . 978 114,258 148,193 ' ‘

108 .
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BEST EOPY AVAILABLE

, National Foundation for the Arts and Humdnities . HIST = 124500 /& 124800
This account existed in 1970, 1976; and 1980. For 1970 based on *

i

-budget data, the accoumt was subdiv;ded into three programs. For'the
promntion of the arts, 9 5% of the funds were allocated for children and

]
i

youth based on the‘share of total agency funds obl;gated for edpcatiog i;

programs as reported in the 1970 Annual Revort (Nationﬁl Endowment §orrthé;
- e |
Arts) This sum was classified as DS.

For the promotion of the humanities, 11.7% of the funds were allocated for
obTigated
youth based on the share of total agency funds/for elementary education programs

as reported in the Fifth Annua1 Report (National Endowmgnt for the Humanities,

1970) This sum was c]assified as DS.

For adnnn1strat1on, funds were allocated for chﬂdrnn and youth in proportion
.to the aggregate amounts for youth in the other programs in this hist fund account.
This sum was classified as DS.

For 1976, based on budget data, the account was subdivided in€o the same three
programs as for 1970. . For the promotien of the arts 4.9% of thé funds were allo-
cated tﬁ youth based on the share of total agency funds objigated for education

, programs as reported in the 1976 Annual Report (Natioha1‘Endowment for the Art§);

This sum was classified as DS.
- For the promot‘ion ‘of the humanities, 8. 3: of the account ,unds were allocat-
ed for youth based on the share of tntal agency funds obligatad for e]ementary

and se_cnn&ary pr-ograms as reportad in the E1eventh Annual Report {(National En-

dowment for the Humanities, 1976). This sum was classified as 0S. The_fuhds for

- administration were allocatad and classified on ‘the‘same bas;'s as for 1970,

ror‘1§80 4,9% of the funds were allocated to youth based on agenmey

funds Srom bne National Endowment for t&e ATtS ool.g for education

grograms aS»repo:ted in +he 1975 Annual Report (NWational Zndowment Zor the

Ar%é). Th;sjsumawas classified as DS.

109 -\
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’ | . SUMMARY TABLE ‘ |
o Youth Services . ‘
T - 0S| —PE P Fa Other Total
1970
TOTAL 1,383 . R L - 12,625
1976 ’ . .
o TOTAL 9,502 - . . 138,868 144,350 '~
1980 . .
; TOTAL L 6,958 - - .- 135,045 142,003 , B




C e : . . ' #

National Endowment for the Humanities Salaries & Expensas _ -
® This account existed only in 1980. For that year,*8.3% of the funds ‘
, ‘ ' : L : S ’
were allocated for youth based on the share of total agency funds obligated
for elementary and secondary programs as reported in the Eleventh Annual
Report ('National Endawment for the }hmsanitles? 1976) This sum was .
o , classified as DS. ,. '
: , 5
' SIMMARY. TABLE
. : Youth Services - ' ' ‘ .
® . ' ' DS j33 LP  EG . Other = - Total . : -
. »‘ , . : R . _
TOTAL : 12,506 - - - 138,169 - 150,665 -
-
. \ ‘
@ : .
- 4 5 2 : 3
. \/ ] . . N ;
- N |
@ - , |
\
v X
~ 2 »~
o : .
. 111 |
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¢ ' . . . v
National Institute of Education " HIST # 048400 B
L . This account existed only in 1976 and 1980. The allocation of funds e

- 4

for children and youth was based on thé share of youth in the general

population. These sums were classified as PG.

L

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth SerQicas

1976 ET R B L&, Ofper Total
TOTAL T A - - 21,143 48,635 69,778
® . 1980 . . . ' : .
. TOTAL - - - 12,494 31,199 43,993
, ,, -
. ’ 1Y
]
‘ ’ '
@
o ) . R
' ' 112 ¢
®
.J I
- : \) . 1 0) .
X o
®LRIC ( : e
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r . . . 1
FullText Provided by ERIC . . . ;
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Occuoational, Vocational and Adult Education HIST # 047200 .

o This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1978 and 1980, For 1964, 100% of :
‘ ) ' o ’ )

the account funds were gllocated for children and youth. This sum was s

' classified as DS. ' - o
For 1970, based on bu;lget data, the account was subdivided into four programs. For
the grants to states for vocational education prbgram, 100% of the‘fﬁnds were
achatad for youth and c'lassiﬁed as 0S. ' | . .
h " For two programs-vocat*ionﬂ research and planning and eva1uat10n--funds were .. - . '
allocated for youth on the basis of yogth as a share of the total population.
® . These sums were classified as PG. The adult educat‘lo“n program yas n;ot classi- \
fied as a service for chﬂdren. o ' .
For 1976, based on budget data the account was subdivided ‘into three programs R

For two programs-—vocatwna1 educat‘ion and education personnel—-100% of the funds

® ' /were allocated to youth and c'lassif‘ied as 0S. The adult education program did
'  not provide servicas on behalf of children. S

' » For 1980, based on bud.get data, the account was “subdivided into six

programs, For rive programs - vocat:.onal education, career education
@ ‘ ‘ ‘ incentives, conmunity schools, consumers' education and the consolidated
working fund - 100% of the funds were allocated for youth and classified
as DS.” The sixth program, adult education, did not provide services for. !
' vouth.
® ‘ i
o
113 ’
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" BEST-COPY AVAILABLE

-

'
.

Occuvpational, Vocational and Adul: Education

t

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services

HIST # 047200

0 Pf LP PG Qther Total
11964 .
TOTAL 41,076 P4 - - - - 41,076
197
Grants to 286,909 - - - . 286,909
States for ) N )
Vocatitnal #* "
. Education N
. ¥
Vocational + - - - 2,743 5,301 8,044
Research .
Adult Edu- - - . - 39,551 39,551
" ecation . ) : -
By % ‘ . ‘ :
Planning & ‘(//" - & - S 228 ?@ 4u2 670
Evaluation —_ — : *
TOTAL 286,909 - - 2,971 ' 45,204 335,174
1976 ;
Vocational 624,165 - - - - .- 624,165
Education -
Adult.Edu- . . . . 76,245 76,245 -
cation : .
£d. Personnel _47,093 - - - - 47,093
TOTAL 671,258 - - - 76,245 747,503
: . 1980
Vocational 754,620 - - - ;- - 754,620
Education
‘Career Ed. :
~ Incentives 1,187 - - - - ) 1,187
Community . 2,798 - - - - 2,798
Schools
Consumers® Ed. 2,U39 - [ - - 2,459
Conéoli_Ated
working Fund 2,035 - - - %" 2,033
adae T - - - - 84,789 84,789
S2ducation ‘ o —_— —_— —
momaL -63,099 : - - 84,729 3u- 988
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Operation of India‘h/Pwrograms t » ¢ HIST # 060000 -

This scdount: existed in 1964, 1870, 1976 and 1980.

For 1964, based on bﬁdget dat:aJ the acc’ount was subdivided into five programs.
For two .prl-og,rams--eiducaﬁoha'l 'assi"stance facﬂi_t;es .and services and‘ the séhoo'l
district costs associated with the Menoninee educational grants--100% of the.funds
were allocated for youth. These sums were classified as DS.

For welfare and-guidance services, 75% of the account funds were allocatad
for youth based on the share of Aid to Dependent Children [AFDC) recipients who
were children. This sum was classified as LP. Data for determining this alloca-
tion were provided by the Social 'Secum’ty Administration, dff'ice. of Resleérch ;nd
.Stat'lsﬁcs. Funds f?r children from the maihtaim'ng of law and order program weré
allocated on the san;e basis. This sum was classified as PG. Thé relocation and
adult »v.c.:cat'lona'lv training program was not c'lassif'ied' as a service for children.

for 1970,based on budget data, the account was subdiv‘l‘ded into four prbgr;nrs.For
cwo—edﬁcat'ion assistanﬁe tfacilities and services--100% of the funds were allocat-

ed for youth and classified as 0s. " For welfare and guidance facilities, 73% of

the funds were allocated for youth based on the shar;e'qf AFDC recipients who were

.children. This sum was classified as LP. Data for determining this allocation

were pro'vided b); the Social Security Adnﬁnistrat'iop, 0ffice of Research and
Stat'is;'ics. Funds for:‘ children from the maintaining law and order program were
allocated on the same basis. This sum.was classified as PG. The;emp1,oyment
as‘sistancevprogram did not provide 'serv-ices for chﬂdren.'

| For 1976, 100% of the account funds were allocated fof children and youth

and classified as DS.

.
Ffor 1980, based on budget-data, the education account was subdivided®
into three programs. For school operations-and Johnson - 0'Mallev assis-
tance, 100% of the funds were allocated For vouth and classified as DS.
Thg third program, confinuiné education, was not classified as services |

for youth.

D
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) , T -
- (": 4
'.‘.;’n 7. ' ’ ' . ) ) ‘/ ‘- ! "'n : 'A." o _"l . ) 'V . f “' ’ . A ,‘l_. : 1 v )
o ' N . . 4 . ”' N .
. Ogeration of Indian Programs v ' KIST #“0600005’“ .
'.' 2 SR S )
. SUMMARY' TABLE .
‘ . Youth Services : ‘ .
® A 05~ FF P PE ' Other  Total
1964 ‘
Educational 66,955 - e . - 66,955
Assistance, ' ) :
- ~ Facilities & B
: Services . .
Welfare & - - 8,090 - 2,697 10,787 )
Guidances : N R *
. Services c : ‘ - . o e
: . B } g . . %
Relocation & © = - - -~ - ' 9,094 9,Q94
‘ Adult, Voca=’ ; ' . '
o ' tional Edu- : ‘ p .
At . . cational . - ' » ’ , Bt " . .
Training ’ v )
: . Maintaining . = - = - 1,504 725 2,228
- Law & Qrder . . ‘ l
Menomi nee - 89 - S - - , - 89
o " Educational Ce :
. Grants ,
* »
TOTAL 67,044 - . 8,090 1,504 12,516 89,154
. ! ‘ o 1970 R . K] !
Educational ' 115,882 - . - - _2 0 115,882 -
o . - Assistance, - : ) -
Facilities &
Services o
Welfare & - - - 21,887 - 8,095 . 29,982
Guidance ’ ' ,
Services o
® Employment . - .- - - 33,293 . 33,293
Assistance L ‘ A ‘
Maintaining - - C - 3,491 1,291 4,782
Law & Order —_— :
* ; » ‘ P '
TOTAL 115,882 - 21,887 3,491 42,879 - 183,939 -
o . T 976

0

TOTAL . 277,890 - - - - - 277,690 .




.‘(Summary Table, cont.)

.y
. Youth Services
DS j23 "LP - PG Other Total
1980
Schbol 159,9% - - - - 159,982
Operations
Johnson - 25,504 - - - - 25,504,
. 0'Malley . ' ¥
© Ed. Assist.
A.ll Other . - . —_— _— _— .- ’46,372 46,372
TOTAL 185,486 - - - u§,372 231,858
A
L ,
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Public Broadcasting Fund . HIST # 114000

- A

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

® ~ : For 1964 and 1970,,36.3% of the funds were allocated fbr ‘youth basell on the
shére of the households w1thxchﬂdren under 17 years of age reacﬁed by the Public
_&. Broadcasting .Service during the period October 15 -to November 55, 1973 as re- RV
. portad by A.C. Nielson, The National T.V. Index, special ana]yéis. These sums ‘ >
.- were classified as LP. |
For 1976, 64.2% of the funds were allocated for youth based on similar data
covering the period ARril 30-May 5, 1979. This sum was also clasgified as LP.
Por 1980, funds for youth were -a_.'l._'!.ic;ated and classified in"the same
. manner as for 1976. v
' SUFMARY TABLE
: , Youth Services
® 05 PE LP ~Pg Other Total
' 37 1964 ' ‘
TOTAL .t [z o 1m0 1,62
'uf v L, - a : " ) L B 1970 o 7 T Y
o . TUm L smsT - gss 15,00
) ToTAL - - - 4,30 - 25,080 70,000 .
® - TOTAL - - 97,584 - 54,416 1si,ooo
i , .
°. “ ‘
. s °
° - ¢ . 118
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

Rehabilitation Services & Handieapved Education

This account axistﬂmed only in 1980. For that yeaf, 11.1% of account
funds were allocated for youth Eased on data supplied by thé »ls;ivision of
Program Data and Analysis, Raﬁabi;ita_tibn Services Administration. This
sum was classified as PG. ‘ - o

SUMMARY TABLE

e Youth Services . '

pE] FE LP . EG Other - Iotal °
_ToTAL - - - 49,928 399,873 - uug,ep2
a - ,

© 119
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Research and Related Activities - NIE
. . This account existed only in 1980. Por that year funds were gllocated
fo;'_youth on.the basis of their .share. 'of_""‘ehe general population. This sum
was dlassified PG. ’ - . o
S g o . P o : _ ,
e o S » . .  SUMMARY TABLE o e
- . ~Youth Services ‘ ¥ ‘ . . *
' DS B - LP . PG Other Total ‘
TOTAL ' - - e 10,515, 26,511 37,026
- S
. Lo s
@ ~ .
1 . .
- 4
E4 * “cves. . .
- \ - .
Y
L ] , ) '
° A
. .
’ - o o |
NV
| ‘ '
: ! ’
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v P .
§alaries and Ex:»ens'es, National Gallerv of Art ' HIST = 132100

Py . ' This account existéd 6:11y in 1976 and 1980. The allocation of funds .
. ' (“' . - R ) + 1] . ',‘ N
for youth was based on youth as a share of the general population in each

year. These sums were classified as .'LP.

e : © ' SUMMARY TABLE

»
‘Youth Sérvices
- . .Qther - Total
1976 - = - - — .
TOTAL - - 2,B-5 - - .5,370 7,705
. 1980 Lo o
TOTAL - L= 6, uou - 16,1uS 22,5u9

g ~' | /.
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«‘r»_f. < . , ‘ 1
v "
) . This account existed 1n-I56u; 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four vears,
100% of the account funds were allocated for youth and qlasaified as DS,
‘ i ’ : it ' » ‘
, £ o
. “ " SUMMARY TABLE - .
-~ Youth Services v
' 25 PE L PG Qther
- 1964 334,289 - . . :
1970 656,372 - - - .
1976 598,884 - - . -
1980 821,103 - - - 2
m s
. ) - : o~
. -
‘r,“\ -
. 122 o
\ .
’ ¢

HIST = 047500

_ Tgta’l

334,289
656,372

598,884

821,103



.

.+ echool Imtovemenf»?rozrams )
. S "This account existed only in 1980. For that yeasr 100% of the fflnds , ‘ ‘, -,

: were allocated f£dr youth and classified as DS. ' . ST

SUMMARY TABLE

v Youth Services : . B
“ ' .~ . D§ FF LP - B Other . Total
. _ ' TOTAL 89,1u2 - - - - 89,142
. .
W e ,\
- - .
~ . o
] N I
- ’ )
>
’
- A\
hE
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o
1 7 64§dzence and Education Adminlstration Extension Actmvities HIST 016200

® » o o 5( . This account ex;.sted :\‘1961& 1970 1976, and 1980, For 1964, based
» on budget data, this account was subdiv,ided S.nto ‘our programs. For three
. programs——payments to states, penaltv meil and e ﬁederal“ extension "
service--SBé of the account flnds were allocEted for youth based on the
share of state payments made by the Federal Extension Service, U. S.. - . v n
. n'DepaMent of Agriculture for 4Y4-H programs. These ;"sun's were classified as
LP. The fourth program, ‘fetirement -and employee campensation costs, was -
not classified as a service for children. .
. -For 1970 the account‘ funds were allocated and c'!ass_'ilfied' based on the same
data and 1n the same manner as in 1964 ‘ .
’ 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. Th'ls Sum was c1ass1f1ed as LP.
For 1980, the youth share was allocated and classified in the same

i

_ manher as 1976.- : . >

124 o . a
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1 &
SUMMARY, TABLE ¢
@ 7 : : . _Youth Services o
. . A ! . '___ ’ — L__ __§_ ‘CﬁEP Tota1 .
: . 1964 LT
Retirement & - -« - g0 §,987-
. Employees ' D
> ) Compensation
® ‘ Costs ,
A1l others = = I - 486w 12,415
TOTAL : : o321 - 55,681 79,402
' 1970 R
® St ToTAL A -~ 4,093 /- - 83,433 124,526
TOTAL - - 57,046 - 162,361 219,407
®
TOTAL ‘ - - 67,660 - 192,572 260,232,
®
A
® \ .
- “" . 7 ’S
¢
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This account’ existéd in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four
years; the account funds were allocated. for youth based on the share of . +

youth in the general populatioh. These sums‘were classified as LP.

1

Smithsonian Institution, Salaries & Expenses HIST = 131500 .. -
|
|

., SUMMARY TABLE
® . o - Youth Services ' ’ T co
T 5L TP T Other  Total '
1964 . - 7,854 - . 13,87 21,791
1970 _ - - 13,073 - 25,265 38,338 ’
1976 . o ‘.o .u819 & 57,001 81,910
" — , . \ . ‘ - ..
1980 - .- 30,539 - 76,994 107,533
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Special Projects and Training. - ' ' *° + HIST = 04700

This account existed only ih 1964, 1976, and 1986. For 1964 and 1976,

100% of’the-account‘fUnds were allpcated for youth and classified as DS,

For léSD baséd on bddget data, the accdunt Qaé subdivided into five
progrémé For two programs - speczal projects and career education'- 100%'
of  the funds were allocated for youth and classifi;d as DS. For two
programs - womens educat;on equity and education personnel and traln_ng
funds were. allocated for youth based on their share of the general popula-
tion. sThes? sgms were classifigd,as_LP. For thelplanning and evplgation
program, fupds were.allocated and ciéssified in pfpportion'to all o;her

account funds.

\e : : SUMMARY TABLE o ) ’
o T " Youth Services v ,

o . bs PE LP e Qther - Tota]
1964 , 34,542 - - . . 34,542
1976 . 283 - - . . 283
1980 : _ ; X '
Special ( 18,574 - - .- - 118,574

Projects — <
Career 23,336 - - - - 23,336
Education
Women's Ed. - / - sl - 1,364 1,905
T Equity : .
£d. Personnel . . sul - 1,364 1,905
& Treining
] . 3 ’ /’ .
Planning & 1,739 - Y. - 122 1,905
Evaluation ~ _—
TOTAL 43,649 - 1,126 - 2,850 u7,625
‘e
127 .
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Comnun ey Services Program . HIST # 113300

. ' ’ “ '
9 o ' Th1s account_existed only in 1970 and 1976.

For }970 ' 63% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on the ‘
_share’ of .program participants under 18 reported in “Summary of 1975 CAA Sample .
Survey® (Caunmnj;y Services Administration 1976). This sum was cldssified as” .~ -

N N
L B v |
| :
.

AN 3 . N f

* For 1976, 56% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on the same

data source as for 1970. Thiis sum was classified as LP. L

;s » . ' . , | ‘b' ’ N . . ) -
: - - . o . SUMMARY TABLE .

Youth Services °

o} Lidil LP PE . Other - Total
3 1970 :

¢ | : | ;. S
' TOTAL - - 441,362 - _256,006 697,368 . :




‘ E.mlovment and Training Assistance - : . HIST # 066800 ,
v This account ‘existed in 196u 1970, 1976, and 1980. ‘In 1964, the .

account was not classz.led as a. service for youth.
Fot 1970, based on budget data; the account was subdivided into eight pmgrams
For the summer youth program, 100% of the funds were allocated for youth .and

c]assif'led 2as DS. Based on data presented 1n the Manpower Report of the Pre-

sident, 1971 11: was estimated that 30" of the special targeting pregram cou]d
be allocated for youth, This sum was classiﬁed as LP. Program support was

a‘Hocated in proport*ion to the other acc:::}ts for youth and c]assiﬁed as PG.

The ﬁve program; reummng “in the account were not classnf'led as senn ces. for

1

' youth. ' , o - _— ’ . .

For 1976, the actount was subdivided into th;'ee programs. A1l of the funds _
in the summer youth program were allocated for youth and classified as DS. Using
data suppHed by the Employment and Training Admi mstraﬁon, Ofﬁ ce of Adm’inistra-

tion and Management, it was est'lmated that 17.5% of the state and 1oca1

programs and the nat‘iona’l programs could be allocated for youth. v

These sums were ‘classified as LP.

N

For 1980, 32.1% of the - entire account was allocated for youth and
classified as LP based on data supplled by the Employment and Training

Administration, Office of Administration and Management.

129 : : .
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' " 'Ti ) . f }
. « : ) ‘ ‘i
o . Ema1oymgnt_Qndlrrafnind~Asyutaéce'- | _ HIST # os;soo.fi ’ \
SUMMARY TABLE = | IR t |
o S . Youth Services - : ’i’A
9 - BT PE 3] PG Other - Total:
- | 1988 . -
rotaL - - e . - 122,117
e " Summer ok 13,470 - - . - 13,470
' _ Support : S - \ A
. | special . - 1,264 - 25,798 37,082 R .
’ S . Targeting . . T - R '
- : . Program - = - 1,557 24,961 . -26,518 . N
. ' o ,Suéport . ' ’. ’ \\r
A1l other - - - - 343,297 343,897 N
TOTAL 13,470 - M,244 1,557 394,656 420,927
| Sumer Yot 538,779 - - - - .. 53,779 ' () . ‘
. All other - __- 458,630 - 2,162,115 2,620,745
TOTAL . 536,779 - 458,630 - 2,162,115 2,620,745 ;
- ‘ 1980

TOTAL o - - 2,193,417 - 4,639,657 6,883,074




\

o Job Ovvortunities Program E . o HIST & : 029500

)

‘ . This account existed in 1976 and 1980. . In hoth’vears‘, of the tot-al R " _' . LT
. . ' pr;gam funds 1% was a..'L_ecated ror youth based on estimates of vouth under : A _
. 18} participating in the- pregram reported in "An Evaluatien ef the Du‘ect
PR Imnacts of the Job Onpormmities Prog'ram, Title X" (P:zugram Evaluaticn
. . ) . Div:i.sion, Econom.:.C' Development Administration, u. S Department of* Commerce,

o urxpublished, 1979). This. sum was class ‘ied as LP.
7 ‘ LN '

S - o © SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services ' oo S _ . '

oS PF 7P TE Other = Total
. 1976 . : - ==
. ToTAL - - 2,694 - . 266,742 269,436 *
1980 - : . T | )
TOTAL - - 120 - 11,909 . 12,029 o $

' Q ,
¢ RIC . " | - ,

- . Lo Loor s
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A5

. suppl;ed by Emplovment anﬁ Tral

‘ and Management, 22% of ‘the o)
o .
hensive Emplovment -and Trainzgg

'Officé*oi Administration.

.Temnorarv Emnlovment A551stance

ki

This account existed only in 1976 and 1980.

was, estimated that 77 of the fun

'L'his surn was classuied as LP

For 1980 32. l% af the accot

as LP based on data;supplled by

vi' ’ Youth Services

HIST 066800

For 1976, ‘based on data
Admlnlstrat1on Qffice of Admlnlstration
pes in the Title VI program of the Compre—
ct were ﬁnde: 22 vears. Acdordiggly, it
ds. ‘could be allocated for youth undeFIIS._

n
“:f i
. .

S . e
nt was allocated for youth and classified
e Employment and Training Administration,

’
Il i /

Total

I PFE [LZ P& Qther
1976 . - 132013 - . 1,755,214 1,887,327
1980 - - ssg%zu - 1,184,176 1,744,000
.
\\\\ v -
| .
\
‘\
\'.
\
\
\
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Unemplovment Trust Fund (Training & Emplovment) = - t HIST 067500
This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. :
Fér 1964 and 1970 funds were a]iocated' for j}outh based on data N]atihg to
’ “charactemst'lcs of 1nd1v1duals p]aced by. the U.S. Employment‘Services, by State,‘ o ] : o

fisca] 1976“ presented in the U.S. Department of Labor, Emplovment and Tra1n1ng

'.\ ' - Report of the Prgsi._dent, 1977, Table F-8. These f‘lg&res showed that 41% ofa]].

cipients were under 22 years in 1976: According]y, it was estimated that 8% % -
of the funds could be allocatad fﬁr youth under 18. These sums were ."i:llassif’ied_
‘ ‘as’'LP. | »
- ' _ , - For 1976, according to the U. s. Emp'loyment Service, 13.5% of emp'loyment
serv‘lce recipients were under 18 years This .sum was c]ass'lﬁed as LP. e - - |
S ., - For 1980, funds were allocated’ fcm youth based on data relating to.' - o
- ;"Character:.stics of Indiv:.duals l’laced' by the USES by S tate, FY.1978", N : :
. D . \

.} ’ presented in the U. S. Department of Labor Emplovment and 'I.‘raimnz Renort
of the President 19-79-, Table F-9. These figures .showed that W% of all

individuals placed by the U. S. Ex;iploymenf‘ Service were under 22 years in ‘
1978. Accordingly it was estimated that 14.5% of the funds were for youth

® . . under 18. ‘This sum was c;assified as LP. ‘
- 7 SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services .
s FE P PG Qther Total

1964
14,163 - 162,879 177,042

® TQTAL oo
| 1970 -
29,238 . - 33,237 365,475

TOTAL . -

® S TOTAL 315,28¢ 355,352

]

1]
w
o

-

o
w
w

)

TOTAL - - 108,829 - 641,719 750,548




P
.y ) - l
e i
o | Work Incentives - - HIST # 050900
) ‘ 'L'his program existed in 1970, 1976, and 1,980 ‘ J. _
: oo For 1970, based on budget data, the account was subdivided int6 two programs.
'H of the ‘Funds for the chﬂd care program were "allocated for youth and c1ass1- ;
) f1ed as DS. The second program, train'lng 1ncent1ves was not c1ass1f1ed as a
C B ‘ service for youth. | o , , _—
For 1978, the account was not cl ass‘lﬁed as 2 service for youth.
For 1980, account funds were allocated for youth based on data relat:.n.g‘ .
. . to "Selected Chawacteristics of WIN Registrants and Job Entrants” presented
._ . » - n.n u.:s. Department of Labor, Emlovment and 'l‘ra:.mxuuort of the Presi- '
"m 1979 Table 6. These figures show that 8 9% of WIN registrants were
. ‘ under the age of 20 in 1978 Accerd::.ngly, it was estimated that 4.4% of
. the funds could be allocated for youth unéer 18. 'l'h:Ls sum was classified
* as Py -
. . ";,
h - L ~ SUMMARY TABLE
_ Youth Services
é : bs PE g_ PG Other - Total
Child Care 15,591 -t . - . 15‘591?"’*‘
Training . - - - - - . - 7,027 70,027
- Incentives o - — —
. TOTAL 15,591 . - - - 70;627 8,618 |
.\
: TOTAL - - 307,313 ) 307,313
P . .
TOTAL ' ) - - 348,940 365,000
e 134
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Youth Consexrvation Corwms

‘ . - © This accou.nt‘axisted in 1976 and J,§_8'0. . ‘
- For 1976, 100% of the account funds were a.liocate@ for youth and
classified as DS. - i ,
| For 1980, 75% of the funds were allocarted"to youth’ baseJd: on 15-17

. vear olds as a share of the total ‘eligible beneficiaries as defined in

I3
o
.

¢ o ' SUMMARY TABLE

. . , ' Youth .Services

| TF PG - Other Total
1976 - .= L= _ 3
TOTAL 17,389 . . - - 17,389
i <
; CE—
1980 - s )
TOTAL 41,524 - - - 13,841 55,365
\
N -
¢ .
¢ .
- L : - -~ 3
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HIST £ 021800

the Appendix +o the U. S. Budget FY iQBl. This sum was classified as Ds. ..

l




" as PG. ‘In'197d sérv1ce ﬁrograMs ‘were classified as LP, research and manpower

Alcohal, 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

’a11ocated for youth based on data supp11ed by Ofﬁﬁce ofaggz:fhm1n1surator, (7
ADAMHA..DHEN 1nd1cat1ng that 23% of service program fun 15# of research ~
" program fund;'were targeted for youth. All activities in 1964 were classified
development programs were c1a551f1ed as PG,.and life supporting act1v1t1es program
was divided among categories in proport1on to a11 other account funds.
For 1976 this account included tnree separate sets of programmatic activities
- as well as funds for buildings and program direction. Based on data supplied by
the Office of the Adm1n1str§tor ADAMHA, 18% of the fun&s for buildings and program
. direction were allocated for youth and classified ﬁs LP. For mental health °
_act1v1t1es, 24% of tha research and training funds were allocated for youth

These sums were classified
based on data supplied by the Office of 'the Adm1n1strator /as PG. The child-

rens services subproqram funds w;g:j;}{ocated to ‘youth, and all other mental
health fupds w;re allocated for youth ?ased on their share of the ﬁopuﬂation.
For ;rug abuse activities, 11i of research and training funds wére allocated
for youth based on data supplied by the Office of the‘Adﬁinistrator, and other
program activities were allocated for youth baéed 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 allocatad for youth based on data pr;ovided by
the 0ffice of the Administrator. Research and training funds were c]aﬁsified
as EG; all other progv;am funds were gla;siﬁed as LP,

For 1980, the account was aliocated and classiSied in the same manner
as 1976, except that there was noylonger a separate‘program for general

Memtal Health childrens services and buil@ings.

136
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:

- Alcohol, Drug Abuse & Mental Health ' HIST # 044100
' Aaministration (ADAMHA) N » . 1 o

o SUMMARY TABLE
( 3 v
® ) ‘ * Youth Services :
' 0s PF - LP Pe . Other Total
1964
TOTAL fes - - 32,08 128,172 160,280
o - 1970 ' ’
*  Research . . . - - - 16,737 94,840 11,577 , - .
Manpower - - v ey 28,497 95,401 123,898
Development ‘ C ) _ .
Program - - LT3 1,725 9,857 12,321 >
. , Support ) . ' . :
@ _Activities . Lo o
"A1 other - - 2,7 ___ - 72,737 ' _94,463
TOTAL - - 22,465 . 46,959 . 272,835 342,259
. 1_9_7_§_ ! A
General Mental.
Health ' . - -
Research - .- - 26,778 81,373 108,151 . .
Training - . - - 20,681 77,798 ® 98,479 - S
~_ Childrens 29,896 - - - - 29,896
® »  Services ’ _
AT other -, - 57,014 - 131,152 188,166
Orug Abuse > '
* Research . - - - 4,256 34,432 38,688 -
Training - - - 1,143 10,288 11,431
‘ A1l other - . 66,072 - 151,989 218,061 4 .
® Lo e e
Alcohol Abuse - o o
Research - - - 169 13,899 14,068
Training - - - < 21 8,582 8,793
A1l otner - - 3,566 - 145,033 148,599
o . 3uiidings - - a7 - 1,442 1,759
' Program - - 2,378 - - 10,873 13,189 .
Jirection —_ ) — ‘
TO7AL . 29,896 129,343 53,238 666,803 879,280
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- \
’ -
a 1
' (ADAMHA Summary Table, p. 2) -
Youth Services N
DS Br LP BG Other Total
o . ' 1980
General Mental
Health
* Research - - - 38,733 122,656 161,389
Training - - - 22,784 72,151 94,935
: Services - - 77,666 - 178,657 256,323
. All Other -/ - 10,785 - 27,189 37,974
’ , Drug Abuse : ot E ‘
Research M\\'{ - - 5,221 u2,246 47,467
¢ Training - - - 1,044 8,uu9 9,483
- A1l Other - - 53,923 - 135,946 189,869
. Alcohol Abuse L
Q * Research - - 342 28,138 28,480
Training - - - 233 9,260 9,u483-
All Other . - 2,506 - 101,922 104,428
Program - - 1,709 . 7,785 9,494 >
] Direction — —_
1 1 ¢ . ' \
X ! TOTAL - - 146,589 68,357 734,399 949,345
® —
Lid -
Y
o . ' \
™
.. N
)
&
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Center for D'lsease’ Control --Preventive Health Services ; HIST # 040300
' N 040400

‘This account existed in 1964, 1870, 1976, and 1980.
In 1964, the account was subdivided into four programs. For the VD control
program and the foreign gquarentine program, funds were allocated for: youth based
. on their share of 1/:he pop“ulat‘ion and classified PG. The TB control program
was divided into two subprograms: the §rants subprogram was allocated exclusively
to aﬁu'lts; the r'es'earcﬁ and tra'lnfing subprogram was allocated to youth in prc;-
pm;tion to their share of the population and classified as PG. The fourth Aprogram
was grants for research. Under this program all funds for immunization were
allocated for youth &nd classified as DS; the remaining funds were allocated
to youtlh in proportion %o their share o'f the popu]at‘ién and classified as PG.
For 1970, the entire account was allocated for-children in proportion to
their shére of the population and classified as PG. the
For 1976 the account was subdivided 1nto four programs. Onejogcupationa1
hea‘ltr,\‘ Erogram}was not classified as a servjca'for :youth. " The buildings and
fédi‘lit‘ies progr"am was allocated for youth %n proportion to their share of the
@ population and classified as PG. The d'lsf.ase control plrogram was allocated for
youth based on their share of the population; project grants im this program were
classified as LP while- other activities were classified as PG. The. final program,
project management was allocated in proportion to.the other accounts for
Hyoqﬁhwgnd classified as LP.

For 1980, the account was allocated and classified in the same

manner as 1975,

139
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Centsr for Disease Control

HIST # 040300

®ERIC
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- 040400
° SUMMARY TABLE )
YOl‘Jth Serv.fces .
os [ LP ' & Qther Total *
6 4 1964 ) .
VO and Foreign L ‘ «:’ﬁ
. Quarantine . - - - 4,889 8,505 13,39
’ A
T8 Control R , . :
- Grants - - - - 3,691 3,691
: Research &
. R Training - - - 675 e 1,233 1,508
.o ~Grant.s for Research P
. © Community Immuni-
zation 8,045 - - - . - 8,045
. ' All Other - - - . 5,109 9,322 14,
TOTAL 8,085 - - - 10,673 22,751 61,469
® . 1570 .
TOTAL - - - 16,690 32,254 , 48,944
- ‘ ‘, . X
. R 1976 '
‘ 8uilding &
' Facilities - - 53 121 174
Disease Control
) Project Grants = '- 14,152 - 32,555 46,707
® All other - - - 21,728 49,982 71,710
, Project Manmagement - - 1,409 2,169 8,229 - 11,807
p .
Jdecupational Health _- = - - 43.235 43.235
- TOTAL - - 15,561 23,950 134,122 173,633
, .
(Table, cont, . . )
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b

(Swrmary Table, p. 2)
., Youth Services ) '
' PE] LP 0 Other Total
1980
Buildings &
Facilities - - 3,u85 8,786 12,271
Disease ‘C‘oan'-ol N
Project Grants - ' 19,516 - 49,203 68,719
All Other - - 29,274 73,804 /103,078
Project Management - 260 23 1,771 2,u54
OSHA ) = N +58,902 58,902
TOTAL - 19,776 33,182 192,466  2u5,u2u
- . t
& . ;O ,
. “i r .‘ » N
e 'S
~ - ;
Al
» f
'\’4 ! '
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Federal Hospital Insurances Trust Fund @HI) o t HIST & 046500 °

This account existed only in 1970, 1976, and 1980. ,

For 1970 the account was not classified as a sergice for children.

For 1976, data supplied by the Hsalth Care Finandiqg Administration, .
Off‘ice of Planning and Research indicatad that ;055 of the fund§s provided
coversge for the medical costs of ghi,ld;en’r‘eceiving chronic fanal‘dialysis
care under the Hl program.’' This sum :w-as' classilfied as LP. , »

For 1980; data supplied by the Health ‘Care Financing Administration,
Office of Policy Planning end Resgarc}{ indicated that .01% df t}}e funds
provided coverage for the bbdicraid costs of ‘children receiving chronic

v
renal dialysis care under the HI programl This sum 'u_vas classified as LP.

[
'

\

'

L SUMMARY TABLE
! Youth Services R
: Bs [P G Other Total
‘ - . L
« - . . ' _' t . -
1970 - e - - BT 4,952,911 4,952,911
. . . Y "y .- LT
. t e - M >
1936 - - 6,056 - 12,572,571 12;578,627 *
1980 . ‘- -’ " 3,065 -- 23,218,143 23,221,208
. s - L)
N . —
R 142
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Federal Supplementarv Medical Insurance Trust Fund (St?tf) - HIST ou6400
This account exXisted in 1970, 1976, and 1980. - @

® ! :
' ' For 1970, the sccount was not classified as a service for children.
. ' 4
For 1976, data supplied by the Health Care Financing Administrastion,

' Office of Planning and Research indicated that .3% of the funds pravided
coverage for the medical costs of children receiving chroruo .renal dialys:.s
¢ care under the SM;I: DTOgTam. 'Rhis sum was class:.fied as LP. o ) ke
‘For’ 1980, data supp]ied by the Health Care Financing {\dﬁtinistra}:ioq,
Officé of Planning and Research'indicated that .1% df the funds provided
.’ L coverage for the medical costs of children receiv:m.g ‘chronic renal dinlysis
’ . | care under the SMI program: This sum was class:.f:xed as LP.

e

SUMMARY TABLE

® _ .
_Youth Services )
s PE+ LP PG ‘Other Jotal
o ‘ ; ' ‘ .

1970 - - - - 2,196,296 2,196,296 -
L) .

1976 - - © 17,909 - "5,182,184 5,200,093 q

¢ \ ' .

° 1980 - - 9,768 - 10,315,769 10,325,537
_ ) ]
sox \
o . - . .

: e . 143
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HIST # 046200

grants 't'o States for Medicaid Payments
This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980,
For 1964, the account was not classified as a servi ce for children because
medica'l asststance payments were limited to the aged )
For 1870, TQ’ ‘of account funds were allocated for youth based on the share of
medical expenditqres under public programs as reported in Barbara Cooper and Mary
McGee, "Medical Care Qutlays for Three Age Groups: Youpg, Intennédiate and

v Aged," Social Security Bulletin, May 1971, Volume 34, Number 5, Table 4. vTh'Is

sum was classified as LP. S » N

For 1976, 17.2% of the funds were a'l]ocated for youth based on the share, of
medical expenditures upder public programs as reported by Robert Gibson, Majorie
Saith Mueﬂér'ahd Charles R. Fisher, "Age D1fferences :in Hea"lth Cas‘e .Spending, 4

. #iscét'l Year 1976," Social Security Bulletin, Augusi: 1977, Volume 49, Number 8,

Table 3. This sum was classified as LP.
For 1980, 17.5% of the account funds were allocated for yout.h based

on the share of medical expenditures under public programs in 1977 as
reporfed by Robert Gibsorl and Charles Fisher, "Age Differences in Health
Care Spending Fiscal Yea_rv 1977," Social Security Bulletin, :Ianuary11979,

_Volume 42, Number 1, Table 4.
SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services

PQ_S_._' — PE - . LP “PG - Qther Total
1970 ‘ ,
. | LTI P
TOTAL - - 518,100 - 2,208,745 2,726,824
1976
TOTAL - . =1,473,737 7,094,500 8,568,237

- !

, 1980
R TOTAL - -2,471,173 , - 11,649,818 14,120,991

4+




Health Services : HIST # 0400CO

® This account existed in 1964, 1970, 197§, and 1980.

_ For 1964 based on budget data the. account was subdivided into four programs.
For two progra.ms-—ma;ema'l_' and child welfare and the childrens bureau-ﬂOO% of
the funds were allocated for youth and classif'i as DS. For the two other .
progfams, funds were allocated to youth_on basis of tﬁeir share of the popu-

s

lation and classified as LP.
’ For 1970, the account was subdivided into three programs. All funds for the 'a
. maternal and child health programs were allocated for youth and classified as DS. '
. L For the two reméining programs, fund§ were allocated forvy.quth op the basis of’
. their share of the general ‘bopulat‘ion a'ndb'lﬁssified as LP.
For 1976 the account was subd1v1ded into seven programs. One program, patient '
_ care and spec:'la'l health semnces, was not classified as a service for youth. T‘he
o quality assurance program and the, buﬂdi:ngs and facilities program were allocated
for youth on the basis of their share of the genefal population and clasvsified as
LP. The funés for the HMO program ‘and the emergency medical sérvices program
were allocated for youth based on their share of the population and classified
" ‘ as LP. The community health services program was divided into s:.x subprograms.
The maternal and child héa'lth subprogram and thev family planning subprogr;am were
allocatad 100% for youth and classified as DS.
S The four rﬂ.mai ni ng subprograms were aﬁocated for youth' ¥n propurtiod €o-
their share of the popu'la‘t‘ion and classified as LP. The seventh program--
program management--was allocated for youth on the basis of their share of the

b

general population and classified as LP.

: ' ' 145
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For 1980, the account was sﬁﬁdivided into three programs. Thefcommunity
services program was divided into nine subprogranzs.. The maternal and child
health suborogram and the family planning subprogram were allocated.lDO% -
for vouth and classified as DS. The seven remaining subprograms were allo-
cated for youthrin proportion to their share of the poptlation and qlassi—
fied as LP. _ |

The funds for health care services and érogram management prog#ams were
allocated for youth ih propor%ion'to thedir %Eijg of the.ppédiation.a%d o

\

classified as LP, y .

. .
' |

o=
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“
Héélth'Servi;es

SUMMARY- TABLE

Youth Services

S

“HIST # 040000

;jﬁi [ P QOther Total

Maternal and 92,376 - - - - 92,376
chi¥d welfare . .

Salaries and ' 3,533 - ° - - - 3,583
Expensas . « ' ' '
Chiidrens- -

Bureau i ‘ ]

A1l other = - 29,827 - 51,890 81,717
TOTAL 95,929 - 29,827 - 51,800 177,646

1970

Maternal and 267,187 - & - - 267,187
Child ‘Health

A1l other = | - - _94,820 - 183,263 278,092

| TaTAL 267,187 - 94,829 - 183,263 ' 545,279

376

Quality - - 12,214 - 28,097 40,3
Assurance : ‘

Buildings &. - - 1,018 » - 2,341 3,389 .
Facilities

"HMO's .- - 6,786 - 15,610 * .22,396 .

Emergency ‘© . - 10,178 - 23,414 33,592
Medical ~ -

Services

Patient Care = - - - - 167,960 167,960
and Special T
Health
Services .

147




Health Services

G

HIST #-040000

SUMMARY TABLE - -

. Youth_Serviceé

® : - | S —— TS Other Tota]
Community )
. Health g
. Maternal & 370,636 - - - - 370,636
~ Child Health .
Fami Ty 100,777 - - - - 100,777
Plapning : :
®- A1l other = - 101,785 - 24,138 335,923
Program . - R - £ - 31,219 44,790
Management - —_ \
TOTAL 471,413 - 145,552. . 502,779 1,119,744
P
® .
1980
Community
Services 5 B
. ' Maternmal & 325,010 . - - - L - 325,010
® . Child Health ‘
) © . Family 132,411 - - - " - 132,411
»~ Planning - N . "
All Other - - 153,838 - 387,844 541,682
\ Health Care - - s4,E98 ° - 137,900 192,598
Services L N -
o - _ Program - - 3,419 - 8,619 12,038
. Mana ent . . :
.| Jamagenent — — | _
| TOTAL | 457,421 - 211,955 - 534,363 1,203,739
: ' s ) -
® . -,
e
PY 148 '
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Indian Health Facilities R HIST # 040200

.under age 20. Accordingly, 30% of all dischargEE and related expend;tures .

based ‘on the share of Indians under 18 on or near reservations el;glble for

OERIC

This account ex;sted in ’QBU 1870, 1976 and,lQSO R .o

For 196u 1970, and 1976, 30% of the account funds were allocated for
youth. This estimate was based on'data relatlng to the 'Number of Dlscharges o .
bv Age ror IHS and Contract General Ho;pitals . FY 1978 "‘ supplied by Office i

of Program Statistics, Division of Resources Coordinatipn. Indian Health .
:ervices, DHEW. ‘These figures indicated that 33% of all dlscharges were

) :were estimatgd to be fior youth under 18. These sums were classifled as LP.

For, 1980, 50% of the account funds were allocated for youth. Th;s.was

a

service in 1980, supplied by an internal estimate from the Office of Program .
Statistics, Indiap Health Service. This _sum was classified as LP. ‘ ' . T,
et . Sle e SUMMARY TABLE —~ . ‘ ' .
. Youth Services - o :
0SS “PE . kP PG . ‘Other Total
’ o 1964 . . o .
. . v [
ToTAL . - -7 1,648 - 3,840 5,486
R I ’ ]
TOTAL - -* 4k9s - T0%62 | 15,680 :
" 1976 Lo . : .
TOTAL . - - - L. - aLsL2 '59,303
A - - . P :
o 1980 , .
" ' ’ . === o | T
TOTAL s " - 37,2u6 T - 37,245 74,491 : S
L4 ’ ~ - . . . .
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Indian Health Services

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

Data supplisd by Health Services Administration, Offics’of Finan;ial'

HIST ¢ 040100 -

”~

Management, 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, 50% of the account funds were allocated for youth. This

was based on the share of Indians uhde:.iéwon or near reservations eli-

of Program Statistics, Indian Health Service. This sum was classified as

¢

LP.
L
n
SUMMARY TABLE
. . Youéh Services
. “ bs PE LR 2]
1964 T - L -
1970 - - 55,108 .-
1976 - - 4,790 -
' 1980 “ -, 263,085 . -

Other

za,séé

48,870
128,400
263,086

gible for service in 1980; supplied by an intermnal estimate from the Office

60,239
103,978
273,190
§26,171

-
'S
¥
L) .
A\
s
e
- N
‘ 150
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Madical Care - Veterans Administration - * ‘ HIST ¢ 107400,

® : This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

; For 1964 ang 1970, this account was not classified as a service for
. ’
children. ‘ - , ‘

For 1976, based on budget data, the account was subdlv;ded into two programs
8 ) ‘ N " For the CHAMPVA progrﬁm I7% of the account funds were allocatad for youth based on
youth patient data reportad in The Heaith Affairs Reoort. All Branches of Servics and

N

All Offices of Civilian Haalth and Medical Procrams of ‘the Uniformed Services

o . (CHAMPUS) Bensficiaries 1976 (U.5. Department of Defense, Statistical Bqanch,

® . Program Evaluation Division). This sum was classified as LP. : .

The sescond program, Vetaran Medical Care, was not classified as a service .

‘for youth. .

- - -

For 1980, the account was allocated and classified in the same manner

L 4 ' as’1976.

o 151
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"SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services

os PF LP PG Qther Total
- 1964
TOTAL - - - - 1,111,451 _ 1,111,451
1970
TOTAL - - - - 1,652,627 1,652,827
‘ ‘ 1976
CHAMP VA - - 3,769 - 18,601 - . 22,170~
AL others - - - = 3.672.789  3.672.789
- - 3,769 - 3,691,190 3,694,959
‘ 1980
CHAMPVA - - 10,074 - u9,187 59,261
All others - - - - 5,866,824 5,866,824
TOTAL - - .10,07Y - 5,916,011 5,926,085
‘ﬁgﬁﬁr - -
4 A
o
.
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¢
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National Institute of Child Health and Human Develooment MIST #.041100
. . and 041200
@ < These accounts existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four

years, funds were allocated for .youth based on the share of children and

vouth in the general population These sums were classified as PG.

v

® d ' ‘ SUMMARY TABLE :
" . -4 Youth Services t :

\ S ®E O E kOB other  fotal
. 1964 c- - - 7,030 12, 230 19,260
° | 570 - - - 23,739 us 877 65,616

1976 . - - - 46,601 | 107,199 . 153,800
1980 - - - - 52,696 132,854 185,550
B V4

: , -, R
~
) » . ,
[ ]
AR
9 s
. ' )
.. » - L N
‘l
J
® .
L
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St. Zlizabetn's Hospital | A ' . HIST # 043900

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. .

For each year the share of total account funds allocatad for youth was 5%

based on an estimate by the Qffica of the Special Assistant to the Superinten-
" :

de.nt/, St. Elizabeth's Hospital. These sums were classified LP.
A

SUMMARY TABLE

¢ " Youth Servi‘ces
b3 Pt LP [dc] Qther . Total
TOTAL . - a7 . - 8,881 9,348
TOTAL - . 836 _ o - 15,884 16,720
| 1976 | -
TOTAL . - 3,007 | - 57,138 60,145

1980 o

.TOTAL . 2 - ‘ - 4,052 - 76,990 | 81,042

R \
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- -6 - .i .
! Pavments, for Operation of. Low Income Housing - HIST

[y

In 196'4 and 1976 u2° of- the

L . - This account existed in 1964, 1976, and 1960
account funds were allocated for youth based on the ‘share of eligible rec1p1ents
/ for: subsidized housing payments who were females with children. This percantage

'Was based on data reportad in Lower Income Housing ssistance Programs, November

1.7 ~ , 1978 (U.S. Department of Housing and Urzﬁevqlopﬁént, 0ffice of Policy Develop-
; ‘ - ment and Research). These sums were classified as PF. ,',-
. For 1980, 47.2% of the account funds _were allocated. for youth based on .
the share of children under 18 in famil_ies reexamined for contin.ued gccu-
® T - pancy in lcw-rem: public housing in 19% This percentage was based on data
reported in "Families Reexamined for Contd.m.xed Occupancy :Ln 'Low-Rent Public
" " Housing," ‘rable 225 .1 (Subsidized Hoﬁsing Adm:.ssions and Com:inued Occupancy
’ System, DHUD). 'I'his sum was c_lassi_fied s PF.-
® .. T
3 S ' { [
SUMMAP,Y TAPLE . 3 '
) _Youth Services i
LY : 0T PF LP PG Other Total =~
® 1964 - "33 - - 466 803 I
L1976 - 74,710 - - 103 77.ee
1980 , - 366,364 - - 407,236 772,600
° N
® . ;
. ) :
- . .
LY w - -
) h B P \
N . ,
’ »
(%
2 .
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Subsidized Housing Programs 599400 .

HIST £

® : This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. For 1964, 1970, and

- . 1976, u42% of the accourt fu.nds were al_].ocated for youth based on the share ) .

v . . of eligible recipiem:s for subsidized housing payments who were females with ' ’ .
< children. |

Assistance Pron'ams November 1978 ('Q,t S, Depa:'tmem: of Housding: and Urban C AN ;

This perce’ﬁ?age was based on data reported in Tower Income Hous:ug

‘ DeveIOpment Qffice o: Polic? Devalopment and Research). These sums Were  » " MR
' B _classified as BE, . - “P’ ’ . S Q" L
' ) For 1980, l#7% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on e » . I‘ v
® . N . the, mean sh?re of recipients that were c}uldren under 18 in subsidized hous:.ng

programs in 1978. This percentage was based on data from "Families Recerti-

®LRIC S .

PAruntext provided by enic JIKN o L4
.

fied for Contihued Occupancy for Remt Supplement 9/30/78." Table 426.1 -,
.
. (Subsidi;ed Housing Admissions and Continued Occupancy System, DHUD). This .
. - swn-was classified as PF. J ‘
3 “
N SUMMARY TABLE
' N\ Youth Services ’
0S Pr Le PG Other Total
i ‘ - - - - i N
. = 1964 - 68,54 -~ - - 124,177 © 183,121
1970 ‘ n ) . .=+ 198,131 ' - - 274,992 474,123
- 1976 ‘ * . 958,632 - . 1,323,826 2,282,456
amn—— . .. . 1
, 1880 . -2,054,840 - -, 2,317,160 4,372,000
e . . N
. ﬂ . VA ‘.d - . . i . . L i ‘
' B . . X Y
. « N ‘




Assistancs Payments T HIST # 049400
This account existed in 196'4' 1970, 1976, and 1980.
»E" 1964 based on budget data, the eci:punt; was subdivided into three " :

) . ) - . ]
- programsf state expend'ltures‘, cost of administration, services and training and
demonstration projects. For stats expenditure payments on behalf of aid to

/‘ ¢ a4
famﬂ'les with dependent chﬂdren (AFDC) r\!.‘c'lpients, 75% of the funds were allo- . s L

cated for youth This a‘l'bocaticn was based an zhe share of AFDC recipients who
* wers dﬁ‘ldren from data supp'l'ied by the Soc1a'l Security Admn'istrat'lon Office of

»

S Research and Stat‘lsﬁcs This sum was classified as PF.

\

® _ 5 " For state expendi ture payments on behalf of a'id to the b'hnd (AB) reciments,

2% of thes ¥Yundswerafallocated for youth based on AB rec1p1ents who were child-
~ . ' &

ren. This allocation was made using data reported in Findinas of the 1970 AB

Study, Part I, Demograohic and Program Characteristics [U.S. Department of Health, ' -

® Educati%n"and Melfare,” Social and Rehabilitation Service, DHEW Publication No . ,

(SRS) 73-03903, NCSS Report AB-1 (704]. This sum was c'lass1f1ed as LP. A
o ' -State expenditure payments for recipients of a'ld-age ass1stance (0AA),

medtcal assistance for the aged (MA-aged) and aid to the pemanent'ly and tota'l]y

e . disabled (APTD) were not classified as services for d;ﬂdren |

The program administration costs asscc1ated w1th AFDC and AB were allocated

’and c'la§s1f1ed based on “the same data and in the same menner as the state ex-

pendftﬁros for. these programs. Administration costs for the 0AA, MA-aged and

¢ . ) \ APTD programs were not c'lassified as serv1c.s for children. Allocation ' -
of funds for demonstration proJects was based on the sam¢ data and classified
in the same manner as for AFDC -expendi tures. , ) .

For 1970, 73% of the funds for the AFDC, emergency ass1stanc= and state and
o : local administration costs under the maintenance assistance pro\gram were allocateq

for youth. -This allocation was based on the snare of AFDC recipients who were

\ .
. . ¢

AY




children fr'oin data suppred by the Social Security Administration, Office of
_ Resaarch and Stat1st1cs These sums were classified as PF
d The allocation of AB funds for yoquth was based on the same. data and class*x-

fied in the same manner ds for 1964. The 0AA and APTD programs were not classi-

fied as servicas for children.
For ,]976' based on budget data) the account was subdivided into two programs:
maintenance assistance and child suﬁport and enforcement. For both programs, - ‘ Sy
71% of the funds were;.allloca\ted for youth based on the share of AFDC re::ipi_en_t;

who’were children as reportad in Public Assistance Statistics, December 15976 ®

{u.S. Department of Health, Education and.NeHar'e, Social and Rehabilitative
Servicas, DHEW Publication No. (SRS} 77-03100, NCSS ‘Repért A-2 (12/76)]. These | !

sums were classified as PF. -
For 1980, the account was subdivided into” three programs: maintenance

assistance, research and evaluation and administrative expenses. _For all

prog;rams 70% of the funds were allocated for youth based on the share of

AFDC reclpients fo:r.- FY 1979 who were cha.ldren. Deta were supplied by the .
U. S. Department W‘L, Education and Welfare, Division of Family

Assistance Services. These sums were qléssified as PF.




[

Assistance Payments

@

HIST # 049400

SUMMARY TABLE

e Youth Services .
. 0SS PE P PG Qther Total
. b .

1964 . -

Stata Expen- - 663,110 - - 221,037 884,147
ditures for 5, v ‘ '
AFDC : '

State Expen- - - 932 . 45,673 46,605
"ditures for :

AB " . _

| Cost of Program - - 95,167 . - . 3%,30 131,507
Administration R p v
for AFDC and »
AB : .

' Demonstration - 978 - - - , 326 - 1,304
Projects - R . < i e
A1l other - - - _-° 1,670,634 1.670,634

. . Ay .
TOTAL - 759,955 932 - 1,974,010 2,734,197
570 ' '

Maintanance - 1,508,965 - . 558,111 2,067,077
Assistance R :
for AFDC

Maintenance - - 994 - 48,715 49,709"
Assistance N : . :
for AB

. Emergency - - 3,024 - - 1,118 4,142
Assistance ‘ .

State & Local - 96,768 - - 168,349 265,117
Administration

A11 other - - - - 1,758,394 1,758,394
TOTAL #n- 1,608,758 994 - 2,532,687 4,142,439
1976 -

— 3\-' 4,152,578 - - 1,696,125 5,848,703

1980 ,

980
TOTAL - 4,933,519 - - "2,11u,365 7,047,88%)

150 - :
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® / y
\ Ciyil Service Retirement and Disab11ity rund/ : HIST # 128300 °
® This account existed in 1964, 1970 /1975 and 1980.
, ' For 1964, 'l'l" of the account funds w re allocated for youth based on annuities )
paid tn children as a share of total ann 1t‘les and benefits re?orted Jn the Annual ”
_ Report of Financial and Statis‘wcal Datd (U.S. Divil Service Commission, Bureau
' 3 of Ret'lrement Insurance and Occupatio 1 Hea'lth fiscal year 1964, Table A-8).

This sumwas classified as PF. !

5
v

For '1970. 10% of the account funds were allocated for youth based. on annu‘]-

o~

ties paid to children as a share o

Annual Report of Financijal and §

tota'l annu'Hnes and beneﬁts reported in the
1st1ca‘l»Data (U.S. Civil Service Commission,

fiscal year 1970, Table A-8).

{s 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 anmiities and benefits reported in the Annual '

Report of Financial and Statistical Data (U.S. Civil Sefv‘lce Commission, fiscal

year 1976, Table B8-11).This sum was claSsified as PF.
For 1980, the youth share was allocated and classified in the same

manner &s 1976.

-

SUMMARY TABLE

Youth Services
PP

146,331
264,153
555,035

Total
1,318,296
2,751,608
8,284,108

Other-
1,171,965
2,487,452
7,729,074

5

-1,018,750 13,534,817 14,553,567




-

_These sums were classified as LP.

©

Cuban Refucee Assistance HIST # 049500

-

This account existeg in 1964, 1970; 1976, and 1980. In all four years,

funds were allocated on,the basis of youth as a share of the general population.

‘

SUMMARY TABLE
. Youth Services o
. iy il LP Qther - Total o
1964 - - 15,537 - 27,030 42,567 .
1970 Y - ~ 28,595 - 55,262 ., 83,857 |
1976 A - 41,815 .- 96,150 138,006 "
1976 L
1980 . . 118,824 . 299,545 415 359
& .
g 4
»
\
. 161
> M '~
. ' 17y
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Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund C ~ HIST # 049800

This account existed i,n 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

“

. % In all four vears, the allocation'of funds for -youth was Jbased on the same

..

data 5and,g:ﬂa‘kssjfi'ed in the same manner as for the Civil Service Re"tXment and

Disability Fund. ] . . ,
.
K SUMMARY TABLE :
E - Youth Services _ | -
55 PF e P& Other Total .
1964 - 147,460 - - 1,193,085 1,340,545
1970 - 42,5 . - - 201,412 20s3,048 ~J
1976 - 665,728 - . 8,940,734 9,606,462
1980 ¥ - 1,073,728 . -1, 265,202 15,338,926
:

162 \

E
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Federal Old ,Aqe & Survivors Insurance Trust Fund HIST = 049700 T B
¥ ) This nccount existed in le6u, 1970, 1976 end 1980, * -, >

For 1964, 9.1%.of the funds were sllocated for yquth based on beréfits

-

paid to youth as a ;sha.re of total benefits paid. This a.‘L‘Location was bésed‘

— - ‘on data reported in Social Securitv BulYetin Annual Statistical Supplement,

. -

] “___ (u. s, Departnent of Hea.lth Education and Welfare, Social Security s ‘
Administration, I‘ables 54 and 987.. .'“l'his sum was classified PF.
For 1970, 8.2% of the account u;as a.uscated for youth based on the Y
. san;e data source and classi:E:.ed ;.g the same manner as for 196u4.
‘ : For 1976, 7.4% of the account was a,]_].ocated for youth based on data
|  from the same som*ce and classified in the same manner as for 196u4. . . ) ‘ '

Al

For 1980 ,8.7% of the account was allo.cated for youth based on unpub- ‘ \
lished data available from’ the Social Security Administration, Office of

.. ' - Résearch and Statistics. This snm was classified as PF .

SUMMARY TABLE

: ; Yoyth' Services . \ "
¢ ; ! DS j33 ~ LP PG «  Other =~ Total . )
. 1964 -, 1,390,899 ° - . - 13,893,708 = 15,284,607 :
1970 = 2,340,301 - S 25,080,0u8 . 27420,3u5 , '
< . ) .
1976 - 4,757,910 - 2 59,538,173 64,296,083 .
- . q‘ . . . '
. 1980 - 6,968,284 - - 97,035,9uL 104,004,228
. ) | EE— ) ? N ) 2US9 .
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Federal Unemplovment Benefits and Allowances . . KIST ¢§ 067100 N b : R

‘\5) : This sccoust existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.  * - .
For 1964 and 1970 account funds were allocated for youth based on data re-

’ S Jating td Mcharactaristics of insured unemployed and beneﬁts under state prograus

) A presented “in U.S. Department of Labor, ManbDower Reng,:; of the Pres1dent Anrﬂ 1971,
- @ ‘ o Tab]e F-17. These f'lgures show chat 6% of all. beneficiaﬂes were under 22 in 197_(1.

Accordingly. it was estimated that 2% of the funds could be allocated for youth

under 18. These sums were cladsified as LP. . o

For 1976 account funds were aﬂocated for youth based on simﬂa{data reported

¥ 1n U S Department of Labor, Empol oment and Tra1n1na Report of the Presidenf Apri]

1978, Tap]e F-10. These f'igures s"h;ow that 10 4% of all beneﬁciar‘les were under
22 in.1976. Acco*gly, it was estimated that 3.4% of the funds could be aHo-'

catad for youth under 18 This sum was classified as LP.

N .
.

o ~ For 1980 account funds were allocated for youth based on similar data(

reported in U. S. Department of Labor. Emmlovment and Training Report of

the) President, Aoril 1979, Table F-10. These figures show that 9.6% of ' .
the insured unemployed receiving benefits in 1977 were under 22. Accord- 4 o
. ingly it was estimated that 3.1% of the S co'uld be allocated for youth = < ) .

under 18. This .sum was classified as LP.

3




TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

[Nl

-

SUMMARY TABLE.

Youth Services

5.
16d
3,050
1970
3,671
1976
64,334
1980
31,930

Other

var—

149,454

179,883

1,827,839

998,070

Total

152,514

183,554

1,892,173

1,030,000

“

»

”



v Grants to States for Unemployment °QO'LLST # 06700 }
" Insurance and Emplovment Services - . .
’ o This account existed in 1976 and‘lQBO, ‘For 1976, funds were allocated ’

for vouth based on data relating to “Characteristics of Insured Unemployed

it

. and Benefits Under State Programs” presented in U. S. Department of Labor,

.’ Emplovment and Trainigg Reoort of the President, Aoril lQ?gx\Eable F-10. ‘ o

These figures showed that 10.u% of all beneficiaries were under 22 in 1976.

Accordingly, it was estimated that 3.U% of the funds could be allocated for N \
; ‘ youth under 18. This sum’'was classified as LP.
.' For 1980, funds were aliocated for &outh based on data relating to

s “Characteristics of Individuals Placed by the U. S. Employment Sef;ices by . : .

State FY 1978," presented in U. S. Department of Laborrggnlovment and
Training Revort of the President, Aoril 1979, -Table F-9., These figures . .
" ’ ’ showed that Yu4% of individuals placed by the ¥. S. Emﬁ!oyment Service were ~ n .
under 22 in 1978. Accordingly, it was estimateé fhat 14,5% of the fupdé
could he allocated foxr youth under 18. This sum was classified as LP.
o , ‘ sumMaRY TABLE
' Youth Services
23 )il M Other Jotal
} 1976 - -_ —
TOTAL - - . = .6,182 - 175,649 181,831
P - 1980 ' « o '
CTOTAL - s -y 3,234 - 19,066 22,300~
- [ 3
& ]
J | ) [
: N 166 .
é/ .
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R
o Judicial Survivors Annuity Fund : . HIST # 006800 :
' This fu'nd existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1880. 1In all four years,
\5% 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, Retirément and )
® ' ' Benefits Section. These ‘sums were classified as PF. . ' ' )
‘SUPW\RYTABLE.: e ' -
, Youth Services v o =
1964 R [ - - a0, 450
1970 - 14 - - 682 696 :
1978 - 27 - - 1,328 1,355
\. 1980 » LT - . 2,226 2,260
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"youth,

National Life insurahce Fund . . " HIST # 109000

LAY

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1975, and 1980,
For 1964, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into exgnt
programs. For dne program-—the operating costs funded for death claims——.05%"

\

for the account'funds wers 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

. P ~ ! ’
data rapo:;eﬂlby the ‘Veterans Administration, Office of the District Council,

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and the sum was.classifiéd as PF. The seven programs’
in the 5algnca~of the account wefe not. classified as services for youth.
: T L
for 1970, based on budget data, the account was subdivided into eight programs.
For one-Ent~operéting costs funded for death claimg--.0l% of the funds were
based on the _ .
allocatad for youth same data and classified in the same manner as for 1964. The

seven programs in the balance of the acocount were not classified as sarvices For_

£
- -

For 1976, the account was again éubdividaq into eight prograhs. Fol

only ona-—operatlng.cqsts fumded for death claims--.007% of the funds were allocated

for youth based on the same dgta 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. T

B »

" For 1980, tﬂe accourtt was allocafed‘fbr youth and classified in the

»
+

same manner as in 1976.

N o o
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National Life [nsurance Funé .

® SUMMARY TABLE .
' ' ‘ Youth Services
s, TFF LP G gther - Total
AN T ‘
| TN\ . . 1964 )
; ~ ) Ddath (laims - g8 - - - 294,301 294,389
o, . All others T s - - 290.678 290.878
> TOTAL - 88 - - . 585,179 585,267
/ 1970 . :
® . Death Claims - 29 - - 291,817 . 291,846
’ all others ' _=_ - - - © 393,238 393.238
TOTAL - 29 ! - - 685,055 685,084
: * oy - . . '
‘ s | 1976 '
® { ", 220
Death Claims, - 19 - - 273,643 273,462
- All others . — - -— = 35?L55l 359.551
TOTALe - 19 - - 632,994 © 633,013
. ‘
® . 1980
) 1980 L.
_Death Claims =~ - 25 - - 361,325 361,350
ALl others - - - e e “ 4yl,650° 441,650
TOTAL ™ . 25 - - 802,975 803,000 -
o : _
3
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’\ ) ' \ h - " ) .
Pavments to States for Child Support, Title IV-B
® This 3ccount existed only in 1980. The allocation of funglts for youth
was based on a FY' ‘1979 monthly average of the share uf AFDC recipients who
~ o - were chiid.ren. Data were supplied by the U, S; D_epartment of Health, . .
L. ., Education and Welfare, Division of Fa'mﬂyrAssistance Services. ‘
. . e ' : \ 4 , . -’
R ; SUMMARY TABLE .
l " / " ’ . ' . v’
. o . - Youth Services s
: . bs . PE - LB BG *  Other ' Total
L& -
® . 1980 - 245 . - . - 105 350
. . - - !
t , \ .
. . .
I - .
® . : ~ .
“~ & ‘ ‘ .
@ .
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. ’ - 3 d
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. Rajlroad Retirement Account " HIST # 129900

This account existed in 196U, 1970, 1976, and 1980. ’

For 1964, 2.8% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on child-
ren receiving retirement and survivor ber;eﬁts as a share bf total survivor
Data for this allocation were reportad in th%ﬂroad Retirement

Board Annual Reoort 1964 (Table B-2). This sum was classified as PF.

annuti tants.

¢

For 1’970;;2‘.7.'-' of the account funds were allocated for youth on ithe same

basis as for 1964 Data for this aﬂdcation were reported in the Rajlroad Retire«

ment Board Annual Report 13970 (Tab]e 11). This sum was classified as PF.

For 1'976., 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

13

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 all previous years. Data for this allocation were reporfed in

t : R
Railroad ‘Retirement Board Annual Report 1978 (Ta‘ble 11). This sum was
classified as PF. ‘

SUMMARY TABLE

* Youth Services - .
L il 7 PG~ Other Total *
1964 - 30,897 - - 1,072,575 1,103,472
1870 - 43,283 - - 1,564,618 1,607,301,
1976 - 104,239 - - . - 3,376%423 . 3,%66*
s .
1980 - 1'43,82‘0 - - 4,650,180 4,794,000
" 3
»
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* Soecial Benefits for Disabled Coal Miners o S HIST # 049300

‘This account existed ir 1970, 1976, and 1980.

Far 1970 based on budget data the account was 'subdivided into three proigrams.

For two programs--benefit 'payments and amninistrati{’dnb-lox of the acgount funds were ™
® allocatad to 'youth based on an estimate of benefits paid to.children as a share of all )
) ’ nelne{it payments. This sum was claséified as PF. For the third program, environ-
menFaJ. control,. 105 of the funds were all;cated “for youth based on the same.
estimats. of benefit ‘payments t6 children. This sum was clgssif;ied as LP. The . .
@ estimate f.or allocating funds for the thr:_g programs was prpyi‘ded by the Social
" Security Administration, Office of Research and Statistics. 7 ’
_For- 1976, 1l.4% of the funds were a%lccated for youth based on the actual \ '
.benefit.s paid to children as a shars of total benefits '‘paid reported by the ‘ . R "
9 Social Security'Administration, Office of Research a:jd Statistics. This sum | Se
was classified as PF. | o " 1 :
p For 1.980, 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, Offic_e of Réseaz:ch and Statistics.
This sum was cl'assified as PF. .
+
e . \ : : -
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-
v ’ -
° | , |
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L\
SUMMARY TABLE - \
’ . ’ K : . : Youth Services o
. .. ‘ _O_s - i ':.E. .p_g " Other Total
‘1970 .

Benefit Payments - 739 - - 6,652 7,391
e Administration S« 290 - -+ 2,617 2,907 - \

Envirenmental U ,‘
Control - - 8 - 5 83

- - TOTAL . 1,025 x: - 9,3 10,381

e 1976 - 113,709 - - 883,745 . 997,454

1980 - 32,198 - - 1,006,455 1,038,653,

Y
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Supplemental Securitv Income (SSI)

v

. HIST 2 049200
This  daccount exj:sted in 1976 and 1980. For 1976, 4.3% of the account
; ; .

funds’were allocated for youth‘base)d. on SSI benefit ﬁaymem:_s to children

as a share of all benefit payments, repcr*t;e‘d by the Social Security ‘Admini-
_ stration, Apalysis Branch of the Division of Supplemental Security Ihcome.
o This sum was classified as LP.
| Fo 198[;;7.9% of the ¥ccounts funds were allocated fo,r youth based
on the same data and classified in the same manner as for 1976. ’
N . N . ‘ ',
e ' SUMMARY TABLE v
-4
Youth Serviges ) .
. bs [ LP PG Other Total '
1976 : - - 217,493 - 4,840,478 5,057,971
o ‘ . :%980/ - - 505,578 - 5,894,142 6,399,720
‘ R | . AP S
/
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S ¥
Unemplovment Trust Fund

HIST # 067600

‘1970, 1976, and .1980,
For 1964 and 1970 account funds were allocated for.youth based on data

This account existed in 1964,

relating to, “characteristics of 1nsured unemployed and benefits under state

programs’ presented in U.S. Department of Labor, Manoower Renort of the-

President, April 1871, Table F-17. These figures show that 6% of all bene-

f1ciar1e§ were under 22 in 1970. Actordingly, it was est1mated that 2, of the

funds could be allocated for: youth under 18. These sumé were classified as LP.
. T — .
For 1976 account funds were allocated for youth based on similar data re-

ported in U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Trainina Revort of the Pre-

sident, Aoril 1978, Table F-10. These f1gures show that 10. 4% of all benef1c1aries

were under Zé in 1976, Accord1ng1y. it was estimated that’ 3.4% of the funds could

be allocated for youth under 18. This sum was classified asiLp.

7”f'J For 1980 account funds were allocated for youth based on similar data

------

' Pres;dnet April 1979, Table F-10. . These flgures show that 9.6% of all

berneficiaries were under 22 in 1977 Accordingly,‘it was estimated that

- 3.1% of the finds could be allocated for youth under 18. This sum w;s '
‘classified as LP. ‘ -

SUMMARY TABLE

o

Youth Services

DS ' PE - LF PG Other Total
1964 \
TOTAL. : - 69,881 - 3,422,227 3,492,068
o . '
. 1570
TOTAL - - 83,793 - 3,125,859 3,189,652
| ' 1976 {

TOTAL - . 596,872 - 16,958,189 17,533,061

L _ 1980
= o Me e eem R e R WM N En A o oW, .
TOTAL - - uy7,933 T nes . 14,001,319 1 uug ,452.
175 . . - S




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Veterans Comoensation and .Benefits ‘ HIST #_lOéSdb
This sccount existed in 1964, 1970, 1376, and 1980. ’
For 1964, 8;25 of the account funds were allocated for youth based on
Vetsrans death and compensgtion payments for all cases involving children,
including widows with chlldren, as a share of total compensat;on and pension

expenditures. Thls allocat;on was based on data reportad in Annual Resort of

-

the Administration of Vetsrans ﬁ%ralrs (Veterans Admzn;strat;qn, 1964) and the

‘sum was classified as PF. . -

For 1970, 9.9% 6f the account was allocated for youth on the same baéis
as for 1964. The allocat;an was based on data reported in the Annual Report

of the Admxnlstration of Veterans Affairs (1970) and the sum was. classified as

PR,

‘Faor 1976, 7.3% of the account was allocated FE:r youth on the same basis
. : .
as-for/ 1964 and 1970. The allocation was based on data reported in -the Annual

Regort 4f the Administration of 9eterans Affairs (1976) and was .classified as PF.

For 1980, three accounts - veterans' compensations, pensions and
burial benefits - were combined in order to make programmatic breakdowns
correspbnding 0 categories in the earlier years. F&r the entire account,
5.6% of the funds were allocated for youth on the same basis as earlier
‘years. Thise allocation was based on unpubllshed data for 1979 made
available from the Cemtral Office of the Veterans Administration and

was clagsified as PF.

SUMMARY TABLE
Youth Services
B E ., F B Sther’  Total

Pt . - 288,620 - - 3,672,386 3,961,206
1979k - | 525,482 - 1 - 4'310,335 5;335'7é7
28 o - E0e - -l 70770 "-‘sl,"‘ﬁstfzzé'
280 ° - ‘” - }559"""8? L - 9, 865,226 10,u43u,704
e T S 176 .




a

Veterans Insucance and Indemnities . : . HIST ¢ 106500

-

‘. { \ This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964, .03% of the account funds were allocatec for youth based dn deatn
. ) .

zlaims pald &2 youth as a share of all death claims paid. This allocaticn was

nased on data ceported by the Vetsrans Administration, Office of the District
. . >

-y

~suncil, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and the sum was classified as PF.

For 1970, .01% of the account funds were allocated for youth based on the
same /daf.a and classified_in the same manner a; for 1964.
For 1976 and 1980 the amount of death claims paid out to youth was
considered insignificaot. - '
: : o T -
SUMMARY TABLE

. Youth Serviges )
® s PF [ [ Other Total

0 l-"3. —
1954 " : - N - - 26,834 26,842
‘ S
1970 - a - - 13,460 13,464
L .

°

OLRIC . , 1,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




SLRIC
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HIST # 10700

/

Veterans ReadjustmBnt Benefits

A .
This account ‘existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For all four ryeafs, based on budget data from the Appendix to the

the account was sﬁbdiviﬁed into two programs.

Bugget of the{U. S., For

the readjustment benef:.ts paid to- sons and daughters component of the

education and u'aining program, 100% of the accox:nt was allocated to youth

-

This sum were classined as DS. The bplance of the account in the.four

.years was not classified as services for youth. . \
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SUMMARY TABLE
3 ! ot
‘_ Youth Services -
Bs - PE LP PG Qther " Total
« "—é-ls A l,
' £d. & Training 24,839 - . - - - 24,839
» Benefits to - . )
Childzen
I‘ : * 9
All others - - - ' - 44,159 44,159
TOTAL °, 26,839 - . - 44,159 68,998
r N
o ' *
JT ) N 1970 < ’
- Ed. & Training 43,452 - - - - 43,452
b for Sons and . .. .
Baughtars
I8 0 : - " . ’ »
. A.U: others O - - = - - = 944,083 944,083
! TR, - 43,452 - - < 944,083 987,535
' N . 1976
€d. & Training 160,270 - - - -
-for Sons and < ,
' Daughters v o
ALY others - = - -, 3.366.292  5.366.292
TOTAL 160,270 - < - 5,366,292 5,526,562
' ] ’ < 1980 .
i : . - ' -
» . Ed. & Traiming 173,053 - - - - , 173,053
‘ or Sons and ’ -
| Daughters
All others  __ = . - . _= - 2,165,497  2.163:497 '
‘ N .
- TOTAL % 173,053 z - - v 2185497 2,338,550 .
[
.‘ . .
S c o & 179
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funds ‘were allocatad for youth based on death claims paid to youﬂT as.a share

were not classified as sarvlces for youth.

U.S. Government Life Insurance Fund

HIST # 109200 :

.o~ : ! -
+ This account existed in 1964; 1970, 1976, and 1980.

For 1964, based on budéet data, the account Qas subdivided inmto five praograms.

For one program—-operat:.ng costs funded for dea claims—.03% of 'the account

of all death claims paid. This allocatiqn was made on.the basis’of data reported

v )
by the Vetorans Admanistrat;on, 0ffice of Distflct Couneil, ‘Philadelphia, Pennsylvanla
Y

arfd the sum was classifled as FF. The four programs in the halance of the account

o ™ ,

-For 1970, based an budget data, the-accodnt was‘subdivideo'into seven programs.

For one--gperating costs foa Heath claims—.Q1% of the funds were allocated for

youth based on the~same data and calculated in the same manner as for 1964, The

8 AN

J
balance of the';ESaunt_was not classified as servics for chlldrcn.

¥

For 1976, the account was subdivided into nine programs.- For one-—operating

costs for death claims-——.007% of the account was allocated for youth based on the

.

same data and calculated in tmelsame manner as for‘l964 and 1970. * The balance .

of the accountlwas not olassifiad as services for children.

L .

For 1980, the account was calculated dnd classified in the samg

manner as 1976

]
}
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»




‘ ‘ s ) . . . . . . \ . . .
. '. . o _ . ? < 7
9 . ’ .
. [ . . ) N AN
N ] - ¢ . . . .
. . , 4 ‘
s d . . ¥ ~ . .
,'.’ " R v ‘ - \‘ ’
. . . L4
. U.S. Government Life Insurance Fund HIST # 109200 &
n N N v - — . ')
’ . .
- . (‘
L - ‘ : " SUMMARY TABLE . _ . -
- . ‘ . . Youth Services ) . S s .
s . s P P - PG . Other : Total . . ’
: . » — . —— —— ’
L C wes - . {/
. . . + - . ) ‘ s « ‘ ¢ ! -
e : . Death Claims - 13 - - 43,826 43,839 R
. ALL others ,  _=_ - - = 53,365 ' 53,364 '
1Y . ’ . S W !
A TOTAL T - ~13 - - L. 97,151 97,203 . _
° . .o "1970 . "
. Death Claims - s . - 42,622 - 42,426
. - . ‘) ~ N . . - .
’ . All'others - - - - 41,752 41,752 v
. ¢ \ | — — | — , — ——
{ - . ’ . «
Ny . FOTAL V- - . & - - 84,174 84,178
L, » . . - . ; . (\\
® . ‘ . | 1976 d '
Death Claims - L3 - e 40,779 . 40,782 ‘
- v : . ‘ 1 ’
All others —— - _— _— : 30-}12 . 30,512 . \
< : . ‘
TOTAL - - Co- . .- v 71,251 71,294
‘ ] . . bt . < .
. . S , © 1980
Death Claims -3 - - ¢ u1,90 41,907 -
L * :
All others L. = - .= _ 26,793 . 26,793
TOTAL- - - 68,697 68,700 -
1
4 .
- ‘ *
. g
1817 . )
- ! + -«
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» \) .
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HIST.# 066200

'l_.aLEm'orcement Ass‘i's‘tance Admi nistrationLEAA)
" This docount existed if 1970, 1976, and 1980. - . o : L
¢ ' Fo-r‘1970 the account was subdivided into six programs, For two—-matching

. : ?hns and adInin1st;-at1onu20' of the funds were allocated for youth based on .
: est'!matassiupp]ied by the Office of Juven'l'le Justice and Delinquency Prevent'lon
' ) LEAA, Department of Justice. These sums were c'lassif'led as LP. The same 20%
- ) f'rﬂgure. was ulse.d' to a'l‘lf:cate funds for' yquth from two other programs: gra‘ns for - ’

'deve1opme'nt of cémprehens‘iVe plans ahd academic assistance. These sums were _

- c'lass'lf‘led as P‘a The two rema'in'lng programs--the Namonalénst1tut& of Law . - *e
. : Enforc_ment q’pd Criminal Justice and the Na:'lonal Criminal Just‘lce Information .

and Stat1st1cs.5erv1ce-_wer\3 fiot classified a8 services for youth.

as LP.

£ .

.

-

y For 1976, 20% of the entire accdunt was allocated for youth.and classified

.

{

A

~is X

® For 1980, the account was subd:.vzded into tén programs. For JuveniIe

justice fomula yan‘ts and Juvem.le just;.ce propams 100% of the funds

were allocated as a dire?tiéerv:.ce to you_th‘;('DS). Fu.nd.syf,cr corrections

Y formula grants were detepmined not to be a service for children. For' the
® remainder of the Rrograms, the funds were allocated based on youth as a _ '9‘ K
. ‘ : >
[ 4

share bf the populatibn and classified as L N

i - :
, ™

Y -




S
K‘s’& istance Administration {(LEAA)

HIST 4 086200

4 . \
' . SUMMARY TABLE , , -
9 ' * Youth Services
Q— PE . LP PG " Other Total
o TR 1970 #*
- Gramtg for .0 - - . 3,229 12,315 16,144 |
&, ~« Development of , : '
: 4 Comprehens'l ve . ) -
e Plans SR PR S
Matching Grants gl “.a08 ;0 - 16,014 20,Q19
2. A8 : X S
. [ 3 y
. Azsadem'lc .- \\ . - 4,133 16,531 20,664
Assistance -0 : ’ _—
: Administration - o 904 - 3,616. 7,749 .
e ‘ 5 i
‘ ~ All Qther ™= - '}‘.}.‘ - - - -3,229 . 3,229
. , [ . v < .
- . TOTAL - l:'l- 4,909 7,362 52,305 64,576~
. R i |
. N : 1976 . \
. | 1_” \ .
'Y o TOTAL -|’ | ‘i»;‘,-' 184, o/sa - . 736,505 920,585 -
Ny R L8
+ ‘ 1 : . A v
Juvenile 68,179 - - - - - 68,179
O Justice ; :
) C Formula S
e . j‘ Grants S N O
Juvenile 43,386 - - - - 43,386
Justice v
("’/\‘. . Programs T /
. -
Correction 7 - - - - 37,188° 37/,188 *
Forfmila :
. ‘Grants ' _ . i
‘ All Other i _-_ 133,779 - 337,273 471,082 °
TOTAL 111,565 - iagm .- 374,461 619,805
9 , N .
L \ &
. S oW
’ r . - ”
- ¢ :’ t‘
.
- 183
‘ ' > ;
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Child Nutmition Rograms B : ~ HIST # 024400
't This account e:u.sted in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980 In all four

e . ‘ years , '100% of the program funds were allocated to chi_ldren and y.outh' *
(' . | - . . " ' ,
and classified as DS. . . . - ' .*r
- : - , o SUMMARY TABLE : L
) - Youth Services . . - .«
e =~ B L P Other 7 Tomal : - ‘
’ 1964 180,664 - - - - 180,664  *
_ 1870 299,131 - : - 299,131
" Jo o, ] )
. 1976 . 1,801,565 - - S e s . b

1980 3,290,138 - - - - 3,290,134
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. N ' ?ood Do@tions Program Ner ' A JHIST £ 023900
. - This account existed in 1976 and 1980. I .. ,
" 4For 1976, based on budget data, the aecount was subdivided 1nto three | .
‘ programs. For the ‘direct disfribution to»needy families component of the .
commodity ‘acquisition program, 54.1% of the funds’ were a.’L'Loc'ated to children . .

e and youth based on the share of food stasp recipients ufider 18. Data were ¥ ' J

.

supplied by the Food and Nutfitg‘.on Service, USDA} The same metho‘d and basis -

of allocation of expenditures was applied t,g the eash assistance program. !
’ ‘ b

These sums were classified as PF.. - : ' X s o,
: . Toa s ’ '
) For the supplemental food program compongnt of the commodity acquisitions. : T
tT act1v1%y: the allocation for children and youth was based on preliminary data )
, { - «

in the forthcom'ing publication, WIC Participation Brofile Study (Food"and Nutri-

t‘lon Service, Office of PoHcy P]anmhg and Evaluation). The study est'lmated
¢ 7 that 80% of the beneﬁciarﬁes of the WIC program are 1nfants and childrep. This

share was classified as PF. - T N ~ ’ : -

For operati ng expenses, funds were allocated to chﬂdren and youth 1n pro- .

portion to the aggregatz amounts for the other programs in this hist fund accourjt. ) PR :
] ‘ For 1980, based on budget data, the aggpunt was divided into two programs. ’

For the direct distribution to needy‘fa@ilies component of the commoditv acqui- - Vo

' s1..:.on program, 54.8% of the funds were allocated to c}uld.ren and youth based . R : : ' |

on the share of fopd stamp reclp:.ents under 18 reportéd in. Characterist:.cs orf

"

, Y
_. e ~ Food Stamo HOusehc:Lgs, Seotember 1976 (U.S.D.A., Food and Nutritlog Serv::.ce,
- .EN-SeIGS, 1977) . s sum was classified as DF. \

The second program, eldefly feeding; did not p::ovide services to youth. ; ‘ b

-

€ERIC
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Food Stamp Program o . -~ HIST # 024100

— .

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980° Lt
In 1964 and 1970, 54.1% of the program funds were allocated to children

and ybuth basegi on the share of.'food stamp recipients under 18 as reported -~

e . /

. by the Food and Nutrition Service. These sums were clédssified 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 fourth,
matching for state administration, was classified as PG. m . ,
For 1980, 54.8% of the account funds were allocated for youth based

. . _
on data reported in Characteristics of Food Stamp Households Sente:mber 1976

‘(U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, FNS-168, 1977).

‘The sum for matchingrfor state administration was classified as PG. All

-

other funds in the balance of the account were d%ssified as PF.

SUMMARY TABLE
. - Youth Services . T
) oy PF LP -6 Other Total™
1964 - 16,472° ' - . 13,976 30,448
1970 : - 312,054 - - 264,75 576,81 '
1976 ) . .
Matching for = % - - - 91,407 77,552 168,959
State Admin- ’ . '
istration .
) E@ﬁ»} others -2,055 481 - - 2,507,514 5,062,995
O TToTAL é@ - 2,955,481 -' 91,807 2,585,066 5,631,954
Ny 7/
80 |
Matching for. ' - - -Qs,aaa’ , 235,347 520,680
State Admin- ? . .
istration
. ,
All others _ - w0211 "o - 3,687,109 8.157,326 s
TOTAL - 4,470,211 - 285,333 3,922,436 8,678,000
K ' YY)
| / | SR
. ‘ . .




. Special Milk Fund : ?j ’ HIST # 023800 .

® e Thié account existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1980. In all four years,

100% of thé programs funds were aldocated to-children and vouth and classi-

=0 fied as DS. o -

¥ : ‘
9 ) . _
SUMMARY TABLE
Youth Services o
9 .o L— .
, 1964
, . TOTAL 97,097 - e - - 97,097
: ; : > . .
I '- _ . 1970 _ o
K | 'TOTALY 83,800 - - e - 83,800
® - . 1976, SR
: L TOTAL  gs,710 L. - - - 88,710
- S, . 1980 |
7 L N
- ‘ TOT%Q; 149,600 . - } - - - 149,600 .
L2 -~
!
4
]
Q - \J
L3 . *- .
- - h‘ ’
. * -, v = Pl
i b
13
® : . .
. 3 ¢
: St )
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Special Subplementarv Food Program (WIC)‘ _ . HIST £ 024300 ‘ - A
é This account existed.only in 1976 and 198'('3. For 1976, the allocaition '
Y- for vouth was based on preliminary data in the farthcomix_xg publication, <
£ ‘ WIC Particivation Profile Study (Food and Nutritic;n Service, Office of : '
;/ Policy Planning and\Evaluatioh), which estimdted that 80% of 'the benefi- | X
Q ciai'ie; of the WIC prog:'ain were infants and children. This share was
classified as PF. . ,
h‘ For 1980, 78% of the funds were a.‘l.l.ocateda‘for youth based on the » . o -
share of children participating in the special sup_plemental fopd program g .
. . ) in 1980 as feporfed in the Budget of the United States Government Appendix
Fiscal Year 1981, p. 196. ' ' : ‘ )
- ' ' SUMMARY TABLE .
_ __ Youth Services T
¢ . .8 EE P K . Other . ZIotal
1976 - 114,037 - - 28,509 - 142,546
1980 - é73,3t+7 .- - 161,713 735,060
« )
PY . .
. .
¢ ; :
~
r :
‘ . .
2
¢ : - 189 :

.

OLRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



~ . v .
~ v
’ ' ]
J, S
. LN
. . - - ¢ ' R ' '
) * 7, Bursau, of Land Manggement Development and Operation of Recrestion ERST & 053800 -
() + ' Pacilities , , . - . . ' .
- T - M N v ‘ . . “
- ‘ This account existed in'1964, 1976, and 1980. For all years, program
funds were allodated for children and youth based on iwutk; as a share.of
the general population. fl‘ht::se sums were classified as L;P -
() . R o - A .
SUMMARY. TABLE e ,
Youth ,Services : I
® . . . bs RE LR PG * Other Iotal
'+ 1968 - - 259 - us1 70
. 1976 - - 68 - 158 ., 226 -
1980 - - 85 - 215 300 o ST,
- \ ’
' S : i
T oA, . e _ - - . v
. o« - X

¢ ' 190 ' .
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. ’ Forest Servics Construction and Operation of Recteation Facilities HIST # 025300
N - Pl C BN
This account existed only in 1976 and 1980. Funds iz} those yearé were
allocated for children and youth based on youth as a share o% ‘the general
population. ' This sum was Claésifie'é: as LP. ‘
SUMMARY TABLE
. o Youth Services e ' .
os PE LP PG Other - - Total
» .
1976 . - - 833 - 1,517 2,750
1980 4 - - 1,044 - 2,631 3,678
g v R v
® . ! w - —
. ‘ ) ‘
. . 4
S yoEL e . E . o
;(?. Pi-’ i “
' 3
’ N . . . .

Qe o _ E 191 ' .
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JFX Canter for Performing Arts

2

HIST # 057800

This account existed in 1970, 1976, and 1980. 1In all years, funds were -

ocated for children and .youth based on youth as a share of the general,

‘pppulation. These sums were classifiied as LP.

-
P

SUMMARY TABLE - i

Youth Services . Ny )
: - BS PE LP [ Qther
1970 . - - 3,722\ S &gy
76 - - 768 - 1,766
1980 - - 1,163 - . 2,933

~

192
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National ‘Park Service Pl#ning. Develogoment and Qoeraticn | HIST # 058100
" of Recrefitign Facilities® T '

This. adcount existed in 1976 and 1980. For each year, program funds

were allocated for chjildren and youth based on youth as a share of the ’
8 ' ~
general population. mege sums were classified as LP. "
N . i 4
- e _ SUMMARY TABLE _
e C ! . ) ' . b ey .
Lo Youth Services - ~
] B LE 49 Other Total .
1976 :, .W‘ . - - 4,896 = - ) 11, 262 . 1q,158 .
[
i "4,'_ N i
1980. . LT . - 4,998 - 12,599 17,597 \
’h . .
. . . ‘
- ’ ’ -
- \ \ *
/\ . ‘ .

~ v 193

.
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. Ogeration of the 'National Park Service ‘ ; HIST # 057600

This account existed in 1964, 1970, 1975, and 1980.

A

F'or 1964, based on budget data, tHe account was ‘subdivided J.nto three -

e

programs: general adminisgration, ma;.ntanance and rehabilitation, ‘and

managemerit and protection. Allocation of funds for youth from the three

. two components of the managemer‘;t and protaction program‘-?”orestry and fire

. ' 1Y
" - control and soil moisture conservation--were classified as PG. " The balance

- of the account fundg for youthﬁwlas classified as LP. -
. For 1970, the accountvwas subdivided into three programs: 'managément and
' protection, maintenanca. and rehabilitat€®m, and ‘general administrative
: ; .  expenses. Allocation of funds for youth from thé>three prograﬂr‘s was based on
youth as a éh_age of the éengral population., The sums for thefort):stry and Fji:e
~, control component of the hanagamgnh ‘and pxiétection_ program were classif}éd as
"PG. The balance'of ‘the ac'coimt funds for youth was ‘classified as LP.
F'or 1976 “the account ‘wag subdivided into six programs. Allocation of
funds for’ youth From all programs was bas:d on youth as a share of the
general populgtzon. The sum For the forest fire suppression program was ,
classif‘iﬁ‘as PG The balz;nce c:f‘~ the ac'cc':unt‘f‘unds for youth waé classified
as LP . . | . ,
. For 1980, based on E'udget data, the account was subdivided into
six programs. Allocation of funds forwouth from all programs was based
on vouth as a share of the ‘general populavtion. The sum for the fire
suppreSSionv program was classified as PG and the balance _of the account

- funds were classified as LP.

194 !
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Operation of the National Park Service . HIST # 057600 ¢ \ ’
7 ' . v .
° ' . " , " " SUMMARY TABLE ' o
_____Youth Services ‘ oo ’
os [ W PS Other Total * “ v
. Y « ’
. N . ’ . Bes - . Ly _
. ! . . ! @
) o » -
® Forestry and ‘ . >
Fire Control - -, - 593 . 1,032 1,625
N ’
Soil & Moisture ~ re .
' Conservation . - - en 75 130 205 S .
All other - - 18.064 _- 31,427 49,491
Y ‘ “TOTAL - . - 18,064 668 "' 32,589 . 51,321
‘ - E o’ - ¢ -
. . 1570 : ’
' ) Foreséry and :
| ’ .- Fire’ ontral - - - 994 1,921 2,915
i. . ALl other o= Y = 32,138 - 62,109 96,267
. : . A} . b
: TOTAL ) - - 32,138 994 64,030 , 97,162 — o :
) : . ! .\ ALJ L
1976 ’ \
B ‘Forest Fire : - v , : : ’
X ] Suppression - - - 752 1,730 - 2,482 g
. all other -~ = _= 74,837 _ - 171229 205.666 o
' TOTAL - - 74,437 752 172,959 248,148
b o .
1980 ¢
Forest Fire - - - 332 837 1,169
Suppression i
All other - - 108,404 - 273,528 382,022 .
X TOTAL - - 108,494 332 274,365 383,191 °
) ’ :
I ’ 195 o
¢ g ) ’
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|
:t . \‘1 ‘ ) il . A 2 . .
@LRIC ' o | Ly

v



¢
' N A '
, .
»
® Recreational and Fish and Wildlife Facilities HIST ¢ 054700° § |
° | This.dccount existed in 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1380 - C
- .In all four 'yegrs,oprograrh funds were allocated for children and youth
) s ,based~gn youth as a share.of the general pOpulatTon. " These sums were classified
. ) 4 ) i . i * v
. as LP. v ' ' .
’ . < . - ) ﬂ -
* SUMMARY TABLE .
Youth Services ' -
' ) 0s \ PE LP PG .. Other Total .
ppLit o - ="y %02 - L 1,570 | 2,472
¢ 1970 - - 982 - 1,898 2,880
‘ 1976 .- - .~ 58 - LL3ue 1,931 - .
® ‘. ' 1980 .\ - - . 87 - 143 200, "
| i L * . ’ .K .
7 . .
} -
o ‘ 3
{ )
r N ‘ .
[ ' . ,
11
o . .
. 196
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s
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\ ( Urban Parks and Recreation Grants L
4
L4
% This account existed only in 1980. For th’at‘ year funds were~/ -

allocated for children and youth based on’ youth as a share of the
)

general population. This sum was classified as LP. . )
| 8 ' " SUMYARY TABLE .
< . . .
" . Youth Services ; \T .
‘ Ds DE. - |LP -. KB . Other otal
1980 - - < |u,s28 . 12,172 17,000
" q ‘ - e
. , .
A}
r » . - .
. , . — .-
l. N
- - " - 4‘
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4
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Expeénditures for youth aged 18-24 were divided into two catagories -

¢ employment and higher educetion. "Employmem’:* expenditures were generally
based on the share of program monies for lS—Z/U)year olds; bigher\education
‘ " monies inclucfed expenditures t.;nder the Highep Education Histfund accounts.
\ v' In 1964, two Histfund accox.mts,‘A Employment end Training and UI

° " Trust Fund (Training and Employment) included employment expenditures

E L ' for\lQ—ZLl-_yea,r-olgls. " For. UI' Trust ‘Funds (Training and Employment)

; the shaz'e for 18 -24 year-olds was interpolated from. Employment Serv:Lce

‘ est:.mates that LEL% of the program participants were under 22 (Depa.r‘t'ment

‘ of Labor, U. S. Employment Serv:.ce) Acccrdmgly, ~it was esta.mated ’

o o kthatL&CLSA of the funds could be allocated for youth, 1824. For Bnploy—

® S ment; and TraJ.n:Lng, the share for 18- 2!4- year-olds was based on estimates

[ that 3894 of program participants. in 1964 were under 21. CManpcwer '

}' i Report of the President, 1965). Accordingly, it was estimated that<

l. | 43"% of tl;ndemfunding for this account could be allocated for youth. )

| , | -

In 1570, .th.ree ‘accounts included employment expenciit‘ufes for

‘. "18-24 year-olds. For WIN, the share of exﬁendifures wds based on deta

* indicating that 23% of the program participants were under 22. (Ma.n%&er

. Report of the President, 1971, Table F-l2? P. 31‘0).. Aceordinglx it was

@ .




estlmated that 23%, of the funding was dlstrlbuted to.lv.
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serv1ces were between 18-24, TFor, Bmployment and Tra

for, 1824 year- oldsswas based on program and budget/datagshdwing tnat

46.4% of <he 1970 MDTA enrollees were under" 22 (Mangower Renort of

the President, 1971, Table F-3,F-6, F-8). ACQordmgly, ki
tlmated that 73% of the funds were allocated to 18- 2u year—oids.

For Commmity Services, the allocatlon for 18-24 year-olds was based
‘CﬂlcSA estdpates of 5% funding for this age group. (Communlty Ser-
viees Administration "Summary of 1975 CAA Sam@le Survey")

3
.

‘ In 1976, seven Histfund accounts included emplbyment expenditures
~ for 18-24 year-olde. For Temporary.Employment Assistance, the share
for 18-24 year-olds was based on Emﬁloyment and Training Data which
lndlcated that 22% of CETA Tltle UI enrollees were between 16 22 years
of age. (Department of Labor, Employment and Tralnlng Admlnlstratlon
Office of Admlnlstratlon and Management). Thus, lt was estlmated that
23 of the funds were allocated for 18-24 year- olds For WIN, the |
share for 19- zu year- olds was interpolated from unpubllshed data
which showed that 17.4% of 1976 WIN reglstrants were under 22 it~

was estimated thatlB3% of the funding was allocated.to 18-24 year-
olds. (Department of Libor Bmployment and Tralnlng Admlnlstratlon,*

R
Office of Admlnlstratlon and Management). The allocatlon for 18-24
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year-oldé for UI Trust Fund ('I‘raining and E‘:mployment) was inter-

o polated from U: S. E.mploymentfﬂi,érvice Data showing that 41% of the
%

<«
R L

#ecipients of employment serv:.c‘{es were under 22. (Emplovment and
igy B s \
Training Reoont of. the Pres:.dent 1977, Ta.ble F- 9) It was 'therefore .

o est:.mated tha,t 41% of the fmld;mg was allbcated to the 18-24 year-old
| ‘ cohort. \{Estlmates for the share of fLde.nc' for- 18..24 year-olds for '
_ Commm:.ty Services were based on 1975 CsA data indicating that 1.3%
) : | of the fundmg was aJ_located for tlﬁ.s group. {Corrmm:.t'y Serv:.ces
Adm:.nlstratlon, "Summary of 1975, CAA Sample Survey™, 1976). For -
Job Opportu:nltles, the share of fuinding for 18-24 year-olds was
.’ ' based on an m'rpubllshed survey of enrollees indicating that 35%
wene betveen 18-2'4. (U. S. Departmet;t of Commerce, Economic
Development Administration "An Evaluatio'n of the Direct ']‘_mpacts
) of ;he Job Opporttmities Program, Title X", Program Evaluatioa-
D1v1s:.on 1979) Estimates for the share for 1:9-2'+~year-vold5’for
Employment and Training were based on J.nterpolatlons from Exmployment

~ A\J

® and Training program and budget data indicating that 65% of the en-
\% rollees:v in 1976 were under 22\; Thus it was estimated that 59% of
the filyding was distributed fo 18-24 year-olds. _(Employment and
Trainin Ade.nJ.stra"J.on, Office of Administra : and Management).

. 1980 f:.ve Histfund accounts included employment éxpenditures
for 1824 year olds. For Ternporary. Employment Assistance, the share
for 18—2"4 yé/'ar ‘o'ldsiwas‘based or; Employmer;t and Trainidg Administration
data which. indicated that 30.5% of the participants in CETA programs

were betweén 18.24. (U. S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training

138'0.) For WIN;. 16.9% of the funds was estimated for 18-24 year olds

‘ ' ¥

20  Rly -

Administration, Quarterly Summary of Participant Characteristics, Januarvy,
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. ' . ) N
based on the share of program pagicipants under 44 and under 19. . -(Emplov-

esident 1979; Table 6' WIN Recristr%?nts

® ment and Traiping Report of the
R T

and Job Entra ts by Selected Characteristics, FY 1978 )} For Unemployment@

. Ny 2,

! - Trust Tund- ('I'rainiaﬁ and Emp oyment 4u% of the funds was allocated for

@ ] youth under 22 'ba‘s-ed' or da from the U § Employment Serv:.ces. Accord-

1ngly, :Lt was est'rnated th t '4-0% of the fu.nds for U E. 'I'raining and Employ‘-

| ment wgs al[ocat' for youth' 18-24. (Em ent and haining Reoort of

.

@ ' . the Pre51dent 1.979 Table F-9: Characteristics of Ind:.v:.duals Placed by S

the U S. Employment Serv:.ce by State, F:Lscal Year Cl.979 ) For Job

portginities, 35/6 of the fu.nds was allocated for 18—214» year olds based
. | on a survey of enrollees. (u. Ei Department of Commez:ce Economic Dewelop-~ - a
‘ -ment Adm:z.ru.stration, 'An Eval tion of the ~D:1.rect Impacts of the Job - }.
Opportunities Program, T:Ltle X "QProg,ram Evaluation DlVlSlOl’l 1979 ) For O
Emﬁwxent and Training Ass:.stance 30 5% of the funds was e t:unated for L
you,th 18-24 based on the quarterly ‘summary of part1c1pan%:aracterist1cs%“

prepared 11'1 January, 1980, CU S: Department of Labor, Employment and.

'Ii'aining Administration, -Quarterly Su.mma|ry of Participant Charaﬁcteristics.)"‘

b o T
Education . - ) =l

-

3

The share for higher education expenditures for 18-24 year olds is

- on total expendltl.tres 1n e:Lcrht Hi,__,her Education H:Lstfund accounts,

'nclude the foJ_lowx.n; accounts ' Student F:Lnancial Ass:Lstance "Higher

by

:Lnuing Education Student Loan Insurance \Iational Institute for

y

@ the D&af )\ Callaudet College Howard University, Hicher Education FacJ._'L:Lt:Les «

These

and Cor

Loan and Insurance, and College, Hou«s:m:, Loans.
. -‘y.aﬂ. ..
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Appendix III

Sourcés and Methods for Estimating Public Expenditures o

‘ for Services to Children and Yeuth

in New York City . : 7
A. Expenditures by Local Government D o
1. ,Ci'ty of New Yokk '

® | 2. New York City Hous.ing Authority -

/ ! ' ! .
B.  New York State Direct Expenditures in New York City - _ | :

<

C. Federal Outl,ays.in New York City

L]

’
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" A-X. Expenditures by the City of New York

® o Expenditures for the City of New York for fiscal year 1978 (July,

1877 - June,‘ 1978) were 1dent1.f1ed from the "Budget As Mod:.f:.ed FY1978"‘

columns of the Exlecutive Budget, Fiscal Year 1979, Supporting Schedules
L ~ prepared by the Office of Management and Budéet City of New York.
Accqrdlng to this document total, expendltures for FY"'1978 ’JGI‘E

Slu 39u 351,023. -Of this total $2, 201 294,273 was for pens:.on and debt

N

@ /  service items that could not be related to the provision of serv:.ces.
Hence these items were excludéd from the analysis leaving an "allocable"
‘budget totalof $12,193,056,750.
' . h

®* Within the’ allocable budget a total of $10, 457 ,140, Ol&O represents

« the budget total for 28 agencies (1nclud1ng l‘/ﬁscellaneous) wh:.ch were

found, to provide services to children and you"th. 0f the remainder
’. ‘ . $644,446,418 was for agencies‘pfoviding indirect services such as

building inspections or street cleaning and' $791,470,292 was for agencies

LI

providing overhead services to City agencies.,;

The remainder of this -appendix deeeribes '#:‘he method used to identi-,.
fy the sharg of the budget devofed to youtllub services for each ’of the
28 agencies providing such erervices and to i'dentify the functional distri-
.. _ bution of tl:lese serviees. M‘I‘he ‘total amounts end‘ youth shares are summa- _

¢ pized in Table A-1, The functional distribqtion of -yeut_h sheree .fo_r each -

agency is summarized in Table ,A-2. : ,

) : . : ) ) o .
- N ’
' « . ..
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TANLE A-T

"

NEW YORK CITY AGENCIES PROVIDING DIREUT SERVICES TO youmue
Fiscal Year 197R

; Total Youth Share Agency Share of
' Agaency Youth of Agency Total Direet Yuyth

— i I\gtmcx : _Expenditures Expenditures Total Exped|turea 4
Buard of Edacation = $ 2,603,350,280  $2 459,450,074 9t 2% 9,34
Huiin Resources I\Alnnlulntrltldn/

Beparteent of Soclal Services I - .

(mAMSS) 1 , 3,113,746 650  1,371,319,652 .o 27.6 s
Miscel lungoua 2 971,276,247 245,078,645 30,4 5.9
Charitable Tuatitutions Rindgot 605,109,200 299,310,165 9.9 6.0
licoltic amd. llospitole Corpuration 805,268,064 124,993,700 15.5 2.5
Bepartwent of Laployuweat 219,729,659 70,520,500 15.7 1.6
Nepurtuent of flealth L4 159,332,752 76,360,718 “7.9 1.5
el lew Departaent 897,332,353 . 70,510,099 _ - 7.8 1. ‘I
Dopavtowut of Mental lealth, Meatal ' .

Retnrdotlow awd Alrotwlism Servicea 97,801,369 46,733,510 .u7.8 .9
Bepartment of Parks awd Rucmntlon 112,879,453 41,720,758 -37.0 .8
Lilvurics 62,905,905 36,858,210 SA.6 .7
heparbwent of Correction 108.366788 19,721,205 18.2 N
hepurtnont of I'robatfion 22, 90'! , 364 11,622,770 50.7 .2 -
Commmity Devalopment Ageuwcy 39,851;2‘11 10,509,470 26.49 . .2
Mayoralty (Yonth Board only ) 3 .8,015 169 8,015,069 100.0 K
hepartment of Cultural Affalra : 21 BY9 uS4 6,850,761 27.6 ’ .1
Ceindnal Justice Coordluating ° ' * e

Cotmnel] _ 18,348,911 u,878,976 26.6 N
(h{ice of Mode)l Cltlea +35,145,572 nm,770,530 12.6 .1
Doved of Wigher Educution 478,906,989 3,698,000 .B .1
Dintrict Attornay - Kinga County 12,018 608 1,853,031 1.4 .0
Law Nepartment (Family Court ouly) §- 1,681,137 1,681,037 100.0 ' 0
Mutpict Attorsey - Bromx County) 7,391,658 1,105,961 15.0 0
Riatrict Attoruey - New’ York County 13,549,311 919,513 6.8 .0 v
Bistelet Attorney - Queena County 5,309,863 712,357 13.8 i
Beportment for the Aglng 29,262,093 354,821 1.2 .0
Blatelet Atturney - Richmond County 829,550 130,200 16.7 0
Cosatssfon on thusan Righta S ' 1,301 8%0 130,185 10,0 .0
finnrd ot Correction’ : 372 020 67,704 18,2 .9 .

B TUTAL 510 057,11 ID ()‘N) $£I 071,716,112 7.5 mno.n-°

)

e . v

~Although NRA and I)S'n have disrcrete budgets, they have heen t.ouahlurml as & alugle unit to .
refloct the actusl organizatiop. ' 0SS fa ghe dlrect’ aervice arm of NRA. The Department of
Logploymont aid the Commmnity hevelopment Agency have been couns fdered -epm-nt'ely From RN/
PSS s luce they are nwo longer admiuiatrotively part of IRA,

The toutal Hlm.ellunuuu- expeaditures were $1,170,855,577. The remaluder was cluealfled as agn
Overhend Agency. <« i
The total expeditures fur the Mayoralty wei'e $306,60S ‘415

The remalud y Fie ¥
tvertuad Moy e remalnder le clusalficd os an |

e total expenditures for the Low Ocpnrtmeuh ware $£‘7,1I’l').9'l3.

™he remainder
as an tverliead Agewcy, -

la classtfied
.y
. v X
The tutal cxpenditires for lho (numlanlou of fhuwan Rights were $2,753,961. The rewabuler
in (lnnnlflcnl nu an Overbaad Ageney, .
¢
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Noard of Lducetion
Justrevet fonsl
Sirhuol Lanch Frogram
Alter Schoul Peogrons

voe

Mman Resourses Admln,/
Bept. of Social Services
{HRA/BSS)
Molical Assistance
Lncone, Ass fstunce
Toud Staips (w/u admin
Yoster Core/Day Cave

Mlacellaneous -
tuynents to lagal
~ Ald Boelety

Fretuge denefive & COLA

Chavitable tustitutions

halpet
Services to Medlivally
poent lospitoals

' Payweuts Lo Volwitary
§ Child Care Agem:ins

Bupt . uf Laploymmt
Bept. of Meallh
Lol ice epartmeut
WAL e
Rean Tunfng Bept .
Mtivities
Vept'. of Mewtul Health,
Meatal Retacdatlon &
Aledhnl Tsm Seevices

{Cont himed) ) “\
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A-2

AGENCY EXPENDITHRES FOR POPHIATION NNDER lé BY FUNCTIONAL CATLGORY ‘

Lducation

2)

N .
tlealih & Iospitals Carp.

1M8,161,640 .4,987,619

) lealth/
Ewployment/ Mental
Tra lnip fe

2,321,300,710

163,511,926

" 31,979,m3

/

99,998,116

: 124,993,709
. 78,520,500 .

76,360,348

46,733,510

Income

Anglutance/

&

b

9300015,377

58,971,267

1,689,259
7,311,735

70,346,187

A

126,906,189

6,850,674

8,508,292

~

a tiun

§,203,175

3,814,062

163,912

child Care/
Pratective
Hervices

Agency
Yotals

$

270,981 ,675

29,632,328

199,342 009

s
2.n5%,uso,o7u

N
1,371,319,652

649 254

A

299,340,165

124,993,700
78,520,500
. 76,360,348

70,510,009,

5

46,733,510

‘l
243,389 386

?
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(Fontdmwtion ol Teble

Dept. of Vavks &
Rovrvut fon

+  Libreries

Bupt . nf Corrveat lon
Baept, of Irubat ion
Conmmnity Bevelopussat
Agenwy !
tap luyisnt Ztes bislay
Hunging & Conmmmlity
lugnruvuusit « Peoggr-anm
Mayorulty (Youth Board
il y)
bept. of Cultural Affalra
Braskhlyn Chilldren's Musewn
Other Cultwral Toatltu-
thans & Ivogroms .
Crimlual Dbt ice Courdiumt-
fuy Consu-il 3
Uftive of Model Cltios
Hleulth rogroms
Bducation Programs
Luployment  Progirons
s dogg & Comemndty
fnproveauit  Progroms
oavd of gl ducat fon
huter Sclwols

T gleteict Attoruey-

» inge County ,

faw Bepurtment (Familly
Camrt ily) .
Dlestrivt Attpriey -
e County

Duleiet Attoroey -
New Yol Counsty -,
Bluteict Attucuuy -
Quecus County

{'vut (mu:d)j‘

B ¢ . .
' ' )
y ) )
5
ny ¢
Y 1 s -
. i 1] i
A-2) ’ . ’ ,
_ ! - é‘ :
Noulth/ Incian Lhila Core/
¢ Laploymant/ Moutal Awsistance/ - I'rotect lve Agency
Lducation Teaining llwalth Hous iy Juatice Nutr;thm Recreation Servicen Totala
$ 5 $ 3
' . ¢ ' u1,720,758 . 1,720,758
36,858,214 o R ) . 36,858,210
: 19,721,248 ; 197,721,245
11,622,770 11,622,770
‘ ~ ‘
‘ ' X u ‘ [ 4
' 1,551,252 . : . iy
10,509 470
- 8,958,218
1,610,800 902,443 . 265,314 ' 4,550,023 682,281 | 8,015,409
’ u93,371
' . . 6,850,763
6,357,390 .
‘ b . 014.373_975‘:; %,878 976
- 914,258
- 622,625
' 570,718 3,770,530
2,662,929 .
. »
1,088,000 3,698,000
1,853,001 ' 1,853,031
4 .
1,681,437 ' 1,681,137
1,105,961 1,105,961
T 919,513 919,513
. 732,397 . .732,357
-‘ AR ] ' "‘°w§%§
3 °
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&
{(Contimstion of Table .
llealth/ Income Chiild Care/
Enployment/ Mental _Auhtuuon/ : . Protective Agency |
I e kduention Training Health Houaing Justice Nutrition Raereation  Serviuvea Totuls
, $ $ $ §

bept, Forr the Agling B ’ )

Foster Growiporeuta 354,823 354,823
bDlstrict Attoruey - s , ‘ '
Rictumndd Connty A 138,200 84 138,200
Conenlagdoun 00 Ihtuan Righte - . EENR 4

Nuighburbuod Stsbilizetfon 130,185 . 130,185 °
tosrd of Correction 67,70n . 67,704
.. .. O g iainppe o . > hd
. 5 -

TUTALS $2,512,251,993 §46,532,532  $544,756,628 $1,000,737,976 $122,091,379 $142,265,155 $62,347,293 35()0,053,!5% $4.,971,930,112
o
b o . i .
' 4
.
R )
3 . - - <
N \ 4 o ~
s
. )
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A. Board of Educétion

'a‘

Thé youth share consists of the entire }audget less debt service
payments, less $5,551,178 transferred to the E-a\shion Institute of Technol-

9 | ogy which serves persons over.age TS, and less ”pa.yments of
$l'+'+,3'+9;028 For transportation services to and from school.

B. Human Resources Administration/Departhent of 'Soéial Services

® ‘ The Department of Social Services is the difect serviée érmiof_‘

the Human Resources AdJniﬁistratibn; Two ,distil:lct agencies have

been maiﬁtained for technical reasons a_rid there are separate bud-

® . E gets., ngever, there is a single Admirriétrétor/Conmﬁssioner, and .
there is no division in t}erms .of" programs; For that reason, fhesé

two agencies have been merged in order to allocate expenditures

-~

® based on program data.. z
The Human Resources Administration/Department of Social Services

has five basic componen’tg:&'. These were allocated as follows:. oy

e 1) A1l exﬁerfdi‘tu:bes for Pamily and Aduit Services (s'ervingr

' only clients over 18) were excluded. —

283) ~ All expenditures for Special Services for Chiidren (foster ’care)'

e ‘ g and for Child Development (day cafe and Headsfart) , were allo-
| cated for youth. | |
4) Medical Assistance payments were allocated according to fhe
e , national distribution of Medical expenditures by ~age group (see

.':’Age Differences in Health Care Spendiﬁg, FY 1976," Sociél Se-

curity Bulletin, August, 1977, Vol. 40, No. 8, Table 3).

o A Accordingly 17.2% of medical assistance expenditures were allo-
L cated for youth under 18. In addition all Child Health Assurance
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Program expenditures and related administrative costs were alle-

‘cated to. youth.

1]

.‘Income Assistance payments were 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 while -

living at home). '

-. b} Home Relief payments were allocated according to the pro- ~

8 porrion of reciplents under 18. Children under 21 repre-

sented ¥#,286% of the recipients,;which was adjusted ‘to
11.388% for recipients under 18, assuning an even age

distribution:

SSI payments were allocated according to the proportion

Q) |
of recipients under 18 (4.28%). ;- e

In addition to the five basic components the following items,

. in the DSS/HRA hudget were also included in the vyouth share of

the agency budget- ,

'=- A proportion of food stamp administrative costs_
equal-to the share of food stamp reclpients estimated
to be undér 18 (49%) - o .

-- All administratlve expendﬁtures for the Bureau of'
€hild Support . -

-~ Other federal operations and administrative expendi-

tures in proportion t6 the youth share ofl§all other

7



C.

o

v agency expenditures. They were allocated to a func-
A - ‘ ' .
‘tional - category on the same proportional basis

Miseellaneous .

o

)
i

The following items are included within the Miscellaneous

budget:

‘1)

2)

3)

, | ) , ’
Personal Services ;(i.e., Cost of Living Adjustments and salary -

i»

' and wage adjuétments) allocated according to the distribution.

of total Cify PS expenditures (except those included within
Miscellaneous) forvyouth services as reflected'in all other
agency budgets (see aone and below).

Fringe Benefits'Were allocated in three different ways.

a) The Contingent Reserve Fund for thé New York City Employees'

; Rétirementbsystém Was’ailocatedbaccording to the youth
s@éfe (35{5%) of total PS expénditures, excluding the
Fire Department, Police Dep@rfment, and Board of Education
wﬁich.have éeparéte retirement systems.
h) Payments to %he Cultural Institutions Retirément System
were allocated:according to the youth share (27 .6%) of.
" the expenditures‘ofgthe Department of Cultural Affairs.
c) The City=contribdtion for other fringe benefifs w;s élloi
'éated accordiﬁg to fhe youth share of total_éity PS expendi- <
tures (except those included within Misééllaneous). o | |
of pé@ments/fo maintain Legal Aid«Socigty, which only support acti—q
vitiés in C;iminal Court, 10% were allocated to youth based on
the percénf of total argzéts in New York City represented by 16

and 17 year olds. Information was.drawn from the New York State

PN .
e

L4

I : ' '209' . . 220 ;.
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- 1977.3‘Uniform Crime Report Adult Arrests by County;?
~ . "L

-

4) All other'items,in the Miscellaneous budget werevexcluoed.

'Charltable Institutions Budget

The Charltable Instltutlons Budget includes payments to Volun—
tary child care agencies (foster care). and payments to private
hospltals for .services to the medlcally indigent. 5

4 '/5
a) Payments for prlvate hosp1tals were allocated to youth on

wh

.t%e basis of -the share (24/) of medicaid reimbupsements. to
voluntary hospltals for 1npat1ent and outpatlent visits

of youth. [.See Hospltal Payment Statement for Janyary , 1978,

Reimbiirsement Summary (Medlcal Clalms Voluntary Hospltalsl.

and Medlcald Management Informatloﬁ\System Payment Summary]
b) ‘All'payments,to voluntary child care agencles were allocated
for child care and social services of ‘children under 18,
valthough in a few speclal cases, these payments for foster
care may 1nclude chlldren between the ages of 18 and 21

Health and Hospltals Corporatlon

» For the Health and. Hospltals Corporatlon 15.5% of New York
City payments to HHC (excluding debt serv1ce)‘were allocated 4

for youth under 18, . This 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 Hos$pitals," and "Hospital Statistical

" Notes #3, 1979 Patient Characteristics StudyiBronx Hospital, FY 1978

’

Sample Sorvey;" it was estimated that youth under 18 represented 20%

L | i ~

210 - 22

¢




‘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 #5, 1978, Out-

patient SerVices UtiliZation All Hospitals, All Boroughs, Total

Visits, 1972) which was applied to the average daily cumulative

visits for July, 1977 to February, 1978. (Ambulatory Care, Out~

patient Department Total Doctor Visifs”) The same percent was
used to calculate, the number df 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 hospjfal and applied -

| to unit cost data for the-appropriate institution. 7 ("Quarterly,

rManagement Report" October to December, 1978, Health and Hospitals

Corporation.)

Department of Employment

The Department of Employment administers the Comprehensiye\Em:
ployment Training Act Program (CETA),_the‘Work“Incentive Program,
the Youth Employment Program, and a variety of city-wide manpower
training and employment services. Based on datd from the "Draft
.Employment Training Council Staff Report on the Need for Publicly
Funded Manpower Serv1ces" in New York City, 32% of’the expenditures
for CETA IT and VI programs were allocated for youth For allﬁother
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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, grams.

~—~youth. Administrative services for the°Department of Employment

. o ‘ _
were allocated in proportion to youth expenditures for these pro- .
: k *

Department of Health . : /'”

X

For the Department of Health expenditures are diVided into
three categories: public health serVices, ‘other health, related

services?land adm;nistratiye expenses., o
- Public Health services includes five programs for yoogh.

(aj‘Maternal and cﬁild health services - 100% of the funds were

allocated for youth. (b) District Health - hased on estimates from

the Department and the 1978 Mayors Management Plan 80/ Oﬁ»DlStrlCt

Health Services, Nursing Services, and Laboratory expenditures were

allocated for youth, as were 25% of VD clinic expenditures. (e) HRA
medical assistance - 31% of the expenditures for medical assistance

v

|
|
were distributed to youth based on the DOSS/HRA alloca*fon of medi- }
, _ . . |
'cal‘assistance payments Csee 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

>

A

of the population. - , o . o g ,'7”:““' i
Other health reldted services includedhthree programs. (a) “

Prison Health - based on the age distribution.of inmates in Depart—

ment of Corrections facilities, 9.6% oé prison health expenditures 1

were allocated for youth. (b) Addiction Serv1ces-- 397 of the

funds were distributed to youth based on data supplied by the

Department of Health; () Health Education - 80% oé the funds

were allocated for youth.

AY



Admlnlstrat1Ve expenses were alloqated to youth. based on the

combined youth share of all other departmental funds.

i

H. Police Department:

' Estimates for youth expenditures for the Police Department are
based on two data sources. For police precinct operations which

e

include arrestsa insp ctlon, and criminal justice act1v1t1es, 7. SA'
- of the total was allocated for youth on the ba51s of the proportion
of arrests of under 18 year olds for all crimes and Violations;
( Monthly Crime Comparison Reports, FY 1978 Police Department ) of
Youth Ald DlVlSlon expeadltures, SOA were allocated for youth. All
‘ expenditﬂres for the Pollce Athletlc League were allocated for chil-"

dren under 18. Administrative expenses were. allocated to youth

based on the youth share (7. %Dof all other agency funds.

I. Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and Alcoholism
Services . .

The major expenditures of Department of Mental Health, Mental
Retardation,’and Alcoholism Services are payments to City and non-
City agencieS'to proyide servlces.' i o . ' .
Youth~expenditures for the Department”of Mental Health; Mental -
Retardation,&gpd;Alcoholism Services were divided amon£1seven pro-
gram~categories. (a).Payments to the Board of Education - 100% of
. expenditures were allocated to youth. -(b) Payments to the Health
anQQHospltals Corporatlon - the share of expendltures was allocated

: to youth based on psychlatrlc 1npat1ent census data for.youth pro—

1ded by HHC. Accordlngly, it was estlmated that 34% of the funds

« . were allocated‘for youth under 18, (c¢) Department of Health's

prison health program - youth share was eStimated at 9.6% based -on.
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the number of inmates under 18 in City Correctional Facilities:"
) B rows .

8 v
-

(d) Contracts to non-city agenciee - 477%Efiéhe funds were allo-

.cated to youth accordlng to FY 1978 and 1979 Department of Mental

Health data on patlent characterlstlcs. {e) Famlly Court ~lOOV
of-expendltures were allocated for youth.; €3] Criminal Court
expendltures - 6% of the funds were allocated to youth on. the basis
of the proportlon of arrests for 16 and l7 year olds. (g) Adf
mlnlstratlve expenses were_allocated accordlng to the youth share
of all other agencyeprograms (47%3; }

Department of Parks and Recreation

o For the ‘Department of Parks: and Recreation, Fotal youth expendl-
tures were dlstrlbuted within three categorles. (a) For the
Chlldren s Zoo, 100% of the expenditures were dlstrlbuted to youth
®) The remaining expendltures, qgth the exceptlon of those pro- \
grams specifically for sennor c1t1zens w&re allocated For youth on
the basis of the youth’share of the populatlon. (c) Executive

Q

management was allocated to §onth,in‘proportion to the youth share

" of other agency expenditures,(37%5;

sy
T “

Libraries * T

The Libraries. do~not maintain information on the age distribntion

of visitors to the1r faCllltlES. Circulation statistics only
»%

dlstlngulsh between Juvenlle and addlt books . Thls/;gigrmation is

not relevant since children w1ll graduate from Juvenlle books at

!various ages, depending on their reading skills,'but hopefylly be-~

fore high school. -

On the ba51s of a phone survey and statidgtics detalllng the

‘-u .'*-\

A} : P
[
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~ youth services.

"t ,<.

attendance at library prograns, expenditures were allocated 60% for
youth and -40% for non-youth serviées. -The ﬁesearch Libraries? )

primarily servingfthe population over 18, were alloCated»to'non-'

~

' Department of Correction

: ’ \

For the Department of -Corrections, estimates of operations ex-
penditures for youth were based on census data from all facilities
for youth between 16 and 20. éincefdiscrete age'data was not
available, estimates‘of'expenditures for lo:and 17 year olds were
calculated as a share of-the.total adolescent population for each
faeility. For the court.expense 9.7% of operatlons expendltures
were allocated for youth; for leers Island Headquarters, 27.4% for -;. -
youth. Based on the share of youth expendltures for operatlons in

all instltutlons, 27 .U% of.admlnlstratlve‘expenditures were a1105.

¥8ted for youth o , 1/(’//"

Department of Probatlon . , - i

Department of Probatlon expenditures were allocated accordlng
to information submitted to the Mayor's Blue Ribbon Commlttee on
Youth Services and discussions,with,agencf personnel. L

A11 funds for court;related services to youth.wereallocated for
youth, as was.29% of court related serv1ces for adults. The comblned

b -4
share of court related serv1ces for youth was then:.applied to execu-

tive management, central loperations divisitn, court .accounting, and

collection expenditures'and OTPS expenditures. .= SR “;. R

-

Community Development Agency

The Community Development Agency is the administrative'arm of.-.
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.fhe‘Council'Against Poverty. This agency administers payments to--
- the City's Antl-Poverty Agencles implementing the policies of the v

’ - ‘ e . y R
Council A . ‘ 4 P o - o ' . \\W#

o For the Communlty Development Agency, 33% of,expenditures werew

N

allocated for youth employment programs. The remalnlng payments to:
the Antl Povertyngenc;es were allocated to youth accordlng to

popul;tlon data (26%). Admlnlstratlve expendmtures were allocated

accordlng to the d1str1butlon of the payments to Anti- Poverty

-

-Mayoralty - Youth Board o . .

Y

|

|

|

J

i

Agencles. | : R . 2u, ’ ‘
i

: - | «‘
. Ihe New York City Youth Board is included within the Office of 1
' \

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 Whichfprovide

a wide range of services to youth. According to the Agency Service

Statements for FY 1978, the Youth Board awarded 175 contracts _
totaling $u,899;295; These'programs seeve a wide range.of geogra- .
phic areesrand client'pOpulations. Some of theiprograms do‘serve‘
the l8-21 age cohort' However, the,information<was not readily
avallable to“determlne which programs serve th1s group or the ex-" "N
tent of thelr partlclpation. Therefore,_all Youth Board expendl-
tures have been allocated to,yputh under 18. ' ' o

According to Agency Service statements"for FY 1978, ‘approximately-
20% of Youth Board expenditures were allocated for educational pro-
grams,_ll% of expenditures were allocated for employment’programs

-

+
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‘ fon youth 3.3% Was allogated to health programs "56% were alln-

“,Q.

‘eated to recreation and cultural enrichment Contracts for familial

~and intergeneratidnal serv1ces and homeless youth represented apprDXi--s

L}"

) mately QV of total Ybuth Board contracts. ' ‘fﬂl

}Depargment of Cultural Affairs o : | ”9§

The Department of Cultural Affairs awards grants to various

.h
Tad

.‘cultural institutions fmuseums, cultural associations etc.j'and

.perform;ng arts groups (dance companies, theater groups, opera-ﬂ

. . : . . <
companies, etc. ). : : o v

K3

With the exception of the grant to the Brooklyn Children S Mu-

" seum which was allocated totally for youth, grants of the Department

of Cultural Affairs were’ allocated on the ba51s of the youth share
of the population (2673 Administrative expenditures of the Depgrt-
ment were allocated to youth in proportion to the youth share of

grants for all institutions including the Brooklyn Children's Museum}

Criminal Justice Coordinating,Council ‘

The Criminal Justice Coordinating Council is responsible for the

[

planning and coordination of crime control and criminal Justice

.actiVities in New York City. One of the .Council's major actiVities

is to award grants tovvarious programs for prevention, dfyersion,
rehabilitation, etc. | w
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 serwed a

population over 18), contractual services for youth represented

»

26.59% of total contracts. Administrative services were allocated




"to three targeted areas - Harlem/East HarlEm South Bronx and

?
s
! vy

according to the same distribution.,

‘R.TOffice of Model Cities . . - ' p

/.

The Office of Model Cities provided a'Wide'range of services,

Central Brooklyn. These serV1ces,\prov1ded dlrectly ‘and through

OTPS Purchase -of Serv1ce Agreements, incluyde health, counseling,

education, employment, san1tatlon, and fire salvage programs;A,Ex;

. -

pendltures for these services. were allo§ated as follows:
1) Health/Mental Health, educatlén, and employment programs which
.- served youth were identified. If afprogram served the under

21 age cohort, expendltures were allocated to youth and non-

youth assumlng an even age dlstrlbutlon (i.e., expendltures

o

= For youth total expenditures X 18/21)
. 2) The remalnlng social . serv1ce program expendltures were excluded.

3) Expendltures for sanitation and flre‘salvage were eventually -

_allocated based on the youth share of population‘fZG%D. These

expenditures were classified under Housing, as these services

‘ H
were considered to contribute to.neighborhood/community improve-

ment,
4) Administrative expenditures were allocated according to the

distribution of total service expenditures (PS and OTPS).

Board of Higher Education . .

The Board of Higher Education administers the Hunter Elementary
and ngh Schools along w1th its responslblllty for the Clty Univer-

slty of New York All other expenditures were excluded

Law Department

The Law Department dis basically an overhead agency representing

218 | R34y
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‘Aﬁupport ' Hence, all expendltures for Famlly Court were allooated

' DlstrlctxAttorney 1

[}

the City in litigation. However ‘the Law Departmeht also'handles

cases in Famlly Court, 1nclud1ng Juvenlle Dellquency Petltlons,_

Paternlty Cases, Persons 1n ‘Need of Superv1slon (PINS), and Chlld

'for youth In addltlon ' 11% of executlve, admlnlstratlve and

appeals expendltures were allocated to youth services on the basis

of the share of Famlly Court’ expenses to- the total agency expenses.\

. For the D1str1ct Attorney's offices in'the.S counties of the
City of New York, youth expendltures were based on the proportlon
of 16 l7 year olds arrests to total arrests w1th1n each’ county
(see New York. State Unlform Cr1me Report Adult Arrests 16 and - over
by County, 19773 and the ratlo of legal serv1ces for youth to ad-
mlnlstratlve expendltures. W1th the exceptlon of Rlchmond County,
whlch .did not receive an LEAA grant for prosecution of Juvenlle
offenders,_lOO% of LEAA'funds‘for these programs in each county.’
were allocated for‘youth:

Department for the Aging

-

The Department for the Aging administers the Foster Grandparent
Program. Essentially, senior citizens are paid for providing child-
care and c0mpan£onship to eligible children. ‘All PS expenditures
for this program were allocated to youth.

Executlve Management funds were allocated accordlng 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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$23,57S,901_in purchase of,service'agreementsAwere allocated to
non—youth and.thetremaining OTPS was allocated in thepsame propor--’ i
tion as Executive Management;
Based on admlnlstratsye and executlve'management expendltures .
AR ft approx1mately 1% of the Department of the Aglng budget of $29 262 ,893 |
' was allogated for child care expenditures for children under 18. - o -ﬂ

W. Human Rights 'Conmiss'ion .

L The Commlsslon is empowered to ellmlnate and prevent dlscrlmlna-
i- : L .t:Lon in employment houslng, places of publ:Lc resort etc. This is
',essentlally an overhead functlon. However the Commissiod:also ad-
fmlnlsters the Nelghborhood Stablllzatlon Program. _}
Based on data supplled by Human Rights- Comm1551on 10% of the
. Nelghborhood Stablllzatlon Program was allocated for ‘youth. To
. - this amount was added b.4% of administrative expenditures.based on
the dlstrlbutlon of personal service costs among overhead, dlrect
youth services, and non-youth serv1ces. ~
X. Board of Correction ' . ‘
* % "The expenditures fop the Board of Correction were allocated to

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) E ) ) ‘




® _ '_ A-2-._ New York Clty Hous:mg Authorlty : , | '_ ; ,(_
Expendltures are based on the New York Clty HouSJ.ng Author:.ty,

Annual Plscal Report December 31, 1978 'I‘otal expendltures were

8 ‘ $,'+l3,2'-!-.0,620. ThlS total was lelded among two programs and allocated
¢ .

‘as follows: - S : : )
i ¢ (a) Hous:.ng Author:.ty Pollce - 'I‘otal expenditures of .
@ . R $27, 268 ,394 were allocated to youth based on’ |

' |  arrest data for FY 1978 in "the" Hous:mg Police .

Vo . _‘ _ R Statistics, I.ncident.‘Report, All Prbjecﬁs ’_ Annual
® . . Report, léﬂS";_ the. New York Sitater'D‘ivi'sion of ﬁ
. | "Cr:".m:fnal Justlce Services Form #1986 ..ar;d' the
V“New York State Diyision of Criminal Justice Ser—

® . " vices Uniform Crime 'Reporting, Monthly Offenses

‘\‘ - - Kriownvto"tl'E Police':' Ac'.cor'dingly 32. 6‘/ of total
&rﬂ | pol:.ce‘ expenditures or $8 889 '4-96 was allocated
to youth ﬂ
‘.‘~ B | "(b) Housing Services - ,All other Housing Authority
> expenditures were allocatetho youth based on
® . the share;of the tenant population under 18
» - . (42.6%) as reported in the Housing Authority
. ’ Tenant Pooulation Censuses».of January l,,1978 and .
¢ " July 1, 1978. Accordingly $163,998,168 was allocated

to youth




B.

~

I .
State of'New'York '

-

Expenditures for the State of New York are appropriated amounts:
for fiscal year 1978 as reported in the State of’New York, Executive

Budget, fdr the Fiscal Year April 1, 1978 to March 31 1979. Only ex-

penditures for the State Purposes Fund were cons1dered since expendi-

tures. from the Local Ass1stance Fund are reflected in local government

.expenditures. e L

Wlthln the State Purposes Fund twelve agencies were found to
operate programs serVing children and youthA The agencies and programs

aré listed in Table 1B-1, and the functional distribution of each

.agency'sbexpendituresAare presented in Table IB-2. _The youth' hare.

of each agency and program was estimated in the following ways.

A. ©Office of Parks and Recreation-_

SerVices for New York City- children are prOVided through two
' state purposes lines’ - Park Operations and Recreation Services.
According-to regional workload data provided bystheAOffice, atten-

— dance at New York City historic sites’'and garks represented just

.over 0.2% of attendance at parks statewide. Accordingly, this share.

of gtate purposes funds for Park.fmerations was allocated for New
York City Youth. For Reoreation Servioes, $u27,00u was expended
ifor 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 Wental Hygiene

 There are two offices within the Department of Mental Hygiene

- which include services for New York City youth.’ (a) For the 0ffice
. ¢ )
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TADLE -+ B-1

4

Expenditures by State of New York for Youth Services by Agency;*P* 1978

—

Agency

.« .

Total

Appropriation.

N.Y.C.
Youth Share

Youth Share as
Percent of»Total

] ;!
Distributfon of =
Youth Expenditures

Office of Parks and Recreation
Parks Operations
RLcraatlon Services
All. Others -

OfFice of Mental llealth -
Prevention and Care .
in Children & Youth '
All Other ' .

0ffice of Mental Retnrdntlon(
Prevention and Care -
All Other

(onwdasion on Alcohollum
and Substance Ahuae

Depnrlment of Health
OFfice of Public lealth v
Preventive Services
- All Other ~ . ,
Education Department
State Schools ftor 8lind & Denf
Vocational Education
, Library Services
Musewm & Sclence: Services °
Vocational Rehabilitation
All Other

nepartment of Correctional Services
Supervision of Inmates
All Othecrs

»dudlcluvy
Courts of Oriblnnl Jurisdiction
Professional Services to Indigent
All Other

(Continned)

ERIC I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

$ 56,9un.103

50,301,55] -

1,906,753

4,735,799

436,318,800

—_— A

41,113,641
395,205,159

254,613,107
202,147,562
12,465,545

1,976,138

" 79,594,683
2,524,135
56,714,856
20,355,392

'56.532 000

oA s

3,468,000

1,089,000
1,320,000
3,154,000

13,651,000
30,850,000

' 219,070,003

111,865,274
107, 201,729

272,360,903
211,762,811
9,946,511
50,651,551

$

226,828
104,627
122,201

——

13,156,365

—_—a

13,156,365

17,300,320
17,300,329

" 1,741,653

6 535,992

295,358

6,238,634

2,428,016
1,010,100
"315.810
uss 866
346,940
. 259.000

10,335,114
10,335,110

5,227 425

A

2,117,625

3,109,800

3

.2
6.4
0
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(Conti;l“uution of TABLE 3-1) R o
N ‘ y _ Total N.Y.C. Youth Share as Distribution of
» N Agency Appropriation Youth Share Percent of Total Youth Expenditures
Diviaion of Probation $ 1,331,849 $' 148,838 11.2 .2
Supervision of local aervicea 376,804 148,838 39.5° , .2
A1l Others. . 955,045 —_ 0 o
. - ‘ ‘.- s
I)Ivlslon for- Youth ) 32,979,957 10,045,665 . 30.u . 14.1
- Rehabilitation - 28,513,631 9,485,930 33,3, i« 13.3
belinquency Px'evention K 1,465,092 556,735 38.0 .8
!\ll Other 3,001,234 — .0 0"
ernvtment of Soctal Services 48,429,653 3,988,250 8.2 5.6
. hupportive Services 7,424,145 3,988,250 53.7 ~ 5.6
‘A1l Other 41,005,508 —_ - 0 0
¥, N _A): -~
Department of Labor’ 16,176,345 66,416 toll n S
State Manpower Training’ 3,530-,860 5% 610 : 1.6 1 ‘
Manpower Services . 686 100 10, ’806 1.6 0
All Other ¥ 11,959 lIIIS —_ 0 _ 0
Department of Agriculture & Markets 15,990,602 140,000 .9 ) .2
. Extension Services . 5,258,502 % 140,000 2.7 .2
‘A1l Other . 10,736,060 —_ 0 v 0
Subtotal. - I\g,encies with Youth 1,492,322,143 71,338,801 s . . 100.0
Service Programs i AR .
A1l Other Agencies . .o " 2,010,710,227 . i
Total - State Purposes Appropriations - $1,403,132,370 $71,338,891
a
e L3

O

LRIC

o
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 TABLE

. B-2

‘i‘uncti_onal Alflocat\ihd*ﬂ‘ of State Expenditures for Youth Ser’vicee, FY 1978

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. . - ) g o . Py R - s )
3 Agency Education Health/ ‘ Income Justice Nutrition Recreation. Child Total
N ’ Training Mental Health  Assist/Housing . Care L

O0Fficé of Parks and Recreation : ! g $ 226,828 . 5 226,828
Office.of Mental Health $3,156,365 -~ -t - 13,156:365
OEfice of Mental Retardation 17,300,329 v | 17,300,329
Comnission on Alcohol{sm and _

Substance Abuse ” 1,74Y,653 : 1,741,653
Department: of Health 6,533,992 y : 6,533,992
:‘ducation Department 52,028,016 - . . 2,428,016
ept. of Correctional Services " : €0,335,114 _ v v 10,335,114
Judicfary ‘ 5,227 425 g, 5,227,425
Division of Probation 148,838 148,838
bivision For Youth 110,005,665 10,045,665
bept. of Social Services, S $ 3,988,250 3,988,250
hept. of Labor . J - 66,416
Dept. of Agricnlture and - :

Marhets ’ ) 140,000 140,000
fotal - Youtl Budget 3 128 016 5 66 W16 $38,732,330 §25.757,012 §11,3565 078, 71.338,89)

. % .
< \
. i




rvof Mental Health 32/ of state purposes approprlatlons for preven-
tlon and tveatment of mental illness in chlldren and youth were
allocated for New York youth- based on NYC yQuth adm1ss10ns as a
.share of statew1de yenth adm1ss1ons. (Admlss1ons] D1scharges of
‘Resldent Patlents State and Chlldren s Psychiatric Centers Chil-
dren and Youth by Comparatlve Age Categorles FY 1978, Bureau of '
Statistical Analys1s, October 16, 1979.) (b) For the Office of ’
‘MEntaluRetardatidn and Develogmental Disabilit%es, 7% of the funds
for'Mental Retardation\and Deveiopmental Disabilities were allo-

}»;\ cated for New York C1ty youth based on the share of:-NYC youth
of the total population in care.‘~{Bureau of Statlstlcal Analysis,
New York State Department of Mental Health, New York Clty Chlldren
1n State Developmental Centers; New York City Chlldren in Family
Care, New Yerk City Children in Residental Treatnent=Centers3‘
March, 1979; New York State Executive Budget. Estinates of DMH
Census, March, 1979,\p;'394 ) j : - L

C. Commission on Alcohollsm 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/Alceholism‘and Substance Abuse  Prevention and Education.

D. Department of Health

Two programs.within this department overseelor deliver services
to New York City youth. (a) Local Public Health Management and
Preventative Services, Research,.and Develoﬁment - According to data

'suppliedtw the Department of Health Budget Office, approximately

' U5% of local assistance funding for Local Public Health Management

226
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V?‘_i . Fary ‘ ‘.: 'v . . o v ‘ l
was allocated for New York City. Based om this data, the youth

share of Local Publie Health fundlng for New York Clty chlldren

was est1mated at 11.7% (.45 X .26) of the tS%;l state purposes

- appropriation forelocal public health management. &ﬁ Preventa-,

tive Services include child health servioes family plahning, medi—

cal rehabilitation, communicable disease control, dental health
Roswell Park and Helen Hayes Instltute. Caseload data was not
available for these activities. Consequently,«ll% of state pur-

poses appropriations for Preventative Se:vices was allocated for

New York City youth based on their share of the tota? state popdla¢

-

tﬁq_f\ | _ | - /

Education Department . . -

‘Education..Department expenditures for New York City youth were”

divided amohg :fite.programs;‘ the State Schools for the Blind and

© Deaf, Vocational {ducatlon Occupatlonal and Vocatlonal Rehablllta—

tion Operatlons lerary Services and Museum and Education Serv1ces.
For the New York State Schools for the Bllnd and the Deaf, 30%.
of state purposes appropriations were allocated for New York City

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 Educatidn ‘Department.)

For Vocational Education \29% of state purposes appropriations

were allocated for New York Cit youth based on the share of state-
wide secondary occupational class nrollment from New York City;;
Ocdhpatlonal Educatlon Data System, School Enrollment, 1977- 1978

New York State Education Department.) e !

]
227
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For Ldbrary Servic,es and Museum a‘n.d Soiehoe‘ Services, -ll% of
state purposes a'ppropriations were a.'lj.ocated for New York City
chlldren based on New York Clty s share of the New York State
o - ' population under 118 . o
For Vocational Rehabilitatiori approx1mately 2/: of state pur-
poses funds were a.'lj.ocated to New York Clty youth under 8. New
o York State Office of \{ooatlonal Rehabllltat:.on, Payment_s to,Indi-_
viduals, October 1, 1977 to September 30, 1978': Bureau‘.'_of fiscal .
: , - . .

Services.) : T -

® F. Department of Correctional Services

For the Department of Correctlons; est1mates, of expenditures for
youth were based on reports on comm.ltl;lents by age and county of
® eommitment prepared by the State of" New X‘ork Department o?f Correc-
tional ‘Services. O0f the 8,084 males committed during 1978, 8.6%
were New York . City 16-18 year olds. Of the females, 1.3% were
) New York City 16-18 _year olds. 'A-ooordingly', 4, 9%"of. state purposes
fundlng for Correctlons was a.'lj.ocated for New York Clty 16 and 17

year olds. , . , ’ .

Al

@ G. Judiciary

L]

Judiciary expenditures for youth consist of two categories‘. For
the Courts of Original Jurisdj.ction, approximately 14% of’state

'. ’ purposes .money was allocated for the-’Family Court, Criminal Court

. in"New York City, Civil Court of the City of New Yor.k, and District
_ Courts in New York City. Accordingly, it was estlmated that

e approx:.mately 7% of this amount (or . 8o ‘of the total) was allocated

to youth based on the proportion of JD and PINS petitions’ f:.led in

Ry




1976. (The City of New York Budget.as modified 1978; Family Court

and Supplementary Petitions, OCA, Table 13, 1978 Crime Contrbl Plan,

DCJS 1978.) For profe551onal services, 100% of the funds 1dent1-

.fled as approprlated for law guardians in New York Clty and for

the tegal Aid Soc;ety's Juvenile nghts Division in New York Clty

were allocated for children. (Twenty-third Anfual Report of the

Judicial Conference and the 0ffice of Court Administration, Table
LY

85 Family Coutt, Law Guardlan Programs, p. 170.)

Division of Probation o L.

\

Approprlatlons for New York‘Clty youth from the Department of

Probatlon werte llmlted-to the "superv151on.pf local services" por-

" tion of the agency's budget According to DCJS data, 227 of all

juvenlle delinquent and persons in need of supervision in 1976
were New York City child:en under 16. Similarly, 51% of all
juvenile probation intake cases and 28% of all juvenile investiga-
tions consisfed of New York Lity youth under 18. Combining these

figures, the average share for New York City youth was 39%. Accord-

]

-ingly, 39% of State purposes for‘supervision of local probation

services were allocated "for New York City youth (State .of New
York, Division of Probatlon Statlstlcal Fact Sheet, Summary Re-
port, Family Workload, 1977.)

»

Division for Youth

For the Division for Youth, expenditures for New York City chil-
dren are distributed through two programs: rehabflitativelservices,'
and delinquency precention and youth deve10pment.'"Besed on data for

admiseicns to residential facilities in 1977-1978, 33% of rehabilita-

. - 229
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tion funds were allocated for New York‘City youth udder;iB. (New
YorkEStaté Division for.Yduth,“Statiétics and Survey Units, SPSS." -
Rééorf on‘Population Billing Eile,'10/18/79?) Based on 'the pro-
portion of New York State children under 18 who live in New York
City, 38% of the funds for Delinguency Prevention and Youth DevelOp-

ment were allocated for New York City children. | *

Deggrtment of Social Services

The Deéartment of Soeial Services fqaches New York City child-
ren - through tthSupportivé Services program. Accérding to the ‘>
C mggehen51ve Annual Social §gzylgg§ ‘Program Elgn an New York ,"
State, 15977- 1978, 79% of statEW1de 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. .

Department of Labor . , * o ih

Accordlng to the Employment and Tralnlng Admlnlstratlon l7 5%
of state and local programs may be allocated for youth. Thus,

17.5% of New York State pﬁrpose5'appropriations for marpower train-

ing and services were allocated to youth; Of this amount, 9% of

fhe total was allocated to New York City youth basedlbn the city's
share of the state's 16 to 19 year old population.

Department of Agriculfurevand Markets.

'For the Department of Agriculture and Markets, all funds appro-
- L ’
. . ~ . . .
priated for 4-H Cooperative.Extension Services in New York City were

allocated for youth.

-

» £ .
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@
o C. Federal Expenditures for Youth
| Federal expenditures are from Community Services Administration,
Geographic Distpibution of Federal Funds in New York., Fiscal Year
L _ 1978, 'Orﬂ.y direct federal oﬁerations are considered since grants
: 'to state a Togal governments are cdunted as state or local expendi-
o, . .
tures.
® ‘ The shard of a program's expenditures allocated to youth is based
on the share of federal program funds allocated to youth identified
in Conservation of Human Resources, "The éhanging Scale and Nature of
® '~ * Federal Expenditures for Youth," Working Paper #1 in a series for NIE
Contract #400-78-0057.‘ The reader: is,referi‘ed to that working
: . paper and its appendix for an explanationy of the basis for estimating
® \ vyoﬁth shares of federal programs. " The calculatipns for each program’
are swmmarized in Table IC-l. |
¢
-. |
- \ .
®
@ -
‘ L]
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TABLE "C-1

Expenhitures in New York City
Ugder Federal Youth Programs

($ in thousands)

Programs

Total Outlays

.in New York City

Outlays for Youth.

Child Care & Social
Services Programs

Child Welfare Research $ u3
Child Abuse & Neglect

Prevention & Treatment 1,8u0
Foster Grandparents .-
Runaway Youth s -
Rehab. Services - Special

Projects - 3,692
Rehab. Research & .

Demonstration Projects 3,199
Rehab. Training 2,5u7
Developmental Disabilities -

Special Progects 2,362
VISTA 1 ous
Community Action 17, 051
Youth Challenge
Native American Programs 115
Child Development & Headstart 22,2u3

Su,1u0
Education Programs
Emergency School: Aid - Tltle VII -
E thnic Heritage 110

Hgndicapped Early Childhood A551stance - uel

Voc Ed Improvement Project

2,693.

Ed TV - Sesame St & Electric Co

Ed TV - Packaging & Field Testing 52
NIE | ) 130
National Center for Ed Statistics 77
NEA - Artists in the.Schools . . 460
NEA - Expansion Arts S0
NEA - Special Projects 1,688
Handicapped Innovative Programs -

Deaf/Blind Centers 2,529
Innovative Programs - Severly ‘
“Handicapped 122

8,372

»

in the Budget of City of New York.
double countlng of headstart funds received by the city.

.[KC .

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

232

*0utlays for youth are estimated share less headstart pools reported

in New York City

r~—

‘1,840

ugs -

L 429
- (151

317
325
‘13, 6Ul

58*
6,451

,23,9u0:

110
461
2,693
85
40
24
460
. 3.5
118.5

2,529

122
6,613

This adjustment was made to avoid

a8
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° o= . '
TABLE C-1, p.2 .
i Totalxl:'-.!ys Outlays for Youth
Programs in New York City in New York Citv
Employment Programs . : . e '
. National OJT P $ u,5u4 $ 789 ,
Job Corps ETA  « 1,770 301 v
® DOI Job Corps 906 . 15k
’ " 7,320 1,2u4
Health Programs ' .
Alcchol 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 /—5‘
CDC Lead Based Paint ' BuS | P 226 .
‘ Federal Hospital Ins. Fund ‘914,987 usg ’
* Federal Suppl. Medical Ins. 394,628 1,184
Community Mental Health Ctrs. 21,140 11,71
Family Planning Projects 2,707 1,489
Home Health Services 168 92
L ) Veterans Hospitalization 198,755 - 199
NIH Research & Demo for '
Mothers & Children 6,543 2,159
. 1,552,652 19,742
_ , Income Programs * )
Refuge Assistance ! v 61 19 ;
® . Social Security Retiremen¥§ Ins. 2,390,794 212,781 LN .
Federa! Unemployment Ins.{Benefits 15,346 522 ],
. Unemployment Ins. Benefit S 11,076 377
- Veterans' Death Benefits T ul,8u6 3,055 .
Sp, Benefits for Disabled §oal Miners 1,794 205 s
Social Security Disabili Ins. * 423,911 37,728 .
- Sgcial Security SurvivorsfIns. 689,629 61,377
SSI ‘ 310,867 13,367
® VA Compensations to Dependents 1,625 119
Dependents Indemnity +23,147 -
Railroad Retirement Fund 57 ,9u8 1,739
Payments for Subsidized Housing 90,063 37,826
4,058,107 369,115
—-
Justice Programs
. . Discretionary Grants / 9,305 1,861
. JJDP Special Emphasis 6,042 6,0u2 .
: Concentration of Federal 43fforts 181 181
15,528 8,084 .
® 233
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE , C:1, p.3 '

Q-

Total Outlays
in New York Citv

Outlays for Youth
in New Yonk Citv

‘gzifréms
Nutrition Programs

WwIC \ .
Food Stamps Bonus Coupons
Community Food & Nutrition

S

Recreation Programs :
Management of Land & Resources
Operation of National Parks
Planning & Development NPS
NEA - Museum Programs
NEA - Music Programs ’
Theatre Programs ]

NEH -*Museum & History Programs
* NEH - Special Projects '
* Youth Grants - .

Smithsonian
0 d
- r .
' -
i . - f
> -
E d
. .
1
233

$ 20,191
270,903
460

291,554

773
743
4
5,689
2,814
2,436
1,223
264
61

467

0§ 14,514

$ 16,152
146,559
368

1¢5,079

2u0
230
© 13
341
- 169 .
146
73
16
Gly )
145

s 1,434
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Appendix IV

>
-~ I i )

Sources and Methods for Estimating\ﬂqblic Expenditures
for Services to £hildren and Youth
® . in Houst6n, Texas

b
A. Expenditures by Local Government )
®" Ve 1. City of Houston . ° ) 4
‘ 2. Harris County 7
3. Harris County Child.Welfare Unit
4, Harris County Hospital District
® 5. Housing Authority of the City of Houston ‘
" 6. ' Houston Independent School District -~
7. Spring Branch Independent School District
- 8. Other Independept Schoo] Districts
PY - . 9. Mental Health and Mental Retardation Authority of Harris
. V ‘ P N» . . . ) ’ . . N
- ; . . : . * © T -
B. Texas State Digpct Expenditures in Houston .
L}

Federal Outlays in Houston

County‘x

. ' "
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) . Ve
a2A-1 City of Houston

~Fignres for City of Houston are expenditure fignres from the City

-

Controller, Annual Financial Reﬁort of the City'of‘Houston, Texas for

the fiscal year«ended December 31, 4978. ,

Total expendituree for the City of Houston were $529,712,901, Of
this total, $53,561,000 in debt service was excluded from the analysis. .
In addition, $67;358,370,was for agencies providingﬁovenhead functions
‘and $228,817,60U4 was fer~agencies providing indiregt_services'such~as s
transpdféetion and street cledning. The remaining~$l79,97é,5274nas for
nine agencies engaged in the direet provisienvdf services to youfh.

The‘following sections describe the allocation of funds within these

nine agencies-to youth services and the functional allocations of these

-

youth service expenditures. The calculations are sunmarized in Tables

A-1(a) and, A-1(b). .
, o o
A. . - . CIVIC CENTER S \

The Civic Center Department is responsible for the operation, 4
engineering, and maintenance of downtown City office buildinge.- The
Departmen%'s Auditorium Division is responsible for‘management, rental,

.maintenance and operations of Sam Houston Coliseum, Music Hall, Jones
_Hail, Albert Thomas Convention Center‘end the City's parking gafages.
Fhe Civic Center sponsore,several youth specific programs including
.:;;EnQent concerts'by the Houstor® Symphony, summee youth Q:oéiams, student

music andfdenee recitals and similar kinds of targeted prngrams. T - X



TABLE

" A:la . .

Expenditures for Youth Services by the City of llouston, FY 1978

Totai

Percent to

T Youth
: Share Youth
vAgencies.Piqviding Direct Serviceé. $179,97S,927 $40,269 ,231 22."
Civie Center , 3,686,000 1,024,708 27.8
Cultural Arts Council 1,461,000 406,158 27.8
llealth Dapt. - 20,463,630 ‘ 10,755,655 52.6
Huma Resources %p't. 2,467,785 © 1,837,815 74.5
Library Dept. 9,106,651 s 2,131.76 23.4
“Mayor's Office - CETA 3,837,208 _ 5,781 400 1:6.6
Hayo%'a’ﬂffice - Commnity Development H,ﬁSb,OOO : 2,293,585 49,2
Parks & Recreation Dept. 1",039,000‘ 6,&h7,785 46.2
Police Dept. ‘ 89,256,653 -9,550,462 10.7

. ) - ; )

Agenales Provld}ng IndirectHServiceé 228,8f7,60u' »63,611,294 27.8
Aé;ncieé Providing Overhead! Services: 67,358,370 18,725,627 27.8
Unallocated Items (debt service) 53,561,000 - 0
| orana Total $529,712,801 $82,336,921 15.5

O

ERIC .
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rd
- o TAUGLE A-1b
Fusctionsl Allecstion of Youth Service Expanditures, City of Ilou-,fon, rY 1978 -
- . -
‘ . PO ) - Child Care/
. " Employ/ lealth/ Income v Protection Agency
Lducation Trsining Mentel lisslth AssfstAlousing Justice Nutrition Recreation Services Total
isivie Center - % $ U $ s s $1,024,708 § $ 1,020,908
Cultical Arts Councll ' 406,158 406,158
ealth bept. . 10,755,655 : . 10,755,655
Mumsa Resources © 137,836 ‘ ' 608,317 . 1,091,662 , 1,837,815
Librery Dept. 2,131,763 . ' ‘2,131,763
Mayors OfFice - CETA 564,694 s,bag,gae . : 176,618 5,781,300
Mayor's OFffce - 50,510 ' 511,092 312,211 L21m,077 116,911 1,028,384 2,297,585
Comm, Oevelop. : ’ : ]
arks & . - LN .
. | Recreation Dept, 315,038 6,172,747 6,487,785,
rolice bept. . 9,550,162 9,550,462
TOTAL 2,864,803 §5,039,988 $11,266,747 $312,211 $10,748,294 —  §7,897,142 $2,120,0u46  $40,269,231
)
' .
- -
R ) .
i -~ ‘) fod .
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O ' .
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An ahalysis of . the bookings‘of»e;énts in the Civic.Center buildings
determined fﬂét,youth specific prpgrams plus general programs likeiy to
be'attended by'iarger'numbers of yoqth_than.adults (rock concerts for
exan?lg) closely approximgted the,youth proportipn of the tqtal pdpula:
tion of Houston. ,Henée, the youth proportidn of the total populatiod 6f

: , ,
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", ' l
° B. ” CULTURAL ARTS COUNCIL !

, Thé Cultural Arts Council of Houston proﬁides financial support
. B 4

for a variety of artistic organizativms, éxhibits; and productions
/- including the Houston Ballet;'ﬁouston Grand Opera; Houston Pops Orchestra;
_Society for the Performing Arts, Theatre Under the Stars, and a.few
museumso/ The ‘broad ranée of the programs and activities_supported by
the CAC prohibits detgiled research on the ﬁser populationlprofile. In
fhe aQseAce of .valid and réliéble data to the contrary, it has been

assumed that youth.benefit in proportion to their representation in the .

populatiod (27;8%0. ’

o O o HEALTH DEPARTMENT ‘ o |
S ‘ ) : . . ) F

x AN

The Health Department's programs are divided into five divisions:

) 4

1) Administration; 2) Technical (Program) Support; 3) Personal'Health

Services; 4) Environmental Pollutibn Control; and 5) Consumer Heélth Ser-

vices. For purposes of allocation, the first two divisions were treated

-

Q . -
®LRIC 2w 25,

IToxt Provided by ERI




as édmlnlstratlve expendltures to be allocated on the basls of the

proportlpﬁéof youth expendltures determlned from the last three.

Env1ronmental Pollutlon Control and . Consumer Health Services (1nspec-

tions 1ssuance of 11censes, and veterlnary serv1ces) were excluded
: from the analy51s as not being a d1rect service to youth. Personal

health services were allocated by SpElelC programs to determlne the

proportlon of youth served “The total nurber of cases or contacts for

\

fourteen personal health programs were computed as shown below:

-

439,662
299,734

TOTAL CASES/CONTACTS
TOTAL YOUTH CASES/CONTACTS

Thds; approximatelp 70 pergent of personal health servicesvwere
con51dered to be for youth If the youth share of the pOpulation
(youth population) was then applied to the total expendltures for
Environmental Pollution_Control and Codgﬁmar Health Serv1ces and 70 - ,
, percent to Personal Health programs, then.it is,estimated that ;outh
received 56.6 percent of the department's administratipe funds., This
proportion wasnapplied to‘the two administrative program divisions to

° calculate the total youth share.,

D. ) HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT -

¢ ’ The Model Clty Department was redesignated the Human Resources

Department.in 1976 to prov1de a var1e§¥ of services aimed at 1mprov1ng ' -

the quality of life for all Houstonians. . The Department's primary
responsibilities include coordinating the delivery of'humah services

within the city and ensuring that the service'delivery system is




- adequate and addresees the needs'of the community. The HRD contracts with

other publlc and selected nonproflt agencies to prov1de dlrect serv1ces to
youth,vpartlcularly Chlld care, delinguency prevention and treatment and
o educatinn;
® : ’f'he nercent of HRD expenditures. allocated to youth ,(7%‘.5%) was
§ determined by ag analysis of the budgets for all contracts fdr services .
during 1978 Revenne Sharing funds for architectural and engineering
* work on a mult:. service center constructlon progect were excluded., Federal

Title XX funds generated from the CD Revenne Sharing funds were included

. since these funds d1d not pass through any other department or lo:ilﬂ'_J";ﬁ'J(a
. government Communlty Development Funds transferred to HRD to carry on. '»j;‘J

model clty progects, however, were excluded in analy51s of HRD expendi-

tures but are reflected in the Mayor’s Offlce--Communlty Development

e Division expendltures. -
of the funds expended for youth, the follow1ng functional dlstrlbutlon
was revealed by the contract analyses- o T
o Co
| Function - : Amount = . | .
- Child Care 81,091,662 - .
| Justice ’ $ 608,317 T
1‘. . . Edgcatlon e S 137.836
- ; \ " $1,837,815
}> S | -
| L. - ¢ & * ) . . : A ®©
) £, .  LIBRARY DEPARTMENT .= ) i
- 3 ‘ . - . » ) ’ 1l
v , . - ; &
The Houston Public Library System offers a broad prpgram of educa-'

. . / . C
tional, informational and.recreational opportunities and cultural enrich--"

+ ment alternatives. These services are available through the Central _
K . ‘ N N . - RN - J, ‘ ) . - - P

A
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. Library (500 McKlnney) , the Clayton lerary (Center for Genealoglcal

* Research 5300 Carollne) s twenty s:n.x branch llbrarles, four readlng and
‘ study’ centers, three bookmoblles,« the Children's Carousel and two -
outreach programs-—Books by Mail and Instltutlonal Serv1ces. |
‘. 'I'he Houston Publlc lerary conducted a study of the 1978 expendl— ’
. tures for. chlldren as an International Year of the Child act1V1ty. ‘A
. door count and teléphone count survey revealed the follow1ng user h _
L ‘ profile. . . R ‘ e SRR S ; ]
S A R . Number™. <7 E"ercent) ,
- Adplt . 3,808,532 - . 76159
Child -, 1,164,020 : ©_23.41
e .- T " TOTAL | , 4,972,552 . . 100.0° :
. The total e;&penditures for 1978 were ‘aJJ.oca.t-ed to youth based 'upo”n |
° the sur\‘/.e’yfindings{.: | - _— | . ‘ _ .
oy i . ‘ |
F. " MAYOR'S OFFICE:, CETA PROGRAMS.DIVISTON
’ S ‘ The CETA Programs Diirision is responsible for U.S. Department of .
. Labor funded manpower and training prog‘rams in the City. of Houston,\i\\ S
° partlcularly adm1mstratlon of “the’ Comprehen51ve E’.mployment Training Act
- (CETA) prog-rams. Youth-actlva_tles can be carried out under several )
. titles but Title IIT 15 speclflcally earmarked for youth programs, -
‘ " The foJ_'Low1ng proportlons were. used to determlne percentage of
. youth expenditures in the respectlve t1tles of CETA. These data were _ /
| furn:Lshed by CPD Central Records and represent the reported number of + .
® clients in the, "youth” category. : . o o " - A K
o | ‘ 5’1‘_~i_t1_e~,; | Percent Youth ,,&u ” : .
LT 10.3 S
X , . II.‘ : ’ 28 . .. 0 , . .
SERIC .- P T ,-
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Since CETA records include percentages fof participants ages eighteen and
L 3 e : . o
under, litles IT and VI were further reduced by 33 percent on the basis
of CPD monitoring'report data which revealeg that about one-third of the
) . = \
; ' participants eighteen and under would be eighteen years of age.
e - , : o - .
: Youth specific programs, principally Title III and CSA funded pro-
grams, were allocated to yooth as follows on the basis of datd supplied
by subcontractors: .
° .
oo p . Percent for
Program b Youth '
Mayor's Summer '
_ Youth Program 85.0
® L R YETP ’ 75.0
T " YSIS _ | 95.0
i ~ - yccrP . 25.0
| - CSA . © 100.0
‘. : . o . . 1 8"""05
The. youth Speclflc experfiitures are subd1v1ded further by functlonal b
category as follows based on a review of the contracts. e |
® oo . ‘ N -
. C _Function ‘ Amount
Employment & Training . $5,039,988
Education ' $ 564,694 )
® * ) Recreation o . $§ "176,618 - -
' TOTAL : '$5,781,300
. - . 10‘ N ’ - ) '
G. MAYOR'S OFFICE: COMMUNIZY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
‘. e : | .o X ..
Community'Develoﬁment is a special block gﬁant'program through which
. the U.S. Departm%@t of Housing and Urban DevelOpment (HUD) prov1des crants i
. \ .
o which the City allocates at its discretion for ellgz_ble act1v1t1esa The

program is capital inf%nsive and focuses on phys;cal env;ronmental

.EC ' '_» o a2
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1mprovements in low income nelghborhoods. Certain public services
(prlnclpally soclal serv1ces) can be prov1ded where they can be shown '
to be related to the physical env1ronmental 1mprovements being under-
taken with grant funds. In additionj the recipient City has had the_
option to continue certain model city activities, which was done in
Houston. The youth expenditures by Commurfity Development in 1978 were
for continuation of Medel Cities programs.and supporti&é publig serviges.
Youth exéenditures, as a portion of ll,CD expenditures, Were
estimated through analysis of each subeontract for services rendered 3

ﬂuring 1978 and a division of the services into adult and youth cate-

Y

gories by project or within pfojecté, where the project served both
youth and non-youth._ Administrative costs were distributed aceording

to the propoftion'of youth services to total services. The result was an

‘estimated $2,293,§85 or 49.2% for youth services.

~

The distribution of youth expenditures'by function is 55 follows:

Function _ { Amount

Education ) ) $ 50,510

Health/Mental Health N -511.,092

Income Assistance/Housing ‘ 312,211

Justice v 274,477 ' i
Recreation . 116,911

Child Care/Protectlve Services 1,028,384

TOTAL L $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

provided ‘the following financial and user data:’

13

: Total Percent Youth
Program Activity Expenditure Youth Expenditure ©
.Park Police $ 940,613 '31.3 '$ . 646,201
Special Activities 387,476 20.0 309,981
Miller Theater , ’ : 120,735 35.0 78,478
Facility Planning 5 103,889 31.3 71,372
Garden Center 37,905 .0 34,114
700 1,406,708 . 50N0 . 703,354
Facility Maintenance 6,655,890 31.3 . 4,572,596
Facility (Recreation)

Operations : - 3,474,653 . 80.0 694,931
TOTAL ' $13,127,869 ° 46,2 $6,066,8u2
I ! R /\

The expendltures for each of these program act1v1t1es were allocated
to youth accordlng to these user patterng.' The cumulatlve total revealed ~
that about 46.2 percent of the Department's program act1v1t;es Eaneflt
youth. AdministraFive aos§§ were distributed accordingly to arrive.at the
total youth allocation ($6,487,785). All funds except those for Park

:‘Pplice (Justice) were allocated to rééreation,

I. POLICE DEPARTMENT

v g
The share of Police Department activify allocated to youth was
estimated on’the‘basis of offense reports. Of the total of 191,046
-offense reports handled by the Pollce Department in 1978, 20,525 were
reported by the Juvenile DlVlSlon. _Thus: 10.7% of police activity and

expenditures were allocated to direct youth services.




A-2 Harris County ' : . .

¢
Figures for Harris County are expenditures reported in County Auditor,
Harris County; Texas and Harris County Flood Central District Comprehensive
e Annual Flnanclal Report for the Year Ended December 31, 1978,
w:.th:.n the structure of Harris County four types of agencies were
found ‘to provide services directly to children and youth.  The method for
® . estimati@g these expenditures are described in the four sections below.
- B
A. w o ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE
L 4 h -
‘ The designation Administration of Justice is inclusive of District,
| _Clvz.l and Crlmlnal Courts, and related law support personnel andiagencles.‘
. It does not include Chlld Welfare or Juvenile Probation county agencles

which are reported upon separately. Included are the Juvenile Courts,

. Family Law Courts, Pr‘obate Courts, County Courts, Civil and Cr1n11nal
° District Courts court support personnel such as court reporters, balllffs, -
" court admlm.strators, and certa:.n other departments, servfces, or personnel

where youth ser.'vz.ce relatedness can be deponstrated to some degree.  The

des:.gnat:.on Adnu.nlsmatlon of Just:.ce, th)en, does not refer to an agency

L)
but to functlons ‘and personnel employed by several county agencles.
Table = A-2 ‘{a) lists the w:.de range of agencles and ‘positions wh:l.ch
are included in this service cluster in Harris County. To determine the
‘ .

totals for Ho‘uston, the county totals were reduced by the proportion of
N ‘. * .
" persons below the povert‘y line, who resided in the countx, but outside the

(.“1t'y of Houston. (Court- related activities as a whole, 1mpac1: povert'y

PO Y .

persons more than non—povert'y persons, particularly for juvenlle justlce '

matters .)

L]
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TABLE A-2

-

’ Cxpenditures for Administration of Justice
in Harris County; FY 1978

a

)

: . S » Youth

Program ) Total . Percent Youth Expenditure

. : . Ty

Juvenile Courts - -

Office of Referee o 104,882 ) 100% . - 104,882
I'amily Court Services 554,631 - See Text ' _ 148,225
Pre-trial Release . 494 ,296. 1 : 4,943
Attorneys (Court Appointed) , 2,477 ,6u8 2 49,553
Constables : 3,823,998 2 76,480 |
Legal Defense Services 419,650 .2 ‘ o 993

9 Court Reporters &7 o . 2,352,666 2 47,053
I 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

~  1ltth Court of Civil Appeals , 25,037 2 501

Law Library 253,754 2 5,075

“. Jury Fund ' v 935,016 2 18,700
" Probate Court Judges: 605,752 ' 20 - 121,150
Civil Court Building - 543,487 2.3 12,500

Family Law Center (Building) 563,080 See' Text 142,910

District Attorney Building | : 304,241 2 6,085
_ Miscellaneous : © 30,136 2 , 603
* Other (All.non-youth) ‘ . .« 1,052,056 2 A 0
~ . CTOTAL~ - " $34,990,726 . $1,462,631

\

1 AN ~ ;

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




,cases (nineffahily plus three juvenile courts équal twelve total), this

-
T

y " .
addition, however, it was necessary to add 2.3 percent of cases (adoptions)

‘ . .
] N

District Courts expenditures are aggregatgd in the Annual Financial
, ' ' L :

Reéoft of the County. This fact' coupled with'the lack of otﬁ?‘idata X

presented many problems in estlmatlng costs that could be speclf cally ;
attributed to youth services. Most often"a flgure of 2 percent was used
based upon an analysis 6f the court dockets and assuming equad.dlstrlbu-
tlon in time between aduit and Chlld cases. Of 123,200 cases on the
docket/ for the elghteen d1v11 d1str1ct courts, at least 2,473 could be
considered- child cases (about 1450 optlpns plus 1023 juvenile court
cases). Thus, the 2 percent figugzajs used. Pretrial release affects
only about one percent since a juvenile must be certiﬁied as an adult
tq participate in this adult quenﬁer program; In sdne cases a two step
pfocedure was needed to allocate costs. .Foﬂ’exampleksince the juvenile
cbufts compcise 25‘percent~of codrts generaliy heariﬁgtfamily‘and child

¥

S L «
percent was applied to the expenditure item-of Fgmily Court Services. In

.which are'also heard in“the famiiy gourt which are child focused.t Accord-

ing *to Probate Judge 20 percent of the probate cases concern children'and'
. w - '
youth under age eighteen.

s, N

Judges' expenditures in the District Courts were allocated according

~

, . | . 4 .
to the percent that the humber of Juvenile Courts and Family Courts
a N : -

comprised of the total ‘number of courts. Thus, Juvenile Courts comprised

6 percent of the totadl, Family Law Courts 18,8 oercent, and 2.3 percent

-

»
o

was allocated based on the rate Sf)adoptions on the District Court dockets..

. .. a®
The same procedure was followed in allocating costs for the District Clenk

e

*

o N .

expenditures, and the Court Coordina#¥rs’ expendigures.

> -
s

In order to estlmate building ma1ntenance and operating, costs to be

T

assigned to the Civil Courts bUIldlngJ the 2.3 percent figure on adoptlons

4 - .
-

' | - R
o o : 26u
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e 3

. . . ‘
‘was used*because this is the location of the courts whlch hear ‘adoptions .- * «
and where most support personnel are housed The Family Law Center houses E .

|
!
the three probate courts, three 3uven11e courts, and nine-family.law _ " |
courts and related personnel A WEIghtlnngf the proportlon of youth \

cases for each court, as prev1ously 1nd1cated was used to detgrmlne the ...

Ead h »

operational allocativn.

- A -
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B. ., CHARI‘_TIE’S: " INSTITUTIONS AND CHILD CARE = 'y, N
- ' " . ) Y . ( (Y w . 4; . .-': ‘ .

Char1t1es - Instltutlons is also a category in the Harris County N .
Financial Report and not a Department. Chlld Care has been added to

provide a more accurate description'of tHe services included in the
- 0. ’
budget class. Included are Burnett- Bayland Home Harris County'Youth

1

) Vlllage and three county group homes. These group care fac111t1es for

‘/youth, ages n through seventeen years serve clients of the Juvenlle

-Probation Departmént and certain youth under the custody of the Harris

= Couhty Chlld\Welfare unit. (Excluded are expenses hhich have been allo-
ycated to the Harrls County Chlld Welfare Unit, Mental Health Mental
. Retardatlon Authority, and the Harris County Department of Soecial
%.é’i '§ery1ces.: These funds are 1ncluded elseuhere in this study.) _
The, entire 1978, expendlture ‘for Burnett Bayland Home, Harris County
Youth Vlllage and three group homes as reportedvln the Annual Financial
Reporf 1nclu31ve of bumldlng engineer and related malntenance cost, was

considered as spent for»youth This amount, $2,834,342 was multlplied
by 82.2 percent the proportion of Harris County dhildren under eighteen
years of age. W1th poverty family 1ncomes who live in Houston to estimate

the Houston share of the county total or $2,001,029: The Proportion of

N




~
A

the Chlld Populatlon of persons living in household% below poverty was

determlned from U. S Bureau of Census, 1970 Census of Populatlon and

Hous1gg: Census Tracts, houston, Texas, SMSA and adjacent area (May ,
1972), p. 100, Table p. U. ' , .
oL ¢ . . DEPARTMENT OF. EDUCATION ¢ - ‘

T?F Department of}Educntlon, also referred to as the Harris County | .
Board of Edud&tlon receives tax funds ‘through a spec1f1cwlevy on

property by the Harris County Commlssloners Court. The Department N
provldes 1) teacher and counselor training; 2) curriculum develop- .

3

ment 3) psychologlcal services; and 4) attendance services. About 30
"percent of the agencyts activities are concerned with psychologlcal
testing, lOlpercent'with attendance, services (mostly outside of Houston)
~and the balance d1str1buted between currlculum development and staff ; ,;
development functions to earlch direct educatlonal services. As the »

larger Independent School Districts in the Coynty 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

P

.of Houston., This %0 percent of the agency total was allocated to youth

in Houston. .

\

~

D. , JUVENTLE PROEATION DEPARTMENT

\

The Harris County Juvenile Probation bépartment (HCJPD) is the county
: , -

.

— S

agency charged with administration of the non-judfcial aspects of the

Texas Family Code concgrned with juvenile delinquency and children in

249 . 250



4. .
need of supervision. The Department provides direct.services to children

in the form of probatlon 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 1nvest1-
- gations and dlsp051t10nal recommendatlons. The HCIPD is aleo charged
with collection of chlld suppor pa ments ordered by the courts.

The total expenditure was $6,120,560 for the County. 0f this amount
an estimated 79 percent ($4,835 2&2) was allocated to Houston. The 79
percent flgure was furnlshed by a staff planner at HCJPD and is based
upon referrals to the department from various law enforcement agencies.
fThe'percent has been relatively constant for the last few years and is

substantially in agreement with other indicators. °

Amounts for each function were obtaihed from the Annual Financial

Report and result in the following allocation:
: > -

Function , ' Amount ' Percent
Health & Mental Health | '$ 36,802 : 0.8
Income A551stance}Hou51ng , 772,193 ‘ 16.0
Justice '2,357,156 ug,7
Child Care/Protection i 1,669,091 34,5
5u,835,2u2 100.0

~ , 250



”;’ff”‘“ﬁf‘ﬂaﬁfié—tﬁﬁﬁfv;Child'Welfare*Unit, Annual Financial Statement, 1978.)

)
oS

A-3 . HARRIS COUNTY CHILD WELFARE UNIT

i ]
Harfis County Child Welfare Unit (HCCWU) is legally a County agency

with an indepengent Board of Directors. With few eiCEPtionS, hOWEVer,

]

- its employees are 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 discretidn, éubject to

budget appﬁog@l of the Harris County Commissioners Court. tocal tax funds

‘ . ‘ \ |
can be used to match staté and fedetal funds for programs or be used to -
- . . ,,\

. supplement or add to the serwices available thréugh state fuﬁdSa- A con-

tract between TDHR and HCCWU governs fhe joint state-county sponsored
services and defines authority and respoﬁsibilities. |

Tﬁe HCCWU provides the customary range qf services for public child
welfare agencies: 1) pﬁptecﬁive services; 2) child placement; 3) subéti-
tute‘careﬁﬁﬁ) medical; Sliiegél;'égd 6) transporf;tion services. Incident-

al recreation and educational services are providedf in addition.

The total 1978 exéendituré,reported by HCCWU was'$3,u89,276. (See

L4

* From this amount $529,385 in AFDC foster care payments were subtracted,‘

since these are ref&::ted as a TDHR Regional Office expenditure in this
ng

study. The resultingh total was $2,959,891 for the County. The best

indicator for determining the amount of funds used to serve youth in

Houston is the propHrtion of County children under &age eighteen with

family inbomes below the poverty level who reside in Houston,.\reported in
P .

the 1970 densus-as 82.2 percent. Accordingly $2,959:891 was estimated as

spent on children in Houston.

e




Ea

» . ) -

To deterhine.thé functional allocation of expenditures, each service

’

itemized in the agency financial report was classified by function. The

7.

i

resulting amount was subjected to the 82.2 percent City proportion as
cited aboye; Overhead and admin%strétiye costs were gistributed accord-
ing to the percentages reported perﬁfunctidnal categor&. Légal services
were considered an administféti;e expense due to the abgence of a mdre: m

appropriate category. The resulting distribution is as foliow;;

Function ' | Amount . Percent )
.. Education = -8 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




A<4 . . . HARRIS COUNTY HOSPITAL DISTRICT

n ~

% . - » » l' Kl
Harris County Hospital District provides a wide range of inpatient

and outpatient health serV1ces through two large public hospitals and

eight deceptralized clindc facilities.

.

in Houston and six of the”eight clinics are in Houston.

The two hospitals are located

Eligibility

for service is based on low-income family status 50 that the user pro-

County.

For certain youth targeted serv1ces separate financial data is

'

. file reflects the distribution of the poverty population W1th1n ‘the
v"\ 3

[

reported in the harris County Hospital District Budget, Fiscal Year

Ending March 31. 1979.

v

Hospital‘

Jeff Davis
Jeff Davis
Jeff Davis and
Ben Taub

.Ben Taub

Ben Taub

Ben Taub

These data on pediatric services include only persons fourteen years

\

The youthéspecific programs are as follows: .

a

4 Prog;;am‘
New Born Nursery -
Neonatology
Outpatient Pediatric
. Clinies -

‘Pediatric Bed, Allocation

Pediatric ICU
Other Child Speci%ic
Hospital Programs
Estimated Youth Expendi-
tures in Neighborhood
Qlinics
TOTAL

o

1978 FY
Expenditure

$ 2,288,000
781,000

914,000
1, 673 000
624,000

1,825,000

4,091,000

$12,198,000

¥

[

" of age and under. To identify expenditures for services to persons

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) for persons aged 15-17.

Thus

expenditures were $12,198m000 plus $7oi§u8u, or $12,905,u8u.

27
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) The total amountsfor youth w1th1n Houston was estlmated baseqﬂon

0

the proportion of the county poverty population that resides 1n Houston

9
(ﬁZ.ZAD. Thus total youth expendltureS'ln Houston are estimated at*
- . o | : S, . LT

$10,608,308.
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A-5 HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF HOUSTON o e
h ” Description B R B ) g ‘ j‘ . s ﬁt

3 R ::f' e

The Housing Au:l:horlty of the Clty of Houston (HACH) is charged w:i*th )
o . deve10p1ng and adJnJ.nJ.sterlng standard housmg for lower 1ncome 1nd1v1‘dua’i:.
and families. ’I‘Here are three majbr programs operated by I:IACH L) HACH
_owned projects; 2) HACH leased progects, and 3) the Housing Assistance
9 - ‘Payments Program (Sectlon 8).~ ﬂTenant services, anclnding prote\'c‘tive.

p services, recreatlon referral and counseling are prow.ded to res:.dents

of multi- famlly fac111t1es owned or leased by HAEH as a- part of programs

® .(l) and (2) above.. Hous:.ng ass:.stance services are prov1ded for persons

B

who‘part_icipate in the HAP Section 8 (number 3) program but not tenant |

. ° 3 e ‘ . ‘
serv1ces. : _ , , R . \

e o ‘Total expenditures reported in HACH f1nanc1al statements by, program
are: ‘
R ' ) o HUD Amount
Program : o Total Amount (Subsidy/Assistance)
‘LHA-Owned . * . -~ - $ 3,501,943 $1,358,782
Rental Housing _ ' s o - o
LHA-Leased’ @ 479,796 - 320,80
-9 - - e | o
LHA-Leased ’ . 592,747 s 408,769 -
® | (5-10) : - ' o ,
: . Housing Assistance 7,112,078 , ‘ 7,353,520
- Program o o :
(5.8) , ' - )
° &’TAL . $11,686,564 . $9,u41,873 Lo
. - R + > . LY ) - t
0 The amounts to be a_'LJ.ocated to youth were estimated thrcuixgh a551st-

ance from HACH D1v151on of Res:.&ent Serv1ces and Divis#on of Protectlve
'.4_ Services who advised that .l) 75 percent of tenant services; 2) 15 percent .

- . of protgctive~seri7ree-s*,‘fand 3} 60 percent of hou51ng serv1ces were

- e - -




. I

t:onsumed by youth | ’I‘he houslng services est:Lmate was determined by
..cllvidlng the. average number of chlldren per unit (2 Ll) by the averacre
number of persons per unit (4.0). When the total expendltures are . - . ‘

‘ ‘allocated by use of these ratios it was found that\§7 2 percent of ’ ?\ |
A ‘\ Hous:mg PrOJect services. benefn.ted youth Thus, 57. 2 percent of the .
v ad;m:.nlstrat:we costs for Housing projects were allocated to ybuth w1th

thd follown.ng results: - . .. .
" PROJECTS ONLY

t

Total Amount Percent Youth Youth Amount

. ’ -
° G574 ,486 . 57.2 $2,618,479 , ot
R ' HOUSING ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS PROGRAM o .
. . . )
: Total Amox' § Percent Youth Youth Amount
® $7,112,078 S 60.0 Su4,267,247

Th_e\youth speci'fic' services are allocated by function-as follows: . -
. N 1.' .
wh.

Function - o Amount Percent ~ “

Income Assistance/Housing ~ $6,764,155 98.2

Justice : , .46,910 0.7 A
Recreation C 74,661 1.1 :

TOTAL $6,885,726 ©100.0
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. funetitnal distribution is:’

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 resioe 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 reaehed their

eighteenth birthdate but who have not yet obtained the high school diploma)

constitute about four-tenths of one percent (0.u%) of the total population

. served by HISD. This number inoludes non-youth in vocational programs,

adult education,’and certain special services. Thus, the total amount of

- funds spent on Houston youth was further reduced by .4 percent after the

5 percent reductlon was made for non-resldents of Houston. Flnally,
tranSportatlon expendltures totaling $8,166,107 were ellmlnated from “the

analysis.

..  The overhead expenditures of $53,484,037 were allocated according to

the above percentage distributions for Houstﬁn‘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, hav1ng already been
p . &

counted in the expenditures of .CETA.

The functional“distribution of expenditures for youth allocations

wwas estimated from analysis of the general fund, approximately,fortyi(uqa;\,

- grants, and user profiie data furnished by the District., The estimated .




/ ‘
Function / " Amount
® _ —
Education . ' Co $230,594,118
Health/Mental Health 8 3,548,792
Income Assistance/ Housing 16,362
‘Nutrition ! »As\\gza ,500
v Recreation . , ’ 3.197.284
® ‘ e
‘ TOTAL _ $262,980,056
' ! \
' L
®
e \
@
/, '
, .
® :
o »
®
| \ . -
® s
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A-7 © SPRING BRANCH TNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT éﬁr

' 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 SSH,OH7,'+13.
_EighNhree percent (83%) of the SBISD pupils“l‘ive in the City of .H'oust.on,

thus a total of $U4,859,354 was estimated to be public expend:f.tpre for

14

® Houston youth, ~
The percent distribution of expendltu:res by functlon was determined
through analysis of the repofted act1v1t1es irt the Flnanclal Report A
.. total administrative overhead expendltu.re of $11,088,151 was dlstrlbuted
to the various functlons on the basis of an analy51s of the percentage .
dlstrlbutlon of direct educatlonal serv1ces, as reported in the budget
e Transportation serv1c¢s were excluded from the analy51s. Thls y1elded

. the following functional distribution:

& - |
Function , Amournt |
® . _Education $37,0u42,418
Health/Mental Health "~ 366,780
Nutrition ‘ ' . 3,620 091
Recreation* : | , 2073, T4 €.

TOTAL $43-,102,710

—-— o i~ o E - - e, B . -

N
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A-8 _  OTHER TNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICTS

t - !
i

‘There afé sixteen (16) independent: school districts which overlap

T4

thefCity of Houston’;“muniqipal boundaries. "Aﬁprox;métély eighty;fiVE'
percent (85%) of-the Houston éhildrén étfend‘either HISD or SBISD, for
which.specific data ﬁave already been fuﬁnished. Little justification
cﬁuld be found for‘reporting on each of the othgr fou;teen diéFricts
separately since ﬁone of these are located in whole in Houston and most
have a smail.proportion,gf their total pupil population in Houston. More
error is likely to belpresent i;.determinidg the'Hoﬁston student pépula-
| tion for each of) these "surhurban” -districts than in generalizing from
HISD and SBISR_total expenditures and distribufions to the lk‘gef;ent of™
! Houston students Qho attend the fourteen other districts. .
Consequently expenditures for Houston residents among these. fourteen
. other school districts ﬁas‘estimated aékfollows: - : :
First, the total eipenditure; for Houston youth by HISD and~SB£;B were
determined by addiﬁé the exﬁenditures shown in the two precéeding sections.
Secéﬁd, fifteen peréent (15%) of this total, or $u7,400,828, was’e#fimated
to be spent by other school districts for their students residing in
~ Houston. Th%rd, the fﬁnctional’distriﬁutidn for this sum gggﬁmated by
calculating the mean percent for each functional category.from HISD and
SBISD., The rgtionale for this progedqré is that the two district; repre-
sent'the sxtrEmgs in'sociéecoﬂomic qonditions_pf:all'ISPFS in the City r
»»»»»» and;expénditu;esmby,func;ion&ane‘aSSume&\t0~be~aéoﬁtﬁthe«midpeint-be#ween*"‘*i-

the fwo extreges. . Moreover, since HESD was eligible for the kind of
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Function

Education,
) Health/Mental Hedlth
< ) trition
N * \ Recreation
~. ) ansportation

1

C hoqsing.gssistance grant reported under HISD, this_fundtional category

waé excluded., The resulting distribution follows:

oo}
4

|

o
wWHWORFHWL

[ ] e o & [ ]
O £ Wk
WEFEOON
OLwhHhoOowM

. h

P‘Applying the mean percent figures to

® » , )
.

l,

Function

e g .
Educationj/ _
PS : Health/Mental Health
. . Nutrition
Recreation

“TOTAL

the previous total and excluding

tranépoftation expenditures pfoduced this functional distribution:

$39,769,295
‘474,003
4,123,877
1,374,624

45,741,799 «
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A-9 MENTAL HEALTH MENTAL- RETARDATION AUTHORITY
SN OF HARRIS COUNTY

//; « . . _ e,
N //f o . . S o S .
'The Mental Health Mental Retardation Authority (MHMRA) of Harrls

Coumty provldes county-w1de planning, administration, -d#irect services,

and contracting for.mental health and mental retardat;on serv1ces. ‘The
agency directly provides inp t1ent, outpatlent day treatment (or traln-
ing)’; recreation,. diagnostj and referral serv1ces for mentally 111 and .

mentally retarded persons in Houston and Harrls Countx}\\

‘ A»ﬂ.‘ i - The 1978 Annual Report‘to the Taxpayers by MH-MRA reported total

‘ expenditures ofl$ll 161, 611 This amount has reduced by $1, 026,439 to

; exclude $452 876 TDHR Title XX Funds and $573,563 CETA funds, counted
. elsewhere, for a net expendlture.of $10,135,172. | ~

* The allocation for youth on a county-wide béggs was estimated -based

“on analysds of the age distribution of clients served as repOrted dn the
1978 %nnual Report, Agcording%y_és.s percent’ of the’elients'were‘estimated
to be under'ag“e'l&s.u L - o - R
' 'Sinee net;expenditures weren510!l35,i72, the youth total was estimﬁ“
as 25.5 percent of this-amount/or $2'58u u69. ‘
. The percent of the Harrls County p0pulat10n 11v1ng in poverty who
o reslde Ain Houston (82.2%) was used to est1mate the share of the youth 8

\/. ' ) expendltures hy MHMRA w1thin the City of Houston. AccordlngIY‘youth

expendltures in Houston were estimated at $2 124 434,

' The functlonal dlstrlbutlon of expendltures was est1mated.based on .
. S
" an analysis. of 1978 expendmtures for all progects. Most-serV1ces were

R
classified as health or mental_health, However, MHMRA had five, contracts

.

.)x




- ’ _: ¢

—

v
N : .

to purchase 24-hour care from group homes, which was considered child

\

cére rather than m‘htal healt@ services, and one project for the qentally

¥

retarded was eonsidered to be more recreation than any other funection.

" The resﬁitihg distributipn,is:v

.

. Function
A Health/Mental Health
Recreation

Child Care/Protective

§

8¢

-

Amount
§;,871,626
101,973
150,835
$2,124,u43y

«

%

- Petcent.

88.1
. 4.8

7.1
100.0 -

A




with low incomes in the cpunty (82. 2%) .

"B State of Texas .

Expenditures for state agencies are based on’ the Texas Leglslatlve T

Budget Board's Leglslatlve Budget Estimates for the 1980- 81 B1ennium.

This document reports actual expendltures by agency for - the fiscal year
September 1977 to August 1978 "The only exceptlon is the Department of
Human Resources for which expenditures are for the same fiscal year but .
are based onldata supplied directly by the Houston Regional Office of ><)
the Department - -

Fifteen (15) state agerdcies were found to prov1de serV1ces directly .
to.youth in Houston. The general approach followed for est1mat1ng state o

/
expendltures for services in Houston was to use agency statistics to

A
est1mate expenditures for youth W1th1n Harris County and then allocate a
share of these expenditures to Houston based on the City's share of either

total persons under 18 in the county (69.5%) or total persons under 18

\

A more detailed explanation of the. estimates for each agency follows.
Tablé IT B-1 summarizes the estlmates of youth expendltures by agency and

Table II' B-2 shows the functional d1str1butlon of youth expendltures.
‘ i

A
‘ S
. R

1 Department of Human ResourNes
N ' .

The services provided directly by divisions of the regional office,
thrdugh Harrls County Child Welfare Unit or contracted through local

government., are: A) AFDC; B) AFDC-Medicaid; €) Chlld support D) chlld

welfare; E) day care; F) EPSDT; G) Indochinese program; H) non-emergency
health transportation; Ij vendor drug program; and J) food stamps. Since

the' food stamphproéram is included as a direct federal ptrogram (see
’ . , PR ' N : . -

»
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‘ Section II-C) it has bjeeri excluded ft'om this analysis. The youth share

,Q estimates for the remaiming programs are deﬁcribed below.
P | o | L
A) AFDC - Total expehditures for Harris County were $18,196,9Cf)6.. N
e Based on cha_racteristics of the casei'oad' it wasoestimatedl that ';80%of ”
| -'this' totai, or $1L¥,5’LL3,'925 supported. pet'sons under 18. It was further
' . estimated that 82.2% of this total, or $ll,955,l_06 was spent on youth in !
P g/ .- the City of Houston basetl‘on the city's share of all low income youth in -
the county. Q ) ' “
’ B’);Me&icaid -~ Total é’:’cperiditures for Harris County are élu;258,5u7.
* Based on national figures for the distribution of medicaid expenditures
. - by;:age (see R. Gibson, M.§. Mueller and Charles Fisher, "Ag‘e’ Differences 1
in Health C'are ’.Spending, Fiscal Year 1976," Social.Security Bulletin, ~
¢ b(Augustl, 1977) Vol.40, N. 8, p. 6) it was estimated that 17.2% of the
' | total or $2,U52,470 was spent on youth. Of, this amount 82.2% or
$2,015,930 .was e8timoted to be spent on yok in the City of Houston'.'
. . ' . .
) Chiid Su%rt - Total expendltures were $1u7 229 all of which Qre
for yodth. Of the county tptal 82. 2/ or $121 022 was estimated to be
"‘ © spent ih‘Houstoh.;. K
D)‘ 'Child Welfafe = 0Of the total county expendltures of $5 38% 515 an
‘ esta.mated 82.2% or $Q L¥2h 527, was spent for youth in Houston. .
¢ - h , '
o CE)‘, Day_Care -. Of the total e;c_penditures of $5,084,16u ao.estima'ted"82.2% - ,
or 5'4;179;183 was sPent. J‘;.':Ioz" 3;outh in Houston. 4 )
, v
° F) -EPSDT - Of ‘he total of $752, 605 an estlmated 82 2% or $618,64l waé* | z

Py

}, oE spent on youth nHouston
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G) Indochinese Refugees -~ Total exgendituqes for Harris’County were
$7u,610; Based on caseload data 67.7% of this total or $50,511 was
estimated %0 be spent on persons under age 1® All these persons were

reported to be living in Houston.

v

H) Health Transportation - 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 $l,234 was .
estimated to be spent;on youth in the City ovaoustonﬂ

I) Vendor Drugfoograml -  Total expenditures in the county were
:$8,é50,000. Based, on statewide caseload fiéufes it was estimated that

7% of this total or $619,500 was spent for persons under 18, Of this

amount 8232% or $509,229 was estimated to be spent on youth in Houston.

2 Commission for the ‘Blind .

The CB provides services directly through three programs-—vocabional

. \'rehabllltatlon visually handlcapped and cooperative school program. For

a

~each program funds were allocated to Harrls County based on service sta-
”

tistics provided by the agency. *Then 69.5% of the estimated expenditures
for Harris County were estimated to be for Houston youth based on: the

share of pereons under 18 in Harris County residing in Houston.

3 Commission for theuDeaf

- .
\ ) B W v A Y . .
P Ll i s s . § PR

The CD provides services directly to chlldren in Houston

only through

its interpreter services program. Only $107 was spent in Houston under

this program. | _ T . - .

. ¢ - . . e R ~
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4 Department of Health

ExpendiEyres for Houston children were found in two ptrograms:

* crippléd children and kidney care. For»crippled childreh Eervices, the

share of expenditures for Houston youth was based on the share of Harris
County children to all children served multiplied by the percent of
Houston children living in Harris County. Accordingly, 67% of total

expenditﬁres for health for Houston children were allocated for crippled

;.chiidren’s’services. Similarly, the share for kidney health care .was

e e

based on the proportion of Harris County children to all clients state-
wide multipliedhby the share of Houston children living in Harris County.
Accofdinglyg .02% of state health expenditures for Houston.youth were”

allocated to Kidney Health Care.

Kt

5 Department of Mental Héalth aé& Qggfal Rétafdation

.Expenditures for direct services were divi@ed among- four programs:
State Hospitals, State Schools, Human Development Center§,‘énd Trim#.
For each of the programs, the share of Harris County children was calcu-
lated on the basis of the proportion, of Harris County children of'all
clients in each facility. Of thesg expenditures, 69.%% were allocated'
to Housfon on the basis of the number of Houston children living in Harris

County. - '

t ]
6 Texas Rehabilitation Commission

et S T e e S NV

The TRC provides direct services to youth éhrough its voeational '
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 casgload-dnder age 18. Of this total, 69.5%:

-

267 P28y
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was allocated'to Houston youth based on the Houston proportion persons

)
/

under 18 4n Harris County‘residing iniHouston. ‘,‘. ' .-f

7 lfg*aswAgficultural Extension Services .
: , |

- Expenditures'for Houston youth were divided between two érograﬁs;.
4-H and Family Living. For u4-H, 10.7% of total expenditures were_,x_.é;llo—
cated to Harris Coun%??gg service statistics for Family Living,'élg% of

expendltures were allocated ?o Harris County based on caseload flgureSw

Of these expendltures, 69.5% were allocated to Houston based on the

Houston share of Harris county chlldren_under 18.

8 . Texas Youth Council .
- ‘ i P

The Texas Youth Council administers the state correctional facilities
for delinquent children and specific delinquency prevention and diversion

‘programs.- Funds are divided among seven programs--training schools,
) B
training camps, state homes, contract res1dent1al care, cémmunity assist-

ance, halfway hotuses, and parole. For each program agency gerv:.ce sta-
tistics were/// d to estlmate “the share of funds spght on y0uth 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 Deoartment of Community Affairs

- -»£ouruprograhs of the DCA were found to/provide servides.directly to

-

Houston™ youth--drug preventlon contram serv1ces drug abuse programs,
youth employmentr and early chlldhood For\drug preventlon contracts a

total of $47,851 was 1dent1f1ed as spent in Harris County and- 69 SV of '

~
.
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1 \
13 Texas School for Deaf and Blind ‘ / (
| _ ' .

A

An estimated 6.87°% of total expenditures was allocated to Hatris
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, ’ _ .

Iy 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 éhildren, gieglgr Memorial Hospital, and the Chi;@ren’s .
Health Care Center. Eacﬁ of these institutions acceptsreferral§ on a
statewide basis. Of the total budget $29,617,478 was.identified for
provision &¥ clihical serviges at those insfitutions. 0f this sum, 5.9%
was estimated to be spent for Harris County yoﬁth énd 69.5% of‘Harris

County youth were estimated to be in Houston., The resulting.estiq?te of

expenditures for Heuston youth is $1,214,U65.

« R K

-

-

15 . University of Texas Cancer System

p

Research and education expenditures were -excluded to yieid an esti-
mate of statewide patient service eXpepditures. Of this sum 4.1% or

$1,267,689 to Hbuston youth based on their share .of the state populat%gn.

269 e




this sum or $33,256 was alloéatedwto Hbuston youth. 1In the three other

. L} .
progrgms funds were allaocated to Hauston youth in proportion to their

-~ ]

. ) : ' . / N - .
share of the state population under.lB as follews: early chi;dhopd -
. [
\ , $63,;494; youth employment - $13,838; ‘end drug abuse - $15,883.
I A : - , -
b

- 10 Texas DEpaﬁtment~of Corrections- :

- ) ' » - >

. , E

¢ "Of the total of 24,659 inmates it is reported that 28 or 0,11u4% -
. o ‘- S :

~are residents of Harris County under age .18, This fraction was applied

to total agency expenditures for correctional gﬁﬁgfces of .$60,634,822 to¥

e . estiﬁafe.yduth expenditures -in HébriS»County of $68,850. Of this sum

82,2% or $56,595 was estimate&'fér Houston youth based on their share of

—

sthe cdunty’s law indomgfyouth population. + . e .

- - .

’ * A R . ) -
11  Governor's Office: - Criminal Justice Division. . oo
v, . ! ‘ o . s ) - - . s v
' . ! ; . -;\‘ : v .
In this office one contract for child care services was signed for

services in Harris County totally $15,477., Of this sum 82.2% or $12,722
. T e 4 ) " ] - . ' . .
> was allocated to Houston youth based on their shaye‘gf the county poverty
‘ - . ' . " - : -
population.
R S ' - .
12 Texas Education Department

4 AY
o

.' . h DibectﬁSerOices were fpnded by‘this agency through its Region IV .
wEguCation Service Center. Of.the funds for this program 40% were allo-
i) ' . . . } , LY . .
. A3 ! . . Lo » . a .
~ cated to Houston youth based on the Houston and Spring Braneh school,

Py district attendance as a share of attendance in all school'distfiets in

— I d "

w

- the region.
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¢~ ; TABLE  B-1 .

M
.

Expenditurea by State Agenciea for Youth Servicea in llouston
. : Fiacal Year 1978 .

~

Agency ] Total Expenditurea . Houston Youth
- ) o . : Share
 Department of l{luman Resourcea™ $ 52,768,017 . $23,875,283

ADC . : - : 18,196,906, v 11,955,106
"Medicaid - \ ‘ . 14,258,547 ° . 2,015,930
Child Support ; : 1u7,229 121,022 ™~
Child Welfare ° . : ' 5,382,515 . . W, u24,u27
Daycare g - o 5,084,164 ‘ 4,179,183
EpPSDT . . 752,605 618,641
Indochinese Program . *74,610 50,511
Non-emergency Health Transportation 2R 44l N 1,234

; Vendor Drug Program ° * 8,850,000 . 509,229

4
1

Conmission for the ‘Blind 3,033,034 28,912

.. N .
Cdmmission for' the Deaf . 182,170 - 107

Department of lealth. . ’ . 53,707,205 ~ . 798,956 ,

Department of Mental_'ljealt..‘h ) .
and Mental Retardation 333,264,606 3,859,220
v ) . . R .
‘Texas Rehabilitation Conwmiasion 40,500,944 ' 271,323

Agricultural 'Extension Services " 16,025,811 433,333

-
a

Texaa Youth Council . 29,014,394 /2,678,323

Department of Commuiity Affairs 2,928,338 " ) 126,471
3

Department of Correctionay ’ 75,910,311 ' 56,595
: . . -y .

12,722

Criminal Juktice Division ' 5,190,513
r'd . * .

N -

- R .
,

A1

* .. .
Iigures.are totals for Harria County only and exclude Food Stamp program.
A ‘ .
. - -

‘..

i e

i
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> (TABLE Bl Cont.) . .o
. ‘ . . . .
_ Agency Total Expenditures Houston Youth
: - Lo : . _Share
Texas Cducation Department - -, 52,133,563,480 $ 861,402
. . . . R ' . - .
Texas Schools for Deaf amd Blind 8,661,290 340,336
Uniyersity of Texas Medical 65,136,223 . 1,214,465
Branch at Galveston .
, .
Universlity of Texas Cancer System 45,577,724 1,267 ,682‘
CTORAL . $ NA - $35,825,137.
\ . )
N v ¢ - -~
”- ~ - ty
nl ¢ * o
g ’ .
- . ’
_ ' ‘ b \ . .
- b
v
. - 53‘ s * Sa
y : {
¢ > N G
29 .
/
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. : ‘ - TABLE  D-2 .
runctional Distribution of State Expenditures for Birect SETU::.‘ to Youth, FY 1978 )
* :. Education fleolth & Fioance & Justice Nutritipgh Ilnenﬂp%(‘o;@‘rllchlld Cava & IZu\pluymmltM TOTAL
L} B} Mantal liealt)h louaing . . t " Protaction
‘N B Rt 1 = - - > - s e —
Bapt. of Humsn Nuuum’ru‘l $ 7_"\_‘;—/ $ 3,145,030 $12,126,639 § - § ,§ '{,“;'} , '§68,603,610 $ $2,075,287
. . ' . . . e "_ . M
Conentuwfon fn(r "l'll"‘ 28,912 . o e 28,4912
v . - 14
*[conmtunton For veaf 107 N . 107 |
Dept: of liealth . 798,956 708,956
Dept. of Mental Mealth . 3,859,220 3,099,220
. - { -
Texas Rehabilitatlon .
Conabaslon . 1271,323 271,323
Agr lcul tural Extension ’ -
Serv lce - . llM T . 433,393
1redaid Yul_lllll Councll . 2,678,323 ' * 2,678,323
v . .- T
Bept. of Comn. Affaicra 49,139 ] 63,494 13,838 126 471
. . . .
Bept . of Corrections 56,595 56 é‘JS
T e iminel JusticesDivision 12,722 . 12,722
N . . T . . . . e
Texsa Dilucation Dept. 861 b2 . I [ 8612
. - ', s . . R >, v
¢ |rexan Sehwola for & . L } \ N - * . , . .
Beaf & U1ind N ) 0,336 ' L - . 30,33
{ K . o B ’ .
tulv ., Texas st Golveston R 1,214 465 L Y . 1,214,165
. 2 v . i
Univ. Texaa Cancer System 1,267,689 * - . 1,267 ,689
- - - v e — - - N T N - . -
TOTAL §1,935,413 $10,334 503 ¢ §12,126,639 $2,73,915 § - § = $8,679,826 *519,838  §35,825,137
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g,'C' Federal Expendltures for Ydhth _ Coa ° " al

$' ’ M . .'
Federal expendltures are from Community Services Admlnlstratlon,

.

Geographlc Dlstrlbutlon of Federal ‘Funds in New York, Flscal Year ’

Qf% o

~ ™

1978. Only direct. federal operatlons are con51dered since grants

.

to state and local governments are counted as state or local expendin-\>
. S -,
ﬁ’

.ar . 12

tures.
The ‘share of a program's expenditurgs allocate& to yoyth is based -

on the share . of federal program funds allscated:to youth identified,

[N

in Conservation of Human Resources, "The Changing Scale and Nature of . |

Federal Expenditures for, Youth," Working Paper'#l in a series for NIE ‘ !
Contract #900-7?50057. The. reader‘}s referred to that working paper

. and its appendix for an exp%aSFtion of the basis for estimating youth
shares of federal programs. The calculations_for each progranm are .

. "Nav
summa%iie in Table IIfb-l.
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“. TABLE C l ' o
- » »" v
. C oy : . \ Expepditureslin Houston "
r ‘ . Under Federal Youth Programs ‘
, ' - ($ in thousands) ; ; . V‘
¢ \ , . ‘
. o ’ -, i Tetal Qutlays Outlays for Youth
. Programs . D ) ' in Houston . in Houston
¢ . IRy AN > ,
*Child Care & Social . - - , ,
- : Services: Programs . ‘ s
Child Welfare Research ) $ 120 , s la0
.o Child Abuse & Neglect B L -
\ ol o Prevention & Tfeatment . M - x
‘ . * Foster Grandparents i . 187 ’ 90
;. -~ Runaway Youth : . 125 .o 125
| . . Rehab’, Services - Spec:x.al . .
| ' ' Projects , 350 u7
‘ . . Rehab. Research &
‘Demonstration Prdjects . , 3,260 ©u37
N ] ‘Rehab. Training - ’ : - . -
—-\) , . Developmental Disabilities - -
| ) b ' Special Projects T - -
° . : . VISTA . Y o3l i 10
| . . Community Action » ¢ a 4,028 ’ 3,224
s o Youth Challenge * * - ’ ) -
| - L Native American Programs [~ - - - =
| o 4Child Development & Headstart 3,612 o ._3.812 ¢
} N , . . . , 11,713 . a 7,_,\665
’ ' Education' Programs: | .
° o Emergency School Aid = Title VII | - - -
+ Ethnic Heritage Ly uy -
. . Handicappeﬁ Early Childhood Assistagnce 70‘ ‘ 70
. Vo¢ Ed Improvement Project - -
Ed TV - Sesame St & Electric Co - , -
* < Ed TV - Packaging & Field 'l‘esting I . -
. .NIE - ’ r o
® National Center for Ed Statistlcs - : -
. NEA - Artists in the Sehpols .- . -
R : « NEA - Expansidn Arts 1,680 . 118,
NEA - Special Projects - - - -
. ‘Handicapped Innovative Programs - . .
Deaf/Blind Centers .- -
*. Innovative Prdograms - Severely ' v
Handicapped ’ . - -
~ . 1,794 232
° | LTy ‘
. ] lEmployment Programs , . 'é‘ v -
‘ ) . .- . [ ' ‘ . ) .
I ‘ o 278
® s - 5
. . s o
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13960-1990," February 1979, ¢ . i ,

” ‘ -
- o " Total Outlays Outlays for Youth r
.. [Programs : C 'in Houston : in Houston
. ! L 12
Health Programs . o ~ . R
Alcohol Demonstration ° s 393 $ 67 .
Drug Abuse Demo . 2u2 41
Mental Health Centers - - -
CDC Lead B&sed Paint 140 ‘ 49
Federal Hospital Ins. Fund §7,2u5% .. 29
Federal Suppl. Medical Ins. ,25,003* . 75
" Community Mental Health Ctrs. « o112 . 7 ,sQ1L
Family Planning Projects . . ’ 635 . 3u9 .
Home Health Services 82 ¢ 43 -
Veterans Hospitalization 64,599 - .65
NIH Research & Demo for : ~ . ' .
Mothers & Children : 743 2u5
' ' ' ‘ 149,993 1,466
. ; N
Income Programs .
. Refuge Assistance ‘ - - '
Social Security Retirement Ins. 303,803 ’ 18,138
. Federal Unemployment Ins. Begefits 1,757% . 60 .
Unemployment Ins, Benefits y79* 16 - Ly
Veterans Death Benefits - ._.+8,873 . - 6u8 '
Sp. Benefits for Disabled Coal Miners » 170 : 19
Social Security Disability Ins. ‘ u4 615 + . 3,971
Social Security- Survivors Ins. 103,256 ) 9,19
SST : . 29,911 1,286.
VA Compensations to Dependents- 645, ' &7
Dependents Indemnity 9,188 - -
Railroad Retirement Fund 25,743 ° . 772
" Payments for Subsidized Housing 3,517 1,477 ,
* ' 431,957 - 35,624
. . 4 . . (
Justice Programs - . '
N N : N
~ Dbistretionary Grants ‘ 1,288 258 °
. JJDP, Special Emphasis . - Co . - .
Concentration of Federal Efforts’ 120 185 .
- 1,408 ¢ 443 i

- .

AN . - -
*Total outlays reported’only for Harris County. The City of Houston
share estimated as 71% of Harris County total based orf estimate

.proportion pf Harris County populatitn residing in the City of.gouston 2
"in 1978. See Houston Chamber of Commerce, 'Houston Area Population.

2
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. v Total Outlays, Outlays for Youth .
J|Programs - in Houston in Houston.
- v
Nutrition Programs o .
WwIic, .. $ 1,700 $ 1,360
. ‘ Food Stamps Bonus Coupons 24 ,ul6 13,225 .
: '‘Community Food & Nutrition - - }
. . 26,146 14,585 ot
[ 3 ~ R ¢ .
Ty A Recreation Programs S . )
L Management of Land & Resources u8 ~18 .
. , Operation of National Parks - -
- . N Planning & Development NPS . - -
" - NEA - Museum Programs 40 . 2
o © NEA - Music Programs 709 5 43
- Theatr& Programs 99 - 6 Lo
oo NEH -.Museum & History Programs: - -
y NEH.~ Special Projects 48 v 3
' Youth Grants - - ‘
: ) Smithsonian - =
° ‘ s . Y7 s am s 69
_ N . ) ' l , i ’
t . ! -
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® - . | o
' Calculations reported in this working paper, required three types ofmdat'a -

‘ o " e

) ~expend1tures for youth serv1ces under the eight maazyograms by state youth

-»

ft ey .

benef1c.1ar1es under the eight major programs by sta - and popu1at1on data for

the number of chﬂdren and poor children by state. Since the source and charac-
. ter of t&e popu1at1on data are descr1bed in the body of the paper, th1s Append1x
. | descr1bes only the sources ‘bf the expend1tur@ and beneficiary data. : :
° . | » _ ) o o : E L.
' ' 0ASDI Program e

-

Expenditures and beneficiary data b); state are from U.S. Department of Health,
, v Education and Welfare, Social S‘ecurity Administration, Office of Po1_1'c-y,‘0ff1‘ce of
o ' , Research and Statis'ti.cs, Social Security Bulletin, Anndl] Statistical Supplement,
_1976 Tab1e 119, "Benefits in Current Payment Status: Number of Monthly Benefits
.by Type of Benef1c1ary and by State, at End of 1976," p. 161; Table 120, "Benefits
in Current§1Payment Status: Amount of Monthly Benefits by Type of Benef1c1ary and
® _ by State, at End of 1976," p.162; Table 124, ‘“"Benefits in Current Payment Status

for ,Chﬂdren Number by Type of Child Benef1c1ary and by State 4t End of 1976 "
" p. 166. L :
) i AFDC Program ) o . .
/ St Expenditure and beneficiary data are ‘from U 'S. Department of t;gﬂth Education .
-, and Welfare, Soc1a1 _Security Administration, Ofﬁce of Pohcy, Ofﬁce of Research
and Stat1st1cs, Social Security BuHetm, -Annual' Stat1st1ca1 Supp1ement 1976,
o Table 172, ,"A1d to Families with Dependent ChiTdren and Emergency Assistance: -
Average Month1y Number of Families and Recipients of Cash Payments and Total
Amount o.f Payments, by State, 1976," p. 204. . L
o - Medicaid Program ; , , . : ,

Expend1ture data are . from u.s. e'partmen't of Health, Education and Welfare,
- Social and Rehabilitation Serv1ce, Office of Informat1on Systems, Natwona1 Center \
. for Social Services, Medicaid Statistics, March 1977, Table 4, "Amounts of Medical
L 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 Sum of - '
. / w o v
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& -’ medical 'vendor payments for chﬂdren (Tab]e 4(‘,,o 18) and med1ca1 vendor payments '

for other 1t1e XIX rec1p1ents under 21 (Tab]e 4 P- 19). ‘ %;,,.
J . - - . : .
! “/: Ben‘ef‘1c1ary data are from u. S Dezr’tment of Health, Educat1on and’ WeH‘are, ‘
f

\ Hea]th Care- F1nanc1ng Administration ice of Pohcy, Planning and Resdarch,
, | , ~Officeof esearch, Medicaid State Tables, F1spa1 Year 1976, Tab]e 2, "‘Recipients
M | by Bas1s on Eligibility and by State, F1sca1 Year 1976," p. 8. Tota1 Medicaid en-- «
R ronent for children is from Table 2, “p. 8, "ﬁependent Chﬂdren Under 21." Expen-
| Y ditures per be‘nef1c1ary w&re coTputed‘by dividing to?a\ooﬂays for children by
L 23 - total enrollment. _ Lo | , L L,
:' s | . ) q ’ e . )
Vocat1ona1 Educat1on Program ‘
{ - @

o Expend1ture and benef1c1ary data are from u. S Department of Hea]th Education
L and Welfare, 0ffice of Education, Bureau of Occupational and Adult Educat1an Office
77 of Adult, Vocational, Technical and Manaower Education, - Division of Vocational and

Technical Information, "Total Expenditures for Vocational Educat1on by Level of Edh-
_ cat1on, A1l Programs in 1976 “p. 17, and "Total Enronent in Vocational Educat1on )
o . . in the U.S. and Out1y1n{Areas, Fiscal Year 1976,"-p. 25. Appropriate expend1ture ;
and beneficiary figures were estimated based on the ratio of the federal share of

3" doHars for secondary vocational educat1on programs and the’ share of total second-.
, -~ ary enronent in vocational education programs as reported in Vocat1ona1 and Tech-
o nical Educat1on, pp. 17, 25 o ¢ . _ . . C

" Headstart Program = - ' - BN

. Expend1tures by state are from Community Serv1ces Administration, Federa1 Qut-
'. lays, Fiscal Year 1976, (Washmgton D.C. Commumty Services Administration, undated).
Benef#iary data are from unpubhshed stabulations prepared by the U.S. Department of
Health, Education and WeH-‘are, apd titled "Summary of Headstart Enronent F1sca1
Year 1976." Figures are for full-year enrollment at Headstart, and Parent and Child

48
e

s . f
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School Lunch Program oo

Expend1ture data by state are from Commumty Serv1ces Adm1n1strat1on, ,Federa]
o LY Outlays, F1sca1 Year 1976, (washmg,gapn D,C. Commum’fy Seryices Administration, un-
C dated. ~

)

e, ) . .
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Beneficiary data are from the unpub]ished report National-Schoo1 Lunch Proﬁrdm,

%

Fiscal Year 1976, prepared by U.S. Department of Agr1cu1ture!§Budget D1v1s1on, Pro- .

gram Reports and Adalysis. Benefic1ary figures are averages 6f n1ne monthly reports
of beneficiaries by state.

[ 4
Food Stamp Program

Expenditures by state are based upon outlays reported in Community Services o
Administration, Federal Outlazgj F1sca1 Year 1976 (wash1ngton,w .C.: Community

Services Administration, undated). The state totals were adjustey. to reflect only
the share of expenditures accounted for by children and youth. The adJustment was
based on regiona proportions of beneficiaries who were under 18 as reported in
U.S. Department of Agricutture, Food and Nutrition Service, Survey of Character-
istics of Food Stamp Househo1ds, September 1977, p. 63, 70.

\
Youth beneficiaries are based on ‘total beneficiaries as reported in U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Serv1ce,\Food Stamp Program, Statis-
t1ca1 Summary of Operations, December 1975. The total number of beneficiaries was

adJusted to reflect only youth beneficiaries based on the reg1ona1 proportions of‘
beneficiaries under 18 as reported in the Survey of Character1st1cs of Food Stamp

Households, op. cit. ' —_— ‘ ‘

ESEA - Title I Program

) Expenaiture and beneficiery‘data‘ere from unpub]@shedwtapujations_fBr fiscal
year 1976, prepared by the Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare. .
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All States .

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
laware
D.C..
Florida

Georgia
Hawai i
{daho .
I111inois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Haryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississipph
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey _ °
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina

—Horth Dakota

Onio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Penasylvania
‘Rhode Island

Bl
South Carotina
South Dakota
Tannessee '

Texas
Utan

Y Yermont
virginia
idshington
Jest Virginia
4isconsin
iyoming

w

» ) '
3 (
‘ Table 1 :
Equity in the AFDC Program ..
(FY 1976 P
Ch:s]d."e;'ers:e':':d Children Served Efpenditure  Expenditure  Expenditure
of Residents as & Percent of per Res!dent per Poor Resident per Child
Poor Childrer under 18 under 18 Served
under. 18 .
-
12.1% 821 $12.86 $86.73 $106° 16
10.8% 59% $4.81 $26.16 $44.50
6.1 78 . - 8.69 111.34 142.80
. 6.2 33 3.61 19.31 58.18
11.9 53 6.30 27.85 §2.90
15.8 108 . 20.70 ~ 141,35, 130.76
8.4 75 8.19 73.12 97.80
10.8 112 12.74 132.93 118.41
12.3 117 11.27 107.44 91.87
37.6 221 39.56 232.43 105,30
7.7 84 4.29 46.63 55.81
13.0% , 58% $5.32 $23.80 $41.10
13.5 128 21.09 199.52: 155.88
5.0 43 5.93 50.17 119.61:
16.7 104 18.22” 113.51 108.96
7.6 77 4.26 68.74 = 76.66
7.3 87 8.95 107.39. 122.83
8.5 9 9.12 99.11 . 106.78
13.5 6 10.81 50.72 80.38
13.4 6 6.36 26.56 47.43
13.5 87 11.61 71.35 82.41
12.0% 111% 9.94. $91.92 $83.03
14.8 , 137 20.39 189.14 137.78
16.2 130 26470 166.22 128.07
7.3 . 75 9.47 96.64 130.45
17.6 54 3.27 9.98 18.65
14.2 94 9.00 §9.58 63.38
5.6 42 4.63 34.36 82.65 ,
5.3 51 4.94 47.18 93.26
5.5 48 4.26 36.66 +76.95
. N 67 7.44 07033 . 105.10
14.6% 117% $16.78 $134.29 $115.17
10.6 41 6.63 25.36 i ..62.83
16.8 122 28. 46 206.65 +169.08
8.8 . 48 ~-6.62 36.23 75.34
4.9 41 5.45 46.15 112.18
1270~ 91 11.19 84.99 *93.69
8.4 52 " 7.0l 43.96 83.78
11.5 118 15.08 154.92 131.42
12.9 97 16.62 125.04 128.90
14.1 . 125 17.21 152.65 152.65
11.2% 47% $4.26 $17.82 $12.82
8.5 60 7.80 *563.90 §3.90
12.1 60 5.68 27.79 27.79
6.3 31 2.71 13.22 . 13.22
5.6~ @ . 2 §.45 n.18 .18
10.7 59 ] 12.70 69.17 69.17
8.6 63 7.74 V 56.24 56.24
8.9 82 ! 11.58 107.08 107.08
49,1 45 7.41 36.77 36.77
9.4 ) 91 13.48 129.86 129.86
4.0 44 3.75 40.91 40.91
. B .
" .
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Table 2 _ v ’ '
Equity in the Qld Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance {Social Security) Program .
. ) ¢ FY*1976 . »
\ ) . -
s ,
‘h:s‘ d‘" ers:e';‘v:d Chitdren Served Expenditure Expenditure Expenditure
of Reflidents 453 Percent of per Resident ‘per Poor Resident per Child .
undbr 18 Poor (hildren under 18 under 18 . Served . (
. . o«
All States 5.6%° 38 $13.69 $89.65 $231.66
sAlabama 8. 1% ) 44% $16.94 $92.00 - $208.51 R
Alaska 4.3 * 55 10.61 135.92 245,00
Arizona 59 ¢ 32 14.29 ’ 76.39 241.16
Arkansas 8.8 - wo. 39 18.20 - 80.36 205.67
California 5.1 : 35 T12.54 85.65 264,30y,
Colorado 4.4 39 11.12 v 99.61 252.30
Gonnecticut 4.1 43 . 10.32 107.68 250.11 -
Delaware j 5.4 51 13'.7% 130.75 255.11 .
D.C. 6l 36 12.22 - 71.80 200.44 -
Florida 6.4¢ 69 + 15.84 . 172,12 » 247.18 . . .
Georgiy 7.4% 331 . §15.96 $104.22 - . §$216.99
Hawaii 5.7 , - 53 *13.17 , 124.94 - 231.44
Idaho 5.0+ ¢ 42 12.68 107.28 255.78
111inois 4.9 30 15.46 . '1b2.s3 337.53 «
ndiana 5.3 53 14.22 . 142.89 N 268.43 -
5 lowd 4,2 50 ©10.18 - 122.09 242.41
Kansas . 4.6 50 +11.00° 119.60 241.18
Keatucky 7.8 37 17.34 8l.32 221.63
Louisiana 7.7 32 - 16.19 - . 67.58 208,67
Maine | 6.0 , .38 13.63 87.15 227.96
Maryland ~ 4.5% 2% $11.18 $103.35 - $248.05
Massachusetts' 4.4 4 10.34 - 95.96 235.54 . .
Michigan _ 5.4 43 " 14.27 114359 264.05 ST
Minnesota 3 4.0 &1 - . w8.13 93.19 . 228.15 A
Mississippi’ 9.2 28 16.49 ., 50.31 | 178.78 v
Missouri ' 6.3 42 . 15.01 99.28 : 238.73
Montana 5.5 40 13.35 ‘ 98.94 - 241,506
Nebraska 4.2 . 40 9.60 91.60 ¢ 231.28 N
Nevada . 5.6 47 * 15.96 137.13 286.51 . c
New Hampshire 4.7 49 ' 12.04 - 113.74 * 257.76,
New Jersey .o4ar ‘37% 1% 95 $95.64 $252.38
New:Mexico * 7.3 ‘ 29 15.77 60.36 211.11
New York 5.1 37 ¢ 12735 : 89.66 241.22
North Carolina 7.0 38 "14.92 81,67 213.04 -
North Odkota 4.4 37 9:04 J 76.51 204.09
Ohio 5.1 40 13.07 99.26 -~ 255.15% .
Oklahoma 6.4 40 14.87 93.21 233.70
Oregon 5.2 53 13.72 . 141.00 263.57
Pennsylvania 5.1 38 12.80 96.31 252.39
Rhode Island 4.9 © 44 11.68 - 103,57 237.13 .
South Carolina 724% 312 $15.51 $64.79 $208.69 ' ~
South Dakota 5.0 N 34 . 10.39 7%.75 209.50 N
Tennessee 7.4 . 36 16.32 79.77 220.53
! Texas 5.8 28 12.72 61:85 . 218.43
Utah 3.6 .39 9.29 101.54 255.79
vermont 5.4- 29 - 12.83 69.90 238.45 . .
virginia 5.8 - 42 12.83 93.20 ©222.61 . ¢
_washington 4.8 ’ 44 12.35 ' 114.18 . 258.20
S West Virginia 9.8 . 48 23.55 116.88 240.50
Wisconsin 4.5 45 - . 11.03 106.2% 238.21
Wyeming 4.5 . 50 11.60 126.63 : 255,22 ‘
b ) .
. ~u
’
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o > Table 3 ,
. Equity in the Food Stamps Program
. FY 1976 L
L3 N . \
» Ch:;w:e: ';‘v:d Children Served Expendﬂur;e‘ Expenditure Expenditure R 3
of Residents 45 a Percent of per Res{dent per Poor Resident per Child .
; Poor. Children under 18 under 18 Served
R under 18
Al] Statag 14.5¢ . 981 $41.23 §278.05 $283.94 _
Alabama 17+6% 96% $52.50 $285.12 $297.65 °
Alaska 4.2 . 54 16.81 ) 215.20 $99.93
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 1.4 » 109 32.67 311.26 285.98
. 0.C. 32.5 191 87.64 291.41 257.35
"Florida 18.7 . 204 64.45 700.14 343.77
Georgia 18.4% 82% $54.30 $242.65 $295,15
Haniim 19.6 186 "68.17 646.48 347.03
Idaho %" - 8.9 75 22.17° 187.42 248.34
IMinois 15.8 . 98 .. 52,35 - . 326.06 «  331.90
Indiana o 8.3 83 24.99 250.94 302.10
lowa - 7.1 85 18.77 225.01 265.00
Kansggﬁg . %852 54 7 12.17 132.28 233.37 A%
Kentugky" 22.3 105° 68.70 322.14 4307.80
Louistana 21.2 89 65.29 272.33 307.39
Maine 21.5 137 61.43 392.69 285.80
“Maryland 12.2% 1122 « $37.8 ,$349.73 . $311.12 .
Massachusetts 20.8 193 45,74 424.20 - 219.81 ’
Michigan 12.9 104 27.87 : 223.79 216.07
Minnesota 8.2 .8 ©21.89 223.40 267.91
Mississippi 25.1 76 - ,77.20 . 235.46 307.66 -
Missouri 11.2 - 74 53.33 352.62 . 474.86
Montana | 8.0 59 23.28 172.44 291.62
Nébraska 5.4 51 13,72 ., 130.94 255.04 7
Nevada . 8.9 77 32.33 277.73 . 361.09 »
New Hampshire 11.9 , 113 ' 32.67 308.52 274.09
Naw Jersey 14,0% 112% $45.74 $365.91 $327.48
New Mexico 19.7 75 62.11 237.70 315.13
New 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 v 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
Pennsﬂvmia 14.5 . 110 33.37 250.96 230.32
Rhode ' IsTand 22.7 201 49,62 439,93 218.57
SouthsCaralina 21.8% 91% $67-.90 $283.51 y $31l.87 ‘
_South Dakota 7.6 53 20.43 141.03 267.78
Tennessee 18.4 .90 58. 39 : 285.32 317.62
Texas 14.2 o 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 . .16 . 28.53 207.17 274,24 -
Washington 12.0 11 36.78 " 339.88 < 285.14 .
dest Virginia 21.8 108 53.99 267.86 248.01
Wisconsin 6.9 .66 15.43 148.64 225.03
Wyaming 4.4 " 48 12.83 140,09 292.28
) .
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. Table 4 . ™
. o \Equity in_the National School Lunch Program .
FY 1976 )
@ D':s]‘:",,"srsci';"’:d Children Served Expenditure Expenditure  Expenditure
of Residents as a Percent of per Resident per Poor Resident per Child
R Lo Poor Chiléren under 18 : under 18 Served
J «__under 18
. . , 7 K
All States - 41.32 279% - $21.86 $147.17 $52.78
L4
> Alabama 54-31\5 295% $35.16 $190.92 ® $64.66
. . , Alaska 25.8 730 10.48 134.19 - 40.65
" . Arizona® 33.9 181 19.33 103.32 56.93,
. Arkansas 55.4 244 33.49 147.84 60. 46
. California 28.1 192 17.04 116.36 60.65
‘ oy Colorado 37.7 338 15.72 140.79 41.65
Connecticut 31.4 327 14.44 150.70° 46,03
Delaware 48.6 463 20.93 199.35 4304
0.C. 40.7 239 ‘ 34.01 199.79 ° 83.62
\ Florida 47.1 221 . 26.87 v 126.14° 57.06°
: Georgia 54.9% 245% $35.62 £159:18 $64. 85
Hawa { 65.3 619 22.71 215.32 34.79
) - , Idaho 38.1 . 32 13.09 110058 34.33
[11inois 32.4 202 _ 17.56 109.40 54.21
- Indiana 43.9 440 15.73 157.98 35. 86
o Towa S1.6 618 18.58 220.26 35.63
Kinsas . 44.2 480 19.47 211.63 44.07
. . Kentucky 60.7 - 285 26.91 126.18 44,32
D : Louistana 62.3 - 260 39.53 164.88 63.44
; Maine 47.0 300 25.88 _ 165.42 §5.09
e : Maryland 34.8% 322% $18.26 $168.69 $52.44
® Massachusetts  48.2 47 20.11 186.46 ain
., Michigan 29.1 s 233 12.85 103.19, 44.18
Minnesota 51.3 524 19.23 196.20° 37.35
Mississippi 55.9 170 24.01 127.62 74,89
. Missouri 47.1 i, 21.76 143.89 46.20°
Montana 38.1 . 282 16.06 118.95. 42.19
Nebraska 42.9 409 15.94 152.05 37.15
' Nevada 29.1 250 11.99 102.99 41.14
‘. New Hampshire  33.4 31s L13.43 126.84 40.20
o ' , New Jersey 29.3% 234% $15.35 $122.83 $52.41
' . New Mexico 48.1 184 33.49 128.16 69.69
ew York 36.8 ° 267 21.03 152.85 57.10
North Carolina 58.2 - 318 41.39 226.52 71.09
North Oakota 45.5 385 18.11 153.17 39.83
* Ohio 37.9 287 17.43 132.31 46.04,
Oklancma A9.8 312 24.49 153.54 49.15
‘ Oregon 39.0 401 16.08 165.16 . 41.23
Pennsylvania . 37.6 283 17.75 . 133.48 47.20
9 ' Rhode Island 34.1 303 21.20 187.99 - 62.14
South Carolina 56.9% 238% $38.90 $162.42 $68.36
South Dakota 52.2 360 22.81 157.45 43.68
Tennessee T 50.4 246 29.08 142,11 57.67
Texas 44.3 215 25.94 1126.12 58.53
‘ : © Utah 46.0 503 16.64 181.59 36.13
‘Yermont 45.2 246 20.91 113.85 46.28
Virginia 51.1 . 371 25.68 186.47 50.27
. Washington 3.7 293 16.51 152.60 52.05
® . - West Virginia 56.1 278 30.32 .150.45 54.08
Wisconsin 36.9 356 14.19 136.71 38.42
Wyoming 35.8 390 13.25 144.55 37.04
L3
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. ' as a Percent Children Served Expenditure Expenditure Expenditure
! ' ' ) of Residents as 4 Percent of per Resident per Poor Resident per Child
under ‘18 Poor Children under 18 under 18 Served
. K11 States ™y 493 - $28, 20 $190.14 $388. 64
. , Alabama . 11.8% st | $38.61 $209 71 $327.01
. . Alaska 4.5 57 43.92 562922 969.86
: Arizona 8.3 44 22.64 ,121.03 272.26
« Arkansas 11.6 51 41.88 184.92 362.41
o . California 8.7 60 24.86 169.76 284.63
Colorado 3.9 35 + 21.79 196.97 564.10°
Connecticut 5.7 59 21.93 228.75 387.55
‘ Oelaware. 5.5 51 ! -31.41 1299.30 585.37
- 0.C. 9.0 53 » 67.01 393.72 745.52
Florida 7.1 77 29.05 315.63 ) 407.46
¢ Georgia 8.9% 40% $3§.37 $135.76 $340.23
Hawaii 4.2 40 21.35 202.54& 512.14
® Idano 3.9 33 21.95 185.64 566.29
. Iitinois 4.4 27 26.80 167.50 611.36
. Indiana 6.2 62 15.13 151.96 245.17
| o ' lowa 5.6 6 18.21 218.35 325.99
Kansas 5.2 56,7 22.98 239.96 430.31
; ' 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 5.3% 481 $24.82 $229.41 $473.98
® . - Massachusetts . 4.0 37 21.91 203.25, 551.45
Michtgan 4.9 39 29.71 238.56 610.48
Minnesot 4.9 50 23.48 239.70 476.74
\ Mississippi .  15.3 4% | 53.65 163.63 350.96
: ' Missouri 6.6 44 23.56 155.84 355.25
Montana 4.6 34 28.08 208.02 612.39
Nebras ka 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
o \ © New Jerséy 4.5% 6% $26.80 $214.40 $589.52
“New Mexico 6.8. 26 40,33 154.34 589.09
New York _ 7.2 53 39.34 ¥ 285,66 543.22.
P North Capolina 8.5 46 34.13 . 186.82 403.45.
North Dakota 7.2 “60 28.16 238.21 392,87
Onio 3.7 28 17.11 129.91 . 460.26
- - Oklahoma 13.1 8 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 Island 5.8 51 27.01 239.52- -467.74
South Carolina 13.8% 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
. utan 4.1 45 p 13.99 152.97 399.24
N ‘ vermont 8.5 46 31.21 169.94 368.70
virginia 6.6 48 28.26 205.27 425,80
' 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
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Table 6 !
{@ny in the Vocational Education Basic Grants to State's Program . . '
FY 1976 -~ ; :
Children Served T Q K
N 4 as a Perc!er;lvt Children Served Expenditure Expenditure Expenditure, . . .
— of Residents 45 @ Percent of per Resident per Poor Resident per Child .
under 18 Poor Children under 18 under 18 Served s ' N
X - ‘ ¢ - ¥ \ ] N
All Sti;es 13.4% A% ] $%.92 $33.16. $36.58 l\ :
Alabama 13.5% 743 %.87 ' $26.45 '  $35.96
Alaska .. 19.9 255 7.0 90.28 35.44
Arizona* . 17.4 93’ 5.62 ) 30.05 32.31 ¢ .
Arkansas 14.5 64. . 6.82 30.1 4734 ,
California 12.0 .82 5.15 35416 - 42.97 N !
Calorado 9.3 . 83 ¥ 3.16 28.28 133.9 ! -
Connecticut 23.9 250 ¢ 5.53 57.72 23.27 ,
elaware 23.8 21 ., 7.60 72.36 31.93° o
0.C. 7.9. ‘ 46 -, 9.58 86.31 121.83 -
Florida 25.0 2N 2.1 22.95 8.46' ’ .
Georgla 21.7% 97% 8.3 - $15.52 £96.03 ST e
Rawaii 1‘]1.1 134 3.15 29.85 22.34 o
1daho 1.6 98 .18 32.21 32.84 ! ,
Minois lg.o 99 3.95 24.67 . 24.76 f"
“Indidna .7 68 5.77 57.90 85.59 . *
Towa - 13.6 163 4 3.17 . 37.94 23.21 ,
Kansas 10.8 18 7.6 - 78.87 66.84 . !
Kentucky 14.8 70 4.83 22.63 32.51
Louisiana 13.2: S5 3.30 24.90 45.11
Maine - 17 "o . 8.94 - 57.18 52.18"
Maryland 14.5% 1343 $5.27 $48.69 , $36.38 ‘ . .
Mis{.chusetts 9.1 85 4.80 44 .48 52-48 M
Michigan - 7.9° 64 7.07 56.80 89.14 -
" Minnesota. . 13, 134 4.25 43.47 32.35
Mississippi 14.3 44 4.63 14.11 132,42 .
Missourd 1019 72 474 46.34 64.12 .
Montana 10,1 4 © 75 3.59 35.59 47.61 ;
Nebras ka 12.0, A5, T 566 54.03 . 47.07
Nevada - R T - — T T
Rew Hampshire 25.7 283 0 e G L, 28.0TTF el -
4 ot . R . N
New Jerseyr .16.5% 1243 $4.81 $38.44 $30.98 :
:EN cekvlco, 1}.1 42 ggg 16.67 39.30
ew Yor 11.9 86 27.39 .72
North 'Carolfna 18.9 103 6.97 .+ 36.93 35.76
North Dakota »  18.2 - 154 4.85 40.99 126.56 ’
ohio . - 13.4 191 5.4) 41.09 40.5) .
Oklahoma 11.6 73 6.27 39.30 . 54.12
gregonl . 19,7 202 g gg 44.65 22.10 .
ennsylvania, 7.6 57 . 37.50 65.79
Rhode. Island 1.7, N3 8.83 78.26 69:44 ' \
South Carolina - 14.9% 62% $8.67 $36.19 ) $ 57.94 !
-South Dakota 11.8 79 . £.28 36.42 7 45.82
Tennessee 10.0 49 5.74 28.05 §7.41
Texas 12.5 61 2.88 14.00 23.03 ‘ *
Utah 2.1 24 4.08 44 .60 18.49
Vermont 1.7 64 8.54 «46.48 73.07
“Virginia 19.0 138 7.56 54.92 39.72
Washington 12.3 113 2.9 26.86 23.67
West Virginia 12.0 60 . 544 27.00 | 45.37
Wisconsin 9.9 95 3.37 - 31.52 33.08 .
Wyoming 14.2, 154 6.62 65.64 42.49
° TN
. .-
- 1
286 ~ :




*a

All States

: Alabama
. . ’ Alaska
Can .« Arizoma
: i Arkansas
' California
! Colorado
a Connecticut
. Delaware
D) 0.C.
o r‘Florida
‘Gebrgia
.. . Hawaii
. [daho
Minois
Indiana
. lowa
) Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

; . . Maryland
Co Massachusetts
Michiqan
Minnesota |
. Mississippi
Misgouri
: Montana
T Nebraskd..
o i . Nevada ’
. New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
. New York
. “North Carolina
\J North Dakota
Olrio
‘ Oklahoma’
. Oregon .
i . Pennsylvania
B . Rhode Island

. South Carolina
JSouth Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont

. ’ .- Vvirginia

Washingto
: West Virgfnia
Wisconsin\
Wyoming
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Table 7 .

Children Serv . .
as a ‘P"Sceen:d Children Served Expenditure ° Expenditur't E?cpenditure
of Residents OS5 & Percent of per Resident per Poor Resident per Child
under 18 Poor Children under 18 under 18 Served
15,7% ‘1065 £31.30 $211.07 $199.98
9.0% - 53g . $13.88 $ 75.38 $141.94
3.0 40 9.57 . 122.53 , 306.32 .
<1124 . 50 ' " 20.54 - 90.67 1801
22.8 ° 155 57.48 392.52° 2833
9.4 -~ 84 . - . - R
13.8 144 8.69 . 90,64 162187,
17.7 <168 ' 22.35 212.93 126.43
45,2 = 266 169.20, 994 .07 374.24
7.1 T A .23 121.96 158.40
18.6% ¥ 83% $16.52 $73.83 $ 88.59
16.7 . 189 34.82 330.2¢4 208.19
C 6.4 85 13.22 111.8 204.98
23.6 147 1.62 10.07 6.84
8.0 8l . -16.58 166. 46 205.92
7.1 85 17.59 210.87 247.11
10.6 15, © 16.08 . 1787 151.92
6.5 k)| 22.50 105.50 344.0)
12.8 53 18.48 77.09 144.66
18, 116 . 44.03 . 281.93 243.27
15.1% 139% . '$37.45 $346.0) $248.70
20.3 . 189 20.59: T90.98- © 101,30,
18.1 146 56.22" 451.34 . 309.49
9.2 93 . L1747 - 174,96 ¢ 187.28
17.0 52 21.95 66.96 128.96
2.2 g1 16.33 107.97 . 213352
7.6 - 56 15.68 116.04 206.29
6.5 ° 62 T 12.80 122,09 196.92
TR 55 19.14 164.47 301.54
8.6 . 8 - 14,55 137.42 168.65
16.3% 130% . $49.24 $393.92 $302.34
10.3 39 . 17.56 67.20 170.44
27.2 197 115,52 838.6) 425.07
6.7 37 13.72 L7511 204.45
4.9 42 13.34 112.87 270.88
S12.2 93 22.68 172.16 185.56
12,0 76 45.60 . 285.85 378.16
14.2 145 S 34.03 < 349.57 240.32
- 29.5 222 e an - -
15.8 140 B.2s 249.81 210.58
10.5¢ 441 $13.9% $58.27 1331
7.9 55 14.26 98.44 179.50
12. 59 20.00 97.76 164.65
6.8 33 .10 53.98 163.14.
6.7 74 9.04 98.79 133,85
17.7 9% : 47.31 257.58 267.48
10.2 74, 20.30 147.52 198.67
10.3 .96 17.6) 162.73 170.06
16.1 80 : - - -
17.7 G PA 45.62 439.41 236.75
5.0 55 - - -
287
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, ST - . . ‘ Table 8 .t ) .
* . L b . Equity in the Headstart Program > ~ . '
@ . FY 1976 N L : \
P " . ) , - -
o , Ve a‘:s]?e&rsci?:d Children Sefved Expendifure ! Expem!'l‘tugg - Expenditure .
) ‘ } of Rasidents A&5°d Pércent of per Residentr per Poor Resident per Child L i
% ‘, = unded 18 Podr Children unQer.lﬂ L under 18 Served .
. ) R v ; - Y : g - L s W
Y V! v . Al states  0.42% 2.8y . ,.56.15 . $41.50 - 91,478 ) .- -
Q. ' . e ANavama, ® 0.77% 2 o42x - L '.R0.36% v oss6.27 1,336 ) |
T ~ Alaska 0.62 7.9, .- ~12.18, . 155.90 1,949 . . |
. e PN Arizona 2.66 , ‘, 1.4, > 9.36 50.05 - 3,577 —~ : <
RIS ¢ Arkdnsag 4 0.79 "3»5( Lo *9.22 40.72 1,161 -
9, . California 0.23 1.6 4.77 32.56 2,048 ,
T Colorade 0,52 4.3 7N 63.70 " - 1,37 ..
. “Connecticut 0.24 2.6 2.98 31.10. 1,219 . S ’ )
. “ Oelaware .. 0.40° 3 6.7 63.95 1,648 T
N ] . 0.88 - 5.2 »* 2713 J59.41 3,064 S
. X * . Florida 0.44, . 2.1, 6.3 29.63 * 1,417
. ..+ " ceorgia 0.41% BRI S $5:26 . 2349 51,275 , . _ :
+ . Hawaii 0.39 3.7 v 7.66 72.65 +1,964 - |
- o L .1daho 0.33 2.2, 6.45 94.64 1,997 |
R 1linois 0.35 2.2 5.03 03.34 1,459 R |
» . Indiana 0.32 3.3 - 3.94 39.56 1,216
lowa™ " 0.30 3.6 ~4.27 50.65 . 1,396 .
“ @nsas 0.39 4.2, -, 5.69 ° §1.87 1,473 ) . ‘
S ‘. Kentugky 0.90 4.2% 10.68 50.10 ° 1,184 . ¥
® ’ ' Louisiana - 0.66 2.7 8.04 33.83 ' 1,222 .
‘ N Maine. 0.43 2.8, 6.25 39:92 0 1,451 Co : co
) Maryland 0.23% 238 ¢+ * " #.s © $38.38 $1,749 C S
Massachusetts 0.28 P 2.6 4.7% « L4403 - 1,670 . - . A
Micntgan 0.27 ..° 2.1 “iems: -' 3:55 28,53 " 1,33 . ,
e e wiia. < - . Minhesota < 0e3) 3.2 4.55 46.39 - 1,460
. Missisgippi 3,77 . n.s 49.14 ~ 149.87 1,304 -
v . Missouri 0°60 . 4.0 “7.24 .47.87 © 1,202
. . Montana 0.40 3..0 10.19 75.44 . 2,812
‘ N T : Nebraska 0.34 v 3.3 4.98 \u$7.54 1,456
. Nevada 0.17 ' 1.5 4.75 40.77 - 2,803
° New Hampshire 0.25 - 2.4 4.16 v 39.26 1,628 .
, ) : New Jersey 0.25% 2.31 . $5.06 #%0.45 ' 91,992
- . I New Mexico 0.85 3. 10.57 40.44 1,262
New York . 0.24 1.8 5.83 40.15 ° 2,288
N North Cardlina . 0.59 3.2 7.32 40.08 1,248
, C . Nortn Dakota £0.18 1.6 7.63 64.54 4,098
. v Ohio ' “0.36 2.6 3.94 29.93 1,173
. Oklahoma 0.82 , 5.2 8.83 §5.34 1,074
Oregon 0.20 2.1 . 4.26 43.76 2,075 . N
N Pennsylvania 0.22 1.7 ) 3.82 8.7 1,710 ,
Rnode Island 0.32 2.8 4.49 39.80 \ 1,413
T South Carolina  0.66% 2.8% $7.40 30.89 1,122 ,
: * South Dakota 0.27 1.8 8.21 56.71 3,084
Tennessee 0.67 3.3 7.94 38.78 1,176 N
Texas 0.41 2.0 5.35 26.01 1,3 N
‘ N Utah 0.26 . 2.8 . 4.7 81.43 1,818 . )
Vermont A 0.54 2.9 7.92 43.15 1,467 :
v #irginia 0.28 2.1 4.12 29.95 1,455 . :
wasnington 0.33 3.1 5.07 46.87 1,534 .
Wast Virginia 0.68 3.4 10.77 . 53.43 1,574
disconsin 0.27 2.6 ° 3.87 o332 1,459
Wyoming 0.45 4.9 7.25 -79.09 1,623
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, Means, Standard Deviations and Coefficients of Vaf}ation

‘. ) Childﬁen_Served . €hildren Sérved Expenditure &Expeniiture Expenditure
as a Percent of as a Percent of "per Resident P ﬁ; ident per . 7T
Residents  under 18 Poog Children.  under 18 ooF res Child Served-
~ Under 18 : , -
: [
+ ESEA _ _ - " L P .
' X =7.04 X = 48.75 X =28.47 ., X = 206.05 "X = 439.57
- §=3.Q2 S=13.15 / Sy 9.89 S = 73.94 S = 143.69
V= 429 v=.270 V= 347 V= 359 VvV = .327
0ASDI ] o 4 L
o X =5.69 X =41.04." _X-= 13.38 . X = 9910 X = 238.08(
S=142 /S5 8.09. S= 276+ 'S.= 24,19 . S = 25.20
V= .250" =197 V=_..206 V= .243 V= .106
. . [y ¢ ,ﬁ,& .(""/ . ’ . »
Food' Stamps " - g : o -
‘ -7 . X =14.06 X =98.22 X = 40.50 X =281.55 X =.288.35
S,= 6.28 S =39.98 S =18.70 S =117.79 S = 47.%5
Vi=  .447 V= 407 V= .462 V=" ,418 V= - (165
School Lunch _ SR . C . ¢ o -
X'= 43,85 X = 320.27 X =21.90 X =152.69 X /= 50.14
S= 9.95 S = 104.11 S = 7.83 S = 32.29. -S =-11.71
v= 227 V= .325 V=358 V= 211 Vo= .233
Vocational Edgcationa@ - _ . _ 7
- X # 14.30 X .=111.88 X = 5.33 X = 41.12 -X = 42.60
S = 4.68 'S = 61.03 S = 1.8 S= 1756 S = 20.95
v= .327 V = .545 V=381 V= 427V = .492
Medicadid L '; ’ L _
X =13.19 X = 97.48 X = 28.05 X =207.08. X = 206.33
S= 7.49 - S = 53.96 S = 28.60 S =189.67 S = 84.18
V= .568 V= .553 V= 1.02 Vv = 916 v = .408
Headstart * = _ - ) ) : ) n
X = 0.54. . X = 3.18 X = 7.67 X = 51.29 X=1695.65
S = 0.59 s= -1.68 5= 6.97 S= 2018 5 = 643.19
v= 1.18 vV = .528 V= .909- V = 569 V = .379
AFDC o o i i \
y X = 10.87 X = 79.2% X = 10.52 X = 8l.48 X = 95,02
s= 525  4s= 3557 S= 7230 S= 55737 S= 34.17
V= .483 Vo= .449 V.= (694 V = .684 V = .360
NOTE: The means, standard dev%ations, and coefficients of variation were computed
© from the data in Appendij(zB.' / 5 .
L ¥ - 2X .y ZX L (EX2 .S
The formulas are: X Y S V 5 ( N ) v ¥




