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Introduction

The FY 2010 Online Performance Appendix is one of several documents that fulfill the Department of
Health and Human Services’ (HHS) performance planning and reporting requirements. HHS achieves
full compliance with the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 and Office of
Management and Budget Circulars A-11 and A-136 through the HHS agencies’ FY 2010
Congressional Justifications and Online Performance Appendices, the Agency Financial Report, and
the HHS Citizens’ Report. These documents are available at
http://www.hhs.gov/asrt/ob/docbudget/index.html.

The FY 2010 Congressional Justifications and accompanying Online Performance Appendices contain
the updated FY 2008 Annual Performance Report and FY 2010 Annual Performance Plan. The
Agency Financial Report provides fiscal and high-level performance results. The HHS Citizens’
Report summarizes key past and planned performance and financial information.

The performance measures included in this submission reflect historical practice, and will need to be
reviewed by the new Administration. In some cases, performance goals, objectives, and related
measures may need to be reevaluated.
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MESSAGE FROM THE ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY

I am pleased to present the FY 2010 Online Performance Appendix for the Administration for Children
and Families. Our core mission is to promote the economic and social well-being of children, youth,
families, and communities, focusing particular attention on vulnerable populations such as children in
low-income families, refugees, Native Americans, and people with developmental disabilities.

To the best of my knowledge, the performance data reported in this document is accurate, complete, and
reliable.

(signed)

Curtis L. Coy

Acting Assistant Secretary
for Children and Families

Administration for Children and Families
FY 2010 Online Performance Appendix



DEPARTMENT OF

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

FY 2010 ONLINE PERFORMANCE APPENDIX

TABLE OF CONTENTS

FY 2010 BUDGET

INTRODUCTION ..ovvviiiieieiee e siieeeniee e

TRANSMITTAL LETTER .vvvviiiiviiee e

TABLE OF CONTENTS ..oevvvieiieeeniree e e

AMERICAN REINVESTMENT AND RECOVERY ACT ....ciiiiii ittt ettt e e siteee e s sinnea e sirana e

SUMMARY OF TARGETS AND RESULTS TABLE .....cciiiiiiiiieitieesiteeesieeesiee s stteesneeetneesnaeeesnneesnneeanes

PERFORMANCE DETAIL (BY ACTIVITY) ......

AGENCY SUPPORT FOR HHS STRATEGIC PLAN ....c.vviiiiic ettt

FULL COST TABLE ....ovvvviiieieeniee e

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMPLETED PROGRAM

EVALUATIONS ....ooiiiieiiee e eiee e sieee e niee e

DISCONTINUED PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Administration for Children and Families
FY 2010 Online Performance Appendix

117

119

122

123



AMERICAN REINVESTMENT AND RECOVERY ACT

The American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) was signed into law by President Obama on
February 17, 2009. It is an unprecedented effort to jumpstart our economy, create or save millions of jobs,
and make a down payment on addressing long-neglected challenges so our country can thrive in the 21st
century. The Recovery Act is an extraordinary response to a crisis unlike any other since the Great
Depression, and includes measures to modernize our nation's infrastructure, enhance energy
independence, expand educational opportunities, preserve and improve affordable health care, provide tax
relief, and protect those in greatest need.

The Administration for Children and Families (ACF) has received $10.15 billion in total ARRA funding.
The Recovery Act affects eight ACF programs. Discretionary grants will be awarded in Head Start and
Early Head Start, as well as the new Strengthening Communities Fund (New Capacity Building
Initiative). Formula grants will be awarded in Child Care and Development, Community Services,
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, and Child Welfare programs. Additionally, states have a new
flexibility for Child Support payments. All Recovery Act appropriations, with the exception of the TANF
Supplemental Grants, are available for two fiscal years.

Child Care and Development Fund: The Act provides an additional $2 billion to state, territory, tribe, and
tribal organization funds for child care assistance to low-income working families. Specific amounts are
reserved for quality improvement activities.

Early Head Start: The Act provides $1.1 billion specifically for Early Head Start expansion, which will
allow the program to serve an additional estimated 55,000 children and their families, nearly doubling the
number of children served by the program. Up to ten percent of these funds can be used for technical
assistance, and up to three percent can be used for monitoring. Report language directs HHS to work with
grantees to sustain their FY 2009 awards through FY 2010.

Head Start: The Act provides $1 billion to be allocated according to statute. Report language directs
HHS to work with grantees to sustain their FY 2009 awards through FY 2010.

Community Services Block Grant: The Act provides $1 billion to the block grant and stipulates that one
percent of the funds awarded to each state be reserved for benefit enrollment coordination activities.
States can serve individuals up to 200 percent of the poverty line (instead of the 125 percent specified in
the program’s authorizing legislation).

Strengthening Communities Fund (New Capacity-Building Initiative): The Act provides $50 million to
award capacity-building grants to non-profit organizations and state, local, and tribal government
agencies to expand social services delivery to individuals and communities affected by the economic
downturn.

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): The Act provides $5 billion to states, territories and
tribes through a new Emergency Contingency Fund to respond to increases in assistance caseloads or
certain types of expenditures.
= The Act establishes three criteria to access the Emergency Fund: TANF caseload increases
coupled with increased spending on assistance; increased spending on one-time short term
benefits; or increased spending on subsidized employment.
= Each grant amount equals 80 percent of the increase over the lesser of FY 2007 or FY 2008
federal and qualified state expenditures for each of the three categories described above.
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= The total payable to a jurisdiction under the Emergency Contingency Fund and the TANF
Contingency Fund combined for FY 2009 and FY 2010 cannot exceed 50 percent of its TANF
annual block grant.

» Inaddition, the Act:

e Temporarily modifies the caseload reduction credit calculation, which reduces a state's
required work participation rate for a fiscal year by the number of percentage points its
caseload declined between FY 2005 and the year prior to the current fiscal year (called
the comparison year). In fiscal years 2009, 2010, and 2011, a state may either use the
prior fiscal year as its comparison year or it may use the caseload reduction credit it
qualified to receive when the comparison year was FY 2007 or FY 2008, whichever had
the lower caseload. As a result, the state's required work participation rate will not
increase simply because the state assisted more families during this period of increased
need.

e Provides $319 million to extend TANF Supplemental grants, which would have expired
at the end of FY 2009, through FY 2010. These grants provide additional assistance to
17 states with high population growth and/or low levels of welfare spending per poor
person.

e Authorizes states to use carry-over funds from previous years for any TANF benefit or
service. Previously, states and tribes were limited in using carry-over funds only for cash
assistance to families.

Child Support — States operate programs that provide assistance to families in establishing the paternity of
a child, establishing and modifying child support orders and collecting child support owed to them. The
federal government reimburses states for 66 percent of state costs. The federal government also pays
states federal incentive payments, which are based on state performance. Effective October 1, 2008
through September 30, 2010, the Recovery Act allows states to receive federal matching funds for
program costs paid for with federal incentive payments, reversing a change by a previous federal law in
2005.

Child Welfare Programs - A federal match equal to the Medicaid match rate for medical assistance
payments (FMAP) is provided for state maintenance payments for foster care, adoption assistance, and
guardianship assistance care under title IV-E of the Social Security Act. Beginning in FY 2010,
participating tribes also will be eligible for these funds. The Recovery Act temporarily increases the
FMAP rate for these title IV-E entitlement programs by approximately 6.2 percent, which will provide
states with an estimated additional $823 million in matching funds. This matching increase is effective
October 1, 2008 through December 31, 2010.

More information on these and other ARRA programs can be found at www.hhs.gov/recovery.
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ACF SUMMARY OF TARGETS AND RESULTS TABLE!

Targets with PETEE O
" Total g Targets with | Total Targets Percent of
Fiscal Year Results
Targets Results Met Targets Met
Reported

Reported
2007 88 84 95% 42 50%
2008 93 42 45% 24 57%
2009 100 N/A N/A N/A N/A
2010 105 N/A N/A N/A N/A

! Figures in the table reflect only measures that are reported in this FY 2010 Online Performance Appendix. Measures from past years that were
discontinued are not included in this count. The FY 2010 Congressional Justification and Online Performance Appendix also include 14
developmental measures, which likewise are not included in the table.

Administration for Children and Families 6
FY 2010 Online Performance Appendix



FY 2010 ONLINE PERFORMANCE APPENDIX
ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES

PERFORMANCE DETAIL

DISCRETIONARY PROGRAMS ...ttt ettt sttt e et e s st b sese s e e e s ss et sesesnreresens 8
Low Income Home Energy ASSIStance PrOgram ..........ccccvieeieeriesieseeieseesieesie e sneseeseesseenas 8
1. Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) ...t 8
Child Care and Development BIOCK Grant ..........ccoooieiiiiiinieiiesiene s 14
2. Child Care and Development BIOCK GFant ..........ccoviiirireiinreinnreeeseesese s 14
Children and Families ServiCes Programs ..........ccouereieririiinieieesie e 19
Be HEBAD STAIT ...t et b e bR bR e R R R R R bR e bRtk r e e b ererere s 19

4. Runaway and HOmMEIESS YOULN PrOgIamS........ccciiiaiiiiiriiiie sttt sttt e sbe s nnn 26

5. ADSEINENCE EQUCALION......coeiiiieiiiieieie ittt b ettt bbbt eb e en et nn e 30

6. Mentoring Children OF PriSONEIS .......c.coiiiiiie ettt sttt sr et s be st e sbeabeere e e et e 33

7. Child Abuse Prevention and Child Welfare Programs ..ot 38

8. Developmental DiSADIlITIES .........cccviiiiiieiecese ettt e s 64

e N Aol Ny 1 T g Tor= T o oo - 4RO 69
10. Compassion Capital FUNG.........cooiiiiiie bbbttt 73
11, Federal AQMINISIFALION .......oiiiiiee ettt b et bbb b et b et st b e e 75
12. Community SErvices BIOCK Grant ........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 78
13. Individual Development Accounts (Assets for INAEPENENCE) .........ooveereirereiieree e 80
14. Family Violence Prevention and SEIVICES. ..ottt bbbt 84
Refugee and ENtrant ASSISTANCE. ........ccviiiiieie ettt e e snnesre e 88
15. Transitional and MediCal SEIVICES.........coiuiiiieiricer s 88
16. MALCHING GIANTS ...c.eiviitiieeicte et bbbt bbbt btk bbbt et e bt et b et st b et 90
17. ViIctims OF TraffiCKING .......ooveiieiece ettt 93
18. Social Services/Targetet ASSISTANCE ........coveiieriee ettt ettt sttt b e 96
19. Unaccompanied ALIEN CRITAIEN ...........coiiiiii e 99
MANDATORY PROGRAMS ...ttt bbbttt bbb bbbttt b bbbk b ettt 102
Child Support Enforcement and Family Support Programs ............ccccovveeeeveiieeieenesieseennens 102
P20 I O 11 (o IS0 o] o ToJ g =g 0] =T 11T ) PSS 102
Foster Care and AdOPtiION ASSISTANCE .......ccuviiiiierieiie ettt nes 107
Social SErvICes BIOCK Grant .........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieieie s 108
21. SoCial SErVICES BIOCK GIaNt........cceiiiiiiiiieieiteiieie ettt et b et bttt et 108
Promoting Safe and Stable Families.........cccoiiiiiiiii e 110
Temporary Assistance for Needy FamilieS (TANF)....oocv oo 111
22. Temporary Assistance for Needy FamilieS (TANF) ....cooiiiiiiie e 111
Child Care ENIHIEMENT .......cciiieieieece ettt 116
Administration for Children and Families 7

FY 2010 Online Performance Appendix



DISCRETIONARY PROGRAMS

Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program

1. Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)

Measure FY Target Result
1LILT fan_d 1A: By F_Y 2(_)10, increase Out-Year Prior Result +5%2 Aug-15
the recipiency targeting index score to Target
96 for LIHEAP households having at
least one member 60 years, and by FY 2010 9% Aug-11
2014, increase to 5 percent over the FY 2009 9 Aug-10
2007 actual result.? (Outcome)
2008 96 Aug-09
78
2007 94 (Target Not Met but Improved)
77
2006 92 (Target Not Met)*
79
2005 84 (Target Not Met but Improved)
1.1L T and 1B: Maintain the recipiency Out-Year . 06
targeting index score of LIHEAP Target Prior Result +2% NIA
households having at least one member
five years or younger.® (Outcome) 2010 122 Aug-11
2009 122 Aug-10
2008 122 Aug-09
110
2007 122 (Target Not Met)
112
2006 122 (Target Not Met)’
113
2005 122 (Target Not Met)
1C: Increase the ratio of LIHEAP 2010 3.95 Aug-11
households assisted (heating, cooling,
crisis, and weatherization assistance)® 2009 3.95 Aug-10
per $100 of LIHEAP administrative
costs. (Efficiency) 2008 3.88 Aug-09
2007 3.81 359

(Target Not Met but Improved)

~N O g_h~ W N

This measure is calculated using only heating-assisted homes.

This measure is calculated using only heating-assisted homes.

The FY 2014 target is to increase by 5 percent over the FY 2007 actual result.

The FY 2014 for this measure is to increase by 2 percent over the FY 2007 actual result.

Previously reported data for FY 2006 actual results have been updated as a result of updated state data submissions.

Previously reported data for FY 2006 actual results have been updated as a result of updated state data submissions.

8

Administration for Children and Families

FY 2010 Online Performance Appendix

The accuracy of this data is questionable given that currently unduplicated counts of recipient households for all services are unavailable.
Beginning in FY 2011, such unduplicated counts will be collected.




Measure FY Target Result
2.95
2006 3.74 (Target Not Met)®
3.69
2005 3.67 (Target Exceeded)

Measure

Data Source

Data Validation

LILT
1A
LILT
1B

State LIHEAP Household Report
and Census Bureau’s Annual
Social and Economic Supplement
(ASEC) to the Current Population
Survey

ACF obtains weighted number of LIHEAP income eligible (low income)
households from the ASEC which is validated by the Census Bureau. ACF
aggregates data from the states’ annual LIHEAP Household Report to furnish
national counts of LIHEAP households that receive heating assistance (including
data on the number of LIHEAP recipient households having at least one member
who is 60 year or older and the number of LIHEAP recipient households having
at least one member who is five years or younger). The aggregation and editing
of state-reported LIHEAP recipiency data for the previous fiscal year are
typically completed in July of the current fiscal year. Consequently, the data are
not available in time to modify ACF interventions prior to the current fiscal year
(e.g. there is a one year data lag). There are no federal quality control or audit
requirements for the data obtained from the LIHEAP Household Report. However
ACF provides to states an electronic version of the LIHEAP Household Report
that includes formulae that protect against mathematical errors. ACF also cross
checks the data against LIHEAP benefit data obtained from the states’
submission of the annual LIHEAP Grantee Survey on sources and uses of
LIHEAP funds.

1C

LIHEAP Grantee Survey and
LIHEAP Household Report

Each winter, state LIHEAP grantees report on the LIHEAP Grantee Survey the
amount of obligated LIHEAP administrative costs for the previous fiscal year.
These data, along with data from the LIHEAP Household Report, are used to
calculate the efficiency measure. The aggregation and editing of the
administrative cost data for the previous fiscal year are typically completed by
August of the current fiscal year. Consequently, the data are not available in time
to modify interventions prior to the current fiscal year (e.g. there is a one year
data lag). There are no federal quality control or audit requirements for the fiscal
data obtained from the LIHEAP Grantee Survey. However, as with the LIHEAP
Household Report, for the last several years ACF has made available an
electronic version of the LIHEAP Grantee Survey that state LIHEAP grantees are
using in submitting their data to ACF. The electronic version includes a number
of edits that check the data for mathematical mistakes and against statutory limits
in the use of LIHEAP funds.

Long term goal 1.1 directly relates to the LIHEAP statute, which mandates that LIHEAP assistance be
targeted to those low income households with the highest home energy needs, i.e., vulnerable households
and high-energy burden households. The recipiency targeting index measures whether the program is
serving each of these types of households at a higher rate than their prevalence in the low income target
household population.

ACF implemented a federal LIHEAP outreach campaign in FY 2004 to improve the recipiency targeting
of LIHEAP vulnerable households. For example, ACF distributed a LIHEAP brochure nationwide. ACF
worked with the Administration on Aging (AoA) at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
to reach low income households with an elderly member. And in FY 2009, ACF’s Division of Energy

9 . e
Previously reported data for FY 2006 actual results have been updated as a result of updated state data submissions.
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Assistance (DEA) joined the Center for Benefit Outreach and Enrollment which is funded by AoA. The
purpose of the Center’s work is to improve targeting of elderly households. In 2006, ACF collaborated
with the Energy for Health Working Group led by the National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association.
Periodic teleconferences were held with experts from the public health and energy assistance fields.

Since the spring of 2007, ACF has collaborated with the Head Start (HS) program to build awareness of
LIHEAP to households with young children through such outreach activities as presentations at HS
meetings and disseminating a semiannual email to local HS staff with seasonal energy-related tips.

ACF tracks LIHEAP’s heating recipiency annually through recipiency targeting index scores. The results
of LIHEAP’s outreach efforts need to be examined with respect to external factors that may affect the
final targeting index scores. For example, fluctuations in the national economy will generally affect the
need for human services programs such as LIHEAP. In addition, the following factors can impact
LIHEAP program performance in particular: (1) weather; (2) economic downturn(s); (3) home energy
prices; (4) utility deregulation;™ (5) utility arrearages; (6) the availability and timing of federal funds and
additional non-federal energy assistance funding sources (such as public service benefit programs, state
funds, and private fuel funds); (7) perceptions of the program (that may produce barriers to vulnerable
households’ applying for assistance); and, (8) the block grant design of LIHEAP.™* ACF will explore the
use of standard errors of measurement to test for statistical significance in changes of targeting index
scores over time, as data on LIHEAP income eligible households are based on sampling.

Regarding annual measure 1A, the baseline index score for households with at least one member 60 years
or older was 79 for FY 2003. Both the FY 2004 targeting index score of 78 and the FY 2005 targeting
index score of 79 indicate that there was no apparent improvement in targeting the elderly, despite
outreach efforts that began in FY 2004. The FY 2006 targeting index score of 77 indicates a decrease in
targeting the elderly from the previous year and does not meet the target score of 92. In FY 2007, the
targeting index score rose slightly to 78, showing a trend over the past three years of a two-point spread
which has consistently remained in the high seventies. These scores show that the elderly population
remains at a fairly consistent level which reflects that elderly households are underserved within the total
eligible population of elderly households. The expected increase in the number of low income elderly
households has affected the ability of ACF to achieve its targets for elderly LIHEAP households. ACF’s
target is to increase the index score to 96 by FY 2010.

ACF’s ability to increase targeting of households is limited because states have considerable flexibility in
determining which LIHEAP eligible households to target. ACF recently conducted a study of state
grantees to assess the factors affecting whether a state is a high or low performer with respect to targeting
elderly households. ACF recently released on the LIHEAP web site a report with the findings from that
study. In May 2009, ACF expects to release to its state grantees rankings of state-level recipiency
targeting index scores.™® These state-level scores and rankings will allow ACF and its LIHEAP grantees
to better understand which states are high and low performers in targeting two vulnerable populations,
and begin to analyze why some states may fall substantially below the national target goals. ACF has not
increased the target for FY 2010 (96) given that the data for FY 2006 is below the baseline targeting
index score of 79.

10 Utility deregulation may also have an impact as rates increase (e.g. Maryland) and where some states consider returning to regulation (e.g.
California).
1 States have maximum flexibility under the block grant statutes to design and operate programs suited to each state’s assessments of its citizens'
needs. Consequently, the federal government has very limited control of a block grant program such as LIHEAP. For this reason, there will be
wide variations in program performance due to how states design their program to reflect their own program goals which may differ from the
federal performance goals.

The information will be shared with states via an Information Memorandum and, at a later point, it will be published on the LIHEAP web site.
Preliminary state indexes were shared individually with the states in 2008. The formatting of the ranking is being developed and the final ranking
should be released this spring.
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Regarding annual measure 1B, the baseline targeting recipiency index score for households with a young
child was 122 for FY 2003. The targeting index score of 115 (FY 2004), 113 (FY 2005), 112 (FY 2006),
and 110 (FY 2007) represent a steady national decrease in performance from 122 (FY 2003). Though the
FY 2007 result of 110 is less than the target of 122, any targeting index score over 100 indicates that the
LIHEAP program is still providing effective outreach to income eligible households with a child under
the age of five. The rankings of state targeting index scores that ACF has developed also include the data
for young child households. One preliminary finding of the targeting study indicates that most states that
performed well in targeting one vulnerable population performed poorly in targeting the other vulnerable
group. ACF intends to further investigate this trend and what appears to be the need to better balance
targeting efforts at the state level to significantly raise the targeting level of elderly households without
decreasing the targeting performance for young child households.

In an effort to further improve outreach to such households, the program studied the structure and
outreach efforts of a range of federal programs, including the State Child Health Insurance Program and
the Women, Infants and Children program to determine if similar strategies may be used, in order to reach
a targeted index score of 122 in FY 2010. The findings from this study were included in the December,
2008 ACF targeting report mentioned above, which ACF expects to release to its state LIHEAP grantee
via an Information Memorandum in May, 2009. While the study did not result in conclusive findings of
which LIHEAP targeting practices are associated with high targeting performance, the study did identify
certain general practices that worked for other federal programs. The rankings of state targeting index
scores that ACF has developed also include the data for young child households. One preliminary finding
of the targeting study indicates that most states that performed well in targeting one vulnerable population
performed poorly in targeting the other vulnerable group. ACF intends to further investigate this trend
and what appears to be the need to better balance targeting efforts at the state level to significantly raise
the targeting level of elderly households without decreasing the targeting performance for young child
households.

The state recipiency targeting rankings will provide accountability and feedback on which states are
performing at higher levels. They provide peer technical assistance to state grantees and can serve as a
management tool for self-improvement. In June 2009, ACF will present the targeting study findings and
the final state-level targeting indexes and rankings at the National Energy and Utility Affordability
Conference, which many of the state LIHEAP staff attend.

Starting in 2007, DEA staff held meetings with ACF staff from the Office of Head Start (OHS) and the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) programs to share recipiency data and explore the
extent to which similar trends can be seen regarding the number of households served with either an
elderly member or a young child. DEA held teleconferences with its Regional Offices to further explore
these trends and what some states or regions may already be doing to prevent further decline in the
recipiency numbers. DEA plans to maintain this communication and expand it to state LIHEAP grantees
in order to support coordinated action on this issue. Furthermore, DEA has arranged with OHS to share
resources and expand LIHEAP outreach through OHS points of contact. These discussions helped to
identify one new trend concerning the rise in the number of grandparents raising grandchildren. DEA
continues to investigate this trend in more detail to determine the impact it may have on factors such as
the increased household need for assistance, and the effect of new or multiple barriers to applying for
assistance faced by households with more than one category of “vulnerable” member.

In March 2008, ACF distributed information to each state LIHEAP grantee concerning their state Head
Start Collaboration Director contacts. The hope is that this information will lead to enhanced
collaboration between the Head Start and LIHEAP programs at the state level, especially given that both
programs target young child households. ACF also shared with each state LIHEAP office its own
preliminary state-level targeting index and ranking.
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In October, 2008, ACF received OMB approval to expand states” LIHEAP data collection to include an
unduplicated count of households that receive any type of LIHEAP assistance, such as heating, cooling,
crisis, or weatherization. LIHEAP grantees will be required to begin reporting the unduplicated
household count for FY 2011 with the following year’s state plan. This new data request will likely
increase the targeting scores for both elderly households and young child households because it will more
accurately reflect the total number of those households served by LIHEAP given that the current targeting
index scores only reflect those households receiving heating assistance through LIHEAP. As the current
data only reports on heating assistance, these new data will increase the recipiency numbers for all types
of households, including elderly and young child households. At the same time, the number of income
eligibles will remain the same for a particular year.

ACF’s LIHEAP Energy Burden Evaluation Study (July 2005) examined the performance of LIHEAP in
serving high-energy burden households in FY 2001. The study used data from the Energy Information
Administration’s (EIA) 2001 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS). This survey is conducted
every four years. ACF funded the LIHEAP RECS Supplemental Sample for 2001 and 2005. ACF is
considering funding a similar sample for the 2009 RECS.

The 2001 LIHEAP RECS Supplemental Sample provided for the first time: (1) national data to compute
the benefit targeting index™ and the burden reduction targeting index'*; (2) examination of the overlap
between vulnerable eligible households and high-energy burden eligible households; and (3) the ability to
develop an empirical definition of “high home energy burden.” The LIHEAP statute identifies
“households with the lowest incomes and highest home energy costs” as one of the groups with the
“highest home energy needs.” ACF defined “high energy burden” by setting an energy burden threshold:;
i.e., households with an energy burden that exceeds a fixed percentage of income are defined as high
burden households. This approach was selected over a population share approach (which defines a
certain share of the population as having a high energy burden) and a variance approach (which defines
high energy burden as lying one standard deviation above the mean). The threshold was based on
housing data. Therefore, high home energy burden for LIHEAP was defined as home energy burden
greater than or equal to 4.3 percent of household income.

The study found the following:
e For FY 2001 the benefit targeting index score for high-energy burden households was

108. This indicates that these households received higher LIHEAP benefits than other types of
LIHEAP recipients. The study also found that the burden reduction targeting index score for
these households was 96. This indicates that these households have a somewhat smaller burden
reduction than other types of LIHEAP recipient households. This suggests LIHEAP does not
target the highest burden households with the greatest level of burden reduction. ACF shared the
findings with state LIHEAP grantees, but has not received any specific findings. A crucial
element is that the statute does not require states to measure energy burden, using actual energy
household costs, in targeting high burden households. In addition, the statute has not established

13 The benefit targeting index score is computed by dividing the mean LIHEAP benefit for a target group of recipient households by the percent
of LIHEAP benefits for all LIHEAP recipient households times 100. For example, if high energy burden recipient households have a mean
heating assistance benefit of $250 and the mean heating assistance benefit for all households receiving heating assistance is $200, then the benefit
targeting index is 125 ($250 divided by $200 times 100). A benefit targeting index score above 100 indicates that LIHEAP is providing higher
benefits to a target group of households than to all LIHEAP recipient households.

14 The burden reduction targeting score is computed by dividing the percent reduction in the median home energy burden (i.e., home energy costs
divided by household income) for a target group of LIHEAP households by the percent reduction in the median home energy burden for all
LIHEAP households. For example, if high burden recipient households have their home energy burden reduced by 25 percent and all recipient
households have their home energy reduced by 20 percent, the burden reduction index is 125 (25 percent divided by 20 percent times 100). An
index score above 100 indicates that LIHEAP benefits are providing a target group of households a greater reduction in home energy burden than
for all LIHEAP recipient households.
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what is considered high level. The study established high energy burden empirically for the
purpose of the study; not for program operation.

e About 20 percent of low income households are both vulnerable and high-energy burden
households.*®> Vulnerable members are those households with either an elderly member age 60
years or older or a young child age five years or younger. ACF needs to determine whether there
is a practical way for LIHEAP grantees to identify LIHEAP eligible households that are both
vulnerable and high-energy burden, especially for those states that rely on mail-in LIHEAP
applications.

The study has led ACF to investigate whether the results will be replicated in the 2005 RECS, which
included an improved sampling design and questions for the 2005 RECS LIHEAP Supplemental Sample.
As the RECS 2005 data only became available in late fall of 2008, and the RECS 2009 will not go into
the field until February 2010, ACF needs to analyze the RECS 2005 data in the near future.

Efficiency measure 1C focuses on increasing the ratio of the number of households receiving LIHEAP
assistance (numerator) to state LIHEAP administrative costs (denominator).*® An increase in the ratio
indicates an increase in program efficiency through a greater number of LIHEAP households being served
at a lower administrative cost, regardless of its effects on the extent to which LIHEAP benefits increase
the affordability of home energy costs. The LIHEAP statute limits LIHEAP grantees’ administrative
costs to 10 percent of the funds payable. Trend data for FY 2000 through FY 2005 indicate that the ratio
of LIHEAP households assisted per $100 of LIHEAP administrative costs ranged from 3.64 to 3.75.
However in FY 2006, the ratio declined to 2.95, missing the target of 3.81. This decline most likely
reflects the unexpected increase in LIHEAP funding late in FY 2006. In March 2006, Congress
appropriated $1 billion in supplemental LIHEAP funds that were then distributed to LIHEAP grantees.
However, the appropriating legislation prohibited these funds from being used for administrative costs.
For a number of states, this restriction limited new outreach initiatives. It appears that a number of state
LIHEAP grantees decided to use the additional funds to increase fuel assistance and crisis assistance
benefits for the households that were assisted earlier in FY 2006. This limited the overall increase in the
number of new assisted households, while avoiding incurring additional administrative costs to fund new
households. The FY 2007 score of 3.59 reflects a substantial improvement in program efficiency from
FY 2006 and is likely due to the fact that no similar amount and timing of additional LIHEAP funds was
appropriated in FY 2007 as occurred in the previous year. By FY 2010, the program seeks to improve
efficiency by raising the target ratio to 3.95.

15 Energy burden is defined by the statute as the share of annual household income that is used to pay annual energy bills. For example, if a
household has a gross annual energy bill of $1,000 and a gross annual income of $10,000, the household’s gross energy burden is 10 percent of
income. In our 2001 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) study, responding households report gross annual income, but annual
energy bills for a household were obtained from the household’s energy suppliers. ACF defines the household’s net energy burden as the share of
annual household income that is used to pay annual energy bills net of the household’s LIHEAP grant. For example, if a household has a gross
annual energy bill of $1,000 and LIHEAP benefit of $250, the household’s net energy bill is $750. If the household’s annual income is $10,000,
the household’s net energy burden is 7.5 percent of income. In the 2005 RECS LIHEAP Supplement sample, LIHEAP assistance amounts were
obtained for households from state LIHEAP administrative data. For the most part, states do not collect actual data on home energy costs, but
instead use proxy data from 2005. The RECS has only recently become available.

18 This measure does not indicate whether the adequacy of LIHEAP services is impacted by the provision of more efficient services.
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2. Child Care and Development Block Grant

Measure FY Target Result
2.1LT: Reduce the percentage of
Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) families with children
that are exempt from employment 2009 1% Mar-11
participation because child care is
unavailable to 1 percent by FY 20009.
(Outcome)
2A: Maintain the proportion of children 2010 3204 Mar-12
served through Child Care and
Development Fund (CCDF), Temporary 2009 32% Mar-11
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), .
and Social Services Block Grant 2008 32% Mar-10
(SSBG) child care funding as compared 30%
itdren in famili 2007 32% T
to the number of children in families (Target Not Met)
with income under 150 percent of the 34%
17 0,
Federal Poverty Level.”" (Outcome) 2006 32% (Target Exceeded)
33%
0
2005 32% (Target Exceeded)
2B: Increase the proportion of regulated 2010 70% Mar-12
centers and family child care homes that
serve families and children receiving 2009 69% Mar-11
child care subsidies. (Efficiency)
2008 68% Mar-10
68.6%
0,
2007 67% (Target Exceeded)™
68.2%
0,
2006 66% (Target Exceeded)®
71.2%
0,
2005 65% (Target Exceeded)

17This measure estimates the average monthly number of children receiving child care subsidies from all federal sources (Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families, Child Care and Development Fund [CCDF], and Social Services Block Grant), compared on an annual basis to an estimate
of the average monthly number of children who may be eligible for child care subsidies. Under CCDF law, states have substantial flexibility to
establish their own rules regarding eligibility for child care subsidies within broad federal guidelines. This estimate of potentially eligible children
does not take into account state-specific eligibility thresholds and other requirements families must meet to receive child care subsidies.

18 . . . ST
The FY 2007 actual results for this outcome measure are preliminary and will be finalized in summer of 2009.
The FY 2007 actual results for this outcome measure are preliminary and will be finalized in summer of 2009.

20Data for this measure is taken from an annual licensing study of child care programs conducted by the National Association for Regulatory
Administration and the National Child Care Information Center. The study methodology was revised in 2006 and the survey was not conducted.
Therefore, ACF used the FY 2005 denominator or "total number of regulated providers" to calculate the FY 2006 actual result for this measure.
However, the survey has since resumed and the FY 2007 study was published in February 2990. ACF h