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AGENCY/PROGRAM

Anchorage Child Abuse Board/
Center for Children and Parents/
31% of Total Program

Anchorage Community Mental Health/
Al zheimerls Oi seas>?

Anchorage Literacy Project/
English as a Second Language

1985 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOP CONTINUATION FUNDING

1985 GRANT
AWARD

S 190,000
122,382
39,015

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

To eliminate child abuse and neglect in
Anchorage by offering an integrated and
multifaceted approach to its prevention and
treatment. Services include: crisis nur—
sery care, crisis counseling, information
and referral respite care, Parent Aide
services, Parent Training services, thera—
peutic child care and child management
modeling, parenting skills, training human
service professionals, and providing a
major conference.

To provide respite care at the Day Break
Center to families of 35-40 persons who are
chronically mentally ill due to Alzheimer®s
Syndrome and related disorders; provide 800
hours of in-home respite care.

To provide an opportunity for functionally
illiterate and non-English speaking adults
to acquire basic knowledge and skills.
Services include: volunteer training,
English language instruction on and off
site; life skills and cultural transition
training; community awareness..

RECOMMENDED
EXTENSION TASK FORCE FUNDING [INTENT
Award to continue funding program at
same level as 1984. $14,433 to be
$ 118,933 negotiated with the agency.
Award to continue funding the
76,606 program at 50%. S9,290 to be
negotiated with the agency.
Award to fully fund proposal.
21,458



AGENCY/PROGRAM

Anchorage Neighborhood Health Center/
Denial Program

Association for Stranded Rural
Alaskans in Anchorage/
Basic Needs

dig Brothers-Big Sisters of Anchorage/"
20% of Total Program

Bean"s Cafe/
Food Program

1905 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

1985 GRANT

S

AWARD

51,000

41,409

31,000

190,033

RECOMMENDED
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION EXTENSION
Contracts with
their Dental

local private Dentists and
Assistants to provide onsite
dental services five days per week at the $
Center. Provides dental education, dental
treatment and restorative services to low-
income residents of Anchorage along with

the implementation of a preventative dental
health education program in the Anchorage
School District for K-6 grades.

38,184

To provide emergency shelter
for stranded rural Alaskans. To reduce the
need for emergency shelter in Anchorage by
providing travel home, as a last resort,
for stranded rural Alaskans.

in Anchorage
45,550

To provide positive adult friendship and

role modeling for single-parent youth aged
6-16. Services include: volunteer recruit—
ment and training; parent and youth train—
ing; career development activities and

field trips; child abuse training; ongoing
program evaluation.

18,000

To provide quality meals and dayt Mme shelter
for the street people and other poor and
homeless people of Anchorage. Make

medical, job related and other social
service referrals.

104,518

TASK FORCE FUNDING [INTENT

Award to fund 50% of Professional Fees
and 100% of Program Supplies with the
agency to attempt lo get Dentists to
donate services to make up the other
50% of Professional Fees. $4,634 to
be negotiated with the agency.

1985 award was for six months with the
state funding the other six months.
Continuation funding to continue
program for six more months. Award

to be used only for specific assist—
ance to individuals.

Award to fund requested wages and
benefits for the Caseworker position.
$950 to be negotiated with the agency.

Awaid to fund all of prepared budget
except Stock Clerk position and t.ine
benefits associated with that position.
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AGENCY/PROGRAM

Camp Fire, Chugach Council/
Urop-In Recreational

Camp Fire, Chugach Council/
Summer Care

Catholic Social Services/
Clare House

hugiak Senior Center/
Senior Center

1935 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

1935 GRANT

S

AWARD

73,339

71,620

138,895

58,127

RECOMMENDED
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION EXTENSION

To provide "drop-in" recreation programs Tor

youth of Willow Park and Loussac Manor S 40,890
Housing Projects and surrounding areas. Ser—

vices include: after school, evening and

Saturday programs; scheduled and open activ—

ities; se. ) lopinent, decision making,

and interperso lationships.

To provide summer care fui elementary aged

children with working parents. Services

include: nutritious snacks; program aimed 39,391
at developing/increasing skills in leisure

time activities; self-development, decision

making, and interpersonal relationships.

To provide temporary emergency shelter pri—

marily tc homeless, single women and women

with children. Ascertain eligibility for a 76,392
total of 960 clients, provide approximately

11,520 client days of shelter, and monitor

shelter facility 24 hours a day.

To provide services to the elderly in the

Chugiak/Eagle River area. Services include: 36,385
transportation and escort; information and

referral; meals and nutrition education.

TASK FORCE FUNDING [INTENT

Award to fund proposal except for
requested wages and fringe benefits
for the Bookkeeper, Office Manager and
Assistant Executive Director positions.
$554 to be negotiated with the agency.

Award to continue funding at 1985
level.

Award to fund the full proposal except
for the requested wages and benefits
for Executive Director post ion and
Assistant Executive Director position.

Award to continue funding at 1935
level. $4,415 to be negotiated with
the agency.
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AGENCY/PROGRAM

Cook Inlet Native Association/
Family and Community Services

Conflict Resolution Center/
Community Dispute Resolution

Conflict Resolution Center/
Family Med iat ion

Conflict Resolution Center/
Landlord-fenant Project

1705 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

1985 GRANT

$

AWARD

86,624

35,000

7,650

16,800

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

To provide support so. vices to Alaskan
Natives and American Indians 1in coping with
family functioning and the stresses of
urban living. Services include: informa—
tion and referral; needs assessment; indi—
vidual, marital and family counseling;
consultation and intervention; staff
development.

To provide direct assistance for the volun—
tary settlement of individual, family and
community disoutes 1in a timely and inexpen—
sive manner through mediation and arbitra—
tion services. To provide education to
community groups, agencies, businesses and
to the public at large, in conflict resolu—
tion, including collaborative problem
solving methods.

To provide direct assistance for the volun—
tary settlement of issues involved in
separation, divorce, child custody and
premarital agreements through family media—
tion services. To provide education con—
cerning family mediation to community
groups, agencies, businesses and to the
public at large.

To provide information, assistance, and
alternative methods of dispute resolution
to all partie® requesting services. To
provide education to community groups,
agencies, businesses and to the public at
large in landlord/tenant issues.

RECOMMENDED

$

EXTENSION

54,223

43,817

8,415

19,962

TASK FORCE FUNDING INTER I

Award to continue funding the proposal
except no funding for wages and bene—
fits for Home Visitor position. In
addition, no funding 1is to be used for
overhead finance and administrative
costs. 16,580 to be negotiated with
the agency.

Award to fund only salaries and
benefits of the Caseworker position,
plus rent and other costs. Services
to be provided to low and moderate
income individuals using Day Care
Assistance Program income guidelines.
$5,317 to be negotiated with the
agency.

Award to fund requested wages and
benefits for the Fam.ly Mediator
position. Services to be provided to
low/moderate income individuals using,
Day Care Assistance Program income
guidelines.

Award to fund 5U« of Project Manager
position to provide information
services to low/moderate income
population. $1,482 to be negotiated
with the agency.



1985 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

1985 GRANT RECOMMENDED
AGENCY/PROGRAM AWARD PROGRAM DESCRIPTION EXTENSION TASK FORCE FUNDING [INTENT
To promote optimal social functioning for Funds are not tc be used for the
Family Connect ion, Inc./ $ 92,500 Anchorage children, youth and families, and $ 57,901 "hotline". Agency is encouraged to
Prevention and Early Intervention thereby prevent these youth from becoming actively cooperate and participate
[ involved with the Juvenile Justice or Social in establishing a central social
Service systems through the provision of a services hotline in Anchorage. Award
range of early intervention services to to continue at 1985 funding level.
families at risk. To interact with the 57,026 to be negotiated with the
Anchorage rommunity 1in orde to further agency.

promote positive family relationships
through the provision of educational ser—
vices and the scruiti?Qnt and training of

volunteers.

To increase public and community support Award to continue funding 73x of this
Food flank v Alaska, Inc./ 40,000 and awareness of hunger through publishing 25,038 agency"s budge"l. 53,038 to he
Food Distrib "ion the newsletter, publ.c service announce— negotiated with the agency.

ments, and gaining support for canned food
drives. Add four additional recipient
agencies, four additional business donors,
and increase food distribution from 323,905
pounds in 1984 to 500,000 in 1985.

To provide a Summer Enrichment Program for Award to continue funding the proposal
Girls® Clut) of Alaska, Inc./ 37,758 137 youth in 1985. Conduct an informal 22,3/i at the 1985 level. SI1,6i2 to bn
Summer Enrichment Program youtii evaluation, a staff evaluation negotiated with the agency.

and a parent evaluation.

Pago 7 of 12



AGENCY/PROGRAM

Homo Health Care, Inc./
Personal Companion Care

Hope Cottages, Inc./
Autism Program

Hospice of Anchorage/
Terminally 111

1905 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

1905 GRANT
AWARD

S 25,200

58 j364

35,877

RECOMMENDED
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION EXTENSION
To provide trained and supervised workers
for 3600 fiours of Home Helper services to
the elderly, disabled an*: handicapped pop— S 15,774
ulation. Provide assistance to maintain
normal bodily functions, provide personal
care and grooming, light homemaking,
companionship and respite care.

To provide training and support services;

natural home and center-based assessment 73,067
services for individuals with Autism.

Services include: counseling, training,

education and advocacy to Autistic indivi—

duals and their families; behavioral assess—

ment, intervention and analysis; family

support systems.

To provide hospice care and support services
to terminally ill persons and their fami—
lies; education and awareness programs to 19,732
health and social service providers/general
public. Services include: hospice care
volunteer training and direct service;
bereavement services for family members;
information and referral; workshops and
presentations; development of a Pilot
Project for volunteer hospice nursing
services.

TASK FORCE FUNDING INTENT

Award to continue funding program at
1985 level. S1,914 to be negotiated
v'thi the agency.

Award to fund 50% of the Autism Coor—
dinator and Autism Secretary positions,
100% of an Autism Technician position,
50% of Professional Fees, and other
costs to the total of the award. Agenc>
must become a licensed child care
facility prior to receiving continua—
tion award and recommend that addi—
tional funding be sought from Day Care
Assistance Program, parent fees and
School District. 18,867 to be
negotiated with the agency.

Award to fully fund program.

Page 8 of 1



AGENCY/PROGRAM

Mabel T. Caverly Senior Center/
Dental Progr_..i

Men®s Support Network, Inc,./

ortion of Total Program

Planned Parenthood of Alaska/
Family Planning

Red Cross/
Disaster Relief

1985 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

1985 GRANT

$

AWARD

93,000

14,721

47,092

40,000

RECOMMENDED
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION EXTENSION
To provide dental care to 150 low vcome
seniors. The program consists of four S 58,214
phases: intake and eligibility; initial
screening; preauthorization; and the work
being done.

To provide tv/o men"s evening groups facili—

tated by a professional counselor. To 9,215
develop a male adolescent group program to

examine stereotypical role expectations of

boys and girls. To expand outreach to a

wider spectrum of men. Present three short

programs at Hi land Correctional Center to

male inmates.

To provide quality medical care, referral/
counseling service and education to persons
seeking reproductive health care at c
reasonable cost. Serve 3200 unduplicated
patients. Hire an additional Nurse Practi—
tioner, Medical Assistant, half time Clinic
Coordinator and Educator.

29,478

To provide direct emergency assistance to
families and individuals victimized by fire.
Services include: provision of essentials
such as food, clothing, housing, household
goods, medical care, transportation, occu—
pational supplies, home repairs, etc.,
information and referal as needed.

22,000

TASK FORCE FUNDING [INTENT

Award to continue funding at the same
level as 1935 funding. *7.064 to be
negotiated with the agency.

Award to continue funding program at
the 1985 level. S1,118 to be
negotiated with the agency.

Award to fund Nurse Practicner,
Medical Assistant and fringe benefits.
S3,577 to be negotiated with the
agency.

Award to continue fully funding
proposal.



1901) SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

1905 GRANT
AGENCY/PROGRAM AWARD

Rural Cap/ $ 57,500
One Headstart Program
Salvation Army - Booth Home/ 09,352
Maternity Outpatient Services
Salvation Army/ 210,026
Emergency Assistance
Sensory Impairment Center/ 10,205

Interpreter Referrral Line

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

To provide HeadSlart comprehensive services
to low income families and their children.
Services include: parent involvement;
nutritional, medical and dental health ser—
vices; education and training; coordination
of social services; special needs evaluation
and programs; career development for staff.

To provide maternity outpatient services to
low income women and pregnant adolescents.
Services include: prenatal medical care;
parenting and childbirth classes; indivi—
dual, couple/family arid group counseling;
medical care at delivery.

To provide emergency assistance of basic
material needs to poor and homeless. Ser—
vices include: information and referrals;
meals, lodging and emergency transportation;
counseling and group self-help sessions;

job referrals.

To provide interpreter referral line ser—
vices for deaf and hearing-impaired indivi—
duals, and community agencies. Services
include: 24-hour access to sign language
interpreters; community educational ser—
vices; centralized “nformation and referral.

RECOMMENDED

$

EXTENSION

35,993

55,931

131,469

22,792

TASK FORCE FUNDING [INTENT
Award to continue funding at 1985
level. $4,368 to be negotiated with
the agency.

Award to fund proposal except no
funding for wages and benefits for the
Social Worker, Secretary, Bookkeeper,
and Maintenance/Driver positions.
Professional Fees and Specific Assist—
ance to Individuals for sonograms and
deliveries to be reduced by 50%. Each
client must be ineligible for Aid To
Families With Dependent Children and
General Relief Medical. $6,787 to be
negotiated with the agency.

Award to fund a percentage of tne
proposal with at least $25,000 to go
to the Specific Assistance to Indivi—
duals line item. Further reduct ,s
to be made for line items other than
Salaries and Benefits. $15,955 to be

Award to fund the requested wages and
benefits of the Interpreter Coordi—
nator position plus the telephone
expenses. 1985 award was for a six
month program. Award to continue
program at same level. $2,766 to be
negotiated with the agency.
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1985 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

1985 GRANT
AGENCY/PROGRAM AWARD
Standing Together Against Rape/ 3 25,358
Legal Advocacy
Standing Together Against Rape/ 30,000
Outreach Education
Suicide Prevention and Crisis Center/ 30,194

Information and Referral

RECOMMENDED
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION EXTENSION
To provide legal advocacy-for sexual assault
victims, their families and loved ones;
information on legal process to the general S
public. Services include: legal informa—
tion; accompanying clients through court
proceedings; training for professionals to
ensure sensitive treatment of victims; work—
shops and presentations to agencics/general
public; monitoring current laws and legis—
lation regarding sexual assault.

14,179

To provide outreach/education/training on
sexual assault for Alaskan Natives, devel —
opmental” disabled and physically handi—
capped; elderly; military. Services include:
education and awareness through presenta—
tions; developing and distributing mater —
ials; training service providers; partici—
pation in community events; developing and
providing training and workshops to targetec
professionals..

17,225

To provide information and referral; Tel-
Med Information and TTY services. Services
include: computer access to 474 agencies,
24-hour 1information and referral hotline,
walk-in access; access to health information
telephone line, community awareness program;
and TTY access for deaf and hearing-
impaired.

17,597

TASK FORCE FUNDING [INTENT

Award to fund only the wages and bene—
fits of the Legal Advocate position.
S232 to be negotiated with the agency.

Award not to be used to pay any part of
salaries and benefits for the Admini—
strative Assistant position or the
Executive Director position. $725 to
be negotiated with the agency.

Award to continue funding the program
at the 1905 level. Agency is
encouraged to actively participate

in establishing a central social
services hotline 1in Anchorage. S99U
to be negotiated with the agency.

%
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AGENCY/PROGRAM

ide Prevention and Crisis Center/
ide Prevention

1985 SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING

T985 GRANT
AWARD

$ 10,331

$2,564,500

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

To provide a means of reducing suicides
through prevention, intervention and post-
vention. Services include: 24-hour crisis
hotline, recruiting and training volunteers;
classroom presentations in the School
District; self-help group for suicide
attempters; self-help groups for suicide
survivors and survivors of murder.

RECOMMENDED
EXTENSION

,467

$1,669,363

TASK FORCE FUNDING [INTENT

Award to fund wages and benefits for
the Volunteer Coordinator, Crisis
Information and Referral Specialist |1,
Crisis Information and Referral
Specialist 1l ana the Crisis Resource
Referral Specialist positions. Agency
is encouraged to actively coorerate
and participate in establishing a
central social services hotline 1in
Anchorage. $785 to be negotiated

with the agency.



Agency

Camp Fire, Chugach Council

Boys and Girls Club of Alaska

Alpine Alternatives, Inc.

No-Be-fletm TTrinexr

SOCIAL SERVICES TASK FORCE

198571986 SCHOOL AGE CHILD CARE GRANT AWARD RECOMMENDATIONS

Funding Recommendation

Up to $393,900

Up to $107,760

Up to $53,000

Up to $42,000

{i&JC'k- %-fli ia c

TOTAL Up To $596,660

Intent

To fund the program at $1.00 per hour per

enrolled child in accordance with agencies
proposal.

To fund the program at $1.15 per hour per
enrolled child. Program activities to be

designed to appeal to both boys and girls.

To fund the program at $2.CO per hour for up to
25 children for up to 1060 hours between August
28, 1985 and June 30, 1986.

The Department of Health & Human Services is
instructed to negotiate with service providers
to obtain school age child care services for

50 children at Mountain View School.

%



Alaska Health Project

Providing information about hazardous materials on the job and in the community.
417 West Eighth Avenue. Anchorage, Alaska 99501 (907) 276-2864

ALASKA HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INCIDENTS SURVEY
JuLy 1, 1983 - JUNE 30, 1984

EAecutive Summary

Alaska Health Project

The Alaska Health Project (AHP) 1is a private, non-profit organi —
zation which has been established 1in Anchorage, Alaska for five
years. The mission of the Project 1is to provide information,
education, services, and to conduct research 1in the area of
hazardous materials 1in the workplace and in the community. The
Project is funded by a wide variety of private and public grants
and contracts, donations, and memberships. The Hazardous Mate —
rials Incident Survey 1in particular was funded 1in part by the
Department of Labor.

The Problenm

Over the years AHP staff have attempted to develop aggregate data
on the number of, and nature of incidents 1in Alaska 1involving
hazardous materials. This information would prove valuable to
help guide state and Ilocal policies relating to public health,

and woul 1 give the Project a better indication where to focus
educational efforts.

An incident might be loosely defined as any accident, spill, or
event involving a hazardous material which caused or potentially
might have caused unnecessary exposure to humans. In operational
terms the variety of local, state, and federal agencies that deal
with such problems have their own definitions of incidents and
hazardous materials. We have typically accepted these defini —
tions without altering them or attempting to modify them for our
purposes. The variety of definitions, data bases, and
responsible agencies, however, continually frustrated AHP staff
from determining the magnitude of the problem of incidents
involving hazardous materials 1in Alaska.

The Response

Eventually it was decided that the concept of a unified data base
of incidents involving hazardous materials 1in Alaska should be

explored. A unified data base, designed to accept data 1in a
single format from a variety of established data bases, would help
overcome the inability to see the magnitude and nature of the
problem. Overlapping data could be uncovered. Incidents

recorded in one database but not another would be joined in the
same data base to be counted and analyzed regardless of which
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agency recorded the incident.

A database format was developed using relational data base soft-
wear on a standard CP/M table-top office computer. A variety of
data bases in Alaska were explored with the intention of
transferring relevant information from them to the unified data
base. The effort was ?een strictly as a pilot project.

The Data Bases

A dozen data bases were reviewed 1in varying degrees of depth to
determine how appropriate they might be for inclusion into the
unified data base, and how easily the information might be ob —
tained by AHP researchers. Of those, five were eventually chosen
for this pilot 1inventory. These included:

1) Department of Labor, Workers®™ Compensation Division

2) Anchorage Daily News and Anchorage Times

3) Department of Environmental Conservation

4) Anchorage Fire Department

5) Department of Health and Social Services, Epidemiology Office

Each of these data bases were reviewed for cases which were
appropriate to the inventory. The cases wer- then extracted fronm
the original d?ta base, entered onto a coding sheet 1in a standard
format, and finally entered into the wunified data base in the
computer.

The Results

Duplicate 1incidents appeared 1in the unified data base. These
resulted from the same incident appearing in two or more of the
original data bases. After consolidation of duplicate incidents,

the unified data base yielded a total of 1,330 distinct, documen —
ted incidents involving hazardous materials in Alaska during the
period July 1, 1983 through June 30, 1984.

The incidents were not spr<ad evenly throughout the state, but
were predictably distributed along the major roadways and 1in che
industrialized North:

AREA NO. OF INCIDENTS
1) Southcentral East 498
2) Northern 535
3) Southeast 250
4) Southcentral West 30
5) Southcentral Aleutians 17

Highlights

**x 47 ‘incidents involved amounts of hazardous materials exceeding
1,000 pounds and/or 1,000 gallons.

* % A total of 539,358 gallons, and 456,125 pounds of hazardous
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materials are documented 1in the 1incidents.

** The branch of industry with the largest number of gallons of
hazardous materials involved in incidents is Water Transportation
with 253,248 pounds.

** The branch of industry with the largest number of pounds of
hazardous materials involved 1in incidents is National Security
and International Affairs, with 456,000 pounds. This was one
incident which was not Ljn accident, but involved the controver—
sial shipment of PCB contaminated earth under widely protested
hazardous conditions.

falled Southcentral East, principally the Anchorage, Kenai

Peninsula, and Kodiak area, logged the highest amounts of hazard-
ous materials involved 1in incidents: 241,800 gallons, and
456,125 pounds.

*x A "key word"™ search of the incident descriptions found that
56 incidents were recorded as being re] <>ted to tanks, and 65 were

specifically related to vehicles.

** August was recorded as having the highest number of inci—
dents, with 137, while December had the lowest number with 82.

** The Oil and Gas Extraction industry had the largest number of
recorded incidents by far with 327 recorded, with water trans-—
portation a distant second with 145.

Usefulness of the Data from the Pilot Study

These 1,330 incidents are but a fraction of the total documented

in Alaska by a wide variety of agencies and periodicals. In
addition Anchorage data is more complete than 1in other portions
of the state. For these and other reasons this data must not be

considered to represent all the documented 1incidents during the
time period, nor to depict a representative sample of the
incidents. What the da ? does 1indicate 1is that with relatively
little effort exploring only five data bases, over 1,300
incidents involving hazardous materials 1in Alaska 1in a one year
period can be identified. The 1implications for the true magni —
tude of the problem of hazardous materials in the state are quite
serious.

Perhaps the most useful aspect of this pilot study has been to
demonstrate that the concept of a unified data base to better
understand the magnitude and nature of hazardous materials in
Alaska can work very well. The data was fairly ers - to obtain,
code, and enter 1into the computer. Once entered, it w?j jJust a
matter of asking the right questions, pushing a few buttons, and
printing out the results. The one precious resource the pilot
study required was labor. Perhaps 400 or 500 hours of research
and clerical time was necessary to accomplish this project.
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Planning For a Comprehensive United Data Base

The framework and pilot study for a truly comprehensive survey of
incidents 1involving hazardous materials 1in Alaska have been

accomplished. Many of the major data bases have been explored
and evaluated for their potential inclusion 1into an expanded
version of the data base. The next step 1is to develop a plan to

explore the following 1issues:

1) What new data bases can be added to the unified data base to
make it more comprehensive, and more representative of the magni —
tude and distribution of incidents across the state?

2) What kind of additional information should the survey yield?

3) What agencies, organizations, or institutions can benefit
from the information and analysis generated by the survey?

4) How can the survey be funded 1in order to operate on a regular
basis?

5) How can the survey be accomplished on a regional and local
basis in order to save money and sharpen 1its focus.

A Comprehensive Hazardous Materials Incidents Survey: A Valuable
Resource for Alaska

A truly comprehensive survey could probably be accomplished with
one full-time equivalent position each year. The unified data
base could be updated on a regular basis, providing monthly or
quarterly reports to see trends involving hazardous materials in

a timely fashion. The survey would be a valuable planning tool
for public health issues, as well as providing the ability to
answer a variety of very specific questions. For example, the

survey could answer the following types of questions:

** How many incidents occurred throughout Alaska 1involving
tanker trucks where a spill occurred as a result of overfilling,
or as a result of faulty valves?

** During what season are most incidents going to occur involv—
ing the transportation of large loads of hazardous materials over
land .

kel Where are oil spills most likely to occur?

** What type of industry in Alaska is associated with PCB con—
tamination?

*x What is the list of all incidents that occurred in the
Iliamna area in a given period of time?

** What kinds of incidents involving hazardous materials can
poii.ce, firefighters, and emergency medical responders expect to
encounter in the winter between Livengood and Fairbanks?
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*x Are fixed storage tanks more Jlikely to leak hazardous mate —
rials in Alaska because of faulty valves and pipes, or because of
improper transfer of tank contents.

kel Has the weakening of truck 1inspection standards (for example)
in the last year resulted 1in a significant increase of truck
accidents 1involving hazardous materials?

The 1,330 Incidents and Related Computer-Generated Reports are
Available

A binder 1is available from the Alaska Health Project which con—
tains all the available information pertaining to the existing
pilot version of the Hazardous Materials |Incidents Survey. This
binder contains the following:

i" Five computer-generated feedouts listing each of the 1,330

I .cidents documented in the unified data base. Each of the five
feedouts corresponds to a egion of Alaska. Within each region
the incidents are listed cnronologically. For each incident the

following information is listed:

a) Dace of the incident.

b) Specific Ilocation of the incident.

c) Region of Alaska where the incident occurred.

d) The name of the hazardous suostance.

e) The <coded identification of the substance.

f) Description of the 1incident.

g) Amount of material 1involved 1in gallons or pounds.

h) The industry with which the incident 1is associated.

i) The reference code for the original database source of the
incident.

J) Injuries, illnesses, or deaths associated with the incident.

2) Analysis of all data bases investigated for use, and actually
used 1in the study. The Analysis discusses the quality and avail—
ability of the data by agency, including critical comments about
data systems.

3) Copies of all codes used 1in the computer generated feedouts
(although most categories are Jlisted 1in plain English and are
readily wunderstandable). Includes full discussion of coding
problems encountered during the pilot study, and how these were
resolved.

4) Copies of all computerized analyses utilizing the data.
Includes, for example:

a) List of all major incidents 1involving over 1,000 piunds
and/or 1,000 gallons of hazardous materials.

b) Count of incidents by month.

c) Count of key words in the Description category.

d) Geographical distribution of amounts of materials involved in
incidents.

e) Amounts of substances 1involved in incidents, by industry.
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f) Amounts of substances involved in incidents, by s.ubstance.

How to Obtain the Complete Hazardous Materials Incidents Survey

The complete binder, as described above, 1is available from the
Alaska Health Project. The cost 1is $100, however private non—
profit organizations may be eligible for a discount. Please
inquire. Call (907) 276-2864, or write Alaska Health Project,
417 West 8tn, Anchorage, AK 99501.
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PREFACE

Following the adjourninent of the Thirteenth Alaska Legislature, the
House Research Agency was asked to undertake a special project on the
delivery of human services by private, nonprofit providers in Alaska.
Specifically, we were asked to review significant features of the human
services delivery system such as the breadth of human services provided
by nonprofits, current methods of allocating funding to nonprofits, hu—
man services planning activities, and oversight of nonprofit services.

Authorized by the Agency®s bipartisan governing committee, this report
has been prepared for the entire membership of the Alaska House of
Representatives. The purpose of this report is to provide an overview
of private, nonprofit human service delivery in Alaska which can assist
legislators in their development of appropriate State policies. It is
not the intent of this report to advance a particular policy regarding
tlid role of nonprofits in the human service delivery.

We recognize that private, nonprofit agencies are only one category of
human service provider in Alaska. Several State agencies currently pro—

vide human services directly. The federal government, local govern—
ments, and private, for-profit providers also play important roles 1in
the delivery of human services. In focusing this report on nonprofit

providers, we do not mean to imply that other providers play any less
significant roles in the delivery of human services.

This report reflects only a portion of the House Research Agency®s re—
search concerning private, nonprofit providers of human services in
Alaska. Members of the Alaska House of Representatives are welcome to
contact the House Researcn Agency with additional research requests per—
taining to this subject.



INTRODUCT ION

This report is intended to serve as an introduction to the role of
private., nonprofit, human service providers in Alaska. While existing
documents provide useful information about one or more nonprofit
agencies or a particular type of service provision, this report provides
an overview of the broader network of nonprofit human service providers
and discusses current issues in the delivery of human services in Alaska.

The discussion 1is descriptive rather than analytical because basic
information on the number of nonprofit human service providers in the
state, the services provided by these, agencies, the amount of funding
these nonprofits receive from State government, and the cost of non—
profit human service prevision compared to direct provision of services
by government was unavailable. Without such information, it is virtual—
ly impossible to perform a meaningful analysis of nonprofit provision
of human services.

Some data which would facilitate an analysis is presently being col—

lected by other agencies. For example, the Office o. Management and
Budget is currently developing a centralized grant information system
for all State grants to human services. When completed, this computer

system will be capable of providing information on nonprofit providers
receiving State funds by location and by type of service. Also, the
system will be linked to the Alaska Department of Labor®s demographic
information system. In addition, the University of Alaska, Fairbanks
and its Alaska Native Management Center have recently undertaken a
multi-year research program on Alaska®"s nonprofit Native regional
corporations.

Individuals who have a great familiarity with the human service delivery
system iri Alaska, particularly those who are employed within the field,
may find they are already aware of much of the information included in
this report. Most of it was, in fact, obtained from interviews with
such individuals. In the course of our research, we talked with indi—
viduals employed by nonprofit providers and by government agencies as
human service planners, program administrators, and contract compliance
officers. We also interviewed several other individuals involved in
the delivery system in an advisorycapacity. In addition, we have also
relied on a number of existing publications whichdescribe various
aspects of the human services delivery system.

Not everyone considers the term ™"human services"” to include exactly
the odMe set of services. Some use the term to include a wide range of
health, assistance, and employment services. Others prefer to classify
health as a separate category. We nave generally used the term to mean



INTRODUCTION

all:;health and social services which involve some governmental partici—
pation! However, we have made no attempt to develop a rigorous uefi... -
tion of human services. Because we are dependent on many human serv—
ices professionals and many existing documents for our information,
limiting ourselves to an explicit definition of human services would
unnecessarily preclude wus from using information which addresses a
slightly different set of services. At the very least, we would be
forced to extensively qualify statements cited from other sources.



SUMMARY

Federal, State and local r vern.nents as well as profit making organiza—
tions and human service ¢ jfessionals have traditionally provided human

services directly to the residents of Alaska. In recent years, nonprof—
it corporations have begun to assume a significant role in providing

virtually all types cf human services available in Alaska.

description of Nonprofit Providers in Alaska
There are a number of common features and structural similarities among

nonprofit human service prov.ders in Alaska. The following character—
istics are defined by statutes:

every nonprofit corporation must h"ve a board of directors
which is legally responsible for th nagement of the corpora—
tion;

e nonprofit corporations are not required by law to have members
or shareholders;

e if there are no members of a nonprofitcorporation, directors
have sole votingauthority; and

e every non”ofit corporation must have astated purpose or pur—
poses.

However, there is also a great diversity in the scale and breadth of
service provided by nonprofits; some organizations provide many services
in many communities while others provide one service 1in one community.
There was no consensus among the professionals we interviewed that ti .
size of the nonprofit organization was related to quality of service.

Regional and village Native nonprofit organizations are unique providers
of human services in Alaska. Both of these types of organizations are
recognized by the Bureau of Indian Affairs as tribal organizations, and
are therefore eligible to receive grants and contracts to provide serv—
ices under federal Native programs. These organizations, which also
receive grants and contracts from State or private so”"ces, have become
particularly important 1in the areas of the State that ";ac< organized
local government.
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Planning for Human Services

One important step 1in human services planning 1is assessing local needs
and designing services to meet those needs. The Municipality of Anchor—
age and the United Way of Anchorage each use a formal proposal review
process that allows providers to present service delivery approaches

based on the organizations®™ perception of the local need. Native
nonprofit organizations prepare tribal specific plans that detail local
needs and plans for service delivery. In addition vregional health

plans are prepared by the three health systems agencies in the state.
Various State agencies develop statewide plans (State Health Plan,
Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Plans and Alaska Maternal and Child Health
Plan).

A second aspect of planning is the ability of providers to coordinate
services to use resources af efficiently as possible. The Governor®s
Office of Management and Budget 1is currently developing a data base
consisting of all State grants and contracts awarded to nonprofit or—
ganizations. Additionally, several human service providers noted that
extensive informal coordination and cooperation occurs among nonprofit
providers.

Although we found that panning occurs at all levels of organizations
involved in human service provision, a major constraint to the utility
cf planning 1is that availaule resources are not always allocated for
the services identified in the plan. Some providers feel that State
agencies should adopt a more active role in establishing social service
priorities and communicating these priorities to the legislature.
Uther providers noted that these priorities are more appropriately
established at the lo:al level.

Administration of Grants and Contracts

The State of Alaska, through tlie use of grants and contracts with non—
profit organi zations, has become a major purchaser of human services.
The Attorney General®s Office has determined that there 1is no signifi—
cant difference between the use of grants and contracts in the purchase
of services. Both forms of procurement are considered to be legally
binding and subject to administrative rules and regulations that govern
the provisions of services.

Functionally, grants and contracts are different, however. Contracts
must be approved by the Department of Administration and are subject
to tne regulations that apply to professional services contracts (*S
36.93). Grants can be awarded by various departments within the execu—
tive branch of State governnment without the approval of the Department
of Administration, although in some cases this approval 1is obtained.
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The following four mechanisms are generally used to purchase services
from nonprofit organ zations:

Competitive selection grants are competitively awarded by
departments or divisions to nonprofit corporations to purchase
specific services that are authorized in statute.

Named recipient grants are awarded to nonprofit providers iden—
tified in a legislative appropriation.

Block grants award sums of money to grantees who then decide
the specific applications depending on local need.

Professional services contracts are used to purchase contrac—
tual services from nonprofit organizations.

Regardless of whether a grant or contract is used to purchase the serv—
ice, the State agency that purchases the service 1is responsible for
grant or contract compliance. Two major mechanisms are generally used

to do this. First, vregular program reports are required that detail

the activities of the grant or contract over a specified period. In
many cases, the payment for services performed by the grantee or con—
tractor is dependent upon the receipt of these reports. Second, on-

site evaluations are performed on service providers.

Current Issues Affecting Nonprofits

Due to the rapidly expanding role that nonprofits are playing in human
service delivery 1in Alaska, several issues have surfaced concerning
the way in which nonprofits can best deliver human services. The fol—
lowing issues were identified in hearings held by Governor Sheffield"s
Mini-Cabinet, as well as in our interviews with various numan service
providers:

e The current process of planning for human services and allocat—
ing resources to provide those services 1is inefficient and
disorganized and does not result in a comprehensive assessment
of human sevice needs or priorities.

e The annual funding process 1is ar* inefficient method of pur—
chasing services because it consumes considerable administra—
tive energy from both State agencies and the service provider.
Several suggestions have been made to extend funding periods
beyond one year to reduce the uncertainties of funding and
minimize the vresources currently directed toward obtaining
more funding.
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Nonprofit agencies and the State should work together to in—
crease funding of human services from sources other than the
State. However, nonprofit providers also feel that when pro—
viding State services, they should be paid the full cost of
providing the service just as a private contractor is paid for
any other good or service. In addition, some providers express—
ed fears that the State may withdraw equivalent funds for every
dollar raised.

Some providers identified a "lack of sophistication™ among some
nonprofit agencies and suggested that the State supply more
technical assistance and training to nonprofit corporations.

There 1is a lack of standardization of forms, procedures, time

frames and the information nonprofits must provide State agen—
cies. This results in the complaint that providers must supply

essentially the same information in slightly different ways to

a variety of State agencies.

Some providers advocate the expansion of delivery of human serv—
ices through locally controlled organizations because local

hire, local accountability and local providers ability to mo—
bilize local resources enhance the quality of services. One

suggestion made to the mini-cabinet to expand local control is
to provide more funds through local block grants.

Rural providers expressed concern that some program require—
ments are designed for urban Alaska and are not applicable to
rural Alaska.

Some individuals questioned the appropriateness of State depend—
ence upon Native nonprofit organizations to provide services to
all eligible clients in a community or region. Critics claim
that non-Natives may have no formal means of participating in
policy making within the Native corporation.

The 1issue of the State contracting with nonprofit organizations

to deliver services that are mandated by statute has also been

raised. It appears that the State Tetains the ultimate respon—
sibility to provide these services regardless of whether the
service 1is provided by State employees or through a contract or
grant with another provider.



NONPROFIT PROVIDERS OF HUMAN SERVICES

In recent years, the residents of Alaska have experienced a growing re-
1 7ance on nonprofit organizations to deliver human services. In some
cases, nonprofit organizations are providing services formerly delivered
by State employees, and, in other cases, nonprofits are offering new
services. This section of the report will distinguish different types
of nonprofit organizations, discuss their planning activities and de—
scribe their relationship to State government.

Nonprofit Providers in Alaska

Governments--especially the State, but also federal and local govern-
ments--provide many human services directly to some portions of the
population. A variety of private individuals and organizations also
provide human services in Alaska. Some of these, particularly in the
field of health care, are profit making enterprises; however, nonprofit
agencies play a significant role 1in the provision of virtually all
types of human services available in Alaska,

In October 1983, the Governor®s Human Services Mini-Cabinet published a
Human Service Provider Directory, which surveyed agencies which had con—
tracts, grants, or service agreements with the State for the provision

of human services. The survey identified over 500 human services grants
or contracts with nonprofit agencies; this accounted f r over half the
agreements identified. It should be noted that the survey was not in—

tended to be comprehensive; some agreements may have been excluded.
The Office of Management and Budget is currently developing a computer—
ized grants information system which should be able to provide more
comprehensive information in the future.

Recently, the University of Alaska®s Institute of Social and economic
Research (ISER) performed a study of Anchorage Subsidized Human Services
for the Municipality of Anchorage. While the report 1is limited to
Anchorage, it does contain information on the numbers and types of
human service providers 1in the community, 1in addition to data on fund—
ing sources, staffing patterns, and hours of service provided. One
finding of the study was that nonprofit providers account for 33 per—
cent of all direct human service expenditures in the Anchorage area.

Organization and Structure of Nonprofit Providers
In discussing the issues regarding provision of human services by non—

profit providers, it is helpful to develop an accurate picture of the
private nonprofit agencies which participate in the delivery of human



NONPROFIT PROVIDERS

Every nonprofit 1is required by law to have a purpose, or purposes.
These purposes nust be stated in the articles of incorporation, which
an organization must file with the Alaska Department of Commerce and
Economic Oevelopment in order to be granted nonprofit status by the State

of Alaska. Nonprofit corporations are foroidden oy law to adopt a
corporate name which implies that the nonprofit has been organized for
purposes other than those listed in 1its articles of incorporation. It

should be noted that because nonprofit corporations may have several
purposes, some organizations which provide human services may also have
other activities which are not related to the field of human services.

In addition to the legal requirements for nonprofit corporations, some
other features are often associated with nonprofit human service pro—
viders. One such feature is the receipt of private contributions. Be—
cause the services they offer are often perceived to have a positive
social benefit, nonprofits frequently are able to obtain some financial

support directly from private sources within the community. Sc ne of
this support may be donated goods or services, in addition t cash
contributions. In seme nonprofits, volunteer labor accounts for a
significant amount of services provided. Some organizations, such as

the United Way, solicit contributions 1in a community and tnen disburse
funds to individual nonprofit agencies. However, private contributions
are not the only means of support, on even a .major source of funding,
for many nonprofit providers.

Among the people we interviewed, it was generally agreed tnat nonprofit
human service providers usually pay lower salaries than do government
agencies, although a few agencies were identified as paying wages com—
parable to State government salaries. Human service provision tends to
be labor intensive; providers often attributed four-fifths of their
expenses to payroll. Therefore, the cost of providing services may be
less for nonprofits than for State agencies. However, some individuals
also mentioned that the salary differential made it more difficult to
attract and maintain qualiiied personnel.

Aside from the features discussed above, there is a great diversity Iin
the scale and breadth of services provided by private nonprofits in
Alaska. So.ne nonprofits operate many services or in many communities;
others may offer a single service in one community. Although the non—

profits re ent a b.o”d continuum of size and diversity of service,
and it is | ably not productive to attempt to differentiate each non—
profit, it eful to compare some of the features that tend to be

associated wit;, larger, more diverse nonprofits with those of smaller,
more specialized nonorofits.

In Alaska, there are several nonprofit human service providers which
administer a number of different programs and/or serve many locations.
Usually, such an agency directs 1its programs to a particular clientele
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NONPROFIT PROVIDERS OF HOMAN SERVICES

In recent years, the residents of Alaska have experienced a growing re—
liance on nonprofit organizations to deliver human services. In some
cases, nonprofit organizations are providing services formerly delivered
by State employees, and, in other cases, nonprofits are offering new
services. This section of the report will distinguish different types
of nonprofit organizations, discuss their planning activities and de—
scribe their relationship to State government.

Nonprofit Providers in Alaska

Governments— especial ly the State, but also federal and local govern—
ments— provide many human services directly to some portions of the
population. A variety of private individuals and organizations also
provide human services in Alaska. Some of these, particularly in the
field of health care, are profit making enterprises; however, nonprofit
agencies play a significant role 1in the provision of virtually all
types of human services available in Alaska.

In October 1983, the Governor®s Human Services Mini-Cabinet published a
Human Service Provider Directory, which surveyed agencies which had con—
tracts, grants, or service agreements with the State for the provision
of human services. The survey 1identified over 500 human services grants
or contracts with nonprofit agencies; this accounted for over half the
agreements identified. It should be noted that the survey was not in—
tended to be comprehensive; some agreements may have been excluded.
The Office of Management and Budget is currently developing a computer—
ized grants infonnation system which should be able to provide more
comprehensive information in the future.

Recently, the University of Alaska®s Institute of Social and Economic
Research (ISER) performed a study of Anchorage Subsidized Human Services
for the Municipality of Anchorage. While the vreport 1is limitec to
Anchorage, it does contain information on the numbers and types of
human service providers in the community, in addition to data on fund—
ing sources, staffing patterns, and hours of service provided. One
finding of the study was that nonprofit providers account for 33 per—
cent of all direct human service expenditures in the Anchorage area.

Organization and Structure of Nonprofit Providers
In discussing the issues regarding provision of human services by non—

profit providers, it is helpful to develop an accurate picture of the
private nonprofit agencies which participate in the delivery of human
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services. There are a number of common features and structural simi—
larities among nonprofit numan service providers in Alaska. Some

similarities are the result of Alaska®"s statutory requirements for non—
profit corporations. For example, every nonprofit corporation must nave

a board of directors which 1is legal ly responsible for the management of
the corporation. The board elects the officers of the corporation and,

if the responsibility is not delegated in its articles of incorporation,

the board also makes the bylaws of the corporation. By law, this board

must have at least three directors.

Under the Alaska Nonprofit; Corporation Act (AS 10.20), a board may
designate an executive committee comprised of at least two directors to
exercise the board"s authority; however, this delegation of authority
does not relieve tne board of directors of any of their legal responsi-
bilities.

Nonprofit corporations are nct required by law to have members or share—
holders. " If a nonprofit corporation so chooses, it can designate one

or more classes of members, whose qualifications and rights are set
forth in the corporation®s articles of incorporation or bylaws. Members

may be vested with the power to elect directors and to adopt, alter,

amend or repeal bylaws. Many nonprofits are formed to represent seme

group of individuals or organizations; having a membership is a logical

outgrowth of the corporation®s purpose. Other nonprofits may not have

a natural membership, as when an agency"s purpose is to provide service

to a changing group of clients.

if there js no membership of a nonprofit corporation, directors have
sole voting authori ty. Lacking any special provisions in the articles

of 1incorporation or bylaws, existing directors would therefore be re—
sponsible for electing new directors. However, a nonprofit may have
other provisions within 1its articles of incorporation or bylaws. Ac—
cording to Mike Meehan, Executive Director of Catholic Social Services,

the Archbishop of the Anchorage diocese appoints board members for that
agency"s board. Alaska Children®s Services, which is supported by four

different church organizations, reserves one-half of the seats on It
board for representatives of these churches.

While the board of directors of a nonprofit corporation may be vested
with considerable authority 1in the management of the corporation, not
all boards choose to exercise this authority. Boards usually delegate
much of the day-to-day responsibilities of operating the corporation to
employees. However, most major policy decisions, such as whether or
not to apply for or accept State grants and contracts, are made by the
boards of directors. Boards may take an active role in formulating
policy, or they can be reactive, serving to review policy developed by
staff.
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Every nonprofit 1is required by law to have a purpose, oOr purposes.
These purposes "nust be stated in the articles of incorporation, which
an organization must file ith the Alaska Department of Commerce and
Economic Development in oru®, to be granted nonprofit status by the State

of Alaska. Nonprofit corporations are forbidden oy law to adopt a
corporate name which implies that the nonprofit has been organized for
purposes other than those listed in its articles of incorporation. It

should be noted that because nonprofit corporations may have several
purposes, some organizations which provide human services may also have
other activities which are not related to the field of human services.

In addition to the legal requirements for nonprofit corporations, some
other features are often associated with nonprofit human service pro—
viders. Cue such feature is the receipt of private contributions. Be—
cause the services they offer lire often perceived to have a positive
social benefit, nonprofits frequently are able to obtain some financial

support-directly from private sources within the community. Some of
this support may be donated goods or services, in addition to cash
contributions. In some nonprofits, volunteer labor accounts for a
significant amount of services provided. Some organizations, such as

the United Way, solicit, contributions in a community and tr-en disburse
funds to individual nonprofit agencies. However, private contributions
are not the only means of suoport, or even a major source of funding,
for many nonprofit providers.

Among the people we inter,"irwed, it was generally agreed tnat nonprofit
human service providers usutly pay lower salaries than do government
agencies, althorjli” a Tew"agencies were identified as paying wages com—
parable to S'tnte. .government salaries. Human service provision tends to
be labor intensive-:, provide"S often attributed four-fifths of their
expenses to payroll Therefore, the cost of providing services may se
less for nonprofits than for State agencies. However, some individuals
also mentioned that the salary differential made it more difficult to
attract and, maintain qualified personnel.

Aside from the features discussed above, there is a great diversity Iin
the scale, and. breadth of services provided by private nonprofits in
Alaska. Some nonprofits operate many services or in many communities;
others may offer a single service in one community. Although the non—
profits represent a broad continuum of size and diversity of service,
and it is probably not productive to attempt to differentiate each non—
profit, it is useful to compare some of the features that tend to be
associated witn larger, more diverse nonprofits with those of smaller,
more specialized nonprofits.

In Alaska, there are several nonprofit human service providers which
administer a number of different programs and/or serve many locations.
Usually, such an agency directs its programs to a particular clientele
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or operates similar programs for different clientele,, However, 1in some
cases both client and programs may be substantially different in nature.

For example, Catholic Social Services 1in Anchorage operates shelters
for- women and for street people; it also operates several untimely preg—
nancy programs, including counseling and adoption services.

One practical effect of operating more than one program is that admin—
istrative costs can be spread over the various programs. Frequently,

there are economies of scale derived from combining the admin®strative

support functions of more than one program. If a nonprofit provider
relies heavily on government grants and contracts for its funding,

this enables it to charge government agencies a lower overhead rate for
each of 1ts programs. Furthermore, an agency with several funding

sources will be less drastically affected by any budget reduction of
funding for a single progranm.

In contrast, there are also many smaller, more specialized nonprofit
agencies operating one or two programs within a single community. In
terms of the number of agencies, these are the most common type of non—
profit service provider 1in Alaska. To the extent that these agencies
depend on government funding for revenue, they may be very susceptible
to loss of funding resulting from government budget reduction or loss
of government grant or contracts. However, there was no consensus
among those we interviewed that bigger was better for nonprofits. Some
individuals indicated that smaller, less bureaucratic nonprofits could
have more program flexibility and possibly use volunteers more effec—
tively. In addition, Bob Lohr of RurALCAP stated that community-based
providers were more accountable to their community and were best able to
mobilize local resources.

Native Nonprofit Corporations. There are twelve vregional nonprofits
witn service areas corresponding to all but one of the thirteen ANCSA
regions in the state. These organizations are unique and deserve spe—
cial attention.

Regional Native nonprofit organizations evolved from the regional asso—
ciations that promoted the interests of rural Alaska in tr.e land claims

settlement process. In some regions, associations were formed directly
as a result of the land claims 1issue while in other regions associations
had existed for many years. Regardless of their origins, after the

passage of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) in 1971, the
regional orjanizations turned their attention to the promotion and
delivery of health and human services in rural Alaska.

At approximately the same time that these organizations became involved
in health and social issues, other providers in the state, most notably
the Rural Alaska Community Action Program (RurALCAP), were expanding
economic development activities to rural areas. The Native organiza—
tions and the Community Action programs, because of their common goals,
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formed alliances and, 1in some instances, merged into single corpora—
tions. These corporations expanded health and social services and con—
tinued to assert more local control over issues affecting residents of
the region. However, in 1973, the Nixon Administration made the deci—
sion to terminate the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), thus elimi—
nating one of the Community Action Program®s main source of funds and
threatening the alliance between the vregional organizations and the
Community Action programs.

The response of the regional corporations was to assume responsibility
for their own administration and pursue grants and contracts that would
allow them to deliver health and social services without reliance on
Community Action agencies. Over the past decade, these corporations
have become the major social service providers 1in many areas of rural
Alaska.

Village nonprofit corporations are a second major type of Native non—
profit corporation. The Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act acknowledged
the edstence of NaCive village profit corporations that could receive
the ti tle to lands claimed by the village. |In many instances, associate
nonprofit village corporations were formed to provide human services at
the village level.

Botn the regional and village nonprofit corporations have been recog—
nized by the Bureau of Indian Affairs as trioal organizations, and an
therefore eligible to receive grants and contracts to provide service.;
under federal Native programs. This tribal designation is a result o":
the Indian Self Determination Act of 1975. This federal act mandate]
that health, -education and social services previously provided Co
Natives by federal agencies were now to be provided through contracts
with Indian tribes. The assumption of these federal programs provided
a strong stimulus to the growth and development of the Native nonprofit
organizations and established them as important service providers in
most areas of the state.

Nonprofi t corporations may also contract to provide State-mandated or
State-supported services. The extent to dhich the Native nonprofits
contract with the State varies widely. For example, the Maniilaq
Association contracts to operate virtually all of the Alaska Department
of Health and Social Services human service programs 1in the NANA region,
which includes Kotzebue. It even has its own Budget Request Unit (BRU)
in the State budget. In comparison, some of the other regional and
village Native nonprofit corporations contract to provide only a few
services.

Tnese corporations are the direct providers of many services associated
with government; .n fact, these corporations are sometimes referred to
as quasi-governmental agencies. As George Irvin of the Alaska Fed—
eration of Natives describes 1it, these corporations acc as "the hand
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on the arm of government™ in many rural areas of the state. This role
is particularly critical in some rural areas that are not within organ—
ized boroughs. Because there 1is no borough government (anti in some
cases no local government recognized by the State) to organize and
deliver social services 1in tiese areas, Native nonprofit corporations
have provided the dolivery mechanism fgr these services.

However, these corporations are not equivalent to local or regional
governments; they lack the ability to make laws, the cower of taxation,
and other essential powers of -jvernmefit.- Also, because their tribal
status under the Indian Self Determination Act is contingent upon Native
control of the organization, non-Native residents sometimes feel that
their interests are not adequately represented even though State con—
tracts and grants require all residents to be provided services.- The
extent to which regional nonprofit corporations can or should assume
the duties of government in Alaska is a question of considerable concern
to many individuals involved in the provision of human services.

Native nonprofit corporations can be clearly distinguished by their
status as tribal organizations. No other form of nonprofit human serv—
ice provider op-rating in Alaska has the same potential for delivering
such a broad range of human services to the communities and regions.
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Human service provision in Alaska involves not only a multitude of sepa—
rate, independent, nonprofit providers, but also several different fund—
ing sources, including federal, State, Municipal, and private agencies.
In such an environment, decision making 1is diffuse. The funding deci—
sions made by the federal government, the Alaska Legislature, State
agencies, municipal governments, private charities, and the nonprofits
themselves all contribute to the mix of human services available to the
population. Furthermore, for some kinds of services, government agen—
cies and/or private, for-profit providers may also be serving the same
(or overlapping) populations that are served by nonprofit agencies.

One often-repeated goai for the delivery of human services in Alaska 1is
Chat sufficient planning and coordination occur to insure that:

e human services funded are those for which there 1s the greatest
need;

e the location of the available services corresoonds to the loca—
tion of the greatest need; and

e services provided represent the most effective response to the
needs being served.

planning occurs at all levels of organizations involved in human
service provision--local, regional and State- as each human service
provider must plan for the programs it will offer. In this section, we
will discuss some of the current planning activities and other efforts
to enhance coordination and cooperation among service providers.

Planning cannot alleviate all problems, especially when the provider of
services does not control the resources to be used in providing the
service. For example, the State nay perceive a need to change the neth-
od of delivery of Medicaid services only to discover that federal regu—
lations prohibit that particular activity. A local nonprofit organiza—
tion may perceive a local need for day care and parenting programs only
to discover that the only funding that is available must be used for
treatment of victims of child abuse. In both of these cases, the
likely response of the provider is to change the focus of the desired

service in order to obtain the availaDle funding. This is especially

true of nonprofit organizations which rely heavily on State and federal

grants and contracts for their resources.

Hi thin the constraints imposed by the resource allocation system, or—
ganizations that deliver services attempt to secure funding to provide
the services they perceive as meeting their clients®™ A..eds. If the
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funding that Is available cannot be used to meet, the perceived need,
the organization must decide whether or not to accept the funds and
provide the alternate service.

The process used by nonprofit service providers to assess local needs
and design services to meet those needs varies considerably among or—
ganizations. In some cases, the planning process occurs 1in conjunction
with the funding decisions made by other organizations or agencies. For
example, in Anchorage, the Municipality of Anchorage and the United Way
provide funding for local services through a formal propo review
process. According to Lynn Caswell of the Anchorage United Way, that
organization requires member groups to submit plans concerning desired
use of United Way funds in the upcoming year. Although these plans are
reviewed by the United Way board, the process attempts to allow local
organizations freedom 1in determining how resources are used. Howevir,
Ms. Caswell noted that there have been occasions 1in which the United
Way has changed the fetus of services proposed by local providers.

The Municipality of Anchorage is attempting to develop a comprehensive
human service plan in conjunction with block grant funding by establish—
ing a coalition of service providers and public members. Although the
block grant funding decisions are ultimately made by the Borough Assem—
bly, the coalition would help assess local needs, develop service pri-
oritiesand allow local providers a forum in which to express their
local service plans.

Native nonprofit regional corporations engage in health planning in con—
junction with the Indian Health Service through the development of trib—
al specific health plans. The ability of these corporations to apply
resources to the needs identified in the plans is enhanced by the Indian
Self determination Act. This act helped to localize planning and
resource allocation for Indian Health Service and Bureau of Indian Af—
fairs human service progranms.

The three health systems agencies (southeast, southcentral and north-—
ern) also participate in developing regional health planning for their
respective areas of the state. In some cases, local health plans must
be reviewed by the health systems agencies prior to approval by State
agencies.

Statewide planning also occurs. Examples of this effort are the State
Health Plan, Alcoholism and drug Abuse Plan and Alaska Maternal and
Child Health Plan. Although these plans provide detailed inventories
of needs and goals and objectives, several providers questioned the use
of these plans in the allocation of rt.-urces. Part of this criticism,
however, occurs because of different expectations concerning the State
role in social service planning, especially with regard to the degree
of State involvement 1in the actual allocation of vresources. Some
providers feel that State agencies should adopt a more active role 1in
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establishing social service priorities and communicating these prior—
ities to the legislature. Other providers noted that these allocations

are more appropriately made on the local level. It is Interesting to
note that the recent growth in the number of legislatively designated

grants has contributed to the ability of local providers to make local

decisions concerning the use of human service resources. Some human

service providers believe that this has occurred at the expense of an

organized system of statewide social service planning, coordination and

resource allocation.

A second 1important aspect of planning is the ability of providers to
coordinate services to use resources as efficiently as possible. Gen-
erally, this means designing service provision so that there is a mini—
mum of duplication. To some extent, this coordination among providers
occurs formally in the planning mechanisms described aoove. As Lynn
Caswell of the United Way noted, organizations have been denied funding
for specific services if the services they propose are being competently
provided by another organization.

The Governor®s Office of Management and Budget is currently involved in
a project that could provide information helpful to the coordination of
nonprofit services. That office 1is attempting to develop a data base
consisting of all State grants and contracts awarded to nonprofit or—
ganizations.

Beyond this formal cooperation implicit in the allocation process, sev—
eral providers described how informal coordination ar.d cooperation oc-
curs among provider organizations. Tom Gundersen, of Alaska Children®s
Services, maintains that within certain areas of human services, such
as child care, the various providers are not only aware of the services
available in the community but also the quality o these services.
Tnis awareness stems from agency interaction resulting from referrals

11 exchange or information among agencies. Bob Lohr, Uirector of
RurALGV, note Mat bacause formal mechanisms of service cooperation
ar.l coordinitioi are very difficult to maintain, many organizations 1in
rural Alaska rely on informal exchanges of information. An informal
information exchange appears to work well in areas that have only a few
providers, making this exchange of information easier than in areas of
the state that have many providers.
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The State of Alaska, like most governments, utilizes grants and con—
tracts to purchase goods and services that benefit residents of the
state. Those purchases range from ferries to computers to mental health

counseling. Although nonprofit organizations also provide services to
federal and local governments, the State government has become a major

purchaser of human services. The growing reliance of residents on
services purchased by the State rather than provided directly by State

employees emphasizes the importance of the State®s administrative role

in the human service delivery system. This section of the report will

examine this expanding State role.

Grants and Contracts

To many people, the terms grant and contract denote different financial

arrangements. Normally, a contract is viewed as a legally binding

pledge to provide a good or service in return for fixed compensation.

On the other hand, a grant is generally viewed as less legally restric—
tive and not as closely tied to performance as is a contract. These

distinctions do not exist as far as the State of Alaska is concerned.

The Attorney General®"s office and the Department of Administration have

determined that there is no significant difference between the use of a
grant or contract in the purchase of services. Both forms of procure—
ment are considered to be legally binding and subject to administrative

rule; and regulations that govern the purchases of services.

However, there are functional differences between grants and contracts.

Contracts must be approved by the Department of Administration, which
has been designated by AS 37.05.022 as the State®s purchasing agent.

Contracts that purchase services from nonprofit providers are subject
to procedures that apply to professional service contracts (AS 36.98),

Contracts awarded under the professional services regulations require

approval of the award process by the Contracts Review Committee as well

as final document approval by the Department rf Administration. Grants

can be awarded by various departnents within the State government with—
out the approval of the Department of Admini>tration, although in some

cases approval 1is obtained from the department.

The decision as to whether a grant or contract is the appropriate meth—
od of procurement depends upon several factors. In some cases, the
statute enabling the State to purchase the service specifies the use
of either a grant or contract. For example, AS 44.47.305, which estab—
lishes the Child Care Grant Program, specifies the procedures to be
used in awarding child care grants and defines the eligibility criteria
for providers. In other cases, the procurement method will depend
upon the legislative intent of the appropriation (as determined by the
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actual wording of the appropriation bill) and the particular line itenm
of the budget into which the appropriation is placed. If funds to pur—
chase the service are located in the grants and claims line item, then
the services must be purchased with a grant. The same 1is true of the
contracts line item. The Governor®s Office 1is the only executive
branch agency that has the authority to move legislative appropriations
from one line item to another, thus allowing alternate procurement
methods to be used.

Types of State Grants/Contracts

Generally, there are a variety of types grants and contracts used by
the State to purchase services. Because this report focuses on non—
profit service providers, we will not discuss grants to incorporated
municipalities (AS 37.05.315) and grants to unincorporated municipali—
ties (AS 37.05.317), This section of the report will examine competi—
tive selection grants, named recipient grants, block grants and profes—
sional services contracts.

Competitive selection grants. These grants are competitively awarded
by departments or divisions to purchase specific services that are
authorized in statute. Generally, each grant program of this type Iis
defined by a statute which gives the purpose of the grant program, de—
fines eligibility for both recipients and providers of the service and
details any special procedures to be followed in purchasing services
under the program. Although many programs of this type exist in the
statutes, some are dormant because money has not been appropriated to
them and consequently no services can be purchased.

Two grant programs, tne Child Care Grant Program and the Alcoholism and
Drug Abuse Grant Program, are illustrative of competitive selection
grants. 3oth of these programs are established by statutes (AS 44.47.
305 and 47.30.475, respectively) which detail the services to be pur—
chased by the grants and contains eligibility criteria for providers.

For example, the Child Care Grant statute specifies that only licensed
coild care facilities are eligible to receive grants, the total grant
cannot exceed $50 for each child cared for by the facility and the
grant awards shall be adjusted geographically based on instructional
unit allotments (AS 14.17.051). In addition, the statute provides a
formula to be used in determining the grant award for eligible child
care facilities and gives the responsibility for administration of the
program to the Department of Community and Regional Affairs.

Alcohol " and Drug Abuse grants can be used to purchase services from
nonprofit corporations, city ur borough governments or other political
subdivisions of the State. The statute notes that money is to be award—
ed by the Department of Health and Social Services based on community
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need and that communities are required to match department funds.
Grants cannot be awarded under this statute unless the services to be
provided by the grantee are part of a health services or other overall
planning effort.

In both of these examples, and with competitive grants 1in general,
funds are appropriated to a State agency which purchases services
through a process of soliciting proposals and choosing the service
providers based on a preestablished evaluation criteria. This process
is deccribed below.1

The first step in the funding process 1is initiated by the State
after an appropriation 1is made that allows the purchase of a par—
ticular service. The state agency responsible for delivering that
service publishes a request for proposal (RFP) and sends the RF®
to any organizations on the bid list (the list of organizations

that have expressed interest in providing that service). The RFP,

which is advertised 1in applicable [localities using appropriate

means for the area, describes the information that a potential

grantee needs in order to prepare a competitive proposal. General—
ly the RFP includes: the department within state government pur—
chasing the service, a summary of the services to be purchased, the

deadline for accepting proposals, the professional qualifications

required for the individuals who will provide the service, possibly

the method of evaluation to be used 1in awarding grants and any

special factors the provider should consider in its plan for

delivering the proposed services.

The next step requires the provider to write and submit a grant
proposal that conveys to the granting agency exactly how the serv—
ices are to be performed. One major section of the proposal 1is
the statement of need which generally describes the nature of the
problem, consequences if the problem is not addressed, past efforts
at solving the problem and demonstration that provision of this
service will not duplicate other efforts, also included in the pro—
posal 1is the organization section which established the providers

competence to accomplish the proposed activity. Information in
this section includes the past activities of the organization, the
service area of the organization and its representation on the
governing body and the -educational background and professional

qualifications of the organization staff.

J-This description of the funding process is taken from the draft report
of the Office of Management and Budget®s Grants Management Handbook.
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The third element 1in the proposal 1is the goals and objectives.
This section details the actual outcomes to be achieved asl the
service 1is provided. Related to the statement of goals and objec—
tives is the methodology to be used by the organization 1in reaching
tstated goals and objectives. This section may include work
schedules, job descriptions of new staff to be hired and the ra—
tionale for choosing a certain methodology.

The budget component of the proposal details how the available re—
sources will be allocated to accomplish the goals and objectives.
Consequently, the budget should be directly related to the method—
ology to be used. Two aspects of the budgeting process, matching
and determining an indirect cost rate will oe examined later in
this chapter.

Horn"toring and evaluation make up the final ¢ mponents of the grant
application process. Monitoring refers to the applicants internal
organizational controls that are designed to give information to
both the grantor and grantee concerning the progress mbe *n pro—
viding the service. Evaluation refers to the process of determin—
ing the value of the services offered by the provider, The evalu—
ation should not only determine if the goals and objectives were
reached, but also if reaching these goals and objectives had the
desired outcome. In otrer words, the evaluation is to determine
not just the degree of activity but the value of the activity Iin
meeting the determined need. Monitoring activities are usually
applied continuously over the life of the grant. Evaluation activ—
ities may be done either continuously or after the service Iis

provided. It should also be no ,ed that evaluation includes exam—
ining the service providers expenses related to the provision of
services.

The reader 1is cautioned that this descr ption 1is only intended to por—
tray the basic proposal and funding process. Specific grant programs
may have proposal requirements that differ from those described here.

Named recipient grants. Named recipient grants actually identify the
recipient of the grait in the legislative appropriation. The appropria—
tion goes first to a lasignated State agency which 1is responsible for
passing the money to ese grantee. For example, the fiscal year 1935
budget states that "the sum of $50,000 is appropriated to the Depart—
ment of Health and Social Services as a direct grant to Big Brcthers/Big
Sisters of Juneau for local services to youth.™ In this example, the
appropriation appears in the grants and claims line item of the Depart—
ment of Health and Social Services which in turn grants the money to
the named recipient, in this case Big Brothers/Big Sisters of Juneau.

The procedure used to award named recipient grants is found 1in Alaska
Statute 37.05.316. The department to which the appropriation is made

-20-



ADMINISTRATION OF GRANTS ANO CONTRACTS

notifies the recipient of the appropriation and requests a proposal
that describes how the named recipient will provide tne services speci—
fied in the appropriation. If the department concludes that the named
recipient can accomplish the required services, the grant is awarded to
that provider. IfT the department concludes that the named recipient
cannot provide the particular service, proposals to provide the serv—
ices are requested from other providers. If the Governor®s Office
agrees that granting to another provider is appropriate, the department
can make the grant award to a provider ouier than the named recipient.

Representatives of several State departments with which we talked noted
that it is rare that an organization designated to receive a named re—
cipient grant does not receive it. One reason for this is the politi—
cal consideration in not awarding grants to providers specifically
named by legislators. Also, because these grants are usually for spe—
cific services, the named recipient in many cases is a competent pro—
vider of that specialized service.

Slock grants. Slock grants are a funding mechanism whereby sums of
money ire transmitted to grantees who then decide the specific applica—
tions of the money depending on local need. This differs from the
normal grant process in which funding is provided for a specific serv—
ice determined pnor to the grant approval.

Within Alaska, the block grant approach 1is used sparingly. In FY 35,
the runicipalities of Anchorage and Fairbanks received %2.9 million and
$.7 million respectively in social service block grant funds from the
State. Athough both of these grants represent onlv a small portion of
the total social se-vices expenditures in these two locations, some
community service providers reel that this approach can be expanded to
efficiently allooati larger portions of health and social services
resources. The Mu.e;cipality of Anchorage utilizes the following process
to distribute block grant funds.

The first step 1is the distribution of a request for proposal by the
Municipality of Anchorage, Department of Social Services (MOA-0SS). At
this stage, other resource providers are asked to tvake presentations

concerning the types of programs they are funding. This helps the
Department of Social Services determine the support that various types

of services are receiving from other sources. Proposals are submitted

by organizations interested in providing services. These proposals are

reviewed by the Social Services Task Force which then makes recommenda—
tions to the mayor who transits funding priori ties to the assembly.

The Social Services Task Force includes local social service consumers

and providers. After the assembly approves the funding allocations,

grants are prepared by the municipality"s social services department.

This department 1is also responsible for monitoring the performance of
grantees.
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The block grant approach 1is seen by some Anchorage service providers as
a way to ensure that the allocation of social services dollars is made
according to local needs. These supporters would like to see this
approach expanded to include funding for additional services. Nancy
Cornwell, of the Municipality of Anchorage, Department of Social Serv—
ices, supports this expanded use of block grants to allocate local
service funding. She also notes that understanding the human service
needs of a community as well as the services currently offered in the
community are 1important if a block grant allocation scheme 1is to work
effectively. As a secondary benefit, the results of the examination of
the social service system of a community can be used for planning deci—
sions other than the allocation of block grant funds.

Another major benefit of the block grant approach to funding of local
services 1is that it can potentially reduce the fragmentation of social
service dollars. Under the funding scheme used most often, dollars are
distributed to specific agencies for specific service, either oy the
legislature or departments of State government. Thi) process of dis—
bursement allows coverage over a wide range of social services but also
fragments the social service dollars making it difficult to focus
larger amounts of resources on problems that create various social erv-
ice needs. The block grant approach provides the flexibility to either
fragment or combine service dollars as dictated by local circumstance.

However, several providers with whom we talked criticized the block
grant approach. Mike Meehan, Director of Catholic Social Services in
Anchorage, noted that there were uiethods of circumventing this funding
allocation process.2 His experience shows that if local providers do
not receive the desired funding level from the block grant allocation,
that agency could directly contact the legislature and secure the fund—
ing by use of a named recipient grant. As more organizations succeed
in securing funding in this way, the block grant allocation would lose
its credibility and legitimacy in the community.

A second criticism involves the makeup of the group that is given the
responsibility to allocate funds. We mentioned earlier that this allo—
cation board would require information concerning the needs of the com—
munity and the services currently offered. Therefore, at least a por—
tion of the allocation group would be individuals involved in some way
with social services delivery. It would oe difficult for such a group
to maintain strict objectivity because of both professional opinions
concerning the best way to deliver services and personal opinions con—
cerning the way any specific organization delivers services. Decisions
that were viewed by the community as too subjective could damage the
credioility of the allocation process and vreduce support for it.

2Mr. Meehan was formerly the director of planning for the Municipality
of Anchorage.
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The block grant approach has been viewed by some as a potential method
of allocating resources in rural Alaska. It is particularly inviting
in rural localities because of the freedom it allows local planners to
fund local service delivery efforts that are more attuned to local
cultures than traditional service delivery. However, both of the
criticisms previously discussed are applicable to rural Alaska as well
as to irban centers. The ability of providers to circumvent the allo—
cation process and the potential for lack of objectivity by the alloca—
tion board could cause the block grant process to lose legitimacy.

Rural Alaska has the additional problem of lack of regional governments

to administer block grants. In Anchorage, the block grant goes to the
municipality, which is then responsible for initial distribution of the
funds as well as ongoing oversight of the grants or contracts. In ru—

ral areas of the state, there are no organized boroughs to perform these
functions on a regional basis. Regional nonprofit corporations provide
services on a regional basis, but, because the} are largely Native or—
ganizations, they may have difficulty in establishing legitimacy among
the non-Native population.

Professional Services Contracts

Professional Services Contracts are generally used by State agencies
to purchase services from nonprofit organizations. Alaska Statute
36.93 provides the legal basis for iiese contract: "d authorizes the
Commissioner of the Department of Administration (DOA) to adopt regula—
tions to be used in awarding these contracts.3 Regulations require the
use of the professional contracts procedure 1if the contract amount,

including amendments, exceeds $5,000 and if the contract is not related

to an emergency that is threatening life and proper;/. Contracts of
less nan $5,000 can be awarded by State agencies ana do not require
Department of Administration approval. All of the requirements that

are applied to the original contract are also applied to any amendments
to the contract.

The first step in the contract approval procedure is the filing by the
contracting agency of the Authority to Negotiate (ATN). The ATN con—
veys to the Department of Administration the desire of the contracting
department to purchase professional services through a contract. The
ATN includes 1information such as the division 1in which the project
director 1is located, the estimated amount of the contract, the period
of performance and an explanati i of the purpose of the contract and

3Ttiese regulations are found 1in the State Administrative manual, sec
tions 8102 through 3193.
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the services to be performed. The ATN must be approved by both the de—
partment requesting tne contract and the DOA prior to any notification
to the public that services may be purchased.

Afte™* the ATN has been approved, an appropriate procurement method Iis

chosen depending upon the dollar amount of the contract. If the con—
tract is greater than $5,000 but not more than $25,000, a formal or in—
formal method may be used. IfT the contract exceeds $25,000, a formal

method must be used.

An informal method means that at least three quotes are solicited from
providers on the contract register. A formal method requires that a
request for services be prepared and advertised appropriately. The
request for proposal for professional services includes information
such as the work to be performed, any special conditions affecting the
project and a description of the factors to be used in evaluating the
proposals.

However, there are occasions when the formal procedure is not appro—
priate. Alaska Statute 36.93 allows alternate procurement methods to
be used in any of the following situations:

1. The contracting agency demonstrates that there 1is a single
source of the expertise or knowledge vrequired or that one
person or firm can clearly perform the required tasks more
satisfactorily due to prior work performed by the person or
firm.

2. The commissioner of the Department of Administration makes a
determination that public necessity will not permit delay in
purchasing the service.

3. The service 1is to be provided by another State agency, a fed—
eral agency or a subdivision of the State.

In any of these cases, the alternate form of procurement must be auth—
orized by the Department of Administration and reviewed by the Contract
Review Committee. This committee, composed of representatives of the
Divisions of Finance, General Services and Supply and Risk Management
within DOA, reviews the process used to award all contracts to assure

that proper procurement procedures have been followed. It is the in—
tent of the committee to review the various stages of the procurement
process so any problems can be detected before entering the next phase

of the process. For example, the committee can review and suggest cor—
rections to the request for proposal prior to its publication, thus
assuring that providers and agency staff do not expend resources writ—
ing and reviewing proposals based on an ii appropriate request document.
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Matching and Indirect Costs

Matching and indirect costs are two aspects of grant and contract manage—
ment that can tie misunderstood by both purchasers and providers of serv—
ices. This section of the report will provide brief explanations of
these two issues.

Local Match. Local match refers to the requirement of some grants and
contracts that the grantee provide a percentage of the total resources
required to provide the particular service. Depending upon the particu—
lar regulation or statute governing the grant program, the match can
either be cash or in-kind. For example, alcoholism grants funded under
AS 47.30.477 require that "grants shall be awarded in the ratio of 75
percent state money to 25 percent community money, except in communi—
ties designated as poverty areas the ratio shall be 90 percent state
money to 10 percent community money..." The statute goes on to say
that money fo>* the match can be from any source other than State money
and that the value of real property used directly in conjunction with
the grant may be calculated as match.

In-kind match 1is contributions to the provision of services that are
not cash resources. Examples are donated office space, uncompensated
services of employees, borrowed equipment and donated supplies. These
items are valued at the equivalent amount of cash that would be needed
to purchase them with cash resources from the grant budget.

Although matching requirements are sometimes criticized tor establish—
ing barriers to grant funds for locations and organizations that need
t.nem most, several representatives of State grant programs noted two
advantages of matching requirements. First, the local match helps to
stretch State resources. For example, 1in the alcohol grant orogram
cited above, the local natch can contribute as much as 25 percent in
additional resources to purchase services for alcoholism programs.

Second, the match requirement acts as a check against the purchase of
services that do not have community support. If a match is required,
individuals who are contributing resources to the match can be expected
to scrutinize the project more closely tnan if they contribute nothing.
In addition, the local match requirement helps to ensure local partici—
pation and support for the project after it 1is initiated. IT local
funds are used in the grant funding, interest in the success of the pro—
ject may be spread among more local residents than just the consumers
and providers of the service.

Indirect costs. If a nonprofit corporation operates only one grant or

contract, all of the expenses involved in providing the services paid
for by the grant or contract are direct program costs. This includes
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all of the administrative costs associated with implementing the grant,
including office space, office equipment, utilities, telephone calls,
transportation, etc.

However, many times a nonprofit organization will simultaneously pro—
vide services under more than one grant or contract. For example,
large multi-purpose nonprofit corporations p "ovide a variety of serv—
ices with funding coining from many separate grants and contracts. In
these cases, it is much more difficult to determine the actual adminis—
trative costs to be charged as direct costs to each grant and contract.
For example, it may be 1impossible to determine the actual expense of
the use of office equipment such as typewriters or computers to apply
to each individual grant or contract.

The solution to this accounting allocation problem 1is to use an 1in—
direct cost rate that includes the costs that are common to all pro—
grams but cannot be assigned to these programs separately. There are
no hard and fast rules about what should be considered an indirect cost
as opposed to a direct cost. Generally, if the actual cost cannot be
reasonably assigned to a particular activity, the cost is considered to
be indirect. However, it should oe remembered that whether a cost is
assigned to a grant or contract directly or through some kind of indirect
allocation system, the cost is still charged to the grant or contract.

Indirect cost rates can be calculated in a variety of ways. Generally,
the procedure involves determining the percentage of all the common
costs to be charged to each grant or contract by dividing the total
direct costs of all the grants and contracts of the corporation by the
cotal administrative costs of the corporation (the costs that can®"t be
assigned to specific programs). For example, if a corporation adminis—
tered grants and contracts totaling $1 million in direct expenses and
incurred administration expenses of $200,000, the indirect cost rate is
20 percent. Consequently, for every program dollar administ?r..-d by that
corporation, 20 cents wculd go to help pay that program®s snare of the
corporation®s administrative expense. In the grant or contract budget,
this expense would appear in a line item called indirect or administra—
tive expense and 1is considered as part of the total grant or contract
award.

An indirect cost rate can be established by either the State or federal
government. The federal government has « fairly complicated procedure
to be followed in establishing a rate. However, once the rate is estab—
lished, aside from a few exceptions, it can De used for all federal
grants and contracts. In addition, this rate s also generally recog—
nized by the State as a legitimate and allowable cost. If a federal
rate has not been negotiated, an indirect rate can be negotiated with
the State. This may occur on a case by case basis or one Stato agency
may accept a rate previously established by another State agency.
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One special situation involving indirect costs needs to be mentioned.

Sometimes a nonprofit organization will receive grant or contract funds
to subcontract the actual services to another provider. In this case
the original grantee 1is just passing the fund to the ultimate service
provider, hence the name pass through funding. Because the original

grantee is not incurring the same administrative costs as if the grantee

were providing the service directly, the usual indirect cost rate does

not apply. Therefore, a special indirect cost rate, a pass through rate

that more accurately reflects the administrative costs to the original

grantee or contractor is calculated. As with the indirect cost rata,

this pass through rate can be negotiated with both the State and fed—
eral governments.

Grant and Contract Compliance

Regardless of whether a grant or contract is used to purchase services,
the State agency that 1is purchasing the services is responsible for
grant or contract compliance. Although actual administrative practice
may vary by department, generally program compliance is assigned to the
division level. This responsibility involves assuring that the service
that were purchased by the State are actually provided according to the
methods prescribed in the agreement. The Division of Family and Youth
Services, Departnent of Health and Social Services, provides an example
of compliance procedures. According to Dan Masden of that agency, two
general mechanisms exist to monitor services purchased by grants and
contracts.

First, regular program and expenditure reports are required that detail

the activities of the grant or contract over a specified period. De—
pending oc the size of the grant or contract and the complexity of the
services provided, these vreports are normally required monthly or
quarterly. However, 1in some cases (becdusr of the nature of the serv—
ices purchased) only one reportat the conclusion of the service delivery

is required. The content and format of these performance reports are

generally detailed 1in the grant or contract and 1in many cases the
actual payment by the State to the service provider 1is linked to the
receipt and review of these reports.

The second compliance method involves on-site visits by Division of
Family and Youth Services staff. Due to the number and types of con—
tracts and grants administered by the division, all contractors and

grantees cannot be visited. Generally, on-site evaluations are per—
formed on the large contractors or grantees as well as any providers
tnat have potential for compliance problems. It should be remembered
t. . cnese evaluations are largely program related although any finan—
cial irregularities are referred to the office responsible for that
grant or contract. Financial audits of grantees and contractors are
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performed through the commissioner®s office. Also, many nonprofit
corporations, especially the ones that provide multiple services, pay

for private audits of their financial records. These audits are gener—
ally available for State review.
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Nonprofit providers play a dynaiirc role 1in the provision of human
services in Alaska. As the role of nonprofits within this structure
continues to change, many choices must be made concerning the way 1in
which nonprofit service providers can best be used to maintain and im—
prove the quality and quantity of human services available to Alaskans.

In this section, some of the major issues confronting human service pro—
viders and poMcy makers 1in Alaska are discussed. Most of these con—
cerns were raised in the course of interviews with professionals in the
field ,,° human service delivery. In addition, Governor Sheffield"s
Human Service Mini-Cabinet conducted numerous hearings throughout Alaska
at the end of 1983 and identified many issues which relate to nonprofit
human services. Many of the findings of these ."neetings are included 1in
the discussion. While some of the issues pertain to nonprofit providers
exclusively, many of the issues relate to the human service delivery
system as a whole. The first five 1issues discussed pertain to the
improvement of the human services delivery system; the final four
pertain to the role that nonprofit providers should play in this deliv—
ery system.

As one reads tin"s section, it will become apparent that >nany of the

issues discussed are interrelated. On occasion, some of the positions
advocated by human service professionals on one 1issue contradict posi—
tions taken on other 1issues. No attempt to analyze these contradic—

tions has been made; the purpose of tin's section is to present the
issues as they were communicated to us in numerous interviews.

Planning and Allocation in the Human Service Delivery System

One of the most common sources of concern identified in our interviews
was the fragmented, disorganized nature of how decisions are made as to
which and now human services are provided. Criticisms were directed at
the level and quality of planning efforts, the degree of coordination
and cooperation between and within the various government and nonprofit
agencies involved in the provision of human services, and the processes
by which funds are allocated among human services. While these are, to
some extent, separate problems, they all relate generally to the pro S
through which human service needs are identified, the appropriate
sponses are determined, ana the resources are allocated. Furthermore,
it is useful to consider these 1issues together because some of the
concerns expressed specifically pertain to the way 1in which planning,
allocation, and coordinating activities relate to one another.
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Some of the individuals with whom we spoke believe that there 1is cur—
rently insufficient human services planning occurring in Alaska, as
evidenced by the lack of a comprehensive assessment of human service
needs. There is concern that without well defined needs, it is dif—
ficult to establish rational priorities.

Comparing the needs for different types of services- determining which
needs are greatest- is the essential second step in the needs assess—
ment process® fathy Sutcliffe, Director of Health for the Aleutian/

?ridilof Association, expressed a desire for a central needs assess-

nent; she believes that without one, regions of the state with less
visioility but great needs may be overlooked in the allocation of human

service resources. Jack Kruse of the Institute for Social and Economic

Research (ISER) stated that the present system of allocating funds,

without a clear definition of priorities from funding agencies, creates
uncertainties for nonprofit agencies.

The allocation of funds for human services without regard to planning
was another source of concern for many of the individuals we inter—
viewed. According to the findings of the Human Services Mini-Cabinet:

“there is no consistent funding (or service) standard set state—
wide upon which to evaluate the allocations proposed between
services... Also, too much emphasis goes into funding new or
one shot programs without real evaluation of what already exists
or understanding what impact the funding might have."*

This 1is not, however, a problem of the allocation process alone. When
planning docs not occur, it cannot be incorporated into the allocation
process. In addition, some individuals mentioned that plans are not
always timed appropriately. Bob Lohr, with the Ru”al Community Action
?rogram~TRurALCAR), noted that for planning to be in:orporated into the
allocation process, it must be coordinated with the budget cycle of
funding agencies. Planning results must be available near the beginning
of ftrie budget process, not as the budget approaches finalization.

Another common complaint was that human services agencies act independ—
ently of one another. For axample, Nancy Cornwell, with the Municipal—
ity of Anchorage Department of Social Services, noted that resource
i "oviders do not always communicate well with one another. Kathy Sut-
n*ffe cited a lack of coordination between the State and the federal

*Human Services Mini-Cabinet, Human Service Provider Regional Meeting
Report, prepared by Department of Health and Social Services, Division
of Planning, Policy and Prograr Evaluation, February 29, 1984. P. 13.
(Hereafter cited as Human Service Provider Regional Meeting Report.)
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government. Tom Uunderson, Acting Director of Alaska Children*s Serv—
ices, noted that there 1is no formal coordination among nonprofit pro—
vided services. Sometimes even within an agency, there 1is 1inadequate
coordination among the Jlocal, vregional and statewide offices. The
Human Services Mini-Cabinet described existing planning efforts as:

"too fragmented--too directed to particular problem areas...hence
eliminating any aoility for comprehensively or holistically ad—

dressing the wider human serice needs. In the same way, current
State planning is too fragmented among local, regional and State
levels,".5

Most of the individuals with whom we spoke stated a need for comprehen—
sive, integrated human services p rming. In the course of our inter—
views, several important characteristics of this 1idealized planning
process emerged, although probably no one individual would concur with
all of them.

e It must have the capacity to identify human service needs within
the population, both the types of service needed and the inten—
sity of need for each service.

e The process must coordinate among local, regional, and statewide
planning efforts, and between federal, State, municipal, and
private planning efforts. Because funding and allocation deci—
sions are often made at the higher levels of government and cn a
broader geographic scale, while services are frequently mkliv-
ered at a local level, it is essential that there be cooro""na—
tion and consensus of aims among the various levels of plcnni ig.

e Resource allocation decisions should be made in consideration of
the total range of human service needs, rather than independent
allocation of funds for each type of service. This 1Is sometimes
called "holistic" planning, referring to the belief that because
tnany human service problems are interrelated, effective solutions
cannot be developed by treating each aspect of such interrelated
problems independently.

e The planning process should have a long-term focus. This would
help to lend continuity and coherence to human service program—
ming from year to year. It would also help to reduce uncertainty
among providers about the funding of their agencies or programs.

BHuman Service Provider Regional Meeting Report, P. 4.
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e There should be sufficient internal discipline within the plan—
ning and allocation process to ensure the coordination of alloca—
tion decisions with the needs and priorities indentified by the
planning process.

Many human services professionals believe that without internal disci—
pline, 1t would be impossible to obtain the cooperation f"m nonprofit
providers needed to ensure that the other characteristics listed above
could be obtained. Presumably, institution of comprehensive planning
may result in reductions of funding for at least a few agencies as
priorities are redefined. Without some kind of discipline, it would be
in the bes”™ interest of such agencies to attempt to bypass the planning
process. On the other hand, it seems doubtful that this discipline can
be achieved without a widespread perception of fairness and effective—
ness in the planning process. Lacking this perception, those respon—
sible for making allocation decisions, such as the Alaska Legislature,
will be hard put to justify their commitment to the process.

However, in the course of our interviews, few tangible suggestions were

made as to how this process might be implemented.. Comprehensive plan—
ning is seen as an elusive goal, with many difficulties to be surmounted
before its successful implementation. For example, one of the basic

elements of planning is an assessment of need. However, human service
needs are very difficult to assess quantitatively. Jack Kruse, with
ISER, has pointed out several obstacles to this assessment. Surveys
are of limited value, because of the expense and because many of the
«"opulations at need are difficult to identify. Some human services are
targeted for very small populations with very great needs.

Mr. Kruse suggests one method of determining needs would be a survey of
needs as perceived by providers and others who have regular contact
with the populations at need. However, he noted that for many human
services, the number of providers 1in a given community is very small,
and needs assessments would probably be limited to rough estimates of
need relative to the degree of service presently available.5

Another obstacle to developing comprehensive planning is the lack of
consensus about where decision making should take place within the
process. Some of the individuals with whom we spoke believed that the
planning process should not be directly connected with the allocation

5For a more detailed discussion of Kruse ™ proposal for determining
need, see: Jack Kruse, A Description of Anchorage Subsidized Human
Services, Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of
Alaska, June 22, 1984. PP. 14-1G.
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process. Others believed that without some form of explicit link be—
tween the two, planning activities frequently would be 1ignored in favor
of political considerations.

Also, spme individuals believe that many nonprofit providers are com—
fortable with the status quo and will be reluctant to support any
proposal for planning which might reduce their own 1in*1lpence in the
allocation process. Mike Meehan, Director of Catholic Su_ial Services,

perhaps expressed it best when he stated that wnile everyone supports

planning in principle, most providers will be leery of any attempt to
implement comprehensive planning. However, he believes that those non—
profits whc do not cooperate in the planning process should be forced
to obtain .heir funding from other sources.

It seems likely that many issues would have to be resolved before the
successful implementation of a comprehensive, integrated planning pro—
cess could be acnieved. Kathy Sutcliffe suggested that human service
providers and resource agencies in Alaska probably would need to plan
extensively just to develop this planning process. Other providers
noted the necessity of integrating planning with policy decisions
concerning the development and delivery of human services.

Althougn there were many complaints about deficiencies 1in the system
of planning for and allocating funds to human services, many people
believed that the State and other human service funders were doing a
reasonably good job of allocating their resources. Informal coopera—
tion and information sharing among human service providers was cited as
one factor which help minimize the negative effects of deficiencies Iin
formal planning. One view of the present system of planning and re—
source allocation is that the large number of providers and funding
agencies creates a marketplace for human services which functions
similar to laissez faire capitalism. In the broadest sense, the system
is selfcorrecting; funding agencies will not continue to fund ineffi—
cient providers or unnecessary services in the long run.

Extending the Funding Periods for Grants to Nonprofits

Traditionally, most government grants and contracts with nonprofits for
human services are for a term of one year. Many providers contend that
this annual funding process is an inefficient mechanism for contracting
with nonprofits. Some nonprofit providers complain that it is sometimes
well into the fiscal year before a contract to provide services can be
negotiated between the funding agency and tne provider. The Human
Services Mini-Cabinet found that the process:

" "results in tremendous amounts of time being lost by the provider
researching and applying for new funding. Further, this militates
against the need to engage in long range planning or program
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development; creates unwillingness to employ longer term and per—
haps more effective treatment .methodologies; encourages higher
staff turnover due to job insecurity; and does not enable the set
up of employee benefit packages...™"

The Mini-Cabinet also found that the uncertainty created by the funding
process spills over into client relations, resulting in the client hav—
ing a lack of confidence 1in the provider®s continued existence.3

Several individuals have suggested that the funding periods for non—
profit providers be extended to two or more years, to reduce the un—
certainties of funding and minimize the resources that must be directed
toward obtaining more Tfunding. While it is acknowledged that extended
grant and contract periods could have some adverse effect on nonprofit
accountability, most individuals with whom we spoke believe that the
majority of nonprofits receiving grants and contracts have already
proven their ability to provide services in a responsible manner. For
unproven nonprofits, some form of probationary, one-year grant or con—
tract could be given until the provider establishes that it can manage
funds responsibly and deliver quality services.

Alternative Sources of Funding

One 1issue identified by the Human Services Mini-Cabinet is the increased
funding of human services from sources other than the State. Among the
possibilities mentioned are the use of fee-for-service and the billing
of third-party insurance coverage where applicable.3 Another source of
funding is the local match provision of some State grant programs.
Private nonprofit providers also have access to private contributions,
which can coine in the form of money, donated supplies or equipment, or
volunteer labor.

In the course of ou™ interviews, two different concerns were expressed
regarding alternative sources of funding. One 1is that nonprofit pro—
viders should, whenever practical, avail themselves to all potential

sources of funding. Human service professionals quite understandably

desire to direct as much resources as possible toward meeting human

service needs. The ability to exploit various sources of funding is
frequently cited as a sign of a well functioning nonprofit provider.

It is also perceived as an indication of broad-based support for a
service.

7Human Services Provider Regional Meeting Report, p. 7.
3lbid., p. 7.
Abid., p. 10.
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The other concern is that funding agencies not place any unfair burden
on nonprofits to utilize other sources of funding (including i"n-kind
contrioutions). Many nonprofit providers believe that they should be
treated the same as any other private enterprise with whom government
contracts to provide a service, particularly 1in the case of services
that the State is required to provide by law. From this perspective,
the nonprofit should be paid the full cost of providing the service,
just as a private contractor would be paid for providing any other good
or service.

As noted earlier, Jlocal match requirements have been criticized for
making it difficult for some organizations or even local communities to
obtain State funding. Most of the individuals we interviewed strenu—
ously opposed any requirement or evaluation method that would penalize
nonprofits who failed to obtain some level of private support. Some
individuals also mentioned that any requirements for nonprofits to
obtain private contributions would hurt many smaller nonprofits, who
lack the skills or resources to engage in fund raising efforts. Also,

questions of efficiency have been raised. Fund raising can distract
providers from t.hei> basic mission of providing service, and additional

moneys raised may not justify this cost.

Some nonprofit providers fear that a system which emphasized the use
of other sources of funding might ultimately lead to the State with—
drawing equivalent funds for every dollar raised. Thus, 1in the long
run, nonprofits would have no greater funds, but would have a greater
burden in raising them.

Improving Professional and Managerial Capabilities of Nonprofits

A number of individuals identified a "lack of sophistication” as a
problem among some nonprofit human service agencies. This included a
number of specific characteristics su<.h as unfamiliarity with the
funding process, a lack of skills or knowledge necessary for efficient
management, and a general lack of experience or expertise at providing
specific services. These deficiencies were noted in both personnel and
boards of directors. Some individuals were specifically concerned with
providers in rural communities, where the provision of services may be
newer or personnel has less regular contact with other human service
providers.

One factor freouently mentioned as compounding the problem 1is the
State®"s salary schedule; the State generally pays higher salaries for
human services professionals. As a result, there is a tendency for
these professionals to begin their careers with nonprofit providers and
move intc State government as they acquire the necessary experience.
This trend makes it more difficult for nonprofit providers to retain
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their expertise. In addition, when nonprofit providers assume a service
formerly provided by the State, this salary differential often prevents
them from retaining the existing staff.

One suggestion to alleviate these problems is for the State to provide
technical assistance to the nonprofit providers. This assistance could
include help with completing grant applications and with complying with

recordkeeping and reporting requirements. In this manner, tne State
could help to ensure that the funds it disperses to nonprofits are used
in the most efficient fashion. One example of this kind of assistance

is the Grants Management Handbook recently developed by the Office of
Management and Budget. The handbook seeks to fami.iarize individuals
with requirements of the grant application process and financial manage—
ment of the grant.

Some people also stated that such efforts are important to ensure that
sophistication in the technical aspects of grant applications was no
an absolute requirement to funding, nonprofits should not have to be
polished to receive grants.

Another means of addressing these problems 1is to increase the avail—
ability of training for nonprofit employees and boards. This was one
of the needs identified by fhe Human Services Mini-Cabinet.13 Not only
does this approach have the potential to improve the quality of service
and management of nonprofit providers, Lynn Caswell with theUnited Way
of Anchorage pointed out that training opportunities can in some cases
serve as an alternative for agencies unable to pay higher salaries.

Standardization of Management of Human Services Programs

One issue identified by the Human Services Mini-Cabinet was the "lack
of uniformity/consistency 1in the management of human services programs
across State agencies." Among the specific problems cited were a lack
of standardization of forms, procedures, time frames and tha information
which nonprofits must provide the agencies. This results 1in providers
wasting time "filling out essentially the same information in slightly
different ways or at slightly different times."

In response to these criticisms, the State"s Office of Management and
Budget (OM6) 1is attempting to standardize grant procedures. This ef—
fort includes an attempt to uevelop a uniform grant application form.
According to Linda Oelaney, with OMB, her agency would also like to
standardize budget information and eliminate duplicated audit efforts.

I"Human Service Provider Regional Meeting Report, p. 16.
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Local Control of Human Service Provision

One often-cited advantage of nonprofit providers is that delivering
service through a community-based agency allows for more local control
of services (or, for some areas of rural Alaska, regional control).
Some individuals believe that such factors as local accountability,
local hire, and local providers®™ ability to mobilize resources within
the community wusually enhance the quality of the service provided.

Such individuals contend that centralized authority vresults in delays
in decision making and in decisions that may not be effective within
the local context. They would like to see vreased local control in
Alaska®s human service delivery system. The Mini-Cabinet found that
providers believe:

"too many decisions [are] being made in Juneau; regional managers
hav[e] little authority to make decisions; [there is a] need for
greater local input into planning, program development and fund—
ing decisions; and programs [are] so general and regulations too
rigid to allow 1local needs to be appropriately or efficiently
met."01

The Mini-Cabinet findings contained many proposed solutions including
decentralization of delivery decision making in State agencies and
providing more of the funding for human services through local block
grants.” one example of how centralized decision making can result in
inefficient use of resources is when a statewide office of an agency
funds a nonprofit in a community, even though local referral agencies
do not refer clients to that provider. Thus, the service funded will
likely be underutilized. decentralized decision making could help
ensure that the agencies funded are well respected within the community.

A block grant approach to funding would allow communities more flexible
responses to local problems by localizing the allocation decisions.
However, in the course of our interviews, several people suggested that
there might be resistance to a block grant approach for human service
funding both from local governments and from some nonprofit service
providers. Local governments might resist receiving most funding for
human services through block grants for fear that once they assumed
responsibility for delivering the service, the State might reduce or
eliminate the block grant. Local governments would then be faced with

N Human Service Provider Regional Meeting Report, p. 5.

N Human Service Provider Regional Meeting Report, p. 5.
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a substantial new fiscal burden. According to Bob Lohr, many nonprof—
its might oppose a block grant approach to funding human services
because they perceive more security in having their funding connected
to a line item in the State budget than in competing for a piece of a
block grant.

Rural vs. Urban Services

Many of the individuals with whom we spoke believed that the problems
facing human service providers 1in rural areas of the state are fre—
quently of a different nature from those of providers in Alaska®s urban
communities. Rural areas often lack basic services, a diversity of
nor mK-ofit providers available to deliver services, and access to the

same labor pools of human service professionals. In many rural areas,
regional or local governments that could accept block grants or provide
services directly do not exist. Native nonprofit corporations have

tended to fill the void caused by the absence of government services.
In contrast, urban communities may be faxed with the challenge of coor—
dinating services provided by tens, if not hundreds, of different agen—
cies. Local governments are well established and may add another level
to the flow of funding to nonprofits.

As a result of basic differences between rural and urban Alaska, pro—
grams or program requirements based on an urban model for service
delivery may not be practical in rural Alaska. Urban and rural human
services may have to be approached as two separate and distinct delivery
systems. Among the possible steps to alleviate the problems stemming
from these differences identified by the Human Services Mini-Cabinet
are greater recognition of the priority of rural services and the need
to use a nonurban model in delivery or accounting for services.14

The Role of Native Nonprofit Corporations

As noted earlier in this report, the State of Alaska contracts with
Native nonprofit corporations to deliver many different human services.
In some instances, as with the Manilaaq Association, the Native nonprof—
it will contract to provide several statutorily mandated services,
which would otherwise be provided by State personnel. In the course
of our interview, a number of individuals questioned whether it was
appropriate for the State to depend too extensively on Native nonprof—
its to provide services to all eligible clients in a community or re—
gion. It was noted that Native nonprofits exist, by and large, to

~ Huinan Service Provider Regional Meeting Report, p. 15.
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serve the needs of their own membership, usually Natives or Native
organizations. Non-Natives may have no formal means of participating
in policy making within the Native nonprofit corporate , In theory,
it is possible that Native nonprofits may have agendas which are tai—
lored to the needs oi their members and could conflict with the needs
of the nonmember clients they have a contractual obligation to serve.

However, while many individuals were willing to acknowledge that the
special nature of Native nonprofits posed a philosophical problem, no
one with whom we spoke indicated that there was evidence this problem
had manifested itself. Some individuals believed that Native nonprof—
its are completely capable of providing State services equally to
Natives and non-Natives. Hob Lohr, with RurALCAP, did not see any dif—
ficulties with having Native nonprofits provide service to non-Natives.

He felt that problems arising from Native control of these providers

were more theoretical than practical. It was also noted that State

contracts can explicitly vrequire Native nonprofits to provide equal

access to State-funded services.

State Responsibility for Legally Mandated Services

Another 1issue pertaining to the State®s use of nonprofit providers to
deliver human services was raised by representatives of the Division
of Public Health, the Division of Family and Youth Services, and the
Emergency Medical Services program in the course of earlier work per—
formed by the House Research Agency. This issue relates to the State"s
responsibility to provide services which are statutorily mandated.
This responsibil ity is not transferred when the State contracts with a
nonprofit provider to deliver such services. "The contract transfers
the function, but cannot change the policy as established by law. If
the contractor cannot perform the function as required by law, the
State is obligated to do the work, potentially fragmenting service
lelivery if mandated services have to be provided by the State while
otiier services are provided by contractors."”

14Jay Livey, "State Government Funding of Nonprofit Agencies,” House
Research Agency Research Request 35-005, August 31, 1985. P. 8.



CONCLUSION

Virtually every human service professional with whom we talked during
the course of this project believed that a sf/"ificant portion of human
services in Alaska will continue to be provided by nonprofit corpora—
tions. A significant number of providers also expressed the view that
nonprofit service delivery will expand as more existing State services
are provided locally through grants and contracts to nonprofits and as
these organizations initiate new services.

However, beyond the general belief in the viability of nonprofits in

the human service delivery system, we found little consensus concerning

tiie role nonprofits should play. Part of the reason for this confusion

is the lack of basic information concerning the activities of the organi—
zations themselves.

Recently, three projects have been started, however, that should pro—
vide basic information concerning nonprofit service delivery. The
Governor®"s Office of Management and Budget is developing a computerized
information program to collect and sort data on all grants and conti acts
awarded to nonprofit agencies. The Institute of Social and F.conoinic
Research, University of Alaska has just completed a study for the
Municipality of Anchorage that describes the human service delivery

system within that municipality. The Alaska Native Management Center
at the University of Alaska Fairbanks has initiated a study to assess
the effectiveness of nonprofit Native regional corporations. These

projects, and others like them, will provide the information and analy—
sis needed to define the current role of the nonprofits in the service
delivery systenm.

However, collection of information is just the first step in determin—
ing the role nonprofit organizations will play in service delivery.

Human service professionals working for both State government and non-
profits noted the need for policy direction in:

e planning for all human services based on statewide needs
assessments and allocating State resources among State agen—
cies and nonprofits according to these needs;

e developing methods of recognizing gaps and duplications in
services between nonprofits and State agencies and among non—
profits; and

e distributing resources to nonprofit organizations without
imposing heavy administrative burdens on either the nonprofit
or State agencies, while still guaranteeing efficient use of
State resources.
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CONCLUSION

We noted in the report that there is no consensus among representatives
of nonprofit providers or State agencies concerning the exact nature
of their future role. For example, some nonprofit representatives
claim that State government should take a more active role in establish—
ing human service priorities and allocating resources based on those
priorities. tther human service professionals feel that control of
human services planning and resource allocation 1is more properly done
at the 1local level. The contradictions inherent in many of the other
issues that providers presented to the Human Services MinicCabinet
illustrate this lack of consensus.

However, if the State does not begin to formally define the role of
nonprofit corporations, this role will be defined implicitly, quite
possibly in vays that perpetuatate confusion among the State and pro—
viders,. The development of policies concerning planning, allocation of
resources, administration of human service programs and identification
of service gaps and duplication extends beyond the role of nonprofit
corporations to the entire human service delivery system. However, if
nonprofits have become an integral part Of the human service delivery
system in Alaska, and the consensus is “hat they have, a new definition
of their role seems inevitable.



ANCHORAGE ALCOHOL AND DRUG PROGRAMS

Akeela House, Inc 504 W. 25th Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Phone: AC (907) 276-1276 Contact Person: C. Joe DiMatteo, Director
Services - Provides a residential facility for abusers as an alternative to
incarceration; provides vocational training for re-entry in fhe community,
Provides alcohol information, outreach and referral information for the
Anchorage area. Outpatient services are provided for adults and families.

Fees - sliding fee scale
Elioibility - Anyone in need of substance abuse tretment services.

Center for Drua Problems, 520 E. 4th Avenue, Ste. 102. Anchorage, AK 99501
Phone: 276-6430 Contact Person: Cynthia Aiken, Director
Services - Individual and group counseling, methadone maintenance, detoxifica-
tion, drug-free and social survival skill training, urinalysis testing.

Fees - Counseling - methadone maintenance - methadone detoxification (siiding

fee scale)

Salvation Army Clitheroe Center,

Comprehensive Services, P.0. Box 190567, Anchorage, AK 99519-0567

Phone: 243-1181 Contact Person: Dr. Ray Dexter, Director
Services - Outpatient aftercare, individual and group counseling, long-term
emergency medical services, detoxification, specially equipped van, community
service patrol, elderly outreach, family and individual counseling, aftercare,
vocational rehabilitation, women®s residential and outpatient.

Fees - Depends on income
Eligibility - Anyone in need of alcohol/drug treatment services.

Volunteers of America ARCH/ASSIST ASSIST
Hi land Road, 600 Barrow, Ste. 406
Eagle River, AK 99577 Anchorage, AK 99501

Phone: 694-3336
Contact Person: Jeeni Swyter, Director
Services: Provides Adolescent Residential Center for Help (ARCH) for youth,

ages 12-17, who have a substance abuse problem. Comprehensive outpatient ser—
vices for substance abusers age 12-17 and their families are provided through
ASSIST (Adolescents Staying Straight in Substance Treatment).

Fees - Sliding fee scale
Eligibility - Youth desiring help with substance abuse problenm.

Alaska Council on Prevention of Alcohol and Drug Abuse, Inc.

7521 Old Seward Highway, Suite A, Anchorage, AK 99518
Phone: 349-6602 Contact Person: Bette O0"Moor, Director

Services: Serves as a prevention, information and education service agency for
alcoholism and drug abuse in Alaska through programs such as "Here"s Looking at
You", Employee Assistance, Media Development, Alcohol Awareness Week, Resource
Library and Prevention Plus Strategies.

Fees - None
Eligibility - SOADA funded programs, school districts, and general public.
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ANCHORAGE AREA
DRUG AND ALCOHOL ABUSE SERVICES

SERVICES PROVIDED TO URBAN & RURAL ALASKANS

1. OUTREACH- INFORMAT ION-EDUCAT ION

2. ASSESSMENT/REFERRAL
3. DETOX
A.  ALCOHOL

B. OTHER DRUGS
4. RESIDENTIAL
A.  SHORT TERM
B. LONG TERM
OUTPATIENT
METHADONE MAINTENANCE
AFTERCARE
PREVENTION ACTIVITIES

0 g o ol

TARGET POPULATION

INDIVIDUALS
GROUPS
FAMILIES
YOUTH
WOMEN
NATIVES

97_U'IJ>(AJI\>H

NUMBER OF PEOPLE SERVED

DETOX 1,476
ASSESSMENT/REFERRAL 3,661

RESIDENTIAL 110 BED DAYS 40,150
(LONG & SHORT TERM)  90% UTILIZATION RATE

OUTPATIENT 1,278
METHADONE MAINTENANCE 90
FUTURE GOALS
1. COMMITTMENT TO REGULAR MEETINGS
2. TRAINING CONSORTIUM -
COMBINE TALENT & RESOURCES TO PROVIDE TRAINING IN THE ANCHORAGE AREA
FOR: COMMUNITY SERVICE PROVIDERS FROM URBAN & RURAL ALASKA
OTHER PROFESSIONALS
3. JOINT COMMUNITY FUND RAISER
4. LONG RANGE PLANNING (3-5 YEARS)

5. SUPPORTING REGIONAL ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE ASSOCIATION (AOAAA)



TABLE 1-1

COSTS TO THE STATE OF MASKA
FOR
ALCOHOL ABUSE, DRUC ABUSE AMD MENTAL ILLNESS 1984

Alcohol Drug Mental
Abuse Abuse Illness
CORF. COSTS 169,600,000 20,000.000 146.800.000
Direct 25,400,000 5,000.000 67.500,000
Treatment 22,300,000 4,200,000 58,700,000
Support 3,100,000 800,000 $.500.C00
Indirect 144.200,000 15.000,000 79,300.000
Mortality 41,200,000 3,200,000 22,200,000
Morbidity 102,400,000 11,300,000 57,100,000
Reduced Productivity 92,100,000 11,000,000 6,300,000
Lost Employment 10,300,000 800,000 50,200,000
OTHER RELATED COSTS 25.400,000 42.400.000 ~,400,000
Direct 18,000,000 18,200,000 1,400,000
Motor Vehicle Crashes 7,200,000 *
Crime 6,800,000 17,000,000 *
Public 6,100,000 12,700,000 *
Private 600,000 4,000,000 *
Property Loss/Damage 100,000 300,000 *
Social Welfare Program 500,000 200,000 1,400,000
Other 3,5u0,000 1,000,000 *
Indirect 7,400,000 24,200,000 *
"OTAL 195,500,000 62,400.000 148,200.000

Although costs are hypothesized to occur
available Co develop reliable estimates.

in this category,

Total

336,400.000
97,9("~,000
85,.100,000
12,700,000

238.500.000
67,200,000

171.200,000

109,400,000

61,900,000

69,200,000
37.500,000
7,200,000
23,500,000
18,880,000
4,600,000
400,000
2,100,000
4,500,000
31,600.000

405,600,000*"

sufficient data are not

**AThis equals approximately 5.2% Alaska®s gross state product of 7.8 billion dollars.

Prepared by California Health Research Foundation, 1985
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The House Research Agency 1is the permanent, nonpartisan research
support arm of the Alaska State House of Representatives. The
agency performs research at the request of legislators. A biparti—
san governing committee composed of the House Speaker and Minority
Leader and the vranking House member of the Legislative Council

(i.e., either chair or vice-chair), oversees the agency"s work.

While the legislature is 1in session, most research is of a discrete
scope. During the interims between legislative sessions, projects

of larger scope are undertaken.
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PREFACE

Following tne adjournment of the Thirteenth Alaska Legislature, the
House Research Agency was asked to undertake a special project on the
delivery of human services by private, nonprofit providers in Alaska.
Specifically, we were asked to review significant features of the human
services delivery system such as the breadth of human services provided
by nonprofits, current methods of allocating funding to nonprofits, hu—
man services planning activities, and oversight of nonprofit services.

Authorized by the Agency®s bipartisan governing committee, this report
has been prepared for the entire membership of the Alaska House of
Representatives. The purpose of this report is to provide an overview
of private, nonprofit human service delivery in Alaska which can assist
legislators in their development of app*opriate State policies. It is
not the intent of this report to advance a particular policy regarding
the role of nonprofits in the human service delivery.

We recognize that private, nonprofit agencies are only one category of
human service provider in Alaska. Several State agencies currently pro—

vide human services directly. The federal government, Jlocal govern—
ments, and private, Tfor-profit providers also play important roles in
the delivery of human services. In focusing this report on nonprofit

providers, we do not mean to imply that other providers play any less
significant roles in the delivery of human services.

This report reflects only a portion of the House Research Agency"s re—
search concerning private, nonprofit providers of human services in
Alaska. Members of the Alaska House of Representatives are welcome to
concact the House Research Agency with additional research requests per—
taining to this subject.



INTRODUCTION

This report is intended to serve as an introduction to the role of
private, nonprofit, human service providers in Alaska. While existing
documents provide useful information about one or more nonprofit
agencies or a particular type of service provision, this report provides
an overview of the broader network of nonprofit human service providers
and discusses current issues in the delivery of human services in Alaska.

The discussion 1is descriptive vrather than analytical because basic

information on the number of nonprofit human service providers in the

state, the services provided by these agencies, the amount of funding

these nonprofits receive from State government, and the cost of non—
profit human service provision compared to direct provision of services

by government was unavailable. Without such information, it is virtual—
ly impossible to perform a meaningful analysis of nonprofit provision

of human services.

Some data which woulu facilitate an analysis 1is presently being col—

lected by other agencies. For example, the Office of Management and
Budget 1is currently developing a centralized c information system
for all State grants to human services. When . eted, this computer
system will be capable of providing information nonprofit providers

receiving State funds by location and by type of service. Also, the
system will be linked to the Alaska Department of Labor®s demographic
information system. In addition, the University of Alaska, Fairbanks
and its Alaska Native Management Center have recently undertaken a
multi-year research program on Alaska®s nonprofit Native regional
corporations.

Individuals who have a great familiarity with the human service delivery
system in Alaska, particularly those who are employed within the field,

may find they are already aware of much of the information included in
this report. Most of it was, in fact, obtained from interviews with

such individuals. In the course of our research, we talked with indi—
viduals employed by nonprofit providers and by government agencies as
human service planners, program administrators, and contract compliance
officers. We also interviewed several other individuals involved in
the delivery system in an advisory capacity. In addition, we have also

relied on a number of existing publications which describe various

aspects of the human services delivery system.

Not everyone considers the term ™"human services"™ to include exactly
t.ne bu e sot of services. Some use the term to include a wide range of
health, assistance, and employment services. Others prefer to classify
health as a separate category. We have generally used -;he term to mean



