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Ever since the Garden of Eden
man has been concerned with
allocation problems created
by scarce means and unlimited
ends. Ther it was allocating
four fig 12; .es between two
people; no:x it is spending

billions » dollars to pacify
millions or people.

Hanley H. Hinrichs
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' I ' : I. INTRODUCTION

I There is clearly a limit to resources available to state
agencies Ifor service provision. Agencies are mandated by

state and federal statutes and regulations to provide

¥

- certain services to specific client groups.- Concurrently,

i funds available to pay for the serwices are regulated.

] | Since resources are finite it is prudent that those avail-
able be utilized in the most efficient and effective way

;L possible and that an accounting of the allocation be made.

- Cost/benefit analysis is a useful tool for analyzing

the economic results of a course of action. It doées not,

however, provide ready-made decisions since dollar valuations
cannot be attached to every significant variable in the model. i
= Also, while empirical in method, it does rest upon assump-‘ :
- tions and projections.

- The consulting firm of Booz-Allen-Hamilton, Inc. was

e ~onti.cted to work with project staff in developing a
metho! .logy for a cost/benefit analysis of the SID
p;oject.* The methodology was tc be of sufficient detail

to allow SID staff to conduct data entry and analysis

!
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independeatly.

This Volume presents SID's implementation of the cost/

Sy
i g

benefit methodology. There are three sections: methodology'

{ £ LN
t

and assumptions underlying the model; results; discussion

Aoz

and conclusions.
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*
The full report entitled "Methodology for a Cost/
Benefit Analysis of the Service Integration for Deinsti-
tutionalization Project" was appended as Appendlx Z to
kY the January 1974 QID Progress Report
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II. METHODOLOGY

A. FRAMEWORK

The framework for the cost/benefit analysis is defined

by four considerations:

1) the analytical question to be addrzssed which in
turn depends on the goal and objec+ives of the
SID project and on the intent of the analysis;

2) the point of view to be taken for defining costs
and benefits;

3) the target group of clients to be studied using
the methodology developed;

4) the timc frame for the analysis.
Fach element is discussed in turn.

1. Analytical Question

The central purpose of SID is to establish a systematic
procedure for the orderly deinstitutionalization of resi-
dents of state institutions. That goal will be achieved
when clients adjust to community living and do not return
to institutioné, when movement toward independent. living
situations is made by clients, when comprehensive and
continued care of clients in a community setting are avail-
able, and when improved integration of community services
takes place.

The SID model assumes that any person can reside in
a community setting rather than a stéte institutién, given

sufficient service resources in the community. The analyt-

.
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ical question is derived from the assumption that SID's
systematic deinstitutionalization procedure is successful,
i.e., that clieﬁts once placed in the community continua
to remain there. 1In analytic terms, then, the question
addressed by the analysis is: Do the benefits of dein-
stitutionalizing a client and maintaining him in the
cdmmunity, using the 3ID model, exceed the costs?

Formulation of the question in this manner results
in a direct answer to the question of differential costs
and benefits associated with community living versus
institutional living.

2. Perspective

The choice of perspective depends primarily upon who
is to use the cost/benefit analysis results and lor what

purpose. It is expected that persons at all levels orf

government will use them when confronted with the task of

opting for or against programs geared toward deinstitution-
alization. Thus, the costs and benefits of successful
deinstitutionalijzation are classified from the perspective
of society-at-large., Costs and benefits from other per-
spectives-~-such as federal, stezte, and local governments--
arce calculated separately so that costs and benefits for
such subgroups are available. 4,

3. Tarpget Gioup

The target group of clients selected for the cost/
benefit analysis are those mentally ill and mentally re-

tarded clients who are judged to be successfully deinsti-

-3-
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3 j tutionalized. Juvenile offender clients have been excluded
as explained in paragraph IIB below.

Receidivists are dropped from the analysis, as are
clients judged likely to be re-institutionalized, since
these persons represent a failure in the community ser-
vices delivery system and an abridgment of the SID goal.

The analytical question as defined (see paragraph IIAL,

SA RS B poe et bl LR S 406 00 0
x

above) precludes inclusicn of this group for the current
; é analysis.

4. Time Frame

The time frame chosen must balance the necessity of
3 including future streams of costs and benefits with the
inherent risk o” rmaking projections.

: It is tempting to select the term of the project as
the time frame since this would allow exclusive use of
cmpirical data and would not require reliance upon the

: ; uncertainties involved with projecﬁions into the future.
However, that time period is too short to obtain a meaning-

ful answer to the analytic questioh.

e

Adoption of the lifetime of the SID clients would have

the advantage of accounting for all future cost and benefit

streams. ' However, given the uncertainties of projecting

housing, income, and other service needs over decades, a

Toos T Loacias B ybidtici

time frame of ten years (or the client's lifetime, if

gibite

expected to be less than ten years) has been chosen.
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B. EXCLUSION OF JUVENILE OFFE#PER CLIENTS FROM THE TARGET GROUP

The analytical question and the time fvame for conducting

"the annlysis.for mentally ill and reta.ded clients do not

apply to juvenile offender clients. For the mentally ill
and mentally retarded group, the cost/benefit method
analyzes the economic consequences over a relevant period
of time (ten years) of implementing one course of action
(deinstitutionalization) versus another (continued insti-
tutionalizationy. With juvenile offenders, it is not
realistic to assume that one alternative occurs to the
exclusion of the other. The juvenile offender will be
released at least at age 21.

The central economic question regarding the juvenile
offender client group is:

Is there any long-term dollar advantage to releasing

juveni.les urider a planned, service-integrating, service-

monitoring procedure (stuch as SID) over reieasing them

without this kind of elaborate social machinexy?
To answer this question, a longitudinal survey of many
years duratieon is required. Thus, the juvenile offender

ate
iy

client group has been excluded from the present analysis.

C. STRATIFICATION OF DEINSTITUTIONALIZED CLIENTS
The net economic effect of the deinstitutionalization

effort ¢an be determined by analyzing the costs and benefits

% .

A methodology has been developed by Booz-Allen-Hamiltor,
Inc. and given to appropriate officials in the. Department
of Corrections for their consideration, :

-5-
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in the deinstitutionalization of a target group of clients.

However, if the target group is analyzed only as a whole,
valuable information about portions of the group may be
obscured. - For example, clieets being supported by welfare
versus clients beinpg supported by their own earnings are
likely to have very different costs and benefits from
society’s viewpoint.

The target group has been stratified by those factors
most likely to affect the results and each stratum is
analyzed separately. Three variables were judged to have
the most influence on costs and benefits associated with
deinstitutionalization and maintenance: housing, employ-
ability, and primary source c¢f funds.

1. Housing

The client's type of housing is used as the primary
indicator © level of disability.’ The,types of living
arrangements ave grouped into three categories:

~Intensive Ca. - {IN) (containing nursing home, home

for adults giv -g close supervision, and training
school for the »lind)

-Intermediate Care (IM) (containing boarding house/

residential hotel, home for adults giving moderate

supervision, foster home, halfway house, V.R. resi-
dential facility, and group home)

-Family or Independent Care (FI) (containing relative/

guardian's home or own home or apartment

2. Emplovability

Prognosis for employment rather than employment status

is used. If labor-market conditions are such that oppor-

~6-
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tunities for employment exist and if the SID model is operating
successfully in locating employment for clients, tﬁen
employability will equal employment. Employability is more
stable than employment as it is not affected by the success
or failure of the model or society.

wmployability ie broken into‘three categories:

~-Employable Full Time (FE) (the client is employable
full time in a competitive environment)

-Employable Part Time (PE) (the client is employable
part time in a competitive environment or is em-
ployable full/part time in a sheltered workshop)

-Not Employable (NE) (the client has physical, emo-
tional, or mental prcblems that will most likely
always preclude him from being gainfully employed) _

3. Primary Source of Funds

Money payments to the client to be used at his discre-
tion (as contributions toward housing or supportive ser-
vices, or for food, clothing, or other necessities) are

broken into two groups:

-Private (PR} (at least 50% of support comes from
client's savings, assets, employment, family/guardian
of client, Social Security income--earned or retire-
ment, other disability benefits, or pension)

-Public (PU) (at least 507 of support comes from public'
assistance income grant, Supplemental Security Income,
Medicaid, or Medicare)

The three variables just described, with their accom-
panying categories, form a matrix of 18 cells or strata.

3 ne

Some. of the cells are realistically contradictory or non-

-plausible. For example, it is unlikely that there are

< i
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clients emp'-zeé:le full time, living in intensive care

arrangements, and receiving public (or private) funds.
After exclusion of such cells, there are likely to be no
more than 15 acti-'= cells. Since the number of cliegts
in the target grcap is small, this "ceil-lbss" will
enhance the analysis.

Data are collected and processed on a per client basis
for each specific living arrangement, employment positioh,
income source, and other cervice provided. As detailed
in paragraph E, below, clients werec assignec o strata
when empirical data were collected for the ldst time
(Decembér 31, 1974). This procedure proved more reliable
than trying to assign each client to a stratum when deinsti-
tutionalization first occurred since there tended to be

a "settling-in" period before a client's situation stabi-

lized and his future became more predictable.

A major reason for stratification is to allow decision-
makers to determine those types'of cliénts for which it
is relatively more cost/beneficial to implewment a program
of deinstitutionalization. Consequently, coéts and
benefits for each stratum are analyzed separately.

Clients may be expected te shift from one stratum to
another across time. The decision-maker may need to know

the extent of, and the economic implication of, this phe-
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nomenon. Therefore, cross-tabulations are made to show
the relationship between descriptor variables at the time

of client release and at the time of projection.

D. COST AND BENEFIT ELEMENTS

Conceptually, specificicost and benefit elements
result from effects or consequences of SID model operacicn.
Since these effects are virtually limitless in number, the
task becomes one of sorting, selection, and categorization
to make the analysis manageable.

The myriad of SID model-associated happenings have
been categorized into ten principal model effects which,
from the perspective of society-at-large, were then
classified as costs or benefits. There are six major cost

clements and four major benefit elements. Some of these

~elements have been divided into smaller but distinct units

wte
(called "items") for clarification.”

1. Cost Elements

a. Community Supportive Services

These include costs or services provided by agencies,
facilities and other organization to SID clients in the
community for meeting»thgir social, physical, psycholo-
gical, and educational needs. Supportive services are
arranged by SID on behalf of the client 2nd are provided

by community resource persons. Both gngoing service

b

Appendix A contains a chart showirg for each cost and
benefit slement and item its components and the terms included
in each component.

-9 | |
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delivery costs and the costs associated with start-up
of services are included.

b. Client Maintenance : ’ ‘

The housing and subsistence items comprising this
element may not be mutually exclusive since some housing
facilities also provide subsistence. They are separated
for data entry purposes but are combined in the final analy-
sis.

¢. Service Integration Costs

This element includes personnel costs not included
in Items la, 1b, or 1d incurred by SID staff, A&P teams,
institution staff, and community service providers in the
process of deinstitutionalizing successful clients and
maintaining them in the community. -Costs incurred during
assessment, determiration of placement, and client tracking
and service monitoring of the targer group are taken into

account.

d. Deinstitutionalization Costs
These are the costs incurred by the institution in the
process of releasing SID clients.

e. Lost Economic Productivity

This is an implicit cost element. Should the relative
or puardian of a client decide to quit his job in order to
care for the client, the lost labor represents a lost

contribution to economic productivity.

-10-
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J- f. Community-Related Costs

Intangible, external effects of the SID model which

o P AT,

[ relate to the reactions of community citizens toward

placement of SID clients 7in their community are included

i b s ops

in this element. Fear, confusion, and misunderstanding,

P RTLS

.£ are all feasible reactions which cannot be measured and

assigned a commonly acceptable or reasonable cost.

T 2. Benefit Elements

a. Savings of Institutional Costs

LN TME T pr e g N A AN g

li ’ If a SID client lives in a community rather than an
institution, society saves the cost of providing institu-

sy tional care for the client.

B

T2

U b. Increased Economic Productivity

This is the client's contribution to economic pro-

A ey

ductivity, i.e., his or her labor valued as the market
Ll dictates. .

e c. Psychosocial (Client)

PRI

o Improvements in a client's well-being resulting from

community vlacement are intangible effects that cart be

NI fyn 52 s

quantified but not easily values in dollars. SID does

A

Zy
¥
¥

measure these effects but doe$ riot attempt to put a dollar

valuc on them for purposes of the cost/benefit analysis.

N,
5
-

T

b d. Psxchdsocial (Community)

) W S e
4
L

Community placement of $ID clients and SID service

P e e
et

integration efforts affect the community. There is, hope-

FiAn et
*

S
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fully, an'incxeased public awareness of the problems and
needs of the mentally i1l and mentally retarded clieﬁt.
Also, ‘service providers may achieve greater integration

and develop information upon‘which to baseé- resource develo-

mernt . These benefits are not feasibly measured in dollar

terms, however.

E.  DATA COLLECTION AND ABJUSTMENTS

Empirical data for the cost/bénefit analysis vefe
collected from the time each client was first plac:d into
‘Ché community until December 31, 1974. At the data cutoff
date, housing, source of income, employability, and support
service requireménts were projected over the next ten
years of the client's life.

Projected lifespans were determined on the basis of
actuarial tables (Commissioner's Ordinary Table, 1974,

Federal Tax Facts). Projections for each client's service

requirements in the community were based on the empirical
data éathered during his community tenure and on the judg-
ments of SID staff and service providers working with the
client.
Clientsvwere assigned to strata and analysis cf data
procecded on a per stratum basis.
‘Data were adiusted for a number of economic factors

which could not be measured directly.

-12-
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1. PFringe Benefits

These are considered to be a portion of the compensa-

tion a worker receives for his labor. ' Fringe benefit rates

are included in the direct labor costs for all personnel

;L who in one way or another serve the client. ) R

2. Overhead

L A T R Y T S R T AN e

The overhead factor is appliéd to the direct labor

X

g

e

costs of all employee groups thereby accountiug for the

i

additional indirect costs of providing a service.

o ms e
Vi R
———‘r_‘ o |

3. Iuflationm '
v R :
% Costs and benefits incurred over a neriod of time :
: oo change in dollar amounts as a function of inflation (or L
; - deflation). 1T} - rate or pattern of future inflat : a
P cannot be accurately estimated. Therefore, tne analysis
P conducted disregards the inflation/deflation phenomenon.
% - Ignoring future inflation patterns does not detract g
é ;; from the quallu§aof cost-benefit comparisons made in

the analysis since there is no reason to assume that an

, e increase or decrease in relative dollar values of costs
g \
- versus benefits will occur over time.

4. Discount Rate (Opportunity Costs)

7S AT ATIT LT A o ST e ST L T

:i Capital invested in the past, when viewedkin‘the preseﬁt,'
i _; has expandéd in dollar amount because of investment earnings 5
¥ .
g i over time. Dollars invested in the future will have had “;
'g 17 nd opportunity to accrue earnings. Q}cause of this: economic
B4 $
% b phenomenon, today's dollar is more‘véiuablé than the same - B A
g Eg 4011ar ten years from now over and above inf¥§tion reasons. %‘ o ;.~’,§
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All monetary values in the analysis are treated in

R——

.
terms of today's dollars. To correct for the "lack-of- ;‘g X
opportunity” of future dollars, these are discounted to -
present dollar values.

5. Adjustment Factor : i

In addition to the above adjustments, an "adjustment
factor'" is necessary to account for the cost of unrecorded,
~non-direct service delivery time spent in such activities
as arranging for a service, determining client eligibility, ; -
producing reports, attending staff meetings, etc. The
adjustment factor is estimated to be a percentage of direct
labor costs and is a dollar value added to the documented

costs of providing a specific service to a client.

F. SUMMARY

The purpose of the ccst/benefit analysis in the SID ,f
project is to provide another tool for the evaluation of
1 service-integrating model for deinstitutionalization.

The results can be interpreted only in the context of other
data generated by the project.

The methodological approach addresses econcmically
measurable costs and benefits incurred in the successful
operation of the SID model in deinstitutionalizing and
maintaining mentally ill and mentally retarded clients in i
the community projected over a period of ten years. Costs
and benefits are dcoternined from the perspective of

society~at-large.
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To refine the analysis, clients are stratified by
housing, employability, and source of income. Clients are

expected to océupy no more than 15 of the possible 18

cells. .

Data are entered cn an individual client basis for
each of five ccst and twe benefit eleménts to which dollar
values can be attached. (One other cost element and
two benefit elements are intangible.) The dollar amounts
used throughout the analysis are expressed in termé of
today's dollar value and represent: costs and benefits
related only to the target group of successfully deinsti-

tutionalized clients.

III. RESULTS

This section describes the resultant sample of clients
included in the cost,benefit analysis, specifies the cal-
culation methods associated with the analysis, and presents
the cost/benefit findings.

A. SAMPLE

A total of 52 clients met the criteria for inclusion
in the cost/benefit analysis. These ciients were either
mentally ill or mentally retarded and were judged to be and
likely to remain successfully deinstitutionalized. Table 1

presents a breakdown of the sample of clients by institution

-15-
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The majority of the client sample came from Western

4
———
Pt o e et it 1

State Hospital (WSH).. This resvlt is due largely to the 3

fact that the processing of clients from that institution L
began several months before clients from Lynchburg Training :
School and Hospital or Southside Virginia Training Center
entered. the project and about one year before the first A RS .
clients from Central State Hospital were processed. | " .
Clients from WSH have, on the average, been residing , ‘ f
in the community longer than clients from the other three
institutions. (See Table 2.) The actual time spént in
the community by individual clients ranges from one month .
to 18 months. The average length of time spent in the
community for all 52 clients is 8.5 months.
Ten additional clients were once included in the ]

analysis but later dropped due to re-entry into an insti-

tution. (See Table 3.) Even if clients were subsequently Ul
re-released, as three were, they no longer met the terms .

set by the analytical question.

Tables 1-22 are presented at the end of Section T1I, : g
RESULTS, p. 34. oo
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The demographic characteristics of the sample of 52
P -
*
P clients were found to be as follows:
- -The mean age at assessment was 52.76 years. !

'y

-53.8% are female.
-82.7% areAwhite.

-7.7% are married.

e

<

-5.87% have one or more children over the age of 18.

1
-

-The mean length of the last institutionalization was
13.23 years.

e

B

T -The mean number of prior institutionalizations was
1.27. '

R Pr ERER T Tt LV S Rt ae xS vt

-12.5% have a committee assigned. !

Vol -69.4% of the clienis expressed a desire to live outside
i the institution while 4.1% wished to remain ,in the
P institution. ’

v ~51.9% are of normal appearance.
-%2.57% are completely mobile.

~39.2% are moderately, scverely, or profoundly retarded
or of undeterminaple intelligence despite testing.

-The mean grade level attained in a regular school
. setting is 4.53 years.

A -Institution staff held that 32.77% could be either
completely or partially self-supporting in the
community. '

e

ORI s yeis o ey

~52.9% were 'held by institution staff as able to use

o public transportation. _ 8
& -The percentage of institutional costs boirne by the !
Commonwealth of Virginia and/or third party payers
T was 87.3% at WSH and 100% at the other three insti-
i tutions. , ' :
1
- {
- See Appendix B for Assessment Digest on the resultant
i; sample of clients, : . .
e : ~17- 3
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These discrete facts yield a picture of isolated
individuals with a potential for normalcy but with few
family or community supports.

The A&P teams prescribed a wide variety of housing

types and ancillary services for these clients. Tables 4

At
w

and 5 summarize the prescriptions written.

f . Types of housing prescribed ranged from the most
§ ; intensive arrangement (nursing home) to the most independent
1 : (independent living). Several supportive services were

prescribed for each client with most falling into the
2 . areas of physical and social/psychological health.

Table 6 presents a matrix showinyg the initial and

final (December 31, 1974) housing modes for the clients.

Four clients have moved from one housing type to another:

BT T e

one from a fosteyr home to a home for adults giving close
supervision, one from a boarding house to a home for adults

glving moderate supervision, one from his own apartment to

»

e

a foster home, and one from a boarding house to an apartment.
Clients were assigned to strata based on their housing,
employability, and primary source of income as of Decemberb
E 31, 1974. (For a description of the stratification

variables, see IIC, above.) Placing the 11 housing types

*
See Appendix C for Prescription Digest on the sample
of clients. '
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"shown in Table 6 inye the three housing strata, a compari-

son between client location in initial and final housing
strata caﬁ be made. Table 7 presents the results.

Only three clients (5;8% of the total) have moved
from one housing strata to another. élients are very
evenly distributed among the three housing strata at the
time of close-out feor analysis.

Table 8 shows the distribution of clients among the

catepgories. included in the employability and income

variables.

547 of the clients are empioyable at least on &
part-time or sheltered basis as judged by the broker advo-
cate assigned. 58% are receiving at least half their
income from public sources.

Twelve of the 18 cells produced by the intersecting
of the three housing, three employability, and two income
strata contain clients. Table 9 shows each client's
stratum (cell) assignment, age, and projected remaining
lifetime. The mean age and the mean projected remaining
lifetime for clients falling into each stratum are also
presented.

Strata 1, 2, 4, 8,‘l2, and 13 are empty. A client who
is employvable full time, living in an intensive care situa-

tion, supported by public (stratum 1) or private (stratum 2)

-19-
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funds is not likely to exist. Similarly, it is not likely
that a person in family/independent care and employable
full time will require funds from public sources (stratum
13). Clients may have entered strata 4, 8, and 12 had

thé saﬁple size been larger.’

Of those stréta containing clients, the number in-

i cluded ranges from one (strata 7 and 15) to 10 (stratum 5).
The mean age ranges from 18.0 years (stratum 7) to 79.8
years (stratum_G); the mean proﬁected remaining lifetime

; ‘ ranpes from 9.5 years (stratum 6) to 58.6 years (stratum 7).
» A summiacy of individual stratum data also appears in
Table 10 accompanied by summary data for the major housirg,
employability, and income categories. The smallest number
of ciients falling into any of the large categories is

160 (Employed Full Time).

The mean age of those clients in interisive care is
double that of clients living in family/independent care
(69.0 years versus 34.5 years). Those clierts who zare
not cmployable are, on the average, more than twice the
age of those clients employable full time (56.5 yes#rs
versus 30.2 years). Clients receiving public funds are
slightly older, on the average, than those supported by

private sources (57.8 years versus 47.2 years).

+ e i S Ao

These data suggest that the younger the client the

more apt he is to be (a) 1living with family or independent-

; -20-
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ly (b) employable full time and (c) maintained by private

™

Y funds .

v,

% B. CALCULATION METHODS IN TREATING THE DATA

LA

L The manner in which adjustments were calculated and
i - assumptions accommodated in treating the cest and bene-

fit data follows.

B
el

%

i. Fringe Benefit and Overhead Rates

g

Most professional service providers interacting with

SID clients in the community were employees of the Common-

S wealth of Virginia. The current fringe benefit rate for
-~ these employees is 12.0%. However, it is not unusual
, * for private firms to offer fringe benefit packages of
% ) 15% or even 17%. Assuming that the Commonwealth will one
f N day be competitive with private industry, a 15% fringe
o benel it rate was used to adjust all salaries.
; ‘e ‘the overhead rate is defined as all costs incurred
i by an agency in other than direct service provision.
o In the SID program all salaries other than broker advo-
: " cate salaries aﬁd all other costs (electfonic data
% :; processing, rent, etc.);constituté 65% of the tétal'budget.
;i - Accounting personnel for the Deﬁartmeht of Mental Health
; ’L and Mental Retardation and the bepartment of Welfafe
%:'T_ ~indicated that the rates for their‘resbeétive‘agencies
g f. were between 40% and 50%. Since iﬁhwas difficult to -
; ;i ’ arrive at a figure consiSténg amoﬁg all agencieS'inQolved,‘

>

‘the higher SID overhead rate of 65% was used throughout.
Gl S

-2]-
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Using the overhead rate of 65% and the fringe benefit
rate of 157 means that all salaries of personrel serving
SID clients were increased by 80%. For example, if a
social worker whose hourly salary‘ié $5.50 spent one hour
with a client, the calculation is:

[$5.50 + ($5.50 X .8)] = $9.90 ‘
Any direct expenditure for goods or supplies, such as
medication, was determined separately from salary or
service.

2. Ad‘ustment Factor

An adiustment factor of 4C% times~direcﬂ~service—time
costs was used to incremen? .the actual costs associated
with both SID staff and other service provider time.
Inquiries of SID broker advocates regarding how much non-
direct service provisien was irvolved in their work rcutine
produced a range of responses buu averag:d a2t 457%. WVelfare
department reports in;Massachusetts and West Virginia
indicate that 34% and 387 respectively cof Eheir staff time
is spent in indirect service delivery. v |

Extending the examples used in paragréph B1l, above,
the formula for calculating tte cost of the social worker's
time becomes:

[$5.50 + ($5.50 X .8)] + .4[$5.50 + ($5.50 X .8)] = §13.86
The basic hourly salary of $5.50 therefnre expands to a
cost of $13.86 when consideration is given to overhead,

fringe benefit, and non-service delivery activity.

-22-
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3. Discount Factor

,.
mpeneh
s %

When projecting dollar values of costs and benefits

over the next 10 years a discount rate of 8.07 was used

[}
1

<
< »
.-}b"_‘,

to convert future dollars to’ present dollars. Studies

.

often use both 5% and 10% discount rates to test the sen-

e B

sitivity of the analysis to these rates. SID opted

o
B *
\
i

for a mid-range value. )

4. Projections

e e e e e
E ]
. >

Projections regarding each client's costs and bene-

ot

fits over the next 10 years (cr the client's lifetime if

expected to be less than 10 years) were based on:

ax 1) the client's history of costs and benefits during N -
his or her observed period of community tenure;
Loyl 2) - the broker advocate's prediction of the client's
; future service needs;
, 3) in those cases where the foregoing did not provide h
= adequate information, a comparison among clients . : '
R in the same strata with respect to a specific ‘ - e
cost or benefit dollar value.
Projections of costs were based on a liberal assess-
f . ment of what the client would be likely to require in the
§ — way of services. For example, if a client is currently
; - employed in a sheltered workshcp (or is on the waiting : , N
i :E list for entry to a wbrkshop), it was assumed that he would
£ 4 remain in such. an employment situation for the entire
P ‘ 5 i
o period even though a ‘certain percentage ¢f persons in
;5! - gy ; ; N . . . !
ﬁ e ‘sheltered employment do move to more independert situations R
é . ~ and contribute further to society through payment of higher i
K s ; Rt
3
g taxes.
. -23- 7
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— ‘IE was -further assumed that a person salaried at the
| level of a SID broker advocate would follow each client
. for the full period at a frequency only slightly below
that of the first year of follow-up. It is unlikely that
cont;ct by 2 client advocate would be required so fre-
quently over a long time period.

5. Society Costs~versus Total Costs

All costs and benefits are presented from the point
of view of society-at-large except where otherwise stafed.
As discussed above, society costs and benefits are separately

o defined as those atrributablie to federal, state, or local

 ?ﬁ» governnental entities. Total costs and benefits include

@ . private dollars such as those contributed by the family
of the client or the client personally.

For example, if a client's institutionalization cost
$6,000 per year and the state paid $5,000 and the family
$1,000 of this cost, the "savings.of institutiornal costs"
from society‘s point of view is $5,000 per year while the
total benefit is valued at $6,000 per year.

The difference between societal and total costs and

PRSI SR

benefits is probably underestimated in the analysis since
it is not possible to accurately attach a dollar value to

all private costs and benefits, For instance, what does

8

it cost a parent to have his child at home and, on the
» other hand, what are the benefits from such? In these
cases, private costs and benefits are not included in the

analysis.
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6. Federal, State, Local Contributions

For each individual stratum, dollar values attached
tb each cost were distributed among federal, state,
and local sources. The percentages used for tte distri-
bution weré based on discussion with agency peérsonnel
regarding the proportion of their budget received from
each source. If a portion of their monies came frcm
private sources, these were included in the total but
not the societal cost. |

To illustraté: SID funding is 89% federal and 117
state until the fall of 1975 when Title XX is evpected to E
take over funding of the program. At that time, the fund- ¢
irg percentages will change to 757 federal and 25% state.

Dollar values attached to each benefit were also
distributed among the funding sources. In the case of
"savings of institutional costs' the cost of each cl&ent's
last ward assignment was used as the cost from which to
ascertain funding sources and future projections. The
reimbursement offices of the institutions were able to
provide data regarding which funding source(s) presently ' i
met these costs. Thevclient's contributi§n‘to society
through personal labor was calculated as the value of the
taxes paid to federal and state sources. Another aspect of
client labor or earniﬁgs is the effect on the econcmy of

b i, Fobm g ok e b U i s T 3
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the client's utilization of money; it wis not possible to

attach a dollar value to this benefit.
With the exception of the SID program, no attempt was

made to predict how funding mixes for the various agencies

——
v ont e i St g

will change. It is quite likely that these will alter over

€ ot
R

time but no sonund tasis for making specific predictions

were available. C A
C. FINDINGS | ' i

The cost/benefit findings (valued in discounted present

dollars) are presented with respect to (a) analysis of

individual strata and (b) analysis of aggregate strata.
Detailed findings associated with eack analysis appear in
o a series of Exhibits attached at Appendices D and E.

Appendix D contains exhibits presenting summary data

Cim AT ety

oy,

for individual strata. Five data displays are provided .

for each stratum arnd are referred to as Exhibits I, 11, -

III, IV, and V. These are organized on a stratum basis

P e S s s et

and since there are five different exhibits for each of

the 12 strata there is a total of 60 displays. The contents

for each strstum are:

1) Exhibit I ("Summary of Ecouomic Costs and Benefits") - }
provides the dollar values attached to each cost
and benefit element as well as the ratio of
economic benefits over economic costs;

5 2) Exhibit II (“Average Annual Cost and Renefit v -

: Dollars Over All Clients in Stratum'") - the average
* dollar amount and the sum of the averages are

' shown for each cost and benefit element and major ;i
item for each of the ten years under analysis; -

P , | -26-
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3) Exhibit IITI (“Cost and Benefit Dollars Over the
Next 10 Years') -~ the raw dollar values for each
element and major item on a per client basis
and a st of the averages is provided;

4) Exhibit IV ("Sources ard Recipients of Cost/
Benefit Dollaws') - breaks down the sum nf the
averages for the stratum into federal, state, and K
local funding components; : '

5) Exhibit V .("Total Cost/Benefit Dollars Versus
Societal Cost/Benefit Dollars") - compares the
differential between public versus public plus
private contributions and receipts.

©rmres e

Appendix E contains displays presenting data aggre-
gated aéross selected strata. Ten different groupings
are presented: eight groups based on the stratification
variables (see margins of Table 10); a "Nursing Home Care"
group of clients from strata 5 and 6 and living in nursing
homes; and, the tctal group of 52 ¢lients.

The five Exhibits described aBove are at Appendix E
for the "Nursing Home Care" group of clients. Only two
Exhibits are presented for each of the other groups:

1) Exhibit I ("Summary of Econcmic Costs and Bene-
fits") - same as for individual strata;

2)  Exhibit II ("Average Annual Cost and Benefit
Dollars Over All Clients ‘in Stratum') - same 2s
for individual stratarexcent that calculations
are presented only for cost and benefit elements
(not items). g

1. Findings in Individual Strata

L=}

Table 11 presents data excerpted from each Exhibit i
in Appendix D. It provides a comparison among,Stréta = ‘
with regard to the benefit/cost ratios (iQe., average
eccnomic benefits divided by average economic‘costs). It

also shows the average net benefits per client.' ' o

-27- f o ; RESARE
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The only stratum for which costs exceeded benefits was
stratum 5 which contains clients who are in intensive care
housing, not employable, and receiving at least half their
iﬁcome from pubiic sources. Ratios of benefits to costs
for the other strata ranged from 1.52 to '11.86. Average'
net benefits per client over :“he 10 years ranged from
$13,000 to over $46,000 in those strata vhere the ratio
exceeded 1.00. 1In stratum 5, the average net ccst fer
client for 10 years was $395.93.

Exhibit II for each stratumlists average dellar values
of cost and benefit elements per client.for each yeér in
the 10-year period. (Exhibit II for stratum 9 is shown
as Table 12 as a representative example.) Note that values
in 1974 are generally lower than thase in 1975. This is
because the average length of community tenuie to date 1is
8.5 months thus making 1975 the first full year considered
in the aralysis for most clients.

Due to the 8% discount rate used, the pattern in all
strata between 1975 and 1983 is a steady decrease in dollar
amounts. Services were projected to continue at the current
rate of provision unless the client's record clearly indi-
cated an increase or decrease in certain rates.

Table 13 is derived from Exhibits II and shows the
proportional contributions of cost and benefit elements.

Maintenance (hcusing and subsistenée) was  the major
cost in glf‘strata except stratum 16. The proportion of

supportive services costs varied from 3.1% to 62.0% of the

-28-
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xs costs together did not comprise over 257% in any stratum and

total while service integration and deinstitutionalization

- generally fell under 10% of total costs.

- s e 7Y T oo o 72 S T it e

“As would be expected, thé major benefit item was the <
savings of institutional costs. Most clients are not

gainfully employed and taxes paid by persons earning under

U

i -$200 per month are insignificant compared to savings of

e institutional costs ranging up to $8,500 per year.

Table 14 presents the proportional contributions of

.

the components of the on-going service delivery item.
Job training/placement services constituted a large

<. percentage of costs for clients who are partially employable-

D N s

or in a sheltered workshop. This is because such workshops

[P

are supported by public funds in addition to their contracts

with private industry. For those not in sheltered employ-

ment, physical health and social/psychological health

s costs made up most of the total.  Few educational services

it e
I3
3

.. are provided fcor the clients in the sample.

+ g

e With mwaintenance and supportive services as the major
cost clements, it is reasonable to ask by hLow much these

would have to be increased in order for the benefit/cost

| SEREATY

P

ratio to be reduced to break-even. Table 15 ptovide§ this

information.

dancs ok

#3mnt g

Excluding stratum 5 (which has a benefit/cost ratio o :

of slightly less than 1.00), maintenance costs would have

e
e

PR

i to be incremented by 0.95 (or .nearly doubled) as a mini- i : L=
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mum (stratum lﬁifand raised by a factor of 16.92 as a 0 é
maximum ésffé?um 6). Supportive services would also have
to increase substantially to bring the benefit/cost
ratios to break-even.

Exhibit II1 for each stratum shows the dollar values ‘ :
of the costs and benefits for each client. (Exhibit TII
for stratum 9 is shown as Table 16 as a representative ) X
example.) An examination of the dollar values among clients i
reveals a great deal of variation. This is due in part |
to the varying length of time clients are expected to
live, different housing modes included within each stratum,
and varying supportive services required. Table 17 pto—
vides the ratios of benefits to ccsts for each client,

There is wide variation between individual client
benefit/cost ratios. This is true even within certain
of the strata (e.g., strata 6, 14, and 16). However, only
two client§ outside stratum 5 have benefit/cost ratios under
1.00 Cclieﬁts #25 and #47).

Exhibits IV shoﬁ the sources and recipients of cost/
benefit dollars and Table 18 summarizes these data.

On the societal cost side, ;he‘federal SOUrCces Carry
much of the load in maintaining the deinstitutionalized
client:

-the federal contribution to costs is over 757% in

five strata (14 clients) and over 507% in 10 strata ,
(48 clients); 4 ;
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~-the state contribution to costs is over 50% in one
stratum (one cliert) and less than 25% in eight

ey et r———_“—
. G o

o - strata (34 clients); y
- ~the local. contribution is more then 20% in two strata .
“é (four clients) and less than 8, in the remaining 10

strata (48 clients).

On the benefit side, these proportions for state and

-

federal sources are reversed:

o

¥
%)

-federal sources receive more thang;30% of the benefits
in two strata (14 clients) while they receive less
than 8% in six +strata (20 clients);

s oo

St

~-state sources receive more than 80% of the bfiefits .
in 10 strata (38 clients) and over 6‘% in the remaining
two strata (14 cllents)

—

i
"

-since local sources do not cantribute to the cost of
institutionalization or levy income taxes, no benefitc
i accrue to these sources.

.- Data can be orderc¢d in still another way to compare

the relative contributions of federal and statc funding.

Table 19 presents the benefit/cost ratios when the federal

and state costs and benefits are isolated separately.

B e S

When federal monies are considered, only stratum 6 has
- a benefit/cost ratio greater than 1.00.  From the point f
. of view of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the benefit/cost

ratios decidely favor couamunity residence with values ' 8

ranging from 1.89 to 113.67.

L " Bearing in mind that many private coscs end benefits .
. are not obviously measurable, Table 20 cémpares the
¥ benefit/cost ratios from society's point of view with the

total dollar values attributable to costs and benefits.

There are no extreme differences between the ratios

b
€
3
¥
aw

although using the total societal costs does_alter most
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ratios slightly. For the sample of clients studied, the H
private sector (at least outside the family) is not ab-
sorbing costs or receiving benefits at a significant level. ;

2. Findings Across Strata

Table 21 is based on Exhibits 1 at Appendix E and
presents the benefit/cost ratio and the average net
benefits per client for the 10-year period for each » '
group.

The bencfit/cost ratio was greater than 1.00 in
every instance and the ratios interrelate in the expected
ways:

-The ratio for those in Nursing Home Care was less
than that for clients in Intensive Care which was
less than that for thos: in Intermedizte Care which
in turn was less than that for those in Family/
Independent Care.

-Similarly, those receiving primarily Public Funds
had a lower ratio than those receiving primarily
Private Funds.

The overall benefit/cost ratio for the entire group
cf 52 clients was 1.98. The average net benefits per
client ranged from $2,500 over 10~y¢ars for clients in
Nursing Home Care to $29,000 over the period for clients
Employable Full Time.

Table 22 is derived from Exhibits II of Appendix E

and shows the proportional contributions of cost and

benefit elements.
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As in the individual strata, maintenance comprised the
largest proportion of costs while savings of institutional
costs coptributed most to the dollar value of the benefit
eiements. The proportion of supportive services to the total
cost varied, with the presumably least active clients (in
Intensive Care and Not Employable) receiving the fewest o
supportive services. Service integration and deinsti-
tutionalization costs comprised less than 117 of the total
for any group. ) 5

An inspection of the Exhibits II themselves reveals
the same pattern noted in the individual strata displays;

i.e., increased costs between 1974 and 1975 followed by a

steady decrease in present dollar amounts through 1983.
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Table |

CLTENTS INCLUDED IN THE COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS

Institution
of Residence

Western State
Hospital (WSH)

Central State
Hospital (CSH)

Lynchburg Training School
& Hospital (LI3H)

Southside Virginia Training
Center (SSVTC)

TOTAL

Table 2

=]

32

11

N

52

e

61.5

100.0

AVERACE PERTOD IN THE COMMUNITY FROM PLACEMENT TO DECEMBER 31, 1974

FREYR B Iy TR

Institution

of Residence

WSH
CSH
LTSH
SSVTC
TOTAL
' -34-

Average Period
(in Morths)

10.3
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‘ l , Table 3
CLIENTS ONCE INCLUDED IN THE ANA'LY‘SIS/

o ‘ DROPPED DUE TO REINSTITUTIONALTZATION

. Institution
M. cf Residence n- Z
g
f WSH 9 90.0
B CSH
1
s

v LTSH
E SSVTC 1 10.0
P e ' *
i TOTAL 10 100.0
. Ak )
E *0f these 10 clients; 2 have been terminated f. : the .
Lo project and 3 have been re-released. : ’
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Table 4 . ‘ :(

IDEAL HOUSING PRESCRIBED
FOR CLIENTS INCLUDED IN THE COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS ~z
...)
Community : .
Housing : n z (
Boardiny House/

Residential Hotel 4 7.7

Foster Home 8 15.4

Ealfway House 4 7.6
! Group Home ‘ 7 13.4 »
. , 3

Nursing Home 7 13.5

Home for Adults 6 11.5

1

'
PR
L ——

Relative 12 23.1

Independent Living 1 1.9 i

V.R. Residential Facility 2 3.8

Other 1 1.9

TOTAL 52 99.8
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7 Table 3
t : ,
H SINMMARY OF PRESCRIPTION .DECISIONS MADE FOR CLIENTS INCLUDED IN THE COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS
: HOUS ING* i
; PRESCRIPTION DECISION Boarding House/ ~ Home for
* Pr IN Pr OUT Res. Hotel Foster Home Halfway House Group Home Nursing Home Adults Relative Other - TOTAL
;n 2 on % n Z a 'z - n A a2 n Z n oz a %Z n Z N Z
t 52 100.0 11 9.2 26 21.8 10 8.4 16 13.4 9 7.6 20 16.8 18 15.1 9 7.6 5 119 99.,,
% *HOUSING includes first, second, and third choices. ,\‘ ;
. . . k ** . N f\,
ANCILLARY SERVICES : : Lt
JOB_TRAINING/PLACEMENT PHYSICAL HEALTH SOCIAL/PSYCHOLOGICAL HEALTH ‘ ED
. o T Activity g _ “Continuum ST e
. Elderly VEC/VR A% 3 VR "Shelt  Dental Medical Fam Plg/ Ctr/Day Family of M.H. Social  Adult
: Act Ctr Counsel Fval/Ref Job Trg Wkshop _Care Care Sex Ed Care C.A.T. Counsel . Services Club Ed r
‘n 7 15 10 8 6 2 52 13’ 7 27 21 40 31 7 R
2 32,7 28.8  19.2  15.4  11.5  40.4 100.0  25.0 -  13.5 . 51.9  40.4 - 76,9 S9.6 13.5 | |
: ‘ : ' L : . !
*#Mean No. Job/Training Placement services- nreqcribed per clicnt - 1.15 g
Mean No. Physical Health- services prescribed per client = 3,23 ,
; _ Mean No. Soc1a1/Psychological Health services prescribed per clieat = 3.31 P
P Mean No. Educational Services prescribed per client = 0.29 el
' B feenli 7 s ;\ '/
b _***Percentages in this row based on number of clients receiving prescriptions (52)
w
o
Lo
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Table 6 l
LN 4
. ¢
COMPARISON BETWEEN CLIENTS' INITIAL AND FINAL HOUSING TYPES . ’
. Initial Housing (Time of Placement) *
: . Home for ome for Training Boarding
Final Nursing Adults/ dults/ School/ House/ Foster HKalfway VR Res'd't Group (elative/ Own Howe/ .
Housing Home Close Super M.i Super Blind Res Hotel Home House . Facility Home = Juardian Aze T TTOTAL . .
Nursing S . B ’
Home 9 : s ‘ ~
Home for .
Adults/ '
Close Supuar 7 : 1 : 8 b
by
. b
Home for ' 1
Adults/ : : :
Mod Super . 7 1 R 8
Training .
School/ . o
Blind ey
Bcarding . ; 2 .
House/ : ; , , P
Res Hotel 2 2 ;
. P H

Foster . ' , )
Home . . 5 ‘ 1 6 L
Halfway : e
House s
VR Res'd't : ' ~ o : : P

Facility : ' . sy
Group - N ~ : . " . o "

5 ‘. nd

Jy dome ' ‘ ‘ ‘ 2 ; : 5

@x : - - - . . . %

' kelative/ IS . . ; o : .
Guardian ! ; - 13 13 , IO
Swn Huwe/ : ) . . : L .

Apt } 1 o ‘ kI 4 “
TOTAL 9 2 7 [ 6 - . 2 13 b 52 ;
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Table 7

COMPARISCON BETWEEN CLTENTS' INITIAL AND FINAL HOUSING STRATA

Initial Housing Strata (Time of Placement)
Final Intensive Intermediate Family
liousing Strata Care Care Care TOTAL %)

Intensive Care
e LIN) 16 1 17 (32.7)

LY

.- Intermediate Care

(M) 17 1 18 (34.6)

é LY

Family/1ndependent
Care (F1) 1 16 ‘ 17 (32.7)

T TOTAL (%) 16  (30.8) 19 (36.5) 17 (32.7) 52 (100.0)
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Table 8

"EMPLOYABILITY STRATA

Strata Labels

Employable
Full-Time (FE)

Employable
Part-Time

(Sheltercd) (PE}

Not Employable (NE)

TOTAL

INCOME STRATA

Strata Labels
Public (PU)
private (PR)

TOTAL

Number of Clients (%)

10 (19.2)
18 (34.6)"
24 (46.2)
52 (100.0)

Number of'Clients‘(Z)

30 (57.7)
.22 (462.3)
52 (100.0)
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Tabl= 9
I’ AGFES AND PROJECTED RFMAINING LTFETTMES FOR EACH CL1ENT $
: AND ACROSS STRATA i
, . t
) :L Projected Remaining ‘
Stratum 3 Client Number Age (in Years) Lifetime (in Years)
!( ¢
1 l intensive care;
o .employable part-
g < times public funds
( T (IN; PE; PU) 1 43 35.6 )
E' L €4 - ——- ]
H 2 67 16.9 i
3 3 52 24.0 :
Averaze N=3 54,0 25.5
.
IS Stratum 5
Eows
intensive care;
{o not employable;
public funds
c (IN: NE; PU) 4 66 17.5
¥ - ——
b 5 76 9.1
6 80 7.5
Yo 7 67 13.8
i - -
R 8 76 11.6
B 9 78 8.3
e
4 —_—
i I 10 91 5.4
¢ - ===
E 11 68 16.2
£ e o e i ] -
‘% I 12 57 24.0
L --== e
1 T. 13 33 44,6
noA -
N Average | p=10 69.2, 15.8
LT ;
Eode
i é‘ e +

TR ——
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Table 9 (2) “ho e
Projected Remaining 1
Stratum 6 Client Number Age (in Years) Lifetime (in Years)
fnteasive coare; ‘ :\
not employable:
private funds :
(IN: NE; PR) 14 82 8.7 !
15 76 ’ 11.6
16 87 5.1
17 - 74 12.6
Average N=4 79.8 ‘ 9.5
Stratum 7 ,
intermediate care; }j
cmployable full-time; 4
public funds C /
(IM: FE; PU) 18 18 58.6 o d
T ‘&
. AN
Average N=1 18 - 58.6 . GQ
Stratum 9 ;
intermediate care; . .
employable part-time; :
public funds
(1M; PE; PU) ‘ 19 65 o 15.0_
20 . 63 19.6
21 55 ; ‘21.7 |
22 63 - 19.6 i
23 ‘ 52 27.9
24 25 52.1
: i 25 28 44.6
; . ,
; Average N=7 50.1 28.6
) , i S Kw R
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: X , | Table 9 (3)

Projected Remaining
stratum 10 Client Number Age (in Years) Lifetime (in Years)

Intermediate care:
employable part-time;
private funds

(IM; PE; PR)

i 26 53 23.2

v

27 ' 62 1€.9

28 62 20.3

te]

29 59 22.4

- - T ' T -
LS Average Ne=4 59,0 20.7
bl
§ s Stratum Il
i3
3 .
f - Intermediate care;
i o not employable;
fow public funds
; (IM; NE; PU) o 30 58 - 19.6
Y im 31 67 16.9
i 32 77 11.0
£ - —— ——— - - e
P 13 90 5.7
‘S ; 34 53 23.2
E W e t— -— - i o e o it e e e e o o e e e e b P e
5 35 64 15.6
L e oo o o o o o i e v i e e . S P 0 7 5 i 4 P e e O R 4 e B e o o o T,
.‘f i . i,
f Average . Ne§ . 68.2 15,3
-
z ..
for ;
e

’ 5 ‘43"
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. Table 9 (4) ;j i
Projected Remaining § i
Stratum 14 Client Number Age (in Years) Lifetime (in Years) “ j
2
family care; S
employable full-time; ?i ;
private funds - ;
(Fi; FE; I'R) 36 34 39.1 .
37 63 16.2 - =
38 38 35.6 i
) 39 34 43.7 ~
40 21 55,8 t
41 23 49.3
42 19 57.7
43 19 53.0
44 33 40.0
Averagoe N=9 31.6 43.4 i
Stratum 15 . ;
family care; i ;
cmployable parg-time; ‘} H
public funds ! !
(Fi; PR PW) 45 19 53 i
Average N=1 19.0 53.0
Stratum 16
family cares
employvable part-time; -
private funds : :
(F1; PE; PR) 46 48 31.2 !
47 43 35.6
48 16 55.8 .
Average N=3 - 40.9
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Table 9 (5)

Projected Remaining

“esateih A

T e O R

Stratum 17 Client Number Age (in Yezrs) [Lifetime (in Years)
. 4 ’

Family carces

not employabled

public funds

(F1; NE; PU) 49 54 26.3
59 30 A7.4

Average N=2 42,0 36.9

Stratum 18 )

family cares

not emp loyabices '

private Funds

(s NEs PR) , 51 54 26.3
52 38 40.0

Averige N=2 46.0 33.2




Intensive
Care

K-17 .
1L = 16.0

A= 69.0

.

Intermedinte
Care

No=- 18
1= 24.1

A = 56.3

‘Family/Indcpendent
Carc

N =~ 17

Y. = 45.5

A= 34.5

Public Private

Funds Funds

N .= 30 N = 22

L= 23.7 L= 31.5

A= 57.8 A= 47.2

Table 10

INDIVIDUAL STRATUM DATA:
NUMBER OP CLIENTS, AVERAGE CLIENT ACE, AVFRAGE PROJECTED REMAINING LIFETIME

.

Public Funds

Ny =0 Ny =3 Ng = 10
Ly = Ly = 25.5 DT g 1508
Ay T Ay = 54.0 Ag = 69.2
N, -0 N, =0 "N = &
L, - L, - Lg = 9.5
Priga:e Funds 54 i A6 ° 798
N, = 1 Ng = 7 Njp = 6 4
p., = 58.6 Lg = 28:6 Ly, - 15-3-
A, = 18.9 Ag = 50.1 Ay = 68.2
Ng = O Njp = & Nj2 = 0
Lg =
by =
N1y = O
23 "
3 =
Nyg = 9
Ly, = 434
Ay, = 36

Employable Full-Time

kEmp]oyable Parc~-Time or

R=10
L = 44.9

A= 30.2

Ny = Numbor of clients assipned to stratus i
Ly = Projorlﬂd remaining Mfetime of average client in stratum 1
Ai = Apc of average client in qtratum i

=4G-

N=

18

L =~ 28.14

A= 48.6

Sheltered Workshop

; Not
Employable
N= 24

L= 17.8

66.5

>
1

i
i
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Table 11

TR T Y PR Ry e
EURR S MRS 4

BENEFI'T/COST RATLO AND AVERAGE NET BENEFIT

SRR e i &

Lo
Lo ¥ N Benefit/Cost Average
3 Stratum S (1974) (1983) ____Ratio Net Benefit

o
& 3 .
(IN;PEZPU) 3 3 1.71 $18,222.65

]' e s

5

CENZNE PU) 10 7 0.99 - 395.93

: 6
11.86 46,534.83.

-r (ININESPR) 4 2

- (M FEPU) 1 1 5.72 39,418.71

Lowe
: ‘ 9
s (1M PE; P 7 7 1.52 13,999.96

o 10
(IMIPEPR) 4 4 1.91 19,237.06

o 1

< CCIMINE; W) 6 5 2.46 %5,566.47
,, s 14 . ’
: (F1:FEPR) 9 9 3.78 27,892.62
B
g 15
8 (FI:PEPY) 1 1 4.18 16, 869.50

Yy

16

i (FIiPESPR) 3 3 , 3.64 29,173.64

X -

17

© o (FLiNEPU) 2 5.17 38,044.13

P imat .
[T
2%]

18 : .
Lo (FENESPR) -2 2 1.79°

PER

12,826.51
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Table 12
.
Exhidit Il -
AVERAGE  ANSTAL COST AND BENETIT DOLLARS OVER ALL CLIENTS IN STRATUM®
' %
.
STRATCY = 9 -
et
¢ i w? ? ? 7 y {
Ny 7 Bpg el Mgge 7 Tl Fpg= 7 Fpem Yo" LTl R 5 of the
- ]
05T BhETs Year 1974 1973 1976 1977 1978 1979 1580 1981 1382 1583 averates
1. Coxtunity Supportive Sfervices | 986,31 1.L25.95-§ 1,405 04 1,339.75 1,240.15 1,149,085 1,063.01 983,71 911 15 843,07 11,386.82 -
A, On-g3ing Service Delivery Coscs aez e} 1,425.95 ) 1,.06,06 | 1,330.75 § 1,200.18 | 1,349.05 | 10630 933.71 911.13 £43.67 | 11,365.92
(1) Jeb Training/Placezent Services 71L22i 410,37 968,81 8y7.61 830.51 769.86 112.21 659, CE €10.47 $65.28 7,638.76
(&) : E T9%. LAt 115,73 %55 161,52 LA ELEEL T TS 55,23 Y T
&) 87.33 264 3R 5. % ~2I7T T LA EREAN 154,57 18%. 20 1in. a3 To4a, 50 143,08 1,605,357 .
[€) PR 131.92 122,09 YEND 104.70 57.01 BY.7% 83.05 75,95 Toees VT
B. Costs cf Service Star:-us 20,90 20.90
2. _Clisnt ¥alnzeasnce 1,819,814 1,992.26 | 1,803.80 | 1,708.26 | 1,s80.32 1 1,465.15 | 1,39%.42 | 1,256.30°] 1,161.79 | 1,075.74 14,457.85
3. Service Integration Costs (SIi* Costs) 412071 92,79 85.87 79,56 73.65 68,24 63,13 88,42 L5411 56,10 1,035,358
A.  Assesszent Costs S8, 4B 98.48
B, Cost of Plucezent Decision 124,33 b a 139.33
L. Cost of Tilling Prescripzion 88,61 688,61 N
D. . Client Jraciing b Minitoring Costs 86.23 92.79 85.87 79.56 73,65 68,24 63.13 58,42 SE&.1L $0.10 712.16
4. Deinstizuticnalization Costs 27.96 27,96
5. Lost Beoroz{c Productivity
©OTAL COSTS 2.45’:.7{ 3,511.00 3,375.71 3,127,57 2,895.15 2,682.4{. 2,481.75’6" 2,2976;6;3 2,127.08) 1,969.5% 6,911.21
[
* ALl doliars valued at 1574 prices ’
}
o .
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e P 5-..; ‘ ‘:.. i ¢ N
H ! . e
: f i T | Sanad] P -
3 :

..i,
I N
R

o

T o kgt raimrrm,

Wy

O e Ll L

R e R T




" Table 13
PROPORTTONAL CONTRIBUTTONS OF COST AND BENEFIT ELEMENTS
7% of Costs Attributabhle To: 7 of Berefits Accruing From:
Supportive Service Saving of Increased
stratum Services Maintenance Integration Deinst. Inst. Costs = Econ. Production
.’*
- *(INSPE;PU) 30.6 64.8 4.4 0.2 96.7 ‘ 3.3
S
. (IN:NE1PU) 3.1 94.4 2.4 0.1 100.0
[
: CININE; PR) R £ ¢ D 65.7 23.1 0.8 100.0
T 7*
Foem (IMIFRITU) 5.3 88.2 6.3 0.2 100.0
\i‘. &
v 9
: - (M3 PEPY) 42.3 53.7 3.9 0.1 99.7 0.3
§ &
Lo 10
1o (IMSPE;PR) 41.1 51.2 7.6 0.2 98.5 1.5
o 1
LT (IMINEPY) 5.1 . 85.4 6.3 0.2 100.0
_— 14
5 {(¥1;FE;PR) 41.8 4¢.8 11.0 0.3 94.0 6.0
P 15" :
& we (FIIPE:PU) 23.0 69.6 7.2 0.2 99.8 0.2
e
: 3 a lﬁf : ' .
Ly (FISPEIPR) - 62.0 29.6 8.1 0.3 95.5 4.5
2 k ! e -
- 17*
1* (FIINEPUY 3.2 87.1 . 9.3 0.4 100.0
S ‘ ,
T . ~
(FI;NE;PR) 9.0 83.7 7.1 0.3 100.0

i

;T;"‘974 is less thanm 4.
N .
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Table 14 A : v U}
I'R("’ORTTON/\L CONTRTIBUTIONS TO ON-GOING SERVICE DELIVERY ITEMS

Job Trg/Placement Physical Health Soc/Psych leslth Fducation : G oewd
Stratam . Services Services . Services Services

|
¥ » : ;J

(IN;PESPU) 81.7 9.0 9.3

e — . M
H
[ v

2y

(ENSNES P 18.6 60.2 21.2

H

( : .
(ININEPR) ‘10.8 50.1 . 39.1 :

7*

(IM:FES I ' 100.0 .

9
QMiPE; 67.2 : 8.0 16.6 8.2

10 :
(IM:PR:PR) 76.6 11.3 12.1 !

) [l

ll “ v
(IMINESPY) 22.8 77.2° .

14 .
(FESFEIPR) . 38.5 27.9 33.6

1s*
(FEPE ) 33.6 31.2 35.2 RO o

I(v* 7 ) :
(FI;PE;PR) ; 61.6 9.7 11.7 : 17.1 :
* 3

17 , {
(FLyNEPU) 52.3 = ) 47.7 )
» * ZES 3

18 S

(FL;NE;PR) ' 31,20  68.8

#N-in 1974 is less than 4. e
‘ , ’ -50-

o SRR ETR YA




{

L
]
: § :
B
L Table 15
Yo
YR FACTOR BY WHICH MATINTENANCE OR SUPPORTIVE SERVICE COSTS MUST BE INCREASED
L es FOR BENEFIT/COST RATIO TO EQUAL "1"
. e
: 7 Incremental Factor for Incremental Factor for |
yode Stratum Maintenance Cost Supportive Services fost
. &
“ 4 &
L e 3 ’ .
: . (IN;PE;PU) 1.09 2.30
oo
R ) LS S .
: (IN;NE: ) -0.0}
R
Lo 6
. I v (IN;NE; PR) 16.52
- 7™ .
. T (IM;FE; PU) 5.34
by
s 9
. (IM;PE; PU) 0.97 1.23
L e . o R
Lo 10
. (IM; PE; PR) 1.78 2.22
»
n .4
; L. 11
) (1M NE; ) 1.71
i
SR 14 .
(FI;FE;PH) ‘ 5.93 : 6.64
- 15* o
N (FI1;PE; L) 4.58
1 ‘
g &
# *
Lo 16
’ f o (F1;PE;PR) 8.93 ’ 4,26
Foa 17t
: (F1;1E010) 4.79
&_’ wn
e 18* :
3 ) (FI;NE;PR) 0.95
+ A .
'3
T 2 .
vy +
F3 : i Factor for Supportive Services given only when this elemeiit couprised at least 30%
. g7 of the roral cast for the ctratum.
‘.) 7 £
: e ' .
Lo N in 1974 Yess than 4. -51-
S .
‘x‘\
% u

O s Firson o v
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. Table 16 : ’
. +  Exhidbee 11T 4
- . + ' R
COST AND BINPTIT DOLLARS OVER NEXT 10 YEARS® ;
. e :
STRATUM = 9
i
COSTS OVIR 10 YEARS . o
: - ’ ) S of the i
COST FLEVINTS cl_jo cL20 cL21 . tL22 cL2d cL_24 cL2s cL__ cL__ c_, Averages ' .
1. Coz=ualty Suppertive Services 4,378.07 16,275.50 $,101.86 164,726.281 8,398.12 7,394.67 13,433.29 11, 38u.52
A. On-going Service Dellvery Losts 4,155,107 16,271.27 | 15,091.66 14,712,171 B,344.23 7,379.93 13,407.24 1-11,365.92
(1) Jeb Trainisg/Placecent Services 1,611.70 | 13,246.99 | 13,767,600 ] 1286268 11,980, 57 . 1.,638.76 E
(2) roysizal kRealth Services EN T, 995, ~0 1, 324,26 601, (1) 340. 019 B19,01 751,15 L ) ' 915.32 i
) 31/057ch Realin Services 3, 2464.13 1,025. 68 " 1,268,511 8,006.14 505,52 . 1 1.836.57
{3} Ecucaticnal dervices 6, 5h). G2 ) 37,37
3, Costs of Service Start-up 23.07 4.23 10.20 14,11 53.89 ° 14.74 26.05 20.90 -
2. Client Maincenance' 15,232, 74 18,577.82 | 11,234,95 16,206,941 6,079,201 |12,472.32 21,395.95| 14,457.85
i . ’ /] :
3. Service Integraticn Costs (SID Costs) 745,05 896. 64 1,021.58 1,462,205 579.06 92694 1,258.5¢4 Jiiv1,038.58 g :
A. _Assesszent Costs ) 79.83 59,88 71,26 161,91 137.62 69.55 109.31 , b esuee [ '
3, Cosg of Placezent Decisicn 134,26 78.15 193.79 111.89 108.86 185,69 159.67 : 139.33
¢. Cost of Filling Prescriptica ’ 105.62 286.08 12.73 93,04 £2,47 19.05 21.27 £8.61
D. Clieat Tracking & Mcnitoring Costs 425,34 472.53 743.80 1,075.41 650.11 649.65 968,29 . : ) 712,16
4. Defrstitutionalization Coste 33.55 33.55 33.55 33,55 20.51 20.51 20.5] ! 27.9%
5, Lost Econcalce Produc:iviti
20,394.4 | 35,783.51 | 27,391.94 | 32,409.02) 15,476.90 | 20,814.44 36,108.33
TOTAL COSTS ' 5 . 26,911.21
¢ All dollars valusd at 1974 prices . .
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‘Table 17

BENEFIT/COST RATIOS FOR EACH CLTENT AND FOR EACH STRATA

PR AT T el

-*
. L4
i} S’ © Scratum Client #
¥ Trratam _Ratlo (Ratio) .
¥
y L * N
£ LN PEIPU) 1.71 €1.14) | (1.34) ](3.05)
R T | s 5 6 7 8 9 10 no| 1 13
Lo CINGNESPU) 0.990 (1.96) ] (0.69) 1(3.82) | (0.96) | (0.61) 1(0.94) 1(0.95) | 71.44) |(1.50) |(D.48)
S P 14 15 16 17
SOONNE;PR) 11.86] (23.47) [(87.66) [(2.04) [(26.94)
] 7* 18
A H A U 5.72f (5.71)
4 T 9" 19 | 20 21 22 23 24 25
B G LY 1.520 (2.62) | (1.40) }(¢1.85) | (1.18) | (1.53) {(2.18) |(0.68)
R 1) 26 27 28 29
oM PR) 1.91 (1.15) ] (2.95) 1(:.88) |(2.30)
e 30 31 32 33 34 35
Fmamen)  2.46] (2.74) | (2.18) {(2.23) | 2.63) | (3.46) (1.61)
R 11 36 37 318 39 40 41 42 43 44
¢ MR PR) 3.78] (31.54) J€17.43) 1(2.09) }(1.50) {(30.44) [(1.43) }¢1.24) |’44.10) [(10.73) |
; in *
: 15 45
. TTIPEIPU) 4.18] (4.18)
S *
16 46 47 48
S ELIPETR) 3.64] (16.46) | (0.83) 1{11.12)
Lot 49 50
£ (FINE;PU) 5.17] (4.66) | (5.80)
¥ E Jddhahe
E X *
B k18 51 52
EoQrinerR) 1.79) (1.70) } (1.90)
v
¥
i
F N in 1974 is less than 4.
B
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Table 18
PRO?ORTION OFf COSTS AND BENEFITS ATTRIBUTABLE TOIFEDERAL, STATE, LOCAL SOURCES :‘,{
7 of Costs Borne By . % of Benefits Accruing To ’;
N Federal State Local Federal State Local
Stratum (1974) Sources Sources Sources Sources Sources Sources
.‘* ¢ ’ ' ) f : ‘._1:
(INsPE ) 9 39.4 40.3 26.5 3.0 91.0 ]
g1
: 5 / e
ONSNESPLDY 10 60.8 36.3 3.0 30.9 69.1 S
6 | i
(IN:NESPR) 4 59.0 39.3 .. 1.7 34.4 65.6 <d
- ]
(IM3FE; PU) 1 6.7 59.8 33.5 100.0
9
M PR PU). 7 68.2 24.1 7.7 0.3 99.7
: 10 » ,
(MIPESPR)Y 4 73.3 20.4 6.2 7.9 92.1
. 0 :
(IMINBEI ) 6 78.9 15.0 6.1 18.2 81.7 i
o
14
(FI3FEIPR) 9 69.1 23.8 7.1 13.8 86.2 :
* ' s
15 )
(F1;PEPY) 1 86.6 11.2 2.1 0.2 59.8 _
*
16
(FI;PE;PR) 3 76.0 21.4 2.6 4.6 25.4
e — " . ) 5]
. 17 :
TFINET D) 2 95.1 4.5 "= 0.4 2.0 98.0
P :
{F13NESPR) 2 91.9 6.7 1.4 15.4 84.6 e
N in 1974 is less than 4. sl
i
i
L
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- Table 19
¢ L - .
i BENEFIT/COST RATIOS CALCULATED SEPARATELY FOR FEDERAL AND STATE SOURCES
oy
-
4  Stratum Federal Sources State Sources
H *
i 3
J: (IN:PE;PU) ' 0.13 4.10
4
- 5
; 1 (IN;NEZHI) 0.50 1.89
Do
ks 6 -
e (IN;NE;PR) ; 6.92 19.77
t ;:r’ L 3
f - (I1M; FE; PU) 0.00 9.55
g ‘ - (MNP PY) 0.01 6.29
¢ ou 10
H (M3 PE;PR) 0.21 8.61
i L1
¥ (IM,NE; ) 0.57 13.43
; i4
3 LFI;FE;PR) 0.75 13.66
. * '
i 15 .
it (E1:PE;PU) . 0.01 37.16
S 16" :
voi (FI;PE;PR) 0.22 16.20
3 *
- 17
{: (FI;NE;PU) 0.11 113.67
; 18"
- (FLINEIPR) 0.30 22.74
.. N '
{’g N in 1974 is less thar 4.
8 '
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Table 20 S R O

SOCIETAL BENEFIT/COST RATIOS VERSUS TOTAL BENEFIT/COST RATIOS

Jrevemea
e
A gy

Societal Benefit/Cost Total Benefit/Cost fp
Stratum . Ratio o Ratio ;i‘ i
* | >
3 : . ;
(IN;PE;FU) 1.71 1.96 : o
5 .
(IN;NE;PU) 0.99 0.99 -
6 .
(IN;NE;PR) 11.86 11.85 _
7* . B 4 ::(/
(IM; FE; PU) 5.72 5.72 -
9 .
(1M; PE; PU) 1.52 1.55 .
10 - .
(IM;PE;PR) 1.91 2.06 >
11 : ;
(IM;NE; PU) 2.46 2.45
14
(F1;FE;PR) 3.78 4.87
*
15 :
(F1;PE; PU) 4.18 4.31
*
16
(F1;PE; PR) 3.64 3.69 _
*
{F1INE;PU) 5.17 : 5.17 T
: H
18* . ; .
(FI;NE;PR) 1.79 1.79 Z
*

N in 1974'15 less than 4.
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]; ' Table 21
. - BENEFIT/COST RATIO AND AVERAGE NET BENEFIT
(Combined Strata)

™
«

S ,

2 !

|

i Comb ined N N . Benefit/Cost Average

' ¥ Iﬂ . Strata (1974) (1983) Ritin Net Benefit
. ] ki 1Y)

InL&"nsive i
Care 17 12 1.43 $13,524.38

o

Intermediate

l’ Care 18 17 1.94 20,325.92
- Family/Independent
3 Care 17 7 3.57 28,068.55
. ‘ N:urs ing Home
? Care 9 5 1.06 2,474.47
: h 7 Not
O Employable 24 18 1.71 ‘ 18,023.89
! ; Employable
St Part-Time 18 18 1.90 19,667.00
i e
5 aa Fmployabie ] .
£ Full-Time 10 10 ©3.94 29,045.21
{77 public
ew Funds 30 26 1.55 15,383.22
i - —
ko ‘
3 Private :

o T Funds 22 - 20 3.36 28,092.35
[ te - Total 52 Y 1.98 20,799.49
=t
9 LI
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Table 22 ' | I
PROPORTTONAL RELATIONSHTPS AMONG COST AND EENEFIT ELEMENTS
(Combined Strata) ‘ N
. . Mj
. 7 _of Costs Attributable To: .. % of Benefits Accruing From:
Comb ined Supportive Service Saviag of " Increased ,_
v Strata Services Maintenance Integration Deinst. Inst. Costs Econom. Production °
l Intensive . i
Care 7.6 89.0 3.4 0.1  99.4 0.6 S
Intermediate ! ‘ § ‘ :
Care 32.3 62.2 5.4 C.1 99.6 0.4 ~d ;
i !
e , —
Fami tv/ independent ' . :
Care 34.8 55.5 9.4 0.3 96.1 3.9
S i
t Nur=ing liome . B
bocare 1.4 96.5 2.0 0.1 100.0
Novt ) ‘— N
twployable 4.5 “§1.2 4.1 0.1 100.0 ' t’
Emp loyable ’ :
Part="11ime 40.8 53.8 5.2 0.1 98.3 1.7 :
tmploysble .
Full-Time 18.7 50.3 10.6 0.3 94.8 5.2
CPublie : . .
Fiiads 15.7 80.5 3.7 0.1 99.6 0.4
Pyivate ’ o . .
Funds 38.0 52.0 9.7 0.3 96.7 i 3.3 ;
[ Total ' 21.0 73.7 5.1 0.2 98.4 . 1.6




IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The methodology of the cost/benefit analysis addressed

e g s A s e

»
~ the question of whether the benefite of deinstituticonalizing
N i
- 1
. "“r a mentally ill or mentally retarded client and maintaining
' Lok him in the community, using the SID model, exceed the costs. :
: I’ Te answer this question, a number of steps were taken:
g - . - - -
: 1) A stratification matrix based on three variables
i r was used to group clients;
e 2) Measurable costs and benefit elements were identified; ;
'r 3) Necessary adjustments for fringe benefits, overhead, !
b and other factors were identified and rates attached ;
to each; :
! i: 4) Projections regarding the individ:al client's ;
L service requirements over the next ten years were .
v made by the broker advocate assigned; i
g ~e 5) Dollar amounts for each measurable cost and bene-
! fit element were calculated on an individual client
LT basis for each of the 52 individuals in the sample;
i o 6) Calculations resulting in benefit/cost ratios
I for each of 12 strata containing clients and each
; i of ten aggregate strata groups were carried out.
P Inspection of the data suggest two major conclusions:
< 1) It is cest-beneficial to place and maintain clients
in the community;
) 2) Benefits accruing to state funding sources through
« deinstitutionalization far exceed those accruing
o ‘ to federal funding sources.
e Caution must be attached QQ conclusions drawn from
o the data presented.. Even though the relatioriships among
- the benefit/cost ratios from the various strata and groupings
-
é; yield logical and plausible results and even though SID staff
»
.'I' -59-




mades a concerted and consistent attempt to overestimate costs
and underestimate benefits, there are limitations to be
considered in interpreting the findings:

1) Sample Size: Only 52 clients are included in the
sample and these are residents of only two regions
in the Commonwealth. A larger sampic.size including
clients from cother regions would increase the
generalizability of the findings.

2) Community Tenure: The average client spent 8.5 months
in the community prior to Decemher 31, 1974. Over
907 of the data attached to both costs and benefits
over the 10-year time span of analysis were based
on projections. A much longer follow-up period
for community residents is required so that
observational data rather than projections can
contribute in greater proportion to the numerical
analysis. :

3) Sensitivity to Altered Assumptions: The sensitivity
of the data to charges in the discount rate or
the assunption that costs and benefits will be
affected similarly by inflation/deflaticn circum-
stances were not tested. :

4) Confounding of Maintenance and Supportive Services:
In calculating costs, supporlee services were »
broken out separately from majmtenance wherever
possible; in calculating benefits, supportive
services (i.e., professional care rendered by
institutional staff) formed an indeterminable
part of "total institutional costs' throughout the
analysis. It is not clear to what extent lumping
supportive services with maintenance in arriving
at benefit dollar amounts affected the resultant
benefit/cost ratios. Without imposing an entirely
new accounting system on institutional personnel,
there would be nc satisfactory resoluticn to this
methodological impasse.

In addltxon the‘psvchosocial benefits to the client
and community assoc1aced with communlty placement of insti-

tutional residents are not measured in the_cost/beneflt

analysis. Théy are formally'addressedixmother facets of

i
i
1.
i
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the SID program and the results 6btained reinforce the
conclusion that clients should be placed outside state
institutions.* Clients prefer community living and the
recidivism rate among SID clients is low. Community ser-
vice providers feel a strain on their abilities to give
services due to the placement of these individuals, but
secem to prefer working with clients deinstitutionalized
through SID to dealing with those placed By the institu-

tion without the benefit of SID coordination and following.

It is a comment on the statc of the evaluative art

~and the stage of development of the SID program that only

a qualifiad answer can be given to the cimplest analytical
question possible regarding the dollar values of costs and
benefits associated with deinstitutionalization. Although
other more complex gquestions arise from this basic question,
replication of the findings of this study is required before
these are confrcnted.

SID staff plan to continue the analysis (with the
addition of automation to jncrease capability) as part
of ongoing program evaluaticn. Others will hopefully
address the same question and base their results on other
c¢lient groups. Only such parallel efforts will yield a
definitive statement of whether, in general, the tenefits
of deinstitutionalizing and maintaining a mentally ill or

mentally retarded client in the community outweigh the costs.

See Volume 4 for a discussion of client attitude toward
community living, receipt of services, behavioral changes, and
a summary of the impact of the SID program on communities.

' -61-
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Cdst Elerhents and Items

Element 1. Community
Swupportive Services

Components

& 1 ” 4 Weoeii §
» 1 L + .-.;,.‘

SID

COST AND BENEFIT ELEMENTS

Terms Included in Each Component

RGN LY ;,': N A T A T N PR L T Y,

Item A. Ongoing Service
Delivery Costs

Job Training/

(1) Ccst per Service

- Selaries and fringe benefits

Placeyf’nent Services

. Physical Health
Services

. Sod’ial [Psychological
Services ‘

.. Educational Services

/
i

and service providers)
incluues cost of resource’
search by provider :

(2) Sources of payment

Placement Servisres Unit : of service providers
. Physical Health (2) Number of Service - Overhead expenses
Services '/ Units
; : - Birectcost of materiel,
. Social/ Psyclj'zblogical {3) Source of payment supplies
Services ' :
. Educationa:i Services
Item B. Costs ~ Qervi,ée
Start-Up
. Job u ;,’linin;_ (1) Cost per contract (SID - -Salaries and {ringe benefits

of service provider

< - Overhead expenses
- Direct costs of materials,

s,upplies :

Y N



Element 2. Cilient Maintenonce

A M B 0 BN T A s ettt o o o

Item A. Hcusing

-€9-

(1) Cost per month of providing
housing and any inseperable
maintenance costs, e.g.,
meals in boarding homes,
healih services in nursing
homes. '

(2) Number of nionths during
which client resided in
housing facility

(3) Sources of payment

Salaries and fringe
benefits of house
employees

Overhead expenses

Direct cost of materials,
supplies, etc.

Item B. Subsistence

(1) Amount per month
(2) Number of months received

(3) Sources of income

Client income minusg
client payments towards
housing and/or supportive
services :

{E

P
T

Jer

R et e i B Homage

[RP

e
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Element 3. Service Integration .
i A ’
Item A. Assessment
(1) Cost of gathering and - Salaries and fringe benefits
furnishing assessment of SID staff (BA) V
information on client
- Overhead expenses (SID)
(2) Sources of payment
: - Direct costs
Item B. Determining Flacetnent
‘and Writing Prescription ,
(1) Cost of Placement - Salaries and fringe benefits
and writing prescriptions - of A&P team and other

‘ resource persons -
(2) Sources of payment
‘ - Overhead expenses

- Direct costs

S U S S

Item C. Filling Prescription

(1)\Cost of filling prescription

Salaries and fringe benefits
of SID staff (BA)

(2) Sources of payment ' .
e - Overhead expenses  (SID)

- . Direct costs : ,




item D, Final Decision

e et 4

(1) Cost of final decision
on placement

(2) Sources of payment

» &

Salaries and fringe benefits
of A&P team members and
BA

Overhead expenses

Direct costs

Item E, Trac"ing and Monitoring

(1) Costs of client tracking
and monitoring

(2) Svurces of payment

Salaries and fringe benefits
of SID staff and cofnmunity
resource contact person

Overhead expenses (SID and
community resource)

Direct costs
BRI

2

Element 4. Deinstitutionalization
Costs

narnid

(l)d’sCost per client re-lease

procedure : o

" (2) Sources of payment

]

Salaries and fringe benefits
/ of institution staff
{,7/; Overhead expenses
i '
Direct costs

— . . e o

s
o

S"

Vi



Element 5. Lost Economic Productivity

(1) Cost of client's relative/ , Monthly salaries and fringe
guardian giving up employ- benefit of .relative/guardian’
ment to care for client

- Number of months relative/
guardian is out of work
because of client

Element 6. Community-Related Costs

]
o
T
(1) Cost to community of - Fear
client reiease and - Confusionl

community placement - Dislike
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Benefit Elements Components of Fach Element Items Included in Each
' Component

Element 1. Savings of Institutionalization
Costs

(1) Differential treatment - Cost per patient day
costs , : {maintenance and
. , operating costs)-=-
(2) Depreciation - . {ype of treatment plan
{3) Recipients of benefits -~ Depreciation for

institution (equipment
and buildings)

Element 2. Increased Economic
Productivity

(1) Value of client's labor - - Salary and fringe
as a contribution to : -~ benefits of client
economic growth il . o

; e
: : , - ! L
H e [ PR — Lems vesin € SRRSO S iy
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Element 3. Psychosocial (Client)

o

t ¢-3
L33

(2) Recipients of benefits

(1) Benefits of community Life satisfaction
living on client's psycho-= Behavior.
logical and social well- Social adjustment
being

Element 4. Psychosocial (Community)

(1) Benefits of client
placement on community

(2) Recipients of benefits

Increased public awareness
Better understanding
Service integration
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Appendix B
Assessment Digest:
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* ASSFSSMENT DIGEST

»

® ® ® & & & & & & & &

by el iR

NUbHER_JE CLIENIS 2BUCESSED: 52

- CUST/BENEFTT CLIENTS
T '
e e i e e e o e o e - - . - ——
—— —— BACKLGBLULD DAL e e _—
-I;AulaﬂLE..-- ..... ernmmmnes wlee  ccdee eaddBlABLEam.o e aedom
TYSTLIUTInN UF RESTIDENCH “aCE
I “wSH 3¢ 61,5 3 wHIE a3 nd
* CSH 2 3,8 BLACK 9 17,3
e L1SH ' 11 e1,.e Oinek v 0,0
1 SSVIC 7 13,8 TuTal . €2 160,0
4 TnTal 52 100,0
MARITAL STATUS
C™1Y NE KESTLENCE SINGLE (NEVER MARKKIED) 36 09,2
s HuENA VISTA 1 2,0 MARKIED ’ 4 1.7
HAKRRTSNNBURE I's 3,9 WIDUwED & 15,4
e LFXINGTUN P 3.9 DIVORCED ) 5.8
; PURTSUNUTH 9 17,6 SEPBHATED ) 1.9
b STAaUNTNN 10 19,0 GTHER 0 0,0 = -
. WLYNESHURN ¢l 3,9 Tutal 52 100,0
€ unNly UF WESIUFNCF R
i. AuGuUSTS 13 25,5 IN INSTITUTTUN TwiS TInE K
e TH 1 2.0 LESS THaAN 'V YW, 9 17,5
st MIGhI_AND : 2 3.9 .1 = 3 YeS, Y - 9,6
i RUCRAKIDGE 2 3,9 4 « 10 YRS, 15 ergH
: RUCK INGHAM ! 13,7 11 = 20 YKrS, 11 él,e
o TataL St qo 9 OVEk 20 YwS, 12. 23,1
i s _ TuTat S thu,0
ast &1 ASSESSHMENI + MEAN = 13,23 YRS, (N = S2) ‘
UNDER 18 1 1,9 SV, = 12,44 YKS,
e 1b = 65 316 09,2 FANGE = «2h iU
cp  VEK 6S 15 eB. B G4, 49 Yhs,
Hivay 52 49,9
- MERN oz b2, 76 YRS, (N = 52) FYPE BUMISSTUN
o detr, /20,94 Y¥eS, ' FIRST : .2e 42,3
* OKANGE £ le ld I# READMISSION 19 36,5
‘ 90, U2 YRS, . TRANSHEK 1 2l,e .}
i ’ © TuTal 52  1uD,0
i ' - | ' ‘
maLt : X 24 46,2
3= FEMaLt 28 53R
ir Totag 52 190,0
3
\‘Eg .
., < ) ' . . R B
.1 ASSESSMENT LIGEST -69- - 03705715
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Exhibit I

SUMMARY OF 'AVERAGE ECONOMIC COSTS AND BENEFITS

N=_ 3

IOMIC BENEFITS

Savings Jue to Decreased
Instituvtionalization Costs

Increased Economic
Productivity

11 Econonic Benefits

11 Economic Benefits
swv Client

-yy -

$

$

$

$

ECONOMIC COSTS

1. Costs of Community Supportive Services

42,607.12
2. Costs of Client Maintenance in the
Community
1,448.153 3. Service Integration Costs
4, Deinstitutionalization Costs
. 5. Costs of lLost Economic Productivity
132,165.74 - o
Total Eccnomie Costs
44,055.25 Total Economic Costs per Client

i —~q  ewq g

$ _7,915.01

$ 16,744.90

$ _1,133,23
$

——39.46

$

$ 77.427.78

$ 25.832.60

Ratio of Average Economic Benefits over‘Average Costs_1.70
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Zzhibit IT . ‘
AVERACE ANNVUAL COST AND RENEFIT DOLLARS OVER ALL CLIZNTS IN STRATUMN®
s
N L3 yg =3 Mped W= 3 Mgt Myt 3 et a3 Mgt Mayst s of the
——— Tear 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 . 1983 Avarages
1. Comwmicy Supportive Services ssson | 1 463,39 ssa.47 | 81574 255.12 699,54 647.26 $98.96 ssa.7s | s13.60 | 7,915.01
A. On-going Service Delivery Costs 976,88 1.463.39 820,47 | 815.7¢ 755.12 699,64 647,26 593.96 §54.76 | 513,69 | 7,£05.93
{17 Jeb Training/Placesent Services 232,08 | 1,263.25 719,25 | 666,37 616,86 571.53 528.74 489,29 453.20 | 419.63 § 6,460.20
T B e e L L P
T T i 127 1% 131,59 79,58 73,70 8,22 63.21 S8 48 5311 $0.12 XY 5T
B. Costs of Secvice Start-us 208, 9.08
2. Client Faintenance 1.479.97 2,263.15 2,034,510 | 1,940.54 | 1,796.34 1,664.37 | 1,539.73 | 1,424.85 | 1,319.74 |1,222,00 }16,744.50
3. Servics Integration Costs (SID Costs) 383,71 111,12 102,84 95,18 88,20 81.72 75.60 69.96 64,80 60.00 1,133,28. °*
A, Assesstine Cests 63,49 . 63.49
B. Cost of Placement Decision 141,52 141,52
g, Cost of Filling Prescription 53.39 il
D, Client Tracking & Monitoring Costs 125,31 111,12 102.82 95,28 88.20 81.72 75.60 69,96 64.80 60.00 871,63
4. Deinstituriocalization Costs 39.46 3546
3. lost Econozic Productivity *
2,888,80 3,837,656 3,077.82 | 2,851.56 | 2,639.66 2,445,73 | 2,262.59 | 2,093.77 | 1,939,32 | 1,795.69 25,832.60
TOTAL COSTS . : ‘ .

® A1l dollary valued at 1974 prices . -
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Exhibic II (2)
L]
AVERAGE ANNUAL COST AND BEVEFIT DOLLARS OVER ALL CLIENTS IN STRATIM .
STRATUM = 3
N3 Nys=s3 Nrg= 3 N77°3 ¥yg=3  Nyg™3 Ngom3 Ng1»3  Ngp=3 » Ng3 =3 .

— ' T ‘ : Sum of the
BENEFIT ELEYENTS vYear 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1951 1982 1983 ‘Averages
1. Savings of , n

Inst. Costs | 213046 | $.703.02 | s o707 | 4 sepos | e.526.60 19,194.12 | 3,880 02 | 2,556,586 | 3,325.73 3,079.39  42,607.12
2. Ine. Ezon. 1

Productivity 19.05 61.45 220,31 204.12 188.95 I+ 175.07 161,95 149.87 13€.82 128,54 1,448.13
TOTAL BENEFITS . - <

4,158.51 5,764.47 | 5,498,383 5,094,18 | 4,715.64 4,369.15 4,041.97 | 3,740.43 | 3,464.55 | 3,207.93 44,055.25




- S, - e 4 i L s . -

Exh{bie I

COST AND BINIFIT DOLLARS OVER XIXT 10 YEARS®

b e % i s o b e

CC57S CYER 10 YTARS
- " -
' Y S of the
QosT s (2 Ly . CL_ cL c__ 9 cL__ e e Averages
v === = e
1. Commusm{tr Supportive Services 4,589.67 5,757.92 s ! 7.9i5.01
! ;
A. Cz-golng Service Telivery Costs 15.3°3.84 4,585,001 [ 3,755.90 ; 7.905.53
. | & 360 :
(1) Jeb Tralzins/Placerent Services 13.056.54 2,576,356 3,745,45 |. £,400, 30 )
12} Fnysical = T omd 1 335.7h i T :
: § 3354 I Caee
(3) Sccial/Bsysh Health Services s ::,, I T [CRTEE! }l t TS :
{4} Esucaticnal Services - T 7 $ - ;
T v - - i
B. Cosrs of Service Start-up 18. 56 6.66 | 2.02 9.08
, 1
2. Client Mair:erance 15 == =4 )18 194 ) 16,130 20 4 1¢,744.50
3. Secvice Iarezratios Costs (SID Coscs) 2,168, 84 $8%, 80 642,00 : 1,135.23
A. _Assesscest Costs 81.03 50.9¢ 58,54 63.49
. Cost of Placezent Decision ’ 142,54 105,59 176,12 141.52
c. -Cost of Filling Prescription 130,93 20,87 5.32 $3.19
D. Client Tzackirg & Monitoring Costs 1,834.04 411,84 385.02 . 874.63
4, Deirstizutiozalirzaticn Costs 33.55 42,42 42,42 : . 39,46
$, lost Econom‘c Productivity .
; .
TOTAL COSTS © 23 370 §1/23,545.43 20.572.74 . 2583265
® All dollars valuad at 1574 prices ) .
' t
*
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Exhibic III (2)
COST AND BENEFIT DOLLA®S OVER NEXT 10 YEARS _ . ‘
STRATI'Y = 3
BENEFIT ELEMENTS BENEFITS OVER 10 YTARS
L]
' Sun of